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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=24067

[bookmark: _Toc293697304]ACTION ITEMS & CONDITIONAL AGREEMENTS 

ACTION ITEM: Ed Osann to revise language on rain capture and stormwater retention requirements as discussed by ITP members. Lisa Maddaus to work with Ed and provide contacts for discussing these revisions.

ACTION ITEM: DWR and CCP to work with ITP members to schedule a follow-up MWELO webinar on May 28th or May 29th in order to continue the MWELO recommendations discussion.

CONDITIONAL AGREEMENT: Via a straw poll, all ITP members agreed to the revised language for prohibiting turf in non-residential developments. 

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

CONDITIONAL AGREEMENT: Via a straw poll, all ITP members agreed to the recommendations made re: Irrigation Efficiency Requirements as related to metering requirements.
[bookmark: _Toc293697305]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 to the April 27-28 ITP meeting such that any expedited recommendations made by the ITP to MWELO regarding the recent Drought Executive Order could be submitted to DWR for consideration with respect to the June 1, 2015 DWR internal deadline. 

Since April 27-28, ITP members worked offline to prepare draft recommendations for strengthening or revising various sections of MWELO. At no time were ITP members working together on these assignments in a manner or in numbers of participants that would result in a violation of the Bagley-Keene Act. 
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Refer to document: Water Use Efficiency Opportunities for Turf (labeled as “Potential Water Savings Through Turf Limits” on the DWR downloadable link)

Draft recommendations prepared by ITP member Jeff Stephenson. Mr. Stephenson received feedback from ITP members Peter Estournes and Dave Fujino.  The recommendations are intended to address new construction.

Discussion by ITP members:
[bookmark: _Toc293697307]Turf Limitations for Residential Landscapes
· It was suggested to limit the installation of residential turf to cool season turf only. 
· Evapotranspiration: Concerns were raised about reducing the evapotranspiration (ETo) limit from 0.7 to 0.5 too abruptly.
· There is not enough data collected to substantiate the proposed ETo reduction to 0.5. 
· It is a somewhat arbitrary number selected in order to help achieve the desired goal of overall water use reduction.
· ACD and Building Standards Commission (BSC) have proposed lowering the ETo to 0.55 for new construction. 
· The long-term effects of dropping the ETo to 0.5 on plant material, plant inventory and overall impacts to the landscape industry are unknown. 
· If the ETo were dropped immediately, growers would be put in a state of hardship. It takes years to accumulate plant propagation material.
· There was an informal discussion on this at the last ITP meeting. At that meeting is was stated that the full range of plant pallettes would be available if a reasonable transition time to meet strengthened water budget criteria was provided.
· Native plants are challenging, as they do not lend themselves to mass production. They are a better product for the small, boutique grower. Further, a lot is still unknown as for the best irrigation to install for maintenance of native plants (sprinkler or drip, etc.)
· An ETo of 0.6 may be a good compromise but it will still be a speculative number. 
· Area limitations: Requiring a minimum of 100 square feet for MWELO water efficiency requirements may be too small of an area to be significantly impactful, and may end up requiring more staff resources for processing paperwork and conducting inspections than would be beneficial.
· An area this small may be better served with rotary nozzles. 
· If residential areas are interested in installing turf area greater than 5,000 square feet, perhaps this should be allowed with the restriction that a water budget using an ETo of 0.5 be developed.
· This would presuppose the area to more efficient irrigation systems and lower water use. 
· For the residential “do-it-yourself” homeowner, an option for either 1) limiting turf installation to 50% of the backyard up to 5,000 square feet of 2) developing a water budget with an ETo of 0.5 could be offered (similarly done in the water exempt program). 
· AGREEMENT TABLED: A request for approval of this recommendation of by ITP members was deferred such that the complexity of the issue could be further discussed and revisions to the verbiage made at a later time. 

[bookmark: _Toc293697308]Prohibiting the Installation of New Turf on Non-Residential Developments
· Recall this applies to new construction only.
· This statement seems too broad. There should be exemptions for areas like golf courses, parks, cemeteries, etc.
· Some exemptions should be identified. The ITP should be proactive in addressing these possible “gray areas” of the Ordinance.  
· A water budget should still be employed for these areas. A high-level discussion on water budgets for ornamental and functional turf use in recreational areas is needed.
· MWLEO, Page 6, provides a definition of “recreational area.” These areas already receive special treatment in calculations. Could just reference BBB in MWELO for this recommendation.  
· Ornamental turf is not needed at grocery stores, strip malls, etc. Perhaps the definition for this provided for “recreational area” in MWELO needs review.
· Hypothetical consideration: There is a commercial operation that operates more like a campus (such as Google headquarters). This campus area would like to build an amphitheater. Would they then have to apply for a variance that would be tied to a much stricter water budget to allow for landscaping of this area?
· One suggestion is to address this issue by expanding the concept of special landscape areas to include places of public assembly.
· An application process would force the developers to really think through their applied water use. 
· Hypothetical consideration: Certain companies are in a business where they require turf for demonstration and/or outreach purposes, such as demonstration of sprinkler systems. Would provisions be allowed for these companies?
· Proposal: add language to this recommendation to the affect of: Prohibit the installation of new turf in non-residential developments… “except in places of assembly and areas that use turf for research, education or demonstration purposes.”
· CONDITIONAL AGREEMENT: Via a straw poll, all ITP members agreed to the revised language for prohibiting turf in non-residential developments. 

[bookmark: _Toc293697309]Prohibiting Installation of Turf on Street Medians
· Should irrigating of turf in street medians be allowed if non-potable water is used for irrigation?
· The public will not know the source of the water for this irrigation. The simplest solution would be to prohibit turf in these areas. 
· It is preferable to use native grasses that require minimal irrigation from stormwater capture. This may have positive benefits, too, to stormwater runoff and water quality. 
· The State Water Resources Control Board may have already adopted regulations on this topic.
· CONDITIONAL AGREEMENT: Via a straw poll, all ITP members agreed to prohibit turf on street medians.

Was the fourth bullet on this document discussed: Require the installation of irrigation components that have a precipitation rate of xx or less? 

*Note: ITP member Penny Falcon was unavailable for the remainder of the webinar due to prior commitment.  
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Refer to document: Recommended Revisions to MWELO: Metering Requirements (labeled as “Draft MWELO – Dedicated Meters” on the DWR downloadable link)

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

Discussion by ITP members:

· These revisions/recommendations were based on the premise that one cannot manage what one cannot measure. Measuring is fundamental to the water budget approach. 
· Precisely measuring landscape water use would require a dedicated landscape meter. In most cases this would be accomplished with installation of a private sub-meter.
· If the water supplier, under its own policies, had a requirement for a dedicated landscape meter to be provided by the utility department, then this requirement would be fulfilled. 
· It was suggested that these metering requirements (in section 492.7) be cross-referenced back to 492.11 to include maintenance of the meters.
· There are currently no requirements in the design plan to maintain meters, repair or replace broken components, etc. 
· Would this requirement for repair need to be specified for non-municipally supplied meters only?
· CONDITIONAL AGREEMENT: Via a straw poll, all ITP members agreed to the recommendations made re: Irrigation Efficiency Requirements as related to metering requirements.
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Refer to document: Recommended Revisions to MWELO: Rainwater Capture and Stormwater Retention Requirements (labeled as “Draft MWELO – Stormwater” on the DWR downloadable link)

Draft recommendations prepared by ITP member Ed Osann. Proposed recommendations are made with respect to new construction.

Discussion by ITP members:

· This is perhaps the essence of the watershed approach to landscape water use efficiency and the “New Normal” 
· There is confusion around using the terminology “new normal” and “watershed approach.”
· No new definitions were proposed to be added to MWELO.
· Proposed language additions were made to the onsite retention plan section that points to integrating stormwater management with irrigation water resources. 
· Regarding drainage from impervious surfaces: “All drainage from impervious surfaces within or adjacent to the landscape area shall be directed to vegetated areas, mulched areas, infiltration areas, rain barrels, or cisterns.”
· This may be too specific of a requirement for other parties involved in the development of new properties, such as civil engineers who do not review MWELO. Further, it may add a layer of confusion for building inspectors.
· The concept is good, but the process related to this proposal requires further thought.
· The point made of the inability of a landscape contractor to address inappropriate drainage from a cement slab that has already been poured (like a driveway) is a valid one. 
· The grading design plan should address this. It would be up to municipalities on how to integrate/enforce this (refer to section 492.8 – 1E2) 
· An additional statement in section 492.8 might be needed to address this detail.
· No conceptual opposition was expressed to this general recommendation. 
· ACTION ITEM: Ed Ossan to revise language on rain capture and stormwater retention requirements as discussed by ITP members. Lisa Maddaus to work with Ed and provide contacts for discussing these revisions.
· Can rates of infiltration be applicable to standard landscape projects? Do lot sizes matter?
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Refer to document: Recommended Revisions to MWELO: Scope and Size Thresholds (labeled as “Draft MWELO – Scope and Size” on the DWR downloadable link)

Draft recommendations prepared by ITP member Ed Osann. 

Discussion by ITP members:

· These revisions were made to address the threshold of applicability of current MWELO. With regard to new development, communities are seeing smaller lot sized and many properties are falling below the MWELO threshold. 
· The de minimus exception size should be reduced to 200 square feet. 
· There should be a distinction made between new and rehabilitated properties.
· Attempting to establish drainage on 200 square feet may prove labor intensive. Further, if this is applied to new construction, and the mandate is unfunded, there will not be enough staff to conduct plan check reviews when the Ordinance is triggered.
· For a size this small, even a DIY person who is landscaping their backyard would have to apply for a permit.
· If that person were installing an irrigated landscape, then yes, they would have to apply for a permit.
· Should any irrigated landscape be exempt from MWELO?
· Large landscapes are what appears to be the primary problem source.
· Also, if we reduce the exemption size so dramatically, many folks may ignore the permit requirement and/or hire unlicensed contractors to install their irrigation. This size is too restrictive. 
· Re: landscape acreage, numerous small areas add up to a large total area. For example, a subdivision of 400 homes each with 200 square feet of turf adds to 80,000 square feet of irrigated area. This should not be exempt from MWELO. Society’s development patterns are such that size thresholds need to change. It is a matter of finding that right number.
· Another ITP agreed that 200 square feet is too restrictive of size, and this low threshold may further impede the ability to enforce MWELO. 
· This may be more of a judgment call by area. There are jurisdictions in California with local ordinances that have no size thresholds (i.e. Santa Rosa and Santa Monica). The ITP should determine, however, what is sensible minimum statewide.
· Julie Saare-Edmonds, DWR: Provided clarity on accessibility threshold – something about an aggregate… that goes through planning dept as an aggregate??
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ACTION ITEM: DWR and CCP to work with ITP members to schedule a follow-up MWELO webinar on May 28th or May 29th in order to continue the MWELO recommendations discussion.

DWR staff continues to address their Action Items identified at the April 27-28 meeting as related to MWELO. DWR will report on these action items in advance of the upcoming webinar. 
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[bookmark: _Toc293697315]ITP Members
David Fujino
Ed Ossan
Jeff Stephenson
Lisa Maddaus
Penny Falcon
Peter Estournes
William Granger
[bookmark: _Toc293697316]Staff
Dave Ceppos
Julie Saare-Edmonds
Nicole Scanlan
Meagan Wylie
Vicki Lake



[bookmark: _Toc293697317]APPENDIX:  SUMBITTED PUBLIC COMMENT
The following is a verbatim transcription of public comments submitted via the WebEx comment function. These comments were not repeated verbally during the actual webinar.

· Bryce Carnehl: Requiring a maximum precipitation rate for turf (and all planted areas for that matter) is a great idea.  This is the best way to control the application of water to the landscape to maximize efficiency while reducing run off.  I would suggest that a column be added to the Section A. Hydrozone Information Table that requires the precipitation rate for each zone.

· Brent Mecham: I would second Bryce's thought.  With the mandate of smart controllers to do the proper scheduling and penalties for runoff in place, it shouldn't matter what the precipitation rate is. There have been some great innovation for nozzles but they exceed 0.75 inches per hour.  I am if there is any science to support the proposed maximum precipitation rate.

· City of Turlock: For suggestions on non-residential development, the exceptions should be described as to the goal of the provision - e.g. turf available for public use that are used for active recreation- and then list some examples.

· Casey Zweig: Regarding bullet #1: Why does it matter if it's the front yard vs. the backyard? House plans are unique and should allow homeowners some flexibility since we don't have all cookie cutter neighborhoods. As long as the total limit on turf remains the same for the entire property, the water savings is the same.

· City of Turlock: The only problem with the % of front or back yard is that it allows larger lots to have more turf area. Seems to be biased against smaller lots where front and back yard are very small spaces to begin with. Probably should establish a threshold where that limitation applies so that smaller lots have reasonably sized play areas for children.

· Brad Cole: Is Turf defined? Is native grass sod that is not mowed considered Turf?

· Pam Pavela: I recommend adding prohibition of turf in parkways (area between sidewalks and curbs). 

· Samir Shah: Please keep in mind that turf irrigated by Subsurface Drip can save 40%+ water.

· Brad Cole: Un-mowed turf might be used for Stormwater BMPs

· Lori Palmquist:  I second Pam's suggestion of prohibition of turf in parkways.

· Jack Karlin: Making the addendum to the median areas point that the irrigation would have to be non-potable wouldn't actually impact the public.  My understanding is that the municipalities do the watering?  

· Mia Marvelli: Code language suggestion: prohibit the installation of turf in new non-residential developments. Also clarify the definition of assebly areas.

· Brent Mecham: I agree on the measurement of water for irrigation purposes, but it can also be done with irrigation flow sensors that interface with the irrigation controller, so it may not need to be a meter specifically. Ultimately, the water use still needs to be validated with the city-owned water meter.

· William Granger: If it is a water agency meter, then there is already a requirement to test the meter. Seems like the issue is more about submeters, perhaps.

· Scott Sommerfeld: WELO has been around for 23 years but the water budget is stil not in common use.  Nor do designers ever get any feed back if their designs are irrigated to the budget on their plans.  It does not seem onerous to me if a requirement would be for designers to receive weekly (or monthly) water meter reads from who ever does the maintenance for any WELO Project.  This would be valuable feed back to the design community.  Ultimately we need to make the WELo calculations real.

· Bryce Carnehl: Setting a maximum precip rate creates an easy way to control the amount of water being applied to landscapes rather than defining what products are will be allowed to use.  As mentioned in Irvine, drip and microsprays can be some of the worst offenders of water wasters with precip rates over 15"per hour.  Setting a precip rate mandate of 1" per hour or less will cover the cover both product application as well as design applications.

· Jack Karlin: I encourage, the ITP and the California Department of Water resources to recognize the value of third party peer reviewed research.  In the June revision of AB1881 to amend, what we all know to be a clerical error, and accept, for the purposes of the Model Water Efficiency Landscaping Ordinance third party peer reviewed data as a supplement to the WUCOLS IV (a document that many, if not all members of the ITP have acknowledged as having very necessary but very real limitations).

· Casey Zweig: Will there be allowances in the water budgets for vegetable gardens and fruit trees? We shouldn't discourage people from growing their own food on residential property.

· Brad Cole: Landscape Architects as well as Civil Engineers can create grading plans and the LA may be better suited to integrate landscape requirement.

· Brad Cole: At least the LA could provide a conceptual plan to the civil- ie, collaboration.

· Mia Marvelli: The 29th is the CBSC commission meeting adopting emergency reg's for Title 24

· Brad Cole: All the small landscapes add up.

· Scott Sommerfeld: All projects above 200 sq. ft. should comply to a water budget and not necessarily all other requirements.

· Ed Chandler: New and rehabilitated landscapes below a defined threshold should be covered by a professional installer's self-reported worksheet in place of a permit, perhaps not including every i and t of the full MWELO.  Allow voluntary compliance below the threshold at which the MWELO becomes unwieldy to enforce.

· Paul Herzog: (a) (2) says that it applies site "requiring a building or landscape permit, plan check, or design review." It will not apply to someone just wanting to change their landscape.

· Lori Palmquist: Peter is saying that moms and pops will have to comply with WELO because WELO kicks in without a permit. I think he's getting it wrong. (2) Rehabilitated landscapes does trigger with permits. He keeps saying it doesn't require one.

· Paul Herzog: Ok, thanks for clarifying. I agree with Ed that they ought to be covered by MWELO. Every property is a part of the problem and solution.

· Paul Herzog: Note that he mentioned "irrigated:" an un-irrigated landscape would be exempt
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