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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: 
Continued review of DWR’s Working Draft of Revised MWELO Recommendations, Workforce Challenges and Opportunities, and a prioritization discussion prioritization discussion on the ITP’s long term goals.
[bookmark: _Toc284425252][bookmark: _Toc284425263][bookmark: _Toc422404095]1. MEETING OVERVIEW
The DWR ITP for Demand Management Measures met for their twenty second meeting on June 8 and 9, 2015 in Santa Rosa, California to accomplish the following meeting objectives:

1. Finalize ITP Recommendations on a Landscape Water Use Vision Statement.
2. Receive information from and discuss with, diverse landscape industry representatives about water use efficiency opportunities and challenges regarding codes and standards, and workforce challenges / opportunities.
3. Conduct focused discussion about opportunities and initial recommendations related to codes and standards, and workforce challenges / opportunities.

Please visit the DWR calendar webpage to review the associated meeting PowerPoint (PPT) presentations and materials: http://www.water.ca.gov/calendar/index.cfm?meeting=24167

[bookmark: _Toc422404096]A. ITP Approved Final Agreements
· The ITP agreed unanimously by quorum to reaffirm its position that MWELO should address existing landscape water use efficiency.  
· The ITP agreed unanimously by quorum to recommend that the Evapotranspiration Adjustment (ETAF) Factor  for Special Landscape Areas (SLA) listed in Section 491(q) be amended to .8.
· The ITP agreed unanimously by quorum to accept DWR’s proposed definition of parkway. Refer to document: MWELO Working Draft to ITP, Section 491(zz).
· The ITP agreed unanimously by consensus to recommend the following language amendment to Section 491 (ccc): Plant factors may also be obtained from references cited in DWR Model Water Efficient Ordinance Implementation and Reporting Guidance.    
· The ITP agreed unanimously by consensus to recommend the following changes to Section 491 (hhh): “recreational area” means areas, excluding private single family residential areas that are dedicated to recreation or public assembly such as parks, sports fields, picnic grounds, amphitheaters or golf course tees, fairways and greens where turf provides a playing surface. 
· The ITP approved by unanimous consensus of quorum to recommend the following amended language for Section 492.7 (a)(3)(b): For landscape installations, compost at a rate of a minimum of four cubic yards per 1,000 square feet of permeable area unless contra-indicated by soil tests, shall be incorporated (roto tilled) to a depth of six inches into the soil.  Sites with equal to or greater than a 3:1 slope are exempt from tilling. Soils with greater than 25% organic matter in the top 6 inches of soil are exempt from adding compost and tilling.
· The ITP approved unanimously by consensus of quorum, the following language amendment to Section 492.8 (1)(M): Overhead type spray irrigation systems must be designed so that a precipitation rate of .75 inch per hour is not exceeded in any portion of the system.
· The ITP agreed unanimously by consensus of quorum, to recommend the following proposed edits and additions to Section 495:  
· Section 495 (a): 
· The ITP recommended the following language be added as amended: Reports should be provided as prescribed by DWR Model Efficient Landscape Ordinance Implementation and Reporting Guidance.
· The ITP approved the recommendation that DWR clarify how frequently items 1-11 should be reported.
· The ITP approved the proposal to DWR that items 2, 3, and 7-11 should be reported one time, unless there are changes. Items 1 and 4-6, should be reported annually.
· Section 495 (b)(2): The ITP recommended DWR include a narrative space for local agencies using a local ordinance to describe how their local ordinance differs from MWELO. 
· Section 495 (b)(8): The ITP agreed to recommend adding the following text to item 8. 
Describe actions taken to verify compliance.
· Identify any exemptions 
· Is plan check performed and if so by what entity?
· Is site inspection performed and if so by what entity
· Is a post installation audit required and if so by what entity?
[bookmark: _Toc422404097]2. CODES AND STANDARDS – TOPIC DISCUSSION
ITP members received two presentations from regional municipalities on long-range MWELO implementation, enforcement and reporting. Presentations included recommendations for how they will continue to implement and enforce or how they would like to see MWELO implemented. 
[bookmark: _Toc422404098]A. City of Palo Alto (CPA)
Presented by: Catherine Elvert 
Refer to Presentation: PPT Long Range MWELO Options

Ms. Elvert presented the ITP how the CPAhas implemented MWELO through its building code. General information and any additional comments not included in the PowerPoint are summarized below:  
· CPA Demographics
· CPA MWELO implementation
· CPA performed an assessment of current city/state ordinances to determine MWELO would impact its residential customers. They determined that the average single family home landscape is 5,000 sq. ft. 
· CPA has found collaboration to be the key to implementing and enforcing MWELO. It has worked with regional water agencies and developed relationships with the local landscape industry.
· In 2010, CPA incorporated MWELO into its municipal code by requiring nonresidential landscapes to comply California’s Green Building Standard’s Code (CalGreen). Nonresidential project must meet all of CalGreen’s mandatory requirements plus Tier 1 or Tier 2 depending on project scope.  
· CPA enforces water use efficiency on residential landscapes through Build It Green (BIG) Green Point Rated (GPR) requirements. Projects may choose to comply with BIG GPR or MWELO. 
· Adopting CalGreen provided CPA with an opportunity to incorporate MWELO into its municipal code, capture greater water savings, and make it easier for residents to comply with water use requirements. CalGreen offered an MWELO enforcement mechanism because it enabled building inspectors to now check landscapes. 
· The following is a list of CPA’s nonresidential landscape requirements: 
· Any new landscape project is required to meet CalGreen requirements
· Rehabilitation landscape projects of 1,000 sq. ft. or more are required to meet CalGreen requirements. 
· Mandatory measures include: a water budget, weather-based irrigation controllers, minimum 70% irrigation efficiency, and water waste prevention plans for recycled water use. 
· Landscape areas greater than 1,500 sq. ft. must also meet a potable water Evapotranspiration (ETo) of 55% - 60%. 
· All mandatory measures are listed on a project checklist. 
· Projects may use the following to achieve water efficiency
· Water efficient design check list
· Water budget calculation or
· Turf grass limitation
· Landscape Irrigation Design Plan
· ET Controllers
· Dedicated meters
· Post-installation audit
· Maintenance schedule
· CPA announced its ordinance through
· Training of agency staff, designers, contractors, owners
· Press releases
· Bill inserts
· Website information
· Email 
· Provided information to various stakeholder groups.
· CPA enforces and monitors its ordinance by
· Requiring it as a condition for a building permit approval,
· Monitoring compliance through existing Green Building Program, 
· Levying fines and penalties for non-compliance through its Administrative Penalty Schedule,
· Recording violations of over-watering, and 
· Monitoring water use. 
· Recommendations for implementing MWELO
· Collaborate with local planning and building departments
· Develop an enforcement trigger
· Establish relationships with local landscape industry professionals 
· Streamline processes through
· Regional templates
· Self-certification
· Performance based options
· Provide incentives for specific processes (i.e. graywater, recycled water, green roofs etc.). 
[bookmark: _Toc422404099]ITP Discussion, Questions and Comments:
· What type of information is sent to the CPA City Council regarding water use efficiency? 
· Information sent to the City Council is part of an overall report on City achievements for the year. This includes everything calculated in the green building code and is compared with what would occur using a traditional building code. 
· What does the City Council expect from these reports? 
· To ensure that climate protection goals are being achieved and how the city is progressing towards meeting the 20x2020 goal. 
· How does the city perform a post-installation check and certification? Is this rechecked? 
· For nonresidential commercial projects, building inspectors ensure buildings are compliant with all codes, including landscape requirements. Building inspectors face challenges in ensuring landscape compliance because the landscape is often designed or installed after a building is finished and a Certificate of Occupancy is submitted. The City is now training building inspectors on CalGreen’s landscape requirements. It is currently not clear how well building inspectors are reviewing landscapes because the inspectors are focused on building safety. The city is authorized to recheck landscapes for water use efficiency violations through the Certificate of Compliance. Ms. Elvert added that future technological advancements may allow for better monitoring. 
· Is the Certificate of Occupancy issued once the Certificate of Compliance is submitted? 
· Yes, as part of the landscape and irrigation design. With the adoption of CalGreen, CPA is allowed to ask about landscape updates and require projects to perform any additional measures to meet water efficiency requirements.
· What will CPA do if MWELO is updated? 
· If CalGreen or MWELO are updated, CPA will revise its requirements. 
· How does CPA capture home owner initiated projects of more than 5000 sq. ft.? 
· CPA trains plan reviewers to determine if a landscape is included in a project. 
· What problems did CPA foresee with requiring landscape projects to have a permit? 
· Without a permit requirement, the City was missing a lot of projects. CPA has continued to build relationships with landscapers and many now seek information about various requirements at the city’s Design Center.  
· Did CPA ever consider requiring a landscape permit for projects not associated with a building project? 
· Most municipalities only require a landscape permit for larger projects.  
· Did concern about evasion and enforcement prevent adopting a landscape permit process? 
· The city determined that by integrating landscape into the building permit process it would be able to require more projects to ensure water use efficiency. 
· For the residential code, did BIG have any requirements for outdoor landscaping? 
· BIG has a landscape section on its checklist. In Palo Alto, residential projects may choose to achieve water use efficiency through the BIG checklist or by complying with MWELO. Most projects choose to comply with the BIG checklist. 
· When did CPA begin requiring graywater stub-outs? Is there a rebate program and has there been any interest? 
· CPA’s graywater requirements began about two months ago. There is a $200 rebate program and there has been some interest. 
· What is the average cost for a residential building permit? 
· Permit costs depend on the type and value of a project. Permit costs for smaller projects are usually flat fees. Permit costs for larger projects are value based. 
· During CPA’s collaboration with other regional municipalities, did it find differences in MWELO implementation? 
· CPA is unique because it chose to integrate MWELO into its building code. Other municipalities opted to develop specific ordin ances. Despite this difference, MWELO is being implemented consistently across the region. With smaller projects, most agencies have decided to allow self-certification checklist to make it easier for homeowners.
· Is there a lot of unlicensed landscape work in Palo Alto? 
· Ms. Elvert indicated that she was not aware of the amount of unlicensed landscape work within CPA. She added that many projects are going through licensed contractors and the licensed contractors appear willing to stay abreast of all requirements.
· How does CPA integrate stormwater? Are there regional requirements? 
· Stormwater is integrated by meeting C3 requirements which are enforced by the city’s Watershed Protection Group, a division of CPA’s Public Works Department. Rebates are offered for stormwater runoff solutions. 
· Does CPA require submeters for residential properties? 
· Not currently but nonresidential properties over 1,000 sq. ft. are required to have dedicated meters.
· Since adopting its ordinance, how many times has CPA had address violations? 
· Ms. Elvert indicated that to her knowledge the only violations have been from applicants not aware of the requirements.  
· Does the city monitor water budgets?  
· Currently, the city does not have the capacity to monitor compliance on a consistent basis but has all water budget data on file. 
· Are the rates for water budgets tiered or flat rate?
· Flat rate. Water rates are consistently reviewed to ensure compliance with Proposition 218.
· If the MWELO threshold was reduced to 500 sq. ft., how do you think this would impact agencies, generally? 
· It would increase the workload and staff needed. 
· What is the flat rate for water? 
· CPA has two tiers for residential customers. One tier for commercial customers and one for dedicated irrigation users. 
· How often does CPA increase water rates? 
· CPA performs a cost of service analysis regularly. In light of the San Juan Capistrano case, CPA has increased its efforts to be in compliance with Proposition 218. 
[bookmark: _Toc422404100]Public Comment on City of Palo Alto:
· Are there landscape designers in the CPA? Does CPA differentiate between landscape designers and architects? 
· Yes, there are landscape designers working in CPA. Regardless of who develops a landscape plan, a City landscape architect reviews all plans to ensure they are compliant with industry standards and requirements. 
· Are rainwater harvesting and turf rebates integrated? 
· These are separate rebates and homeowners can take advantage of both.
· What comprises the largest land use in CPA? 
· Residential. 
· Without requiring changes to existing landscapes, how do you expect to meet stormwater permit requirements, enhance water supply and achieve greenhouse gas reduction requirements? 
· CPA code prohibits water waste but also it has adopted more stringent regulations due to statewide drought restrictions. 
[bookmark: _Toc422404101]B. City of Santa Rosa (CSR)
Presented by: Deb Lane, Erin Morris, and David Tupel
Refer to Presentation: PPT Long Range MWELO Santa Rosa

Ms. Lane, Ms. Morris and Mr. Tupel presented the ITP with background on CSR’s development of a water use efficiency ordinance. What follows is a summary of the topics highlighted in the presentation. Any additional comments not included in the PowerPoint are also summarized.  
· To implement MWELO standards, CSR worked with regional stakeholders to develop a regional ordinance.
· The regional ordinance consists of the following (see slide 3 for a comparison with MWELO):
· Applies to projects of all sizes
· Emergency Building Standards = 55% ETo
· Flow sensor required on meters greater than 1.5”
· 24” setback of overhead irrigation
· Trees require a separate irrigation valve. 
· CSR’s Development Review Process contains two levels of review – Discretionary and Ministerial.
· During Discretionary Review projects are reviewed by the Design Board to determine if they meet policy objectives.
· In Ministerial Review, detailed plans and submissions are reviewed. This is followed by an inspection to ensure that installation is consistent with approved plan. 
· MWELO enforcement
· Water Budget calculators
· Submission checklist
· Certification of completion
· Irrigation audit
· Final inspection by agency or self-certification
· MWELO reporting
· Building occupancy is tied to final inspection
· Landscape water budget billing structure
· CSR lessons learned 
· MWELO is one of many project components and is interrelated with other components
· Knowledge of plant types is critical
· It is helpful to consider MWELO early in the process
· It is helpful to coordinate with Green Building/LID requirements
· CSR recommendations 
· Develop a well written ordinance
· Develop tools to assist with the review process (i.e. check list)
· Provide training/education for plan check staff
· Obtain support from water use efficiency staff
· Recognize the complexity of the development review process
[bookmark: _Toc422404102]ITP Discussion, Questions and Comments:
· Does CSR perform site inspections for residential projects? 
· Yes. 
· Is the Certificate of Occupancy dependent on the completion of all inspections? 
· Yes.
· In Santa Rosa, is it customary for landscapers to install backyards as well as front yards? 
· Landscapers in Santa Rosa typically install only front yards and are not required to install back yard landscapes. However, back yard projects involving stormwater catchment or treatment require permits and the plans used are subject to MWELO. 
· Does CSR have a mechanism to trigger MWELO for backyards? 
· Not unless they include stormwater catchment or treatment.
· Does CSR have a mechanism to trigger MWELO in renovations? 
· Any building permit triggers MWELO.  
· Are developers required to install front yards? 
· Yes.
· What has been the most effective way to connect with a new homeowner about water use efficiency in other sections of their yards? 
· CSR sends frequent correspondence to its customers and offer free water audits, but engages in no additional outreach
· Would the installation of a fire pit or a gas line trigger MWELO? 
· Yes. 
· What improvements do you recommend for implementing MWELO? 
· Improving work with smaller projects that do not understand MWELO or other requirements. 
· How many plans do you review on an annual basis? 
· 150-200.
[bookmark: _Toc422404103]Public Comment on City of Santa Rosa:
· Would it be possible for residents to install rainwater catchments in CSR? 
· It would be difficult to do and the city currently has some mechanisms for stormwater catchment.  

[bookmark: _Toc422404104]C. Municipal Water District of Orange County - Postponed
Presenter: Joe Berg

Mr. Berg was unable to attend the ITP meeting due to personal illness. His presentation was postponed until a later date to be determined. 
[bookmark: _Toc422404105]3.  EXPEDITED MWELO RECOMMENDATIONS
[bookmark: _Toc422404106]A. Stormwater Capture Presentation

Presented by: David Franklin
Refer to Document: General Overview of Stormwater Post-Construction Regulations in California

Mr. Franklin provided the ITP with a general overview of stormwater post-construction regulations in California. He identified each regulation and any exceptions. Regulations exist within the areas of:
· General Construction Permits
· Municipal Permits
· Industrial 

Mr. Franklin also drew the ITP’s attention to the various design/performance regulations. These include: design standards for quantity, design standards for quality, best management practices for quantity, Total Maximum Daily Loads, Waste Load Allocations and Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP).

Mr. Franklin closed his presentation with a discussion on relevant stormwater certifications in California. 
[bookmark: _Toc422404107]ITP Discussion, Questions and Comments:
· In 4C, why would a contractor perform sampling? 
· This depends on the project set up. 
· What qualifications are required to perform sampling? 
· Current regulations refer to specific training programs but these may not address all the needs of a construction site. There is no reference to a comprehensive program. 
· Why do the requirements cover some but not all development in California? 
· Mr. Franklin conveyed that some small projects in rural areas may not comply with the stormwater regulations. He added that urban developments under 2500 sq. ft. may not be required to comply. He noted, however, that all small municipalities with 10,000 or more in population must comply with these requirements. 
· Is there an issue with poor stormwater training or management? 
· Yes. There needs to be training to address a gap between the work being performed and what works. Mr. Franklin recommended that a mandated training program be established. 
· Is there a drawback to requiring minimum onsite rainwater retention? 
· In principle, it is a good thing but cumulatively it may not be so. 

[bookmark: _Toc422404108]B. Working Draft of Revised MWELO Recommendations
Presented by Julie Saare-Edmonds, DWR
Refer to Documents: MWELO Rev Order Memo to ITP and MWELO Working Draft to ITP

Ms. Saare-Edmonds presented the ITP with the most current draft of DWR’s recommendations for revising MWELO regulations, and a memo to the ITP from Peter Brostrom regarding the revisions. The ITP reviewed each of these documents, provided feedback and approved various recommend changes. The following is a summary of the ITP’s discussion and its approved recommendations. 
[bookmark: _Toc422404109]ITP Discussion, Questions, Comments and Approved Recommendations on DWR’s Revised MWELO Recommendations:
· One ITP member expressed disappointment that ITP has provided succinct recommendations to DWR during its past two meetings and that those were not incorporated into DWR’s recommended revisions. The member requested DWR to clarify why these were not included. 
· Ms. Saare-Edmonds explained that some issues related to MWELO were too complicated to address in the short time frame of the Executive Order. She indicated that DWR plans to open up a more long-term discussions on revising the ordinance. 
· The member responded by stating that the ITP was appointed by DWR to address these types of topics. 
· There was concern that DWR did not include the recommendations that the ITP regarding scope and applicability relating to existing landscapes. Addressing these landscapes would improve water use efficiency over time. 

Final Agreement
The ITP agreed unanimously by quorum to reaffirm its position that MWELO should address existing landscape water use efficiency.  

The following is a summary of the ITP’s discussion on specific sections of the revisions to MWELO. The summary has been organized by MWELO section number, rather than the order in which the ITP discussed and approved recommended changes. All ITP approved recommended changes to the revised MWELO regulations are highlighted in yellow. 
[bookmark: _Toc422230292]
[bookmark: _Toc422404110]Definitions § 491 
§ 491(q)
· There was a recommendation to change the text of Section 491(q) to specify that the ETAF for SLA is .8. 
· This would involve people determining how they want to spend their water allowance. 
· Ms. Saare-Edmonds indicated that .8 would improve irrigation efficiency in SLAs as it has in other areas covered by MWELO. 
· Discussion about work force development will have an impact on how efficient MWELO requirements will be. 
· Does 1.0 allow for leeching application to reduce salinity?
· It’s not the amount of water used but the quality of the water used. Not all water is the same. 
· Some plants do not tolerate recycled water. 

Final Agreement
The ITP agreed unanimously by quorum to recommend that the ETAF for SLAs listed in Section 491(q) be amended to .8.

§ 491(zz)
· On May 29, 2015, the ITP conditionally approved prohibiting turf on parkways with the caveat that final approval was dependent on DWR’s definition of “parkway”. The ITP reviewed DWR’s proposed definition in the recommended revisions to MWELO. 

Final Agreement
The ITP agreed unanimously by quorum to accept DWR’s proposed definition of parkway. Refer to document: MWELO Working Draft to ITP, Section 491(zz).

§ 491(ccc)
· There was a recommendation that Section 491(ccc) be amended so that plant factors can be obtained from a variety of sources, rather than only “professional plant growers and horticulture researchers”. This would allow plant factors to be derived from other high quality research. 
· There was general support from ITP members for approval of this recommendation but some concerns expressed about the potential for agencies and projects to use plant factor data from non-reputable sources. 
· The ITP amended the original language in 491(ccc) to: Plant factors may also be obtained from references cited in DWR Model Water Efficient Ordinance Implementation and Reporting Guidance.    
 
Final Agreement
The ITP agreed unanimously by consensus to recommend the following language amendment to Section 491 (ccc): Plant factors may also be obtained from references cited in DWR Model Water Efficient Ordinance Implementation and Reporting Guidance.    

§ 491(hhh) 
· There was concern that the revised language used in Section 491 (hhh) is overly broad and could potentially negate more stringent updates to MWELO. Specifically, the words “resting area” could create backyards as ipso facto SLAs and entitle them to a higher ETAF. 
· There was also concern about how the term “public assembly” could be interpreted. In some areas, some areas may be considered an SLA even though public assemblies occur infrequently.
· Ms. Saare-Edmonds explained that DWR would like guidance defining “public assembly”. She added that the definition of “recreational area” was intended to provide the public with access to recreational areas. 
· No modifications were made to the term “public assembly” because specific rules in MWELO will make modifications to how water can be used in these areas. 
· Some ITP members emphasized that the definition for “recreational area” should clearly state that it is intended to provide public space. 
· One ITP ember explained that “resting area” was added to delineate a difference between private properties, such as large business campuses not open to the public, from other more public areas. 
· There was a suggestion to add “except private residential areas”. ITP members supported this suggestion. 
· ITP members supported developing stricter standards for golf courses. There was consensus that golf courses could reduce the amount of turf in and around the golf course that would not affect playability. The ITP recommended that the “recreational area” definition should only identify golf course tees, fairways, and greens as acceptable recreation areas. 

Final Agreement
The ITP agreed unanimously by consensus to recommend the following changes to Section 491 (hhh): “recreational area” means areas, excluding private single family residential areas that are dedicated to recreation or public assembly such as parks, sports fields, picnic grounds, amphitheaters or golf course tees, fairways and greens where turf provides a playing surface. 

[bookmark: _Toc422404111]Landscape Design Plan § 492.7 (a)(3)(b)
· Ms. Saare-Edmonds noted that the new revised MWELO requirements include items (i.e. friable bioswales and incorporating organic matter) that will increase water infiltration in the soil. 
· As part of MWELO, landscapers are already required to do a soil test. Section 492.7 (a)(3)(b) requires soil preparation for turf to compost 4 cubic yards per 1,000 sq. ft. What happens if the soil analysis says to use 6 cubic yards? Section 492.7 (a)(3)(b) obligates landscapers to use 4 cubic yards instead of what is indicated by the soil test.  In addition, the industry standard is 6 cubic yards per 1,000. There was a recommendation to amend the language in this portion to: For landscape installations, compost at a rate of a minimum of four cubic yards per 1,000 square feet of permeable area unless contra-indicated by soil tests, shall be incorporated (rototilled) to a depth of six inches into the soil.  
· Soil preparation is important for rainwater catchment and retention. One common problem in landscape developments, especially in quick, cheap jobs, is to use a process called Station Planting, where only the planting hole is amended. In compacted construction soil, landscapers using Station Planting, will scrape it and lay a small amount of soil on top and then plant. To capture the intent of capturing as much rain as possible. It was recommended that Section 492.7 (a)(3)(b) apply to all landscape installations 

[bookmark: _Toc422404112]Public Comment on § 492.7 (a)(3)(b): 
· During the ITP’s discussion, a member of the public expressed concern over the tilling requirement in Section 492.7 (a)(3)(b). She noted that tilling can destroy the soil. If organic matter is already included tilling is not necessarily required. Tilling would only be required if a landscaper needed to add organic material. 
· One ITP member agreed but added that tilling may be required if indicated by the soil sample. 
· The member of the public recommended that tilling should not be required on sites with existing organic material. 
· What is the intent of contra-indicated?
· Soil analysis can indicate whether tilling is required. The analysis will recommend how much compost is required and landscapers can base decisions.
· An ITP member asked the time frame for receiving soil analysis data. 
· 10 days but visual tests can be helpful. 
· Adding compost to soil to reduce water is the most critical thing that can be done on a landscape to reduce water requirements. There will be push back from the Native Plant Society. The pushback will be directed towards amending soil. There needs to be considerations for tests that indicate whether the soil needs to be amended. This section seems prescriptive. 
· Ms. Saare-Edmonds indicated that California has a unique geology and in some places the soil is pretty lean. Native plants have evolved to live in lean soils but they aren’t being planted in the right place.  
· Public comment: The ITP needs to ensure there is a provision for amendment to build carbon in soil. The Native Plant Society recommends no amendments. As written this Section requires tilling even when organic material exists. 
The ITP proposed the following recommended language to address tilling when organic material exists: Soils with greater than 25% organic matter in the top 6 inches of soil are exempt from adding compost and tilling. 
· A member of the public agreed with removing the requirement till because it disturbs the soil structure. She also added that the main reason to add organic matter is to deal with compacted soil and native plants. Biochar can be added which provides the same benefit but without reducing nutrition to the soil. Native plants cannot exist in soils with a high degree of organic matter. 

· Before voting on the amended language, there was an additional proposal by an ITP member to exempt landscapes on a certain slope from tilling. The ITP’s proposed adding following language to Section 492.7 (a)(3)(b) to address tilling on slopes: Sites with equal to or greater than a 3:1 slope are exempt from tilling.
· Can planting and irrigation still occur on these areas?
· Station Planting would be performed. 

Final Agreement
The ITP approved by unanimous consensus of quorum to recommend the following amended language for Section 492.7 (a)(3)(b): For landscape installations, compost at a rate of a minimum of four cubic yards per 1,000 square feet of permeable area unless contra-indicated by soil tests, shall be incorporated (roto tilled) to a depth of six inches into the soil.  Sites with equal to or greater than a 3:1 slope are exempt from tilling. Soils with greater than 25% organic matter in the top 6 inches of soil are exempt from adding compost and tilling.

[bookmark: _Toc422404113]Irrigation Design Plan § 492.8
· Requiring pressure regulators may not be needed in specific regions. 
· Are flow sensors required in all commercial and residential landscapes only? 
· Ms. Saare-Edmonds indicated that flow sensors would be required for all commercial and residential landscapes depending on their size threshold. 
· What is the definition of master valve? 
· Ms. Saare-Edmonds indicated that DWR would work to provide a definition for master valve. 
· With regards to turf, is DWR assuming a minimum threshold of 24 feet of hardscape?
· Yes. 

§ 492.8 (a)(1)(A)
· There was extensive discussion on whether the language in Section 492.8 (a)(1)(A) should be amended. 
· One ITP member proposed that the language should be amended to: Dedicated landscape water meters shall be required for all non-residential and multi-family residential irrigated landscapes of 1,000 sq. ft. or greater and single family residential irrigated landscapes of 5,000 sq. ft. or greater.  
· Concerns about Section 492.8 (a)(1)(A) as amended
· It should be clear that the submeters in this section are private submeters and not local water purveyor meters. 
· Support for Section 492.8 (a)(1)(A) as amended included:
· It only applies in jurisdictions where there is no existing local requirement for submeters. It requires private applicants to install submeters. 
· This would be problematic in jurisdictions where the local purveyor is already required to install a submeter. A second requirement for a private submeter is not necessary. 
· There was concern that under this section, water purveyors would be required to install meters. There are significant costs associated with installation and complexity with reading.  
· This section of the ordinance does not require any action by local water purveyors.  
· Another member suggested that the section could be modified to: A private dedicated landscape water meters shall be required for all non-residential and multi-family residential irrigated landscapes of 1,000 sq. ft. or greater and single family residential irrigated landscapes of 5,000 sq. ft. or greater.  
· Overall concerns with including reference to local water agencies
· Water Code 535 already requires local water purveyors to install meters on 5,000 sq. ft. landscapes excluding single family homes. As a result, there is no need to reference local water purveyors in this section. This section could be interpreted to mean that local water purveyors are now required to install them on smaller irrigated landscapes. 
· This would create significant costs and complexity for homeowners.
· Having a one size fits all statewide regulation.
· Installing water meters on large landscapes are not that pricy but the meters will not be read unless a maintenance professional level read them. Water use can be tracked in other ways through mixed use meters and through a water budget.

[bookmark: _Toc422404114]Public Comment on § 492.8 (a)(1)(A):
· There was a suggestion to add the following language to clearly identify it could be either a water agency meter or a private meter: “..a landscape meter may be either: 1) a customer service meter dedicated to landscape use provided by the local water purveyor; or 2) a privately owned meter or submeter, at the water purveyor’s discretion”.  
· One ITP member indicated this language would help clarify who would be responsible for deciding which meter would be installed and by whom. 

· The ITP determined it could not reach agreement on this Section. Decision Tabled

§ 492.8 (a)(1)(M)
· There was discussion about DWR’s proposed precipitation rate in Section 492.8 (a)(1)(M). The discussion also included comments from expert Chris McNary from Hunter Industries. There were concerns that a requirement of .75 precipitation rate may restrict competition as not all manufacturers produce the appropriate irrigation equipment to comply with the regulation. This may result in forcing consumers to purchase equipment from a limited number of manufacturers. One ITP member pointed out that this section only applies to overhead irrigation. 

Final Agreement 
The ITP approved unanimously by consensus, the following language amendment to Section 492.8 (1)(M): Overhead type spray irrigation systems must be designed so that a precipitation rate of .75 inch per hour is not exceeded in any portion of the system.

[bookmark: _Toc422404115]Public Comment on § 492.8 (a)(1)(M):
· There was a question about whether there should be a modifier on either the application or penetration rate. 
· One ITP member suggested that it was easier to check equipment than the infiltration rate.
· Regarding precipitation rates, there was agreement that a .75 precipitation rate was restrictive. It was suggested that landscape designers need flexibility for how they control runoff or waste and that the more important issue with irrigation is run time. Drip and spray irrigation can both generate run off. In addition, requiring a .75 precipitation rate may require some landscapes (i.e. sports fields) to irrigate for a longer period of time.  
· Rainbird does not support the recommended precipitation rate because it restricts competition. In addition, there is little evidence that lower precipitation rates restrict run off. There was a suggestion to utilize the power of smart controllers to control run off and waste. Rainbird has also found that with higher precipitation rate nozzles the water drops are heavier and fall to their target. In contrast, the lighter drops of lower precipitation nozzles are lost. The better approach is to soak and cycle, which focuses on management. 

Reporting § 495
· There was concern about the data that local agencies would need to report on an annual basis. It was suggested that agencies should only report some data one time (i.e. who performed the work and how it was done and how was enforced) and other data (i.e. number of projects etc.) more frequently. The former would only be updated when there are changes to report. It was proposed that DWR clarify that items 2, 3 and 7-11 are required one time, unless there are changes and that items 1, and 4-6 would be required annually.  
· There was a question about whether DWR had considered an online format for reporting to help ease the roll out of the reporting requirements.
· Ms. Lake indicated this had not been considered but added that DWR will look into the possibility of adding an online reporting format. 
· It was recommended that DWR not collect paper reports. The ITP proposed that Section 495 be amended to read: Reports should be provided as prescribed by DWR Model Efficient Landscape Ordinance Implementation and Reporting Guidance.
· The data collected will be valuable for enforcement and identify what is actually being enforced. 
· With regard to item 2, it was recommended that DWR capture data on the differences between local ordinances and MWELO to ascertain key parameters that are easy to adjust during future revisions of MWELO. 
· There was concern that the reporting requirements did not include a specific list of exemptions. 
· Regarding 495(b)(3), it was noted that there are multiple entities (i.e. plan check, site inspection) involved in MWELO implementation. It was recommended that DWR require local agencies to report the entities responsible for plan check and site inspection. In addition agencies should be required to report when the site inspection occurred. This will be a key indicator of the level of enforcement activity. 
· It was noted that municipalities do not seem to be checking long term to ensure that MWELO standards are still being addressed and met. Enforcement will continue to be part of a longer term discussion on MWELO. 
· An ITP member recommended that Item 8 in Section 495 (b) be expanded to identify what specifically local agencies have done to verify compliance. The member proposed the following language be added to Item 8
· Identify any exemptions 
· Is plan check performed and if so by what entity?
· Is site inspection performed and if so by what entity
· Is a post installation audit required and if so by what entity?
· There was a question about why reporting was included in MWELO.
· Ms. Lake indicated that the Executive Order (EO) requires DWR to collect reports to assist the State Water Resources Control Board with levying any potential penalties for violations of MWELO.  
· Ms. Saare-Edmonds added that the EO mentions what types of data would be meaningful to collect (i.e. how many square feet in the city). 
· One ITP member conveyed that well-structured data could be used in a meaningful way. 
· Will the data collection be standardized?
· Ms. Saare-Edmonds indicated that it could be standardized.
· Could the ITP recommend that DWR take the lead on developing the reporting format?
· Ms. Saare-Edmonds indicated that the Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) could be used as an example for standardized reporting. She added that standardization would allow for data to be more comparable. 
· The UWMP does not provide guidance on how to report data but it does provide forms every five years with what needs to be reported. 
· The ITP indicated that the current Section 495 communicates clearly that DWR will come up with reporting guidance. 

Final Agreement
The ITP agreed unanimously by consensus of quorum, to recommend the following proposed edits and additions to Section 495:  
· Section 495 (a): 
· The ITP recommended the following language be added as amended: Reports should be provided as prescribed by DWR Model Efficient Landscape Ordinance Implementation and Reporting Guidance.
· The ITP approved the recommendation that DWR clarify how frequently items 1-11 should be reported.
· The ITP approved the proposal to DWR that items 2, 3, and 7-11 should be reported one time, unless there are changes. Items 1 and 4-6, should be reported annually.
· Section 495 (b)(2): The ITP recommended DWR include a narrative space for local agencies using a local ordinance to describe how their local ordinance differs from MWELO. 
· Section 495 (b)(8): The ITP agreed to recommend adding the following text to item 8. 
Describe actions taken to verify compliance.
· Identify any exemptions 
· Is plan check performed and if so by what entity?
· Is site inspection performed and if so by what entity
· Is a post installation audit required and if so by what entity?
[bookmark: _Toc422404116]4. ITP LANDSCAPE WATER USE VISION STATEMENT
TABLED until August ITP meeting. 
[bookmark: _Toc422404117]5. CLOSING
By a unanimous consensus of quorum, the ITP opted to continue its discussion of specific sections of DWR’s recommended MWELO revisions on the morning of day 2 (June 9, 2015), followed by presentations and discussion on workforce challenges and opportunities, and ending with a prioritization discussion on the ITP’s long term goals. 
[bookmark: _Toc422404118]6. ATTENDENCE
DRAFT – DO NOT DISTRIBUTE
[Type text]	[Type text]	[Type text]

DRAFT – DO NOT DISTRIBUTE




1

[bookmark: _Toc292992062][bookmark: _Toc422404119]ITP Members
Dave Fujino
Ed Osann
Jeff Stephenson
Penny Falcon (by phone) (left at 3:00pm)
Peter Estournes
[bookmark: _Toc292992063]William Granger
[bookmark: _Toc422404120]Presenters	
David Franklin - EnviroTech NPDES Services
Catherine Elvert – City of Palo Alto
Deb Lane – City of Santa Rosa
Erin Morris – City of Santa Rosa
David Tupel – City of Santa Rosa
[bookmark: _Toc422404121]Public Members
Briana Seapy
Greg Weber
Pamela Berstler
Chris McNary
[bookmark: _Toc292992064][bookmark: _Toc422404122]On Conference Line
Allister Cooney
Linda Eremita
Jack Karlin
Anita Matlock
Brent Mecham
Chris Roseink
Tracy Tucker
Ron Wolfarth
Paul Herzog
Baxter Miller
Samir Shah

[bookmark: _Toc292992065][bookmark: _Toc422404123]Staff
Dave Ceppos
Julie Saare-Edmonds
Nicole Scanlan
Vicki Lake



