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Submitted by Eric Santos, VP of Irrigation Services, Brickman/ValleyCrest Companies

Section 3 – ITP Vision

Page 6 – 3rd paragraph, document currently states:
“A Goal for the State: Reduce potable water use on urban landscapes by half over the next twenty years”

We would like to request that the document clearly clarify that the goal is to reduce potable water use on existing landscapes. The current MWELO will impact new landscapes, but if the ITP’s vision is to reduce potable water use on existing landscapes, since MWELO will reduce water on new landscapes, the word “existing” should be added into this sentence and should read as, “A Goal for the State: Reduce potable water use on existing urban landscapes by half over the next twenty years”


Page 6 – 4th paragraph, document currently states:
“The independent Technical Panel recommends a goal to reduce potable water use on urban landscapes statewide on the order of 50 percent from pre-drought levels over the next 20 years.

Again, we would like to request  that the document clearly clarify that the goal is to reduce potable water use on existing landscapes. The current MWELO will impact new landscapes, but if the ITP’s vision is to reduce potable water use on existing landscapes, the word existing should be added into this sentence and should state, “The Independent Technical Panel recommends a goal to reduce potable water use on existing urban landscapes statewide on the order of 50 percent from pre-drought levels over the next 20 years.” It is not possible to reduce potable water by the order of 50% on a new site that does not have any prior water use, thus the reductions can only take place on existing sites.

Page 7 – 1st and 2nd bullet points
Both of these bullet points state that “800,000 acre-feet” of water will be saved. We would like to request that the document clearly state over what period of time this water will be saved. If the period is over 20 years, then we would like to request that the bullet points be modified to state “800,000 acre-feet/20 years”.

Page 7 – Paragraph below the 3 bullet points, 2nd sentence currently states:
“Residential and commercial landscapes will be attractive and functional, and will be largely sustained by natural precipitation where it falls, harvested rainwater, and onsite sources of water acceptable for landscape use.”

We would like to request that this sentence be removed or reworded because it misleads the reader into believing that rainfall capture is the solution to attractive and functional residential and commercial landscapes. Rainwater harvesting is a great way to water landscapes, but it is only effective if it actually rains. In years with record low rainfall as we had in 2015, we will not be able to accumulate enough rain to sustain an attractive landscape for the entire year.



Section 4: Voluntary Turf Replacement

Page 9 – 1st Paragraph
We would like to request that the commercial and multifamily credit be increased to $1 to match the single family residential tax credit.  A square foot of lawn does not use less water on a commercial site, so the incentive should be equal across the board regardless if the site is commercial or single family residential.

 Page 9 – 5th bullet point
We would like to request that the document specify the level of water use (low, med, high) of the plants and the planting density for the turf replacement.

Page 9 – Ten bullet points
This is a general comment about the ten bullet points. Below the ten bullet points, can the ITP specify how they envision that these requirements will be met prior to the issue of the tax credit?


Section 5: Improvements in Existing Landscapes (Home Inspections)

Page 11 – Point Number 1
The phrase, “Proper Installation” is a very broad phrase. In order for a home inspector to determine if a system was installed properly, he would need to have access to the design drawings to ensure valves were hydrozoned properly, or if the correct number of heads and nozzles were installed on each valve… We would like to request that the ITP clarify what part of the installation they expect the home inspector to check to ensure “proper installation”

Section 5: Improvements in Existing Landscapes (Landscapes Over One Acre)

Page 13 – 1st paragraph
The analogy to a smog check is a good analogy, but all California residents know that if you don’t get a smog check, the consequence is that you don’t get your registration. We would like to ask the ITP to clarify what would be the penalty for non-compliance with the proposed recommendation of having their system inspected once every three years.

Page 14 – section e (3)
We would like to request that the ITP clarify if a property owner can have their own landscape contractor conduct the inspection or will a third party be required to do the inspection.

 Section 5: Improvements in Existing Landscapes (State Owned Facilities)

Page 17 – Point Number 6
We would like the ITP to clarify its definition and what makes a landscape manager, “..most qualified…” prior to proposing this item. Is there a list of criteria or ranking system the ITP is proposing?

Page 17 -  Point Number 7
We would like the ITP to define what they mean by “Encourage the optimized use of recycled water…” In what form will or should the “encouragement” be in?





Section 7: Complimentary Policies and Regulations (Controllers)

Page 30 – 3rd paragraph, last sentence, currently states:
“Until a recognized and verifiable standartd and test method is developed, stand alone SMS-based controllers ought not be sold in California.”

We feel that banning the sale of SMS controllers in California would be a huge step backwards. California businesses such as Genentech, Pixar, Facebook, Kaiser Permanente have used soil moisture sensing products such as Baseline SMS controllers to save significant amounts of water over conventional controllers. We would like to request that the ITP withdraw this recommendation. To ban the sale of effective water saving technology simply because the EPA is in the process of working on their testing protocol, would prevent others from using an effective water saving tool.

As an alternate proposal, we would like to request that SMS based controllers still be allowed to be sold in California, without the use of WaterSense labeling, until the EPA has finalized their protocol and SMS controllers have been tested by the EPA and proven to save water.
