Thank your for the opportunity to participate in the commentary process.   My comments are below.
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Section 7: Complementary Policies & Regulations #5 Plant Labeling: Labeling of Ornamental Plants at Point of Installation and Inspection.
I have noticed over the years that installation contractors do not always follow the plant requirements listed on design documents and that Cities do not inspect the installation the way they do other aspects of the building process.
Perhaps frustrated by the seasonal nature of what’s available at the time of installation – or wanting to deal with one wholesaler or aggregator rather than sourcing from several – they deviate from the design plan.  I’ve heard some note how difficult it is to source a plant and that the alternative “works just fine.”  This is especially troubling when the stated plant is friendly to local pollinators and the substitution plant is sterile or doesn’t nourish indigenous pollinators.
This is a very good requirement but I’d like to see an introductory statement that makes it clear that it isn’t the labeling per se but adhering to the plant plan behind the requirement that is critical.
It does put an added burden on a designer who may not know when installation will actually occur – especially in larger scale projects that may be held up for months, and I don’t have an easy answer but to be conscious of choices that are reasonably available.
There’s an added burden on the governing body to not require that a high percentage of the soil be covered within a short period of time so the project “looks done. This sometimes drives contractors to take what’s available so as to achieve immediate coverage rather than installing a plant, for example, that is in dormancy.City and other agencies need to examine their policies to be supportive of the intentions behind a watershed, water thoughtful, approach to landscaping.
Section 8: Purpose Statement and ITP recommendations.
The proposed wording is necessary. Contractors may not be aware of construction techniques that promote a watershed approach, e.g. they are still sending extra water out to the street and down drains via passive underground pipes, e.g. French drains.  Nor do they necessarily improve the soil after turf is removed, again sending water to drain into the streets rather than remain on site and nourish the soil. In general I do not experience many contractors who understand the importance of healthy, living soil and the value of capturing and retaining water on site. This can be so important for our larger trees and shrubs that are nearby. Education in this area is critical.
 Section 9: Feedback on Public Perceptions and Social Norms recommendation, number 2a.
  “The Department of Water Resources requests funding to complete the following: Convene representatives from horticulture groups (landscape designers, architects, and contractors), academia, irrigation manufacturers and distributers, nurseries (wholesale and retail), water agencies, industry trade organizations, and consultants.”  Add to academia and arboretums and botanical gardens.
I note that valuable plant introduction and qualitative research is done by these groups and many are not associated with academic institutions, e.g Santa Barbara Botanic Garden, The Huntington, and even if part of the UC system, the bot gardens are be included as well as the academic departments.

Section 10: Feedback on recommendation by the ITP to Section 10 “Research and Documentation Needs and Support.”
Recommendation 1. Updating the WUCOLS list.  “No less frequently than every three years” is not sufficient. Given that reviewing and adding to the whole list is a daunting task, some attention needs to be paid to what should be updated more regularly. One suggestion is to prioritize newly introduced forms of plants already in the database.  For example, these may be superior in terms of handling soil conditions or appropriate for smaller scale gardens.  Or the plant may simply be an attractive form or an equally good choice as to what’s in the database. I hear from designers and architects that they become frustrated when they are not able to substitute nearly the same plant simply because it’s not in WUCOLS, especially an issue when the WUCOLS listed plant is not available.
Can the group define yearly changes and those that can be made more slowly over time?  The viability and usefulness of the list will be dependent on how up to date it can be.
 Recommendation 2. Providing photographs, narrative description, and key cultural information.
[bookmark: _GoBack]This is a necessity.  Everyone expects such from the  It needs to be budgeted for financially and staff resources to complete as soon as possible.  The proposal to do so at 20% per year is likely reasonable given the large number but seems too modest. Perhaps some photographs are already in the public domain.  If I had to prioritize I would include photographs first, then the rest. After seeing the photo the professional and the passionate amateur gardener can search for cultural requirements after making an initial judgment.  The names alone are just too daunting.
