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Materials pertinent to this webinar are available for download on the
Department of Water Resources (DWR) May 2015 calendar page:
http://www.water.ca.gov/calendar/index.cfm?meeting=24128
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ACTION ITEM: Jeff Stephenson and Lisa Maddaus discuss revisions to the irrigation efficiency recommendation.

CONDITIONAL AGREEMENT on TURF RESTRICTIONS: Via a straw poll, all ITP members agreed to prohibit turf on street medians and parkways (areas between sidewalks and curbs) with the caveat that it will be subject to the definition of “parkway” developed by DWR. 

FINAL AGREEMENT on TURF RESTRICTIONS: In a final agreement poll, all ITP members agreed to the revised language for prohibiting turf in non-residential developments.

FINAL AGREEMENT on 490.1(a)(1): In a final poll, all ITP members agreed to 490.1(a)(1).


FINAL AGREEMENT on 490.1(a)(2): In a final poll, all ITP members agreed to 490.1(a)(2).


FINAL AGREEMENT on 490.1(a)(3): In a final agreement poll, all ITP members agreed to 490.1(a)(3).

FINAL AGREEMENT on 490.1(a)(4): In a final agreement poll, all ITP members agreed to the revised 490.1(a)(4).
[bookmark: _Toc421209467]1. WEBINAR OVERVIEW

Webinar objectives:
· Engage in open dialogue to formulate recommendations on the Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MWELO) regulation update. 
· Provide feedback regarding speakers and topics for the June 7-8 ITP meeting 

The webinar was convened as a special extension of the April 27-28 ITP in-person meeting and the May 18 ITP MWELO webinar such that any recommendations made by the ITP to the MWELO regulation update could be submitted for consideration with respect to the (open of business) June 1, 2015 DWR internal deadline. 

Since May 18, ITP members worked offline to revise original and prepare draft recommendations for strengthening or revising various sections of MWELO. At no time were ITP members working together on these assignments that would result in a violation of the Bagley-Keene Act. 
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The document reviewed in this webinar, titled “Potential Water Savings Through Turf Limits,” is available on the DWR Water Calendar for the May 18 webinar: http://www.water.ca.gov/calendar/index.cfm?meeting=24067

The ITP continued its discussion on the draft recommendations prepared by ITP member Jeff Stephenson. The recommendations are intended to address new construction.

Discussion by ITP members:
[bookmark: _Toc421209469]Clarification of Turf Limitations 
· The ITP clarified that its recommendations would only apply to non-functional turf in new construction, making allowances for playing surfaces and areas of assembly. No recommendations were made for banning functional turf. 
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· Evapotranspiration: Concerns were raised about Building Standards Commission (BSC) adopting its own water budget parameter rather than deferring to MWELO. The BSC will be developing a .55 ETaF to comply with its emergency executive order requirements. MWELO updates under the executive order are on a different timeline. Once MWELO has been updated, BSC will file an emergency request to come into alignment with MWELO if the measure is different. 
· Discussion of feedback from the Urban Stakeholder Committee (USC) on spatial conditions and irrigation components related to turf: The USC discussed spatial conditions and irrigation components during its last meeting. Some USC members indicated support for measuring efficiency using a Maximum Applied Water Allowance (MAWA or water budget) to allow landscape designers to have flexibility. Others preferred having a checklist. They also highlighted a need for improved enforcement by local agencies. USC members also expressed concern over a one-size-fits-all approach to enforcing water efficiency. Flexibility is necessary for regional differences. 

The ITP briefly discussed whether the ITP recommends a prescriptive method for water efficiency or a more flexible method. Generally, ITP members indicated a preference for flexibility but would like more time to discuss options to provide that flexibility. 

There was a brief discussion about when the ITP could relay their recommendations to DWR regarding prescriptive and/or flexible methodologies beyond the target date of June 1, 2015. DWR’s timeline for the new MWELO regulations is as follows:
· Public draft of regulation: June 12, 2015
· Public meeting in Los Angeles: June 16, 2015
· Public meeting in Sacramento: June 19, 2015
· Public comment closes: June 26, 2015
The ITP can continue to make recommendations during this time period. 

DECISION TABLED 
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The ITP revisited its conditional agreements related to turf from the last webinar to determine whether any member wished to change conditional agreement. The original agreements are as follows:
[bookmark: _Toc421209472]CONDITIONAL AGREEMENT from May 18, 2015: Via a straw poll, all ITP members agreed to the revised language for prohibiting turf in non-residential developments.

CONDITIONAL AGREEMENT from May 18, 2015: Via a straw poll, all ITP members agreed to prohibit turf on street medians.

Peter E. proposed adding the prohibition of turf in a “parkway” to the conditional agreement relating to the prohibition of turf on street medians. There was a brief discussion about the definition of “parkway”. In addition, Lisa Maddaus added that the ITP’s recommendations on turf should be consistent with MWELOs definition of turf in section 491.1 nnn. 

Proposal: amend previous conditional agreement to: Prohibit turf on street medians and parkways (areas between sidewalks and curbs). 
 
CONDITIONAL AGREEMENT: Via a straw poll, all ITP members agreed to prohibit turf on street medians and parkways (areas between sidewalks and curbs) with the caveat that it will be subject to the definition of “parkway” developed by DWR. 

This agreement will be revisited at the next ITP in-person meeting on June 8-9, 2015.

FINAL AGREEMENT: In a final agreement poll, all ITP members agreed to the revised language for prohibiting turf in non-residential developments.
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Refer to document: Recommended Revisions to MWELO: Metering Requirements (labeled as “Proposed Landscape Meters” on the DWR downloadable link)

Draft recommendations prepared by ITP members Ed Osann and Peter Estournes. 

Peter Estournes recommended to add “local” in the preliminary text of the ITP’s recommendation. This text will now read:

Water measurement is an essential tool for effective water management.  All landscapes on a water budget should be metered to confirm or correct their operation within the budget.  Landscape metering may be accomplished either by a utility service meter dedicated to landscape water delivery or by a private submeter serving the landscape area.  The installation of a dedicated utility service meter is an option that is subject to the local water service provider’s policies.  Where a dedicated meter is not installed (which is typical for most new single-family residences), a private submeter is required.

ITP members discussed their previous conditional agreement: 
Conditional agreement from May 18, 2015: Via a straw poll, all ITP members agreed to the recommendations made re: Irrigation Efficiency Requirements as related to metering requirements.

Jeff Stephenson indicated he could no longer support the ITP’s original conditional agreement as written because a submeter would present a significant cost to single family residents and provide little value. He proposed that the current Water Code requiring submeters on sites of 5000 sq ft of irrigated landscape is sufficient to cover instances where a submeter would be used. 

Several ITP members continued to support the initial conditional agreement highlighting that MWELO is activated only when a permit is required, that consumers are now more interested in reviewing analytics, and because for MWELO to be effective it must have measurement. Some ITP members called for a size threshold to be added to this recommendation to help shield single family homeowners from the added cost. Others recommended the ITP discuss the size threshold and then consider the issue of submeters. 

ITP discussion following decision on scope and size threshold below:
There was discussion about whether the decision on the scope and size threshold could bring the ITP to a consensus vote. Jeff Stephenson reaffirmed that he could still not support this for single family residences regardless of the changes that are made to the recommended language. Ed Osann proposed changing the recommendation to only making this applicable to nonresidential landscapes subject to MWELO. Jeff Stephenson requested to have additional time to consider this recommendation and revisit the topic at the June 8-9 meeting. Julie Saare-Edmonds added that Water Code 535 requires dedicated landscape meters but not in residential landscape and Section 5.3 of CalGreen requires submeters or dedicated meters for nonresidential landscape of 1000 sq ft. Public comments included requiring meters for landscapes at 1000 sq ft. and not requiring meters because they are ineffective. 

The recommendation was called to a vote as currently written. The recommendation was not passed. 

ACTION ITEM: Jeff Stephenson and Lisa Maddaus discuss revisions to the irrigation efficiency recommendation.
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Refer to document: “Proposed Scope and Size Thresholds” available from the DWR downloadable link.

Draft recommendations prepared by ITP member Ed Osann. 
Based on discussion at the ITP’s last MWELO webinar, the new document developed by Ed Osann was revised to reflect a size threshold for non-homeowner initiated new construction projects to 500 sq ft of irrigated landscape and homeowner initiated new construction projects to equal to or greater than 2500 sq ft of irrigated landscape. It also adds a requirement for building renovation projects. 

Discussion by ITP members:
There was a long discussion about existing landscape requirements. It was proposed in the document that existing landscapes with a landscape area greater than 500 square feet adjacent to any building undergoing additions or renovations with a valuation exceeding $200,000.00 requiring a building permit, plan check, or design review. The intent of this recommendation is to have major renovation projects which will likely create changes in the landscape to also make improvements in landscape design and irrigation. 

There was discussion on the specific elements of this recommendation, including whether the recommendation should only apply to how much landscape the renovation would be adding or whether it should only include disrupted landscape of a specific building renovation. There was concern about whether it was practical to require existing landscapes to have to meet a lower ETaF, such as what is being proposed.

Several members expressed concern over how this would apply to tenant improvements or projects only involving interior renovations. Regarding the latter, there was concern that this would require interior renovation projects to add a landscape project. Jeff Stephenson voiced that he could not support Item 4 if it required that interior renovations also be required to make landscape improvements.	Comment by Scanlan, Nicole S: Is this right?
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There was strong support by some members for Item 4 who also indicate strong support for strengthening MWELO to not only address water efficiency for new construction but also existing landscapes. There was a proposal to increase the square footage required to trigger this item or the project requires a landscape permit. 

A final question was called on items 1-4 of the proposed recommendation.

FINAL AGREEMENT on 490.1(a)(1): In a final poll, all ITP members agreed to 490.1(a)(1)

FINAL AGREEMENT on 490.1(a)(2): In a final poll, all ITP members agreed to 490.1(a)(2)

FINAL AGREEMENT on 490.1(a)(3): In a final agreement poll, all ITP members agreed to 490.1(a)(3)

For Item 490.1(a)(4), there was a discussion about the proposed language. The ITP reviewed several public comments related to this item. One public comment recommended that this item use a percentage of the appraisal value as a triggering mechanism. The ITP noted that not everyone has an appraisal value which would generate an extra cost to a homeowner who does not have an appraisal. The ITP discussed several alterations to the language and reached a final language proposal. 

Proposal: amend the Item 4 recommendation to existing landscapes with a landscape alteration greater than 500 square feet associated with any additions or renovations to the building with a valuation exceeding $200,000.00 requiring a building permit.

FINAL AGREEMENT on Item 4: In a final agreement poll, there was no opposition to the revised 490.1(a)(4)
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