
March 27. 2008 

Judy Colvin 
Oflice oSWater Use Efficiency and Transfers 
Department of Watcr Resourccs 
P.O. Box 942836 
Sacrainento, CA 94236-0001 

Re: Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance - Comments on Final Draft 

Dear Ms. Colvin, 

011 behalf of the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) and Sierra Club California, we are 
writing to express our strong support of, and provide coinrnents on, the Department of Water 
Resourccs (DWR) plan to aincnd the Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MO). 

Califonlia's lunited water supply is threatened by increasing de~iiai~d, climate change aiid natural 
disasters. I t  is imperative that the State act now to reduce water col~su~nption. Goveinor 
Schwarzenegger has recently called for a 20 percent reduction in per capita water use statcwidc 
by 2020. Our organizations bclicve that an updated MO will be an importaiit conlpooent in 
helping to achicvc the Governor's goal. 

The Landscape Task Forcc, cstablished by the Legislature tlvougl~ AB 271 7 (Laird 2004), found 
that over one-third of all urban water use is applied to laiidscal,es, and that much of this is wasted. 
When a landscape or irrigation systeln is poorly designed or poorly maintained, or the landscape 
consists of plants not suited to the dry and offen hot California clunate, watcr demand ulcreases as 
a result of excessive evaporation, leaks, and runoff Water consumption can be greatly reduced 
wit11 careful planning, good plant selection, efficient irrigation systems and good water 
management and maintenance practices. We conllnend DWR for taking action now to reduce our 
water usc. In particular, we support the following: 

Reduction of Evapotranspiration (ET) Factor to 0.7. The existing Model Ordinance 
establishes a water budget for new, non-single family projects. New landscapes must be dcsigiied 
within this budget. This annual watcr budgct is based upon a climate indictor called the Reference 
Evapotranspiratioi rate, the size of the landscape, and an "Evapotranspiration Adjustinent Factor" 
(ETAF). The ETAF takes into account plant water needs and irrigation cfficiency, two major 
influcnces upon the amount of water that nceds to be applied to the landscape. The plant water 
needs are based on an assumed inix of approxiinately 113 high, 113 mediuin, and 113 low watcr 
using plants. The existing MO contains an ETAF of .8. 



The best available science reviewed in DWR's white paper: Ei~r~ppofr.r~~~.spirr~iio~~ Ac!jzrstn~er~/ 
I;crctoi; December, 2007, shows that there have been vast improvements 111 irrigation teclmology, 
landscape design, and ~llaintena~~ce, which justify the reduction of  ETAF to 0.7. The switch from 
0.8 to 0.7 can be easily attained with minor improvements in irrigation efficiency. Many water 
agencies are already achieving an ETAF of less than 0.8, including Coachella Valley Water 
District, which has adopted an ET Factor 0.5, and lrvine Rruich Water District, which has adopted 
an ETAF of 0.6. 

We support thc proposcd reduction in ETAF down to 0.7. Additionally, we feel that in the 
future, DWR lnay once again need to revise the ETAF in the MO. Undcr AB 1881 (Laird 2006) 
the Califor~iia Energy Commission is required to establish pcrfo~ll~ance standards and labeling 
requirements for a varicty of landscal~c irrigation equipment by 2010. The setting of  these 
pcrfonnance standards sliould result in continued i~nprovelnent of irrigation efficiency and, 
therefore allow the ETAF to be reduced even hrther while still illaintaining the current allowable 
plant mix. 

24" Setback. The current dratt of  thc MO proposes that landscapes that are within 24 inches of  
nonpen11eable hardscape, such as a sidewalk, need to be watered with drip or subsurface 
inigation. We support this change in the MO because it will help to reducc wasteful and polluted 
runoff. Water agencies like Coachella already rcquire drip irrigation or  low volu~ne flow 011 this 
24"sctback. This alncndment will do much to reduce runoff and iniprove water quality. 

We commend DWR for the changes proposed above. We do fecl howcvcr, that thc MO can go 
even further to reduce water use in the state. California can ~nalce great strides in reducing our 
water use by limiting the a~nount ofhigh watcr use turf We do not call for the prohibitio~i of  turf; 
but we do rcco~nmend tliat less turfbe used in la~ldscapes. Many local ordinances, such as 
Coachella, allow for up to 25% of a landscape to be turf DWR should consider adopting sinlilar 
guidelines in the nlodel ordinance for non-recreational uses. We can use water more efficiently 
and still havc esthetically pleasing liuidscapes. 

Compliance. The cu~rent drafl of  the MO proposes changes that would increase compliance and 
enforcement of landscape ordinances. Currently, discrepancies so~netunes arise between the 
landscape irrigation design on paper and the actual in-ground installation of the system. While the 
current MO requires thc rcspo~isible landscape contractor and la~~dscape architect to certify 
conipliance with the MO, tlus is solneti~nes done without a11 on-site inspection of thc installed 
landscal~e. 

The proposed MO clearly identifies the required ele~nents and resporisible parties during thc 
design, installation and inspcction of a landscape project in order to certify compliance with the 
ordinance. It states that an on-site irrigation audit must be perfolmed by an independent third 
party as part ofcomnl~lying with the model ordinance. It requires coordinatio~i between the local 
planning agency and water purveyor from project inception to operation and maintenance. 



After a landscal~e is certified, enforcement of  the ordinance is necessary to insure efficient 
irrigation system operation and maintenance. For la~dscapcs greater tlia~l onc acre, the proposed 
MO requircs that a landscape irrigation audit report be submitted every 5 years to the local 
agency. Tlic proposed MO allows a local agency to administer penalties for non-coinpliance with 
thc adopted laiidscape o r d ~ n a ~ ~ c c .  These penaltics iilclude denying a Certificate of  Occupancy until 
thc landscape has been certified as complying with the ordinal~ce, inonetary fines, and the 
tenllinntioii of water service. These changes are necessary to authorize a local ageiicy to cnforcc 
the ordinance. 

We thank you for amending the MO to reflect the best available science and research. Wc look 
forward to continuing to work with you to improve water use efficiency in Califoi~~ia. 

Sincerely, 

Policy Associate 
Natural Resources ~ e f e n s e  Council 

Jim Metropulos 
Senior Advocate 
Sierra Club California 

cc: Julie Ail11 Saare-Ed~nonds 


