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This document provides a meeting summary from DAY 2 ONLY of the ITP’s two-day meeting. Please see the accompanying Day 1 Meeting Summary for a review of the following: 
Landscape Industry Panel Presentations, ITP program prioritization discussion, and performance criteria discussion.
[bookmark: _Toc293065885]

Please visit the DWR calendar webpage to review the associated meeting presentations and materials: http://www.water.ca.gov/calendar/index.cfm?meeting=23682
1. CALIFORNIA BUILDING OFFICIALS (CALBO) DISCUSSION 
At the request of the ITP to garner more information about the California Building Officials (CALBO) experience and perspective in relation to MWELO, David Khorran was invited to speak on behalf of the organization.  Mr. Khorran serves on the Executive Board of CALBO, has a background in building construction, and is currently an Administrator for the City of Long Beach. 

Mr. Khorran made the following points during his verbal presentation to the ITP:

· The California Green Building Standards Code was initiated in 2008 in response to State obligations to consider water efficiency in new construction. 
· Mr. Khorran’s staff does work on energy codes, rainwater projects and LID projects where water is collected and managed on site. 
· Building officials will enforce irrigation controllers, however they do not typically inspect sprinkler systems for residential developments. Sprinkler systems are most frequently installed after permits for new construction are made final. 
· New homeowners will choose to install sprinkler systems if they have extra funds after purchasing their home, and will often build their own systems.
· For mixed-use projects, there are ordinances in city municipal codes that will govern the installation of irrigation for 2,500+ square feet of landscape. These larger projects will undergo a planning review, which such provisions for water conservation evaluated.
· However, in general, MWELO is not rigorously enforced by agencies throughout the State.
· This is in a large part due to lack of financial resources and staff persons.
· Also, in previous years, water efficiency had not been a priority for agencies and municipalities. They were more focused on fire, earthquakes, and energy use. In light of the drought, priorities are now shifting.
· Water efficiency measures are easier to enforce during new construction. CALBO does not monitor buildings for their duration of existence, and are typically not involved with maintenance enforcement. 
· Cities do have a Code Enforcement arm, but are very limited in this capacity. 
· Much irrigation work occurs in the evening/night hours, when staff is not around to enforce certain provisions. Often times they are only alerted of an issue if a call is received for a broken irrigation pipe, for example. 
· Mr. Khorran is of the personal opinion that there is a need for a mandate to assist with water efficiency enforcement if the drought continues and populations continue to increase as projected.
[bookmark: _Toc292992049][bookmark: _Toc293065886]Discussion, Questions and Comments:

· There is a body of codes for new construction, all of which go through the Building Standards Commission, that are used by code officials for building inspection/approval. Is it appropriate for code officials to enforce standard that are not in MWELO?
· Yes. If a standard or regulation is included in the municipal body of the code, code officials can enforce it. This is not unusual, and varies by city. 
· There are planning provisions written into different chapters of the codes. Enforcement of irrigation systems at this time is mostly left to planning departments, and in some cities to building officials. Overall water efficiency is reviewed by building officials. 

· Does planning staff typically conduct site visits to assess conditions at the building site?
· They are empowered to do so, though if they do is contingent upon staffing availability. However, many planning staff do not have technical expertise in sprinkler/irrigation systems. They can be educated, but currently that level of training is not available. 

· MWELO requirements are written into building plans, and often building and safety plan checkers review these plans. Who reviews and checks these plans for the City of Long Beach?
· Mr. Khorran’s staff at the building and safety departments do not see these plans. The planning department may be reviewing them.

· Is the new building permitting process different in southern CA versus northern CA?
· Yes. For most of the development in southern CA, the building CFO is issued before any landscaping is done (both residential and commercial). Developers only install curbs, driveway and access to the front door. Owners move in, and then they install landscaping. This saves developers $50-100,000+ per unit. MWELO is only triggered if a permit is pulled for landscape construction (e.g. pool or outdoor kitchen installation). MWELO is not triggered for sod or irrigation lines. 
· Would a simple fix be that any newly installed landscape requires a permit? 
· If there is a size threshold, this could be possible. However, there may be unintended consequences with this approach. 

· Who certifies installation of recycled water systems?
· Building officials are responsible for private property, and City Works is responsible for public property.
· Some newer cities have reclaimed water systems that are only used in commercial areas, not residential.
· Home Owners Associations are considered commercial, as they irrigate community landscaping. Several HOAs in Irvine installed recycled water irrigation systems last year. This included an additional water meter for the purple pipe system. 

· What compels the homeowners to install landscape in a timely fashion?
· Association regulations for the community where the home is purchased. The HOA enforces the landscape regulations. 
· If there are any landscape standards, they are spelled out in CC&Rs here. Occasionally there is a requirement to install turf. And there are currently debates re: the use of real versus artificial turf. 
· What about homes that are not attached to an HOA, do they have City Code requirements?
· No, but this then becomes a nuances code enforcement issue. 

· Regarding MWELO, the ITP is looking for ways to 1) ensure it is implemented properly, 2) improve areas that are not functional or accessible, and 3) increase its stringency. What are CALBO’s suggestions for the ITP in this matter?
·  Acknowledge that CALBO staffing has restricted ability to enforce MWELO, and consider that a third party enforcement mechanism may be the most practical course of action. For example, Deputy Inspectors that are charged with conducting inspections on behalf of CALBO. 
· CALBO can certify a list of Deputy Inspectors, though they are usually hired and funded by the property owner. The contractors cannot hire the Deputy Inspectors.
· Improvements to the plan check system that would make it more comprehensive. E.g., ensuring that the building and safety checkers review MWELO for water efficiency on building sites.
· Providing financial support to educate staff on MWELO and water efficiency measures, including irrigation systems. A possible funding mechanism is to allocate a portion of plan-check fees to such a continued education program. ITP could draft regulations allowing cities to increase plan check fees for this purpose. 
· For purposes a broader discussion, this could possibly get tied back into the graduation of connection charges. 
· As the kinds of landscapes being discussed serve multiple purposes, funding for inspections may be available via related programs, such as carbon sequestration.
	
· Do plan check fees cover site inspection costs?
· No, permit fees do.

· In your opinion, is MWELO too complicated, and does there need to be a reworking of the ordinance or a 1040 EZ option that would be understandable and operational for smaller projects, homeowners, etc.?
· This suggestion would be beneficial for homeowners and for small projects (i.e. a “turbo-tax” version for irrigation design). If MWELO was simplified in such a fashion that homeowners could easily use and apply it, the sense is that they would use it.

· The Executive Order (EO) is now prohibiting irrigation with potable water to new buildings that are not employing drip or microspray systems. Will CALBO ensure all new properties install drip or microspray?
· Assumingly, yes. The CALBO building officials have not yet had any trainings on the new EO.

· Is CALBO involved in eliminating irrigation in street medians?
· No, however cities tend to be very rigorous with this charge.
· EO items #6 and #7 address this.

· Regarding the workforce, how often is the same building inspector responsible for more than one specialty area of enforcements (structural, electrical, chemical, fire, water efficiency, etc.)?
· The City of Long Beach has engineers who review 11 different categories during plan checks. They also have numerous inspectors out in the field.
· Larger cities, such as Los Angeles, have 500 staff persons, with a dedicated person for sprinkler system review. 
· Smaller cities may operate more like a “one man shop.” They do not have the resources or expertise to dedicate a single person to water efficiency, and in these cases, that level of review should be conducted by a third party. 

· Are you aware any jurisdictions that have formed a JPA for code enforcement work?
· Some cities, such as Orange County, have done this for fire –type services, though it is not very prevalent. However for code enforcement, this could be done intermittently based on need (e.g. if there was earthquake or other emergency situation).
· For some of these mentioned smaller, bedroom communities, it may make sense for them to form a County-wide JPA specifically for landscape design, plan checks and site inspections. 
· An alternative avenue would be for these communities to hire a consultant, rather than going to another city for these services. Many consultants are CALBO members, and most cities have one or two specialized consultant firms on-call.
· The City of Santa Clarita outsourced their water conservation efforts to a consulting firm.
· San Diego County Water Authority also outsources all their conservation work

· Does CALBO currently offer any level of water efficiency training?	
· They offer LEED training and Green training.
· State requires continuing education units to retain CALBO certification

· CalGreen is not in one of the I-Codes. Where does this training come from, and who conducts it?
· Because membership requires that training, CALBO has added it to their programs. Some private groups may also conduct CalGreen trainings.

· With regard to CalGreen, would you have reservations with key elements of MWELO being explicitly included in CalGreen?
· It would be helpful to include these elements in the CalGreen codebook. There is perhaps not yet a strong enough linkage between MWELO and the CalGreen book.

· Pubic Comment: Landscape in the past has not risen to the level of scrutiny of other building trades. Regarding the qualifications of people who would be conducting onsite reviews of landscape related issues, should those reviews be conducted by individuals who are licensed landscape professionals, or by someone who holds water sense qualifications? 
· The hourly rate of a civil engineer or other licensed professional of $150-200 per hour may not support this. Perhaps college students can obtain training certifications.

· Pubic Comment: The City of Santa Monica presented to the ITP in November 2014. At that time the City was reviewing irrigation plans that were tied to building permits. Since then, the City has trained civil engineers at Public Works to do plan checks, and is reviewing how to best integrate checks into the building inspection process. Their current thinking is that irrigation is tied with outdoor plumbing, and plant material is a particular specialty.
· Training for Public Works engineers was done via a check-list approach (e.g. a spreadsheet where the checker can complete information on coverage area, slope, etc.). Funding for this training is provided by a fee ordinance. 

· Pubic Comment: There are millions of home that will require redevelopment in the coming years. Gen the EO and the ITP’s interest in reducing water use, the State should consider moving away from standard residential irrigation and towards LID, graywater and rainwater.

· Are LID requirements reviewed though CALBO?
· Yes. They review the retention of rainwater and enforce LID. They do not review sprinkler systems. 

· Does CALBO offer LID training and education?  
· No. LID requirements are city specific, and sometimes vary between commercial and residential properties. However, management for stormwater runoff is more generic. Some cities will develop a Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSUMP) as part of their LID program.

· Does CALBO have any LEED certified individuals in the organization conducting LEED review? 
· LEED is beyond CALBO’s enforcement, as LEED standards are much above minimum code requirements. CALBO only checks for minimum code requirements. 
· Many large cities have a sustainability group that coordinate on LEED, but again, this review does not go down to the sprinkler level.

· Public Comment:  LID describes the watershed approach to landscaping. Society should be more focused on creating area appropriate natural environments first. And when supplemental supply of water is required for landscapes, is should be done as accurately as possible.

· Public Comment: CBIA expressed concern about approval of graywater systems. Do you feel like most building officials are familiar with this topic?
· Most building officials are loosely familiar with graywater. For the most part, they are not proponents of it because of the technicalities involved, and graywater systems are not built into their codes so building officials are not mandated to learn it.
· If there is truly not a lot of support for graywater among officials, then there is a disconnect here. Alternative sources should be promoted.
[bookmark: _Toc293065887]2. MWELO: NEAR-TERM ITP RECOMMENDATIONS DISCUSSION

To help with framing the discussion on how the ITP could best address revisions and improvements to MWELO, the facilitator captured the following list of challenges regarding MWELO as identified from the conversation with Mr. Khorran of CALBO:

1. Not linked to CalGreen
2. Not a nexus between a CFO and landscape irrigation installation (especially by property owner)
3. Not local resources/impetus to prioritize MWELO
4. Not a well trained workforce
5. Not enough volume to address economies of scale at local government
6. Too confusing for homeowner compliance
7. Landscape requirements are often tied to CCNRs, not always low water focus. 

Additionally, Lisa Maddaus, ITP member and Julie Saare-Edmonds, DWR, reviewed the Model Ordinance by section in advance of the meeting. They prepared a reference document that a) compiled public comments to MWELO received by DWR since it went into effect in January 2010, and b) provided initial feedback on areas where the ITP might work to improve the Ordinance. Sections highlighted in this summary document address high priority changes to MWELO in relation to the EO.

· Please refer to document: “MWELO Review Outline”

Per the EO, DWR is tasked with revising MWELO in a way that will make the state more drought-resilient. The ITP is the first stakeholder group DWR is meeting with on the MWELO revision issue, and they are looking for 4-5 priority measures to address in the immediate term. The ITP’s knowledge and credibility will make their suggestions defensible. 

DWR is tentatively scheduled to release a revised draft of MWELO in June 2015, with adoption of the revised Ordinance in July 2015.

General discussion on ITP ideas for expedited MWELO revisions relevant to the drought EO followed. 

General Discussion:

· State architect has not adopted CalGreen or Model Ordinance. This could be something the Governor could put in his directive.

· State buildings and facilities are under their own directive from an EO from several years ago. They are held to a standard within state structure that currently mirrors the 20x2020 plan. This is a the big loophole for MWELO and CalGreen compliance. 
· Can the ITP recommend a mandate that MWELO be applied to state property? Authority goes back to AB 1881. The legislation defines how the standards are applied. 
· Specific concerns around construction of new State schools were mentioned.

· Section 491 (ww) plant factors and WUCOLs: The current language on this topic may be limiting to landscape designers. 
· WUCOLs is currently the best available plant list reference guide with 3,500 listed species. However, new water efficient hybrids are being developed and are not allowed per this list. DWR could, in the future, offer another “approved plant reference list.”
· Reminder that the WUCOLs list was never intended to be regulatory in nature, only to be a guidance tool. 
· SAAVY has been working on another process for sorting and categorizing these plants.
· The ITP will need to speak with some precision about this if it is going to acknowledge another framework.  
· This may be something to address in the long term.

· Section 492.6:  Landscape design plans 
· Could include a minimum depth of plantable soil in respect to efficiency in stormwater runoff or graywater use.
· Single pass water use features (e.g. splash pads) can be addressed here, especially in light of the drought.
· Pool covers could be required to reduce water loss by evaporation.

· Graywater is addressed in Chapter 16 of plumbing code. It is legal in CA. A permit is not required for “laundry to landscape” plumbing installations. 

· Section 492.7: Irrigation Design Plan
· There were numerous recommendations for requiring high flow sensors, especially on sites where there is no dedicated meter
· Also numerous requests for separate irrigation valve for trees.  Otherwise, shutting down lawn irrigation entirely will result in the decline and death of our urban forests.

· Section 492.8: Grading Plan
· While only a small component of the Ordinance, it is still deserving of a closer review by the ITP

· There were no past comments received regarding irrigation efficiency and stormwater management. 

As a next step, the ITP elected to discuss a series of high-level, strategic recommendations for changes to the Model Ordinance. This list will then be reviewed for practicality and enforceability, and refined as needed. 

It was noted that this approach could also be used for structuring the ITP’s final recommendations document: a problem is stated, and recommendation subsequently listed. 

[bookmark: _Toc293065888]Next Steps Regarding MWELO Revisions

The MWELO revisions and recommendations open discussion period was framed using the four topics outlined in the Governor’s Executive Order B-29-15 item #11:

1. Limiting portion of landscapes that can be covered in turf [Turf]
2. Efficient irrigation systems [Irrigation Efficiency]
3. Graywater usage [Graywater]
4. Onsite stormwater capture [Stormwater]

Following discussion, a straw poll was conducted and ITP members agreed to address a number of priority issues/inconsistencies related to MWELO that were identified through multiple days of panelist presentations and discussions. Any issue receiving 4 or more votes in the straw poll was considered priority for addressing in the immediate term.

Each issue or item was then assigned an ITP member to spearhead development of revisions/ recommendations associated with that issue that will eventually be included in the final report. Below is a summary of the key issues by category, ITP leads for each issue, and comments made related to each of the four umbrella categories.
[bookmark: _Toc293065889]A. TURF

· Topic Champion: Jeff Stephenson
· Contributors: Peter Estournes, Dave Fujino, Lisa Maddaus (*Lisa will share her information only with Dave Fujino for circulation to the larger group per Bagley-Keene requirements)

1. No turf in front yards for new construction (residential) – 5 votes: William Granger 
2. Limits to square footage of backyard turf (residential) – 5 votes
3. No turf in commercial application for ornamental uses; inclusion of updated regulations into CalGreen – 5 votes
4. Reducing ETAF from 0.7 to 0.5 – 6 votes
5. No turf in street medians or parkways – 6 votes 

Comments and considerations raised in general discussion:

· Lowering the ETAF from .7 to .5 should have the effect of encouraging efficient irrigation and better plant selection.
· Note that the further ETAF is lowered, the more prescriptive regulations become regarding turf choices.
· Public Comment: Further, once you layer in set backs from hard surfaces with a reduced ETAF of 0.5 and precipitation rates, builders and homeowners do not have any choice but t use drip irrigation and special turf. These elements create limited turf scenarios. 
· Public Comment: Turf grass Water Conservation Alliance (TWCA) is lobbying for ways to get the TWCA qualification standards recognized by WUCOLs turf list, and to get recognized by AB 1881. TWCA’s turf research is all third-party peer reviewed. The ITP should therefore consider rewording AB1881 to include outside plant sources for data. 
· Public Comment: One of the reasons turf is installed is for heat island abatement. On average, turf creates a 30-degree drop in temperature for the surrounding area. It is unknown if CA friendly plants also provide heat abatement. Thus, for turf-specific recommendations, the ITP should limit installment of turf based on ETAF, such that the most water efficient plant material can be installed for the area. 
· Another approach for addressing installation of new turf is providing developers or homeowners with the option of either a) meet the basic requirements for turf/no turf allocation or b) develop a water budget. Some benefits for using non-potable supplemental water could be included.

[bookmark: _Toc293065890]B. IRRIGATION EFFICIENCY 

1. Newly installed landscapes require metering and/or sub-metering – 7 votes:  Ed Osann and Peter Estournes
2. Definitions align with ASABE/ICC Standards – 7 votes: DWR staff
3. Ensure 492.7 A1B compliant with Title 20 – 7 votes: DWR staff
4. Provide better definitions of soil amendments – 0 votes 

Comments and considerations raised in general discussion:

· Re #1: If the home only has a front yard, metering could be determined by space allocation. 
· Microspray and equipment alignments should reference the ASABE 802-2014 document.
· The ITP should not lose the issue of need for separate tree valves, even if not addressing this issue at this time. How can the state maintain urban forests while complying with the EO? 
· Precipitation rates should also be addressed in the long-term.
· It is unclear if mircospray at 30 gal/psi is maximizing efficiency of nozzles when the uptake rate of soils is a fraction of that. Precipitation rates may be a better indicator or irrigation efficiency than flow rates. 
· The ICC determined the definition of “low flow” and a great deal of work went into developing this definition. This definition is not currently written into MWELO, so MWELO could be updated to ICC standards. 
· There are concerns about using precipitation rates only for irrigation efficiency. This is because it varies based on soil type, and soil type is not uniform throughout a landscaped area. 
· There are also concerns that with a subsurface drip system, the precipitation rate could be excessive and there will be no water savings. An underground system must be audited using grid spacing and pop-up meters.
· Public Comment: It should be clarified that rainwater is not re-use. It is simply use. 
· Public Comment: The core value of Rainbird Technologies is the intelligent use of water. They strive to develop products that save water. The ITP should allow businesses flexibility to be innovative in product designer in order to help the ITP meet their water use efficiency standards. 

[bookmark: _Toc293065891]C. GRAYWATER

1. MWELO should reference Chapter 16 of the Plumbing Code – 7 votes: DWR staff
2. Education on graywater systems for building officials – 0 votes

Comments and considerations raised in general discussion:

· While education for building officials was determined as not appropriate to address under MWELO, several ITP members are supportive of recommending this in a letter. 

[bookmark: _Toc293065892]D. STORMWATER

1. MWELO should include onsite retention targets of stormwater, referencing existing state codes – 5 votes: Ed Osaan
2. Include LID in definitions (page 12 of Code, item 10) – 5 votes: Lisa Maddaus and DWR Staff

Comments and considerations raised in general discussion:

· Page 12 of Code, item 10, in addition including LID definition, the ITP could consider referencing discharge requirements per the Porter-Cologne Act and make the link to water re-use rather than controlled discharge.
· Public Comment: Can the ITP find a way to bridge MWELO with stormwater permits, and in a way that is easily conveyed to the public? 
· The Energy Commission utility codes and standards team has requirements to meet taken from MWELO. The ITP may be able to encourage something similar. 
[bookmark: _Toc293065893]E. OTHER

1. Size thresholds for exemptions to permitting of newly installed landscapes should be reduced to 100-200 sq. feet – 4 votes:  Ed Osaan and Penny Falcon
2. Determine a statewide floor for penalties provision for non-compliance 492.2 – 6 votes: Ed Osaan, Penny Falcon and William Granger
3. Key elements of MWELO should be added to CalGreen – 7 votes: Ed Osaan, Peter Estournes, DWR Staff
4. More specificity required for the permit fees (funding enforcement, cost recovery) – 7 votes: Ed Osaan and Penny Falcon
5. MWELO should emphasize watershed approach in their goals and objectives language – 6 votes: Lisa Maddaus, Briana Seapy & Greg 
6. Adding regular reporting requirements to MWELO – 4 votes:  TBD, DWR Staff?
7. Follow up on AB 1881 regarding irrigation equipment efficiency standards – 0 votes
8. Add definition for irrigation audits – 0 votes 
9. Align water waste section of MWELO (493.2) with SWRCB regulations – P1 3 votes

Comments and considerations raised in general discussion:

· Adding key elements of MWELO to the CalGreen code may not be able to be completed in the short term. 
· CalGreen is releasing updated Codes in June. If the ITP is interested in making recommendations to CalGreen, they need to be submitted as soon as possible.
·  The ITP could submit a parallel letter to CalGreen cross-referencing the MWELO recommendations they will submit to DWR for efficiency purposes. Key provisions as related to CalGreen would have to be identified.
· ACTION ITEM: DWR to follow up with Ed Pike regarding the details of the next CalGreen meeting, held on May 7th in Sacramento
· DWR does not require dedicated meters in the landscape ordinance, though the building standards code does require a sub-meter for any property over 1,000 sq. feet. This is very confusing for the building community. 
· Regarding permit fees, there are already fees associated with MWELO but the penalty would be specified. 
· The issue of irrigation audits was identified as a long-term priority. The conversations of third-party auditors are complex. Questions to consider later include: who can do the auditing, are there conflicts of interest, can a fee-based system be developed, etc.? 
· As the EO is currently only active for 270 days, aligning the water waste section of MWELO with State Water Resources Control Board may not be the best use of time.
· The State Board is, however, looking to expand their definition to allow control of water waste off properties.
· Public Comment: The watershed approach for landscape irrigation has been in development for two years. It begins with rainwater for irrigation. Native plants should not need water after their establishment period. The larger picture should be to wean plants entirely off supplemental water.

ACTION ITEM: DWR to provide deadline for when ITP recommendations on MWELO need to be finalized
[bookmark: _Toc293065894]3. NEXT STEPS & CLOSING REMARKS

The next scheduled meetings of the ITP are: 
· June 8 and 9, 2015 in Sonoma County
· [bookmark: _GoBack]August 24 and 25, 2015 in San Diego County

The ITP will also schedule a webinar open to the public in mid-May to continue with the MWELO recommendations conversation in order to adhere to DWR’s internal schedule. 

The ITP will also meet in October and in January 2016. 
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DRAFT – FOR INTERNAL REVIEW

DRAFT – FOR INTERNAL REVIEW
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ITP Members
Dave Fujino
Ed Osann
Jeff Stephenson
Lisa Maddaus
Penny Falcon
Peter Estournes
William Granger
[bookmark: _Toc292992063][bookmark: _Toc293065897]Public Members
Bryce Carnell
David Khorram
Ed Pike
Jack Karlin
Pamela Berstler
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Anita Matlock
Briana Seapy
Chris McNairy
Diana Brooks
Fan Lau
Paul Herzog
Russell Ackerman
Tom Hawes
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Staff
Dave Ceppos
Julie Saare-Edmonds
Meagan Wylie
Peter Brostrom
Vicki Lake
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