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This document provides a meeting summary from DAY 1 ONLY of the ITP’s two-day meeting. Please see the accompanying Day 2 Meeting Summary for a review of the following: 
California Building Officials presentation, near-term ITP recommendations discussion, next steps regarding MWELO revisions, general next steps and closing remarks.
[bookmark: _Toc284425252][bookmark: _Toc284425263][bookmark: _Toc292992046]1. MEETING OVERVIEW
The California Department of Water Resources (DWR) Independent Technical Panel (ITP) for Demand Management Measures met for their eighteenth meeting on April 27 and 28, 2015 to accomplish the following meeting objectives:

1. Receive information from diverse landscape industry organizations and advocacy groups regarding water use efficiency opportunities and challenges in the landscape industry.
2. Engage in open dialogue with landscape industry representatives.
3. Identify priority topics and recommendations to focus ITP time and staff resources on in support of future landscape topic recommendations.
4. Identify preliminary expectations of ITP products as the outcome of this year’s discussions. 

Please visit the DWR calendar webpage to review the associated meeting presentations and materials: http://www.water.ca.gov/calendar/index.cfm?meeting=23682 
[bookmark: _Toc292992047]2. LANDSCAPE INDUSTRY PANEL PRESENTATIONS
[bookmark: _Toc292992048]A. HOME DEPOT
Presented by: Brian Parker
Refer to Presentation: Home Depot ITP Presentation

Topics highlighted in this presentation included the following. Points made by Mr. Parker that were not also captured on a presentation slide are also included below:
· Original goals and objectives of Home Depot’s 2010 plan to implement Water Conservation Plant Events and Community Partnerships
· Drought-tolerant plants were not being cultivated in large enough quantities to sell at Home Depot establishments when the drought began in 2009
· Many native plants were not retail friendly, or lacked visual appeal to the consumer
· Challenges associated with first opening of San Bernardino Water Conservation Garden in 2010 
· Changing public perception of what drought-tolerant plants can look like
· Challenges with hosting such events throughout the state
· Timeline for implementation
· Breakdown of how the events are organized and run, event preparation, event marketing materials
· The term “drought” has negative connotations associated with it. Caution of using this term in marketing materials
· Irrigation is handled out of Atlanta, and sometimes with the supplier
· It is expensive to change entire landscapes at one time. Customers are encouraged to do it in segments
· Important to make heavy use of flyers that are specific to each event, as many customers on are not actively “on-line” 
· It is critical to provide a list of plants that are stocked daily and that are appropriate for the County where they are being planted
· Key tools for developing successful store partnerships, supplier partnerships and agency partnerships
· Master Gardeners programs and volunteers are incorporated whenever possible 
· Agency staff need to demonstrate that that these are truly partnership events. Customers want to talk with agency staff about rebates, etc. (This can be challenging to explain for stores that sit on the borders of counties as rebate offers differ across counties.)
· Hines is the main shrub supplier 
· Altman provides succulents
· Calendar of events for 2015
· There are 56 events planned in for Spring in Southern California this year
· Lessons Learned and Next Steps
· If the neighborhood where the event is planned for is not water conscience today, then the event will not be successful.
· Seminars need to be conducted separately from buying events. Suggest having seminars the week before, with water agencies as hosts.
· New hybridized native plants are keeping things fresh and new for the consumer
· Many suppliers are not working to change their entire product base. This takes years because of grow rates of certain plants. 
· One issue is signage getting moved around the stores to inappropriate locations
· Home Depot now puts tag on appropriate plants with the “save water” logo to invoke the subliminal message of “you do not have to be plant-free” 
· Home Depot is seeing dramatic decreases in sod sales since the Governor’s Executive Order (EO). They are shifting focus to use of recycled water and new construction measure. 
· Air quality concerns cannot be overlooked in the long term. There are important benefits of trees and plants to air purification and oxygen generation. Trees also save water by providing shade to other plants.
[bookmark: _Toc292992049]Discussion, Questions and Comments:

· Have you seen impacts to sales as related to the release of the EO?
· The industry overall has seen a 25-30% decrease in sales of annuals, perennials and sod since the announcement was made. 

· Have there been there impacts to sales of irrigation supplies?
· Irrigation supply sales remain steady, though sales of hardscape have increased. 

· How are Home Depot’s water efficient programs tied into their Garden Club website?
· This integration is a work in progress. The Garden Club is a national program. Home Depot is looking at ways of putting in a zip code to acquire more localized information on plants, water use, etc. 
· The Garden Club is currently running discounts on succulents. The sales of succulents have increased dramatically in Hawaii, but it is unclear if this is driven by drought conditions or current design trends. 

· Have customers been finding tax credits and incentives to be more helpful than rebates?
· While tax incentives would be appreciated, customers do prefer immediate cash back via rebates rather than waiting a year to see financial returns.

· What are the trends in sales related to “California Friendly” plant sales?
· The “smart plant” program continues to be a strong program. There is one primary producer of CA-Friendly shrubs and perennials.

· With the increased demands for water-friendly plants and increases in turf removal, there are concerns about plant suppliers keeping up with the demand.
· Currently drought-tolerant plant availability has been satisfactory. However there is a concern on plant availability being affected by the decrease in the number of horticulturalists in general (there are 50% less growers compared to 10 years ago). 

· Is there a list by grower of what plants are available for purchase during certain times of the year?
· Yes. Growing is done on a seasonal cycle, though the bulk of commodity items are available year round. Growing is still primarily driven by customer demand. 

· Does Home Depot contract with plant growers? 
· Yes. They contract up to three years in advance for shrubs and trees. Perennials are contracted on a year-to-year basis.

· The ITP has been considering developing a color-coded label system for plants. Would Home Depot be interested in this system?
· This would be a difficult concept to implement, and Home Depot often uses one grower to distribute their plants nation-wide. Have labels added to only CA plants would result in additional costs.
· It is more economical and efficient to code for shade or sun, as opposed to water use.

· Would Home Depot be amenable to labeling products similar to that done by Energy Star, while slowly phasing out products that do not meet these criteria?
· Home Depot could entertain that discussion, though Mr. Parker is not the appropriate person to speak with. 

· Are Home Depot’s irrigational products currently labeled?
· To a limited degree. Home Depot does not currently sell pressure-regulated or check valve heads. They do sell a small variety of smart controllers. If legislation required them to do so, it would be easier to get more water conservation products on the shelves for consumers. In general, manufacturers are supportive of product labeling.

· What would be the timeline required for Home Depot to phase out non-water efficient products?
· Perhaps 3-4 years, similar to the transition to LED light bulb sales in stores. The most challenging part education of sales associates on new products. 

· What are the trends for do-it-yourself folks now that the state is coming out of the recession?
· The trend in DIY has shifted to millennials who want the work to be done for them. As a result, sales in container plants have increased. 
· What Home Depot is losing in the DIY segment they are recuperating in the contractor segment.

· Do you think other wholesalers are seeing similar trends in drought tolerant plants sales? Who else is doing similar events and marketing?
· Per conversations with water agencies, there is not a real interest from other large retailers to be involved in this movement. Some small, independent garden centers are doing small plant fairs with drought tolerant plants
· San Diego County Water Authority did approach Lowe’s and they did not want to work with them on this issue.
· Water agency participation is vital to the success of Home Depot’s events. 
· Last year Home Depot donated 20,000 buckets of water savings products in the Northern CA area just to get the message out to communities. 

· Who prepares Home Depot’s plant list?
· The lists are a combination of what suppliers have available and what plants are listed on Counties’ internal lists. 

· Is Home Depot keeping metrics on participation in these events?
· They do not count the number of attendees, though they do keep track of who brought doorknocker flyers in with them. Successful events are anecdotally measured.
· Home Depot would hold these events twice in a year in the same location if community turnout was excellent. 

· There is value in consistent messaging. Home Depot is a Water Sense partner. Water Sense could, hypothetically, provide labeling for living plant material if it was organized as a multi-year effort.

· Southern Nevada initiated a true removal program in 2003, and required a 50% minimum plant coverage area. They have a list of about 20 acceptable plant types. Perhaps California has a similar “common core” of plants.

· One concern with this approach is that it moves towards long-term monoculture, which could lead to disease, etc. 
· Also, the public will likely give pushback because they will be bored visually and their individual style will be limited. Any plant list should allow for maximum flexibility to accommodate style. 
· Landscape architects typically receive limited plant training, and so are generally more comfortable with smaller plant lists. Landscape designers, however, often look for opportunities to push the envelope in regard to plant selection. 
· California is one of the most diverse plant places in the world. It would be a disservice to biodiversity to limit plant lists to the extreme of 20.  

· When vendors put tags on pots for events, etc. how broad of a geographic area are these plants distributed?
· Mr. Parker’s vendor area is southern CA, Las Vegas, and parts of Arizona. In general, if plants are earmarked for San Diego, for example, they will stay there. 
· It is possible that one supplier could sticker, and re-sticker, depending on area of distribution. Yes, there would be additional costs associated, but it may be the right thing to do.

· How much does CA contribute to Home Depot’s nation-wide plant sales?
· A large amount. They are a huge purchaser of shrubs in particular. 

· Regarding the importance of urban forestry, is there any reevaluation of tree species being conducted?
· Yes, in Los Angeles specifically. Home Depot is working with City Plants LA on a tree list, and requesting their growers to begin producing these trees. It is a complex ongoing conversation.
· Home Depot also sponsors tree adoption events in the LA area.

· Has Home Depot considered phasing out the sales of trees that do not do well in our climate?
· With the exception of citrus and fruit trees, there are not a lot of tree sales in southern CA in general.

[bookmark: _Toc292992050]B. WESTERN RESOURCE ADVOCATES
Presented by: Amelia Nuding
Refer to Presentation: “Incentivizing Water Conservation through Connection Charges”
Refer to Accompanying Documents: 
· Water Connection Chargers, Aurora, CO
· Water Connection Charges, Fountain, CO
· Z-Zone Requirements
· Z-Zone Plant List for Aurora, CO

Topics highlighted in this presentation included the following. Points made by Ms. Nuding that were not also captured on a presentation slide are also included below:

· Background
· Case study from Aurora, CO
· How this city used fees to encourage water savings in an innovative way, by tightly correlating fees with water demand and incentivizing water efficiency in new development
· Steps for developing the fee charge structure
· Six years of data was analyzed to determine how much water is used on a daily basis by customer type. It was determined that a fee by meter size is not an accurate measure. 
· Indoor water use was separated from outdoor water use. 
· Water use is more estimable based on the number of bathrooms in the residence. 
· Connection fee schedule was implemented in 2014. The result was a matrix fee structure per lot size and bath use.
· Irrigation meters are used for large landscaped areas, such as commercial areas or residential common areas.
· Water efficiency was also incentivized. Biggest savings occur when installing xeric landscaping (referred to as Z-Zones)
· Z-Zone is a landscaped area that utilizes only native plants. After the initial establishment period, the plants in these areas require no water, and so the connection charge is waived.
· If after three years the Z-Zone landscape is maintained, the city will remove the water meter and refund the $20,000 meter deposit. 
· Results to date were shared. 
· Residential xeri scape program is not listed on the 2015 schedule
· Case Study from Fountain, CO
· Their focus on the suburban residential sector
· Water acquisition fee for ¾” meter is most common
· If water conservation incentive is 50% or less irrigated area, then the acquisition fee is halved
· This is a much simpler fee matrix than Aurora, but it is appropriate for Fountain’s smaller community size
· Structure has been in place for about a year now
· Land use planning processes and results
· Developed landscape template for builders, developers, etc. 
· Homebuilders Association continues to be an important stakeholder
· Comparison graph on water demand factors between Arizona, Colorado and Utah
· This graph is in development, with a complete report due out this summer
· Fact sheets and further information are available on this website: http://www.WesternResourceAdvocates.org/water/WaterConnectionFees   

[bookmark: _Toc292992051]Discussion, Questions and Comments:

· Regarding Aurora’s program, has any feedback been received on the $1,000 rebate for residential development? Are developers finding this rebate amount sufficient?
· Ms. Nuding has not heard concerns in this regard from the utilities staff. Anecdotally, developers have often commented that if they were to receive $1,000 per home to install water efficient measures that would be a sufficient incentive, as they often build 50-100,000 homes at once.

· In the case of Fountain, the rebates are in the range of $2-3,000, depending on the amount of turf that would be converted. Does this increased incentive directly translate to more developers installing water efficient landscapes?
· Unsure. Ms. Nuding can follow up with developers on their opinions on this matter. 

· Does Colorado have an ordinance akin to MWELO?
· No, not at the state level. Guidance is typically provided on a community level.

· Are these areas of Colorado currently in a drought?
· They experienced drought in the early 2000s, so extreme that Aurora was down to three months of water supply in their reserves. Since then, many communities have developed methods alternative water supply, passed graywater legislation, etc. 
· 80% of the rain falls on the western side of the Rockies. Transporting water from that area is expensive. 
· Has there been discussion on mandating no or limited percentage of turf for new developments in the future?
· This is possible, but communities are resistant to this idea. They like the look of turf, it is a deeply rooted social norm. There are more turf limitation on municipally owned landscaped areas

· What is the average price for a new single family home in Colorado?
· Around $300-400,00

· Related to the Z-Zone, is native turf considered a native plant, or is turf always considered conventional?
· There are some native turfs defined as native plants. The most common are tall grasses. Please refer to the Z-Zone plant list.

· Are there any differences in fees for annexation, or do these fee structures apply to all areas within service area boundaries?
· They apply within service area boundaries. In other parts of the state outside of these boundaries, fees are increased due to the cost to transport water to the area. 

· Does Aurora have an updated conservation plan schedule?
· Connection charges are released at the beginning of every year. There has not been any indication for major revisions to the plan for its next iteration. 

· Was Aurora water use data analyzed for periods of peak demands?
· No, the water data was annualized.

· Are Fountain and Aurora attractive for developers, and are other surrounding communities competing for developers? What are the challenges faced by developers?
· Aurora is especially attractive as it easily accessible to Denver, and Denver is a job-hub. Overall, Colorado is growing rapidly to the east of the Rockies. This is a concern for future water supply.
· Water fees throughout the state are significant and a concern to developers. They are 2-4 times higher in Colorado as compared to Arizona and Utah.
· Ms. Nuding does not have information to speak to the profit-margin target for developers.


[bookmark: _Toc292992052]C. YALE SCHOOL OF FORESTRY AND ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES 
Presented by: Dave Jaeckel, Michelle Camp, and Sarah Sugar 
Refer to Presentation: “NRDC Presentation for ITP”

Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) occasionally develops projects with Yale School of Forestry, particularly where there is an interface between natural resources and law and policy. Due to the ITP’s commitment to water efficient landscape initiatives, Yale was encouraged to consider a research project that could contribute to the work of the ITP. 

Topics highlighted in this presentation included the following. Points made that were not also captured on a presentation slide are also included below:

· Introduced “waste or unreasonable use” concept as defined in the Constitution. 
· Seven-Factor Test for evaluation of waste, conducted by the State Water Resources Control Board
· Focus is on factors 4 and 5
· Yale Masters Students reviewed projected new residential development in southern CA over the next 15 years
· Most development is focused inland, in areas with higher rates of ETo
· This results in increased demand for potable water
· Solutions to reduce potable water use
· Water smart landscaping
· Alternative water systems – rain water and graywater
· Did not review the use of Purple Pipe 
· Reviewed costs for potable water supply solutions
· Example assumes:
· New Los Angeles based Single Family Resident
· 75% irrigation, per MWELO standards
· 90% water efficiency drip irrigation system
· ETo reference is based on a PPIC report – 0.3 or 0.27
· Rainwater and graywater
· Approximately 1,900 gal/months could be provided by graywater and rainwater. The issue is storage of this water, as rain events are intermittent and ETo increases in summer months. 
· Little to no ROI on rainwater, though rebates could improve this.
· Graywater savings assumes 28 gal/person/day and that person is in their residence for the day.
· Also assumes that any landscape can tolerate graywater, per research from Graywater Action. No long-term studies on affects of graywater on the landscape were found.
· Water Smart Landscaping
· Micro spray and drip irrigation costs  $2-4 / sq ft of installation
· Summary:
· Waste or unreasonable use is a viable approach to addressing potable water used to irrigate residential landscaping in California. 
· 12,922 - 14,799 AF/Y of potable water could be saved annually in California with new development using low water landscaping practices.
· 320,444 - 356,749 AF of potable water could be saved from 2015-2030 if new development uses low water landscaping practices. 
· Graywater and rainwater systems can help address the remaining water need for low water plants, especially graywater systems. 
· Installing low water landscapes comes with no upfront cost premiums and results in substantial savings over time. 

[bookmark: _Toc292992053]Discussion, Questions and Comments:

· Slide 17: Does this comparison include installation costs?
· No. Installation costs were removed because the difference was negligible. 

· Even without unraveling the detailed economics of alternative water sources, compared with potable water use, these methods still provide substantial water savings. 

· Are the annual water savings estimates only applicable to potable water?
· Yes. The do not include metrics for non-potable water savings. 
· There are embedded behavioral changes with these proposed approaches. For example, homeowners will need to develop habits of switching the valve on their washing machine. It is complex. The use of graywater systems may be more viable for commercial industry. Retrofitting existing infrastructure is also more difficult that doing this for new builds.

· There are also behavioral changes associated with water smart irrigation. With respect to landscaping, human nature is such that if the plants look they are dying, they need more water. This is often untrue, and watering more is detrimental to the plants.

· What reports were referenced for average lot size metrics?
· A UC Davis report that reviewed irrigated areas of existing and new developments. Inland counties tend to larger lot sizes as opposed to coastal area.

[bookmark: _Toc292992054]Public Comment re: Landscape Industry Panel Session:

· Regarding graywater, there are concerns with salt accumulation over long periods of time, affects of detergents, etc. Issues are anticipated to come to light in the future. This is especially applicable to plants that are provided by growers who use massive amounts of plant growth hormones/nutrients.
· Another concern is that soil structure will be compromised in the long term, resulting in long-term negative impacts on the soil ecosystem.


· There is a disconnect in general education regarding the right plants to select for the climate and how to properly irrigate them. This was alluded to in Mr. Parker’s presentation – many people want to purchase the right plants, but then do not want to attend a seminar on proper care and irrigation of the plants.

· The ITP is encouraged to avoid using overly prescriptive language if drafting/revising regulations to avoid stifling innovation in business. Instead, allow business owners to design new products that will help meet an ITP-identified end-goal (e.g. zero urban landscape irrigation run-off).

· Australia went through decade long drought. Graywater and rainwater saved them from emergency situations. There could be great reference materials and information taken from their experience.  

· Re: Yale Presentation, Slide 17:  The water use in cool season turf is not uniform. Also, with newer species such as Kentucky Blue Grass, water reductions have been seen up to 50%.  A lot of over water use comes back to water use education for end-users. 
· To clarify, the value on this slide came from one study only, based on a water cost analysis of entirely potable water.

· Is cool season turf the reference for ETo? 
· Yes. 

· In the future, when costs of alternative water systems are evaluated, they should be exhaustive and include such variables as annual rainfall for the area, potential application rates, avoided applications, etc.

· ACTION ITEM: DWR to contact Graywater Alliance, a non-profit organization in AZ, inquire to their recent research and obtain further information on what plant species can be irrigated with graywater without negative impacts

· Graywater infrastructure in new development should be reviewed in reference to the CalGreen Code.

[bookmark: _Toc292992055]3.  ITP PROGRAM PRIORITIZATION DISCUSSION
[bookmark: _Toc292992056]A. Review and Context of Governor’s Executive Order B-29-15

The contextual landscape for the ITP discussions has rapidly shifted due to the Governor’s Executive Order B-29-15 (EO) released on April 1, 2015. In this regard, Vicki Lake, DWR, gave a brief overview presentation of the EO. 

Refer to Presentation: “Presentation of Urban Water Use Directives”
Refer to Accompanying Document: Executive Order B-29-15

Points made that were not also captured on a presentation slides were:

· EO was issued with a series of directives to move the State towards water conservation. 
· DWR has two directives to move the State towards efficient urban water use.
· Directive #3 addresses turf replacement
· DWR plans to direct funds to underserved communities
· Prop 1 funding is likely
· Directive #11 involves MWELO
· Four related topics listed in the EO include: Turf, Irrigation Efficiency, Graywater and Stormwater
· The anticipated schedule applies only to the Model Ordinance

[bookmark: _Toc292992057]Discussion, Questions and Comments:

· Directive #3 instructs DWR to collectively replace 50 million square feet of lawns and ornamental turf with drought tolerant landscapes. DWR only wishes to provide funding for this to underserved communities. What is the definition of “underserved?” 
· This has not yet been formally defined. Definitions from previous grant cycles do not apply. However, DWR will not fund areas with non-existent lawns.

· Item #4 of the EO also calls for DWR involvement in LEED efforts. Please elaborate
· Diana Brooks, DWR, has been working with the Energy Commission to define those parameters.
· It is currently unclear if non-electrical amenities, such as toilets, can be deemed as devices. If they are, DWR may consider a toilet retrofit program.
· The CDC is moving forward with LEED appliance program, at minimum addressing washing machines.
 
· Is Proposition 1 a potential funding source for implementation of these directives?
· Funding will come primarily from the Cap and Trade program. 
· Some currently running programs may be funded through Public Utilities.

· Is DWR considering addressing landscape equipment? 
· Likely not. The focus has been on indoor appliances.
· Are showerheads included?
· Either DWR or CDC will address showerheads. 

· Regarding EO Item #7, has there been discussion on what constitutes microspray? 
· That conversation is actually being had today. 
· The State Water Resources Control Board may release related regulations tomorrow, April 28th. It will be imperative for ITP members to review these draft regulations and provide comment.

· Regarding turf replacement funds, it is recommended that DWR give the funding to existing programs for appropriate disbursement (e.g. City of San Diego, Reservation Lands)

· It is unclear what DWR’s expectations are for the ITP with regard to MWELO. Please provide insight as to what would be the most constructive and useful interaction the ITP could have with DWR regarding MWELO at this stage.
· DWR is looking for guidance from the ITP on how to meet their directives. For example, the have the requirement of reducing area of turf. How should this be approached – with development of a water budget, with segregation of commercial and residential properties, etc.? Furthermore, what does ITP recommend re: efficient irrigation systems and enforcement of local ordinances (Directive #11)?
· Conversely, the ITP should recognize that there are some issues DWR is unable to address at the current time, that may need to be resolved via a longer stakeholder process at a later date. 
· Given the time the ITP has dedicated to considering recommended revisions to the Model Ordinance, and the ITP’s credibility and influence, DWR may formally request recommendations from the ITP. 
· Note: Strengthening MWELO is on the agenda for discussion during Day 2 of this ITP meeting, as it was identified as a high priority item from the previous meeting. 

[bookmark: _Toc292992058]B. Update: ITP Landscape Water Use Vision
Refer to Document: “Achieving Sustainable Urban Water Landscapes in California”

Ed Osaan and Jeff Stephenson, ITP members, prepared a draft Landscape Water Use Vision Statement for which to frame a report that would assess the various facets of landscape water use efficiency identified over the course of the previous two ITP meetings. The ITP would like to identify and articulate a multi-year effort to transition and transform California’s landscapes such that decision makers, business and residents are all aligned with landscape water use priorities. 

Feedback on this first draft of the Vision Statement was requested from fellow ITP members:

· Suggested clarification of “water use” to “potable water use”

· This statement and accompanying report should remind people that water is a valuable resource that requires saving, and share innovative solutions to transitioning from wasteful water practices.

· The ideal circumstance would be a complete ban of potable water for outdoor use. Though this may not ever be fully realized, it is an ambitious guiding vision and with the drought, more extreme measures will be permissible by society and decision makers. 

· The statement was intended to address all urban landscape, not only residential landscapes. Clarification should be added in this regard.
· Institutional landscapes should also be referenced here (e.g. schools, parks, etc.).
· It can also include CalTrans ornamental landscapes.

· Clarification is needed for the stated metrics. Is 80% reduction on a per-customer basis, or an overarching goal? Should metrics be partitioned for commercial, institutional and residential use?
· While the ITP’s charge is urban water use, many residents are already pushing back on water suppliers stating agricultural water restrictions are disproportionally minimal. The ITP will need to be cautious on how aggressive their suggested urban water reduction measures are in light of this.
· If 80% reduction includes alternative sources to potable water (recycles water, graywater, rainwater), some ITP may not be able to support this because of lack of feasibility. There may not be enough rainwater in the State to contribute measurably to this target. Further, connection systems would need to be built or reconfigured. 
· If the target date is too soon, it can be pushed out to 2015. Or, gradations can be reestablished.

· ACTION ITEM: Ed & Peter to provide supporting data for the metrics referenced in the draft vision statement by May 4th: “Urban landscape water use will be reduced by 80 %, from 3.9 million acre-feet per year in an average year today to less than 800,000 acre-feet in 2030”

· Should further consider use of the term “publically supplied potable water.” This could exclude people who drill wells.

· ITP may want to consider giving more attention to reducing peak demand water use.

· Should the Vision Statement address what is essential potable water use versus non-essential water use? Landscape water use, by the State’s definition, is non-essential.
· An increasing number of developers are relying on connections to recycled water facilities. The more the ITP can advocate for non-potable landscape water use the better. But how much can the ITP push for changes to existing landscapes as well?
· There are many challenges with this charge, thus the importance of a clearly articulated goal. The enormous amount of treated drinking water that gets used outdoors is a tremendous asset for the state. Perhaps elected officials will not want to get into details of irrigation equipment, etc., but they can buy-in and support an overarching goal. 

· ACTION ITEM: All ITP Members to submit comments/suggestions to draft Vision Statement to CCP/DWR by COB May 13th. 

· ACTION ITEM: CCP to compile comments to Vision Statement for submission to Jeff and Ed by May 15th 

· ACTION ITEM: Jeff & Ed to revise Vision Statement per ITP feedback before May 28th in order to circulate to ITP in advance of June 8-9 meeting

· The outline of priority topics developed by the ITP in November should be used a framework for organizing the final report, and organizing the actions the ITP identifies as priorities.

[bookmark: _Toc292992059]C. Priority Topics and Recommendations Discussion
Refer to Document: “Prioritized Topic Table”
Note: This document was developed at the February ITP meeting, and resorted by the number of votes received in the “opportunity” category.

The facilitator reviewed the list of 22 potential topics that were identified at the ITP’s previous meeting. The ITP was then asked to share other items that were not prioritized at that meeting, review all recommended topics, and identify key areas where ITP should focus time and resources for the remainder of the calendar year. 

· Suggestions for other elements to include in the report (taken from the November organizational outline) were:
· Research
· Public Education and Outreach
· Integration with Stormwater Quality
· Water rates and charges 
· Incentive programs 

· Re: Integration with Stormwater Quality, this applies to MWLEO itself, and in the ITP’s recommendations for on-site water retention strategy. 
· All watershed concept items fall under the New Normal watershed approach topic

· Re: Public Education and Outreach, there needs to be some distinction between performance criteria and the public orientation and education about these landscapes

· Re: Certification, there are multiple applications of certification and there needs to be clarification on where this fits in the proposed organizational structure. 

AGREEMTENT: The ITP agreed to use the November 2014 organizational outline to structure the chapters of their final report. Relatedly, they will use these topics to structure the agendas of the remaining ITP meetings for this year. 

*Specific order of conversation at upcoming ITP meetings still to be determined.

A. Vision Statement: Overarching Goals/ Framing
a. Watershed Approach
b. Integrated Governance
B. Codes & Standards
a. MWELO
i. EO – Section 11 Topics
1. Efficient irrigation systems
2. Graywater usage
3. Onsite storm water capture
4. Limiting portion of landscapes that can be covered in turf
C. Performance Criteria
a. MWELO
b. Enforcement
c. Stormwater
d. Plant Use
D. Work Force
a. Design
b. Installation
c. Maintenance
d. Credentialing
E. Incentives
a. Pricing
b. Tax Rebates
c. Enforcement
F. Social Norms
a. Plant use
b. Messaging and State-wide Branding
c. Customer Perceptions
G. Research
a. Data capture
b. Messaging (in terms of market research)
[bookmark: _Toc292992060]4. ITP DISCUSSION ON PERFORMANCE CRITERIA

[bookmark: _GoBack]The ITP began to discuss issues and possible actions regarding standards for smart controllers and/or moisture sensors under the overarching topic of performance criteria. The following comments were made:

· Pressure regulating check-valve nozzles are not sold currently in retail. The ITP could work to make this available.

· A recommendation was made to phase out non-efficient irrigation equipment for commercial and retail sales (i.e. #14 bodies) over a 5-year period.
· Standards would need to be tied to irrigation upgrades. Replacing controllers themselves to do not lead to major water savings. 
· A certification component could be tied in to this policy, along with a tax credit to make changing to smart controllers more agreeable to the public. 

· There should be larger research studies conducted for smart controllers to see which most closely meet ETo standards.
· The Bureau has a bibliography on controller studies
· AWE conducted a national literature review on this topic that could be referenced.
 
· More clear instructions for installation and use of weather-based smart controllers could be developed. 

· The ITP remains interested in hearing a presentation from MWDOC. They may also be able to speak to effectiveness of smart controllers for water savings. 

· What is stopping the California Energy Commission completing a Title 20? What is the history of this process, what are the major roadblocks they face, and how can the ITP offer support?
· CEC work analysis is largely provided by CA Energy Utilities (Energy Solutions is one of their contractors). PG&E is working on outdoor rebates.

· A proposed exercise was for ITP members to develop a goal statement per each of the seven topics in the outline, with potential actions listed below. 

· A collaboration of industry professionals put together a standard of equipment pamphlet that would be a useful reference tool for the ITP: ASABE / ICC Landscape Irrigation Sprinkler and Emitter Standard 

[bookmark: _Toc292992061]5. ATTENDENCE
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Dave Fujino
Ed Osann
Jeff Stephenson
Lisa Maddaus
Penny Falcon
Peter Estournes
William Granger
[bookmark: _Toc292992063]Public Members
Anita Matlock
Brian Parker 
Briana Seapy
Dave Jaeckel
David Khorram
Gene Smith
Jack Karlin 
Kitty Wang 
Michelle Camp 
Pamela Berstler
Samir Shah
Sarah Sugar

[bookmark: _Toc292992064]On Conference Line
Amelia Nuding
Carrie Polland 
Daniela  (Energy Solutions)
Ed Pike
Fan Lau 
Kao Lin
Russell Ackerman
Sheryl Buck-Walter
Tom Hawes
Vicki Sadstader
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Dave Ceppos
Julie Saare-Edmonds
Meagan Wylie
Peter Brostrom
Vicki Lake
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