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[bookmark: _Toc422926042]1. INTRODUCTION
Under Executive Order B-29-15 (EO), the Department of Water Resources (DWR) is required to make significant updates to the Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MWELO). The intent of these revisions is to improve water use efficiency standards for new and existing landscapes through more efficient irrigation systems, graywater usage, onsite stormwater capture, and turf limitations. DWR held a public meeting on June 19, 2015 to gather public feedback on the proposed updates to MWELO. The meeting was facilitated by Vicki Lake, Program Manager for DWR’s Water Use Efficiency Unit. Julie Saare-Edmonds, Senior Environmental Scientist with DWR provided a short presentation on the expedited revisions and their expected benefits. 

Meeting materials are available at http://www.water.ca.gov/calendar/index.cfm?meeting=24307


[bookmark: _Toc422926043]2. MWELO EXPEDITED REVISIONS RELEVANT TO THE DROUGHT EXECUTIVE ORDER
Presenters: Julie Saare-Edmonds (DWR, Urban Use Efficiency Unit)
Refer to presentation: MWELO Expedited Revisions Presentation

Ms. Saare-Edmonds explained that the EO requires DWR to revise MWELO to increase water efficiency through more efficient irrigation systems, graywater usage, onsite storm water capture, and turf limitations. In addition the EO requires that MWELO now include reporting mandates, something which has never been previously required. Ms. Saare-Edmonds added that DWR expects to have another rulemaking process to address more long-term revisions to the ordinance. In addition, the agency anticipates forming advisory groups to assist with more complex revisions. 

Ms. Saare-Edmonds described the expedited timeline of the EO and highlighted that the proposed MWELO revisions were developed using feedback from various stakeholder groups. She informed attendees that the public comment period for the proposed revisions will end on Friday, June 26, 2015. DWR will consider all public comment when developing the draft revisions they will present to the California Water Commission (Commission) on July 15, 2015. If the Commission approves the next revised draft, it will become effective shortly thereafter and agencies must comply by November 15, 2015. 

Ms. Saare-Edmonds identified the anticipated water savings from the proposed MWELO revisions and stressed that the revisions do not require a global ban on turf. One participant asked how the savings could be calculated without statewide metering requirements. Ms. Saare-Edmonds explained that the calculations were determined using calculations of the Maximum Applied Water Allowance (MAWA). Another attendee asked why there are different requirements for non-residential and residential sites. Ms. Saare-Edmonds explained that for most non-residential sites turf tends to be for amenities, and not required. She added, however, that if turf is necessary, non-residential sites can apply as a Special Landscape Area (SLA).

[bookmark: _Toc422926044]3. PUBLIC COMMENT
Following Ms. Saare-Edmonds presentation, Ms. Lake welcomed public comment. The comments below have been organized by whether they were given in-person or by phone. 

[bookmark: _Toc422926045]In-Person
· Ron Wolfarth (Rain Bird)
· Updating MWELO in such an expedited time frame is a significant challenge. 
· Voiced support for requiring checklists, smart controllers, and dedicated water meters to assist with water management. 
· Voiced opposition to the proposed precipitation rates and support for no precipitation limit. 
· Research shows small benefits to water efficiency from low precipitation rates. 
· The largest issue impacting water efficiency is runoff, which will continue to occur even with lower precipitation equipment without proper management. 
· Low precipitation sprinklers produce small water drops and are less efficient due to wind drift. For example, a University of Arizona study found that 1 inch-per-hour sprinkler only delivered 62% to target area outdoors at 5 mph wind. In contrast, 1.6 inch-per-hour sprinkler delivered more water to their intended targets. 
· A 1 inch per hour requirement would eliminate the use of large sprinklers. 
· To increase water efficiency, it is best to manage irrigation through cycle times. 

· Michael Roberts (Rain Bird)
· Voiced opposition to the proposed revised precipitation rates and support for maintaining the existing precipitation rate. 
· Lowering precipitation rates will negatively impact water use efficiency. The level of .71 has been supported by science. The proposed precipitation rates would require a distribution uniformity (DU) of 100% for non-residential, which is impossible, and 94% for residential, which will be difficult to obtain with the products on the market. 
· Recommended that DWR make no changes to irrigation efficiency at this time and update the efficiency calculation to account for wind drift. 

· Fred Hanker (Delta Bluegrass Co.)
· Given the lack of time, the turf industry has not been able to give this proposal a proper reading, analysis, or consultation. 
· Will the proposed MWELO revisions will have a sunset date?
· Ms. Saare-Edmonds explained that the ordinance does not contain a sunset requirement. 
· Have all CEQA requirements been met for MWELO?
· Ms. Saare-Edmonds explained that in 2009 DWR legal counsel determined that CEQA did not apply to MWELO. 
· Why the expediency? The drought has been going on for 4 years. Is the MWELO call for turf reduction true? 
· Ms. Saare-Edmonds reiterated that the proposed revisions do not require a complete ban of turf. 
· MWELO does not have the authority to prohibit specific plant species and objected to MWELO prohibitions on turf. 
· Not all turf is the same and that some varieties are drought tolerant. There are different water needs for cool and warm season turfs. The revisions do not account for the benefits derived from turf. 
· Government Code 65593 articulates that landscapes are important for active and passive recreation and air quality in California. 
· MWELO revisions do not seem to save as much water as fallowed fields and technology exists to water turf in an effective manner. 
· Increase transparency and give more time to revise the ordinance. 

· Larry Rohlfes (California Landscape Contractors Association [CLCA])
· CLCA supports MWELO’s overall approach, especially its focus on performance measures which encourage variety and innovation. This has led to landscapes that balance between saving water and maintaining the quality of life in California. 
· The existing ordinance and its predecessor are grounded in good science but change is needed due to drought conditions and the EO requirements. 
· The proposed revisions create a more complex and prescriptive MWELO which will increase landscape costs for contractors. 
· There is no need to have different requirements for new projects and rehabilitative projects. 
· The proposed plant factor targets suggest the intention to change the landscapes in California. 
· DWR should have the same standards for both sectors. 
· Increasing the irrigation efficiency targets creates an impossible standards. For example, MAWA would not support the average proposed plant factors under an efficiency rate of .71 unless irrigation efficiency factors are justified. 
· Update the the irrigation efficiency targets to 0.5 for residential and 0.6 for commercial (or 0.55 for both).

· John Norwood (California Swimming Pool and Spa Association)
· MWELO’s original intended to exclude single family residences. The proposed revisions to Section 490.1 Applicability will alter this intention.  They represent an attempt to apply commercial project requirements to homeowners. In commercial areas, these requirements make sense but private backyards have a variety of uses and people use them differently.  For example, someone who installs decking, and other hardscapes uses less water than a plant-based backyard. 

· Dennis Corelis (Division of the State Architect [DSA])
· DSA is responsible for ensuring that all school districts in California meet MWELO. School sites are unique because the landscape is dedicated to education programs. DSA is working to tailor the draft ordinance to help lessen the costs of a site’s landscape package. Has DWR considered the cost of developing a landscape package for a 500sq. ft. threshold versus the benefits?

· Ivy Munion (American Society of Irrigation Consultants [ASIC])
· The proposed revisions to MWELO will require irrigation manufacturers to develop new products. 
· The current ordinance is already saving water and the revisions will penalize new projects but not existing ones. 
· Without water meters, existing projects will be allowed to continue unlimited water use. Complete the requirements of Assembly Bill 1881 before updating MWELO.
· MWELO should penalize projects for exceeding their water budget allocation. 

· Michael Smith (Toro)
· Toro recognizes the severity of the drought and the need to reduce usage by 25%. 
· Californians recognize this severity and need for conserving water and reduced their per capita water use by 13% in April 2015. 
· The proposed revisions to MWELO have not received the same vetting as previous revisions due to the expedited time frame and there is no reversal mechanism once it is changed. The proposed revisions will result in long-term economic losses and are not necessary given the current progress being made towards water use efficiency. 
· The best way to ensure water use efficiency is through a water budget and tracking use through a dedicated water meter. Proper water management will reduce more water waste than putting restrictions on designers. The technology is not the problem; it is the use of it. 
· DWR should focus on promoting and enforcing the proper management of the landscapes. 

· Mike Sheeley (California Council of Society of Landscape Architects [CCSLA])
· CCSLA supports the MWELO update process.  
· CCSLA recommends
· Offering rebates to improve the management of existing systems to save more water. 
· Permitting turf in recreational areas and banning ornamental turf. Recreation areas improve health. 
· Encouraging Californians to continue watering trees, which provide air quality benefits. 
· Exempting projects meeting MWELO certification from additional restrictions (i.e. watering one day per week). 
· Requiring audits of shrub and ground cover but allow an exemption for landscapes with flow sensors or smart controller. These areas should also be exempt from drip and bubbler regulations and audits.

· Don Franklin (Hunter Industries)
· MWELO, in its current form, is working quite well, as new projects already conserve water. The problem for water use efficiency is existing landscapes. Many tools already exist to help manage these landscapes.
· A precipitation rate of 1 inch should match the infiltration rate as best as possible. Water in the root system is helpful for plant health and soils dictate the watering window. 
· Not all plants drain water similarly which forces irrigation efficiency devices to become passive. 
· Water management is a large part of water use efficiency. Lowering the precipitation is a step in the right direction. 

· Mark Connerly (Golf Course Association)
· The golf industry would like to partner with DWR to develop further revisions. 
· The proposed ETaF is not obtainable.
· DWR should provide a clear definition of “fairway”. 
· GCA sees some potential issues with the stormwater revisions and the possibility that water efficient rehabilitated landscapes would have to also comply with the new requirements.  

· Nexus Water
· Nexus produces a water re-use system. It takes recycled water, treats it, and uses it on landscapes. Looking at the input rather than the output is important; the revisions don’t address this. 
· There is no definition for on-site treated gray water which could create incentives for re-use and generate water savings. Some developers are creating re-use homes where water use and re-use actually account for zero re-use on the landscape. 
· Why is it necessary to mention graywater in Section 492?

·  Cindy Blain (Urban Forest Non-Profit Commission) 
· DWR is doing well in addressing how landscapes are managed. California must be prepared for floods. 
· Continue emphasizing the preservation of trees which reduces landscape water requirements, improve air quality and offer other public health benefits. 
· Supported using non-potable water for landscape but cautioned that recycled water varies in salinity which can be harmful to some landscapes. 

· John McCue 
· Supported requiring friable soil with organic material. 
· Irrigation equipment efficiency tests should not only be concerned with DU but also evaporation and drip. 

· Allister Cooney (Rain Bird)
· Voiced opposition to the recommended lower precipitation rate because it will inhibit efficiency, have a lower infiltration rate, and does not account for wind drift. 
· Research shows that the runoff from spray and from rotary nozzles are about the same given an efficient run time and soak cycle. 
· Wind drift is the major cause of runoff with causing about 70%. 
· Limiting the precipitation to less than 1 inch-per-hour will negate all of the products that have been developed to achieve water use efficiency. 
· Supports enforcing existing MWELO requirements and penalizing violations. 
· Enforcement will save more water than trying to mandate equipment to meet certain precipitation rates. 

· Vern Gary (Native Plant Society)
· Voiced support for the new direction of MWELO as it sets forth a movement to change the landscape practices in California. 
· Recommended the following:
· Expand the water use classification to include native plants and allow scientific experts to help develop. 
· Provide an allowance for ground habitat access for native pollinators (currently missing with the use of mulch).
· Consider the large number of native trees that can be used in landscape practices.

· Theresa (STOP Waste) – 
· STOP Waste is involved in creating a sustainable landscape program using a prescriptive score card approach to maintain civic landscapes. 
· Voiced support for encouraging landscapes based on the watershed approach, as it creates a very diverse landscape region. 
· Voiced support for MWELOs focus on soil health. Infiltration can be improved through soil management (i.e 4 yards per 1000 sq. ft.). 
· Proposed that DWR reconsider soil requirement of 25% organic matter. Suggested the requirement could be as low as 5%. 
· Objected to adding a sunset clause within the ordinance. 
· Recommended DWR to develop a checklist for projects of 500 sq. ft.
· Recommended DWR to limit turf to a 10x10 area. 

· Brian (CalRecycle)
· Voiced support for requiring compost to increase the infiltration rate.
 
· Larry Rohlfes – 
· A maximum precipitation rate adds another level of compliance and paperwork. 
· Recommended DWR study MWELO to determine the impact it has had on water use efficiency.
· DWR should be vigilant in excluding any unnecessary provisions to protect innovation and variety. 
[bookmark: _Toc422926046]By Phone

· Jack Karlin (Turf Grass and Water Conservation Alliance)
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Voiced concern over the proposed plant factors and revised the ETaF. 
· Lowering the ETaF may not be strongly supported by science. 
· A compromise should be reached between the 0.5 and 0.7 rates. 
· Voiced support for DWR to accept outside sources for plant factors. The approved list should be made available. 
· Voiced concern with the proposed precipitation rate. It is overly high and will miss advantages of technology. 
· Voiced caution when banning turf. Not all turf varieties are alike. It is important to find drought tolerant varieties. Turf contributes to the livability in a community (i.e. lowers sound, keeps dirt down, etc.). 
· Nathan Houx (City of Modesto)
· The proposed irrigation efficiency targets revisions are high and will be nearly impossible to attain unless using sub-irrigation or drip irrigation. Large areas of turf will be hard to irrigate and get to 92%.  
· Voiced support for the revised ETaF because it helps to eliminate turf in areas where it is not needed. 
· Recommended that the 1 inch-per-hour precipitation rate needs to be lowered closer to infiltration rates, but acknowledged this might be a bit low. 
· Voiced concern over the challenges public agencies will face complying with MWELO reporting requirements.

· Wes Sullens (STOP Waste) 
· Recommended DWR develop a prescriptive compliance option for smaller landscapes. 

· Ed Pike (Energy Solutions) 
· Recommended Section 492.12 (b)(1) be revised to be as specific as an irrigation audit report to address the configuration of the equipment.

· Dough Hensel (California Building Officials Association)
· Voiced concern over the increasing complexity of MWELO and its impact on the ability of building officials to enforce the code. 
· Enforcement and compliance are successful when they are simple and easy to understand. 
· MWELO may be more appropriate for larger landscapes and not for smaller landscapes due to its technical nature.  
· The revisions may result in every homeowner being required to meet MWELO. 
· Recommended DWR include prescriptive language to help building officials enforce the code. 

· John Kerne (Landscape Horticulture teacher)
· Voiced support for a less complex MWELO. 
· Real water savings comes from education and the price of the commodity. Technical details are rarely applied to small, DIY, and underground projects. 
· Proposed that the ordinance needs to be more realistic as to how water can be conserved.
· Suggested that the MWELO be modeled after Cap and Trade program in which people trade water rights.

· Chris Brown (water conservation advocate)
· Voiced support for MWELO’s purpose language. Although a definition and understanding of the purpose is needed, California needs to begin looking at its landscapes more holistically. 
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