
2004 Water Use Efficiency Proposal Solicitation Package 
Proposal Part One: 

Project Information Form 
 

Applying for (select one):  Urban  Agricultural 
1. (Section A) Urban or Agricultural 

Water Use Efficiency 
Implementation Project 

 (a) implementation of Urban Best 
Management Practice: # 1 Residential 
Survey;  and # 5 Large Landscape 

 (b) implementation of Agricultural Efficient 
Water Management Practice,  
#     

 (c) implementation of other projects to 
meet California Bay-Delta Program 
objectives, Targeted Benefit # or 
Quantifiable Objective #, if applicable 
     

 (d) Specify other:     
 
2. (Section B) Urban or Agricultural 

Research and Development; 
Feasibility Studies, Pilot, or 
Demonstration Projects; Training, 
Education or Public Information; 
Technical Assistance 

 (e) research and development, feasibility 
studies, pilot, or demonstration projects 

 (f) training, education or public information 
programs with statewide application 

 (g) technical assistance 
 (h) other 

 
3. Principal applicant 

(Organization or affiliation) 

 
California Urban Water Conservation Council 

 
4. Project Title: 

 
Statewide Turf Buy Back Program 

 
5. Person authorized to sign and 

submit proposal and contract 

 
Name, title   Mary Ann Dickinson 
Mailing address  455 Capitol Mall, #703 
   Sacramento, CA 95814 
Telephone  916-552-5885 
Fax   916-552-5877 
E-mail   maryann@cuwcc.org

 
6. Contact person (if different): 

 
Name, title      
Mailing address     
       
Telephone      
Fax       
E-mail      

 
7. Funds requested (dollar amount) 
  (from Table C-8, column II) 

 
   $764,790 

 

mailto:maryann@cuwcc.org


2004 Water Use Efficiency Proposal Solicitation Package 
Proposal Part One: 

Project Information Form (continued) 
 
 
8. Applicant funds pledged (dollar 

amount): 

 
   $1,084,790 

 
9. Total project costs (dollar amount 

(from Table C-1, column II, row l )  

 
   $1,849,581 

 
10. Is your project locally cost effective? 
 
Locally cost effective means that the 
benefits to an entity (in dollar terms) of 
implementing a program exceed the 
costs of that program within the 
boundaries of that entity.  
 
(If yes, provide information that the 
project in addition to Bay-Delta benefit 
meets one of the following conditions: 
broad transferable benefits, overcome 
implementation barriers, or accelerate 
implementation.) � 

 
  (a) yes 

 
  (b) no 

 
11. Is your project required by 

regulation, law or contract? If no, 
your project is eligible.  

 
If yes, the project is eligible if it is not 
currently required? Provide a 
description of the regulation, law or 
contract and an explanation of why the 
project is not currently required. 

 
 (a) yes 

 
 (b) no 

             
             
             
             
             
 
 
 



2004 Water Use Efficiency Proposal Solicitation Package 
Proposal Part One: 

Project Information Form (continued) 
 
 
12. Duration of project 

(month/year to month/year): 

 
   9/05 to 12/08 

 
13. State Assembly District 

where the project is to be 
conducted: 

 
   Statewide 

 
14. State Senate District where 

the project is to be 
conducted:  

 
   Statewide 

 
15. Congressional district(s) 

where the project is to be 
conducted: 

 
   Statewide 

 
16. County where the project is 

to be conducted: 

 
   Statewide 

 
17. Location of project (longitude 

and latitude) 

 
   Statewide 

 
18. How many service 

connections in your service 
area (urban)? 

 
 
   Statewide 

 
19. How many acre-feet of water 

per year does your agency 
serve? 

 
 
   Statewide 

 
20. Type of applicant (select 

one): 

 
 (a) City 
 (b) County 
 (c) City and County 
 (d) Joint Powers Authority 
 (e) Public Water District 
 (f) Tribe 
 (g) Non Profit Organization 
 (h) University, College 
 (i) State Agency 
 (j) Federal Agency 
 (k) Other 

  (i) Investor-Owned Utility 
  (ii) Incorporated Mutual Water Co. 
  (iii) Specify      

 



2004 Water Use Efficiency Proposal Solicitation Package 
Proposal Part One: 

Project Information Form (continued) 
 
 
21. Is applicant a disadvantaged 

community?  If ‘yes’ include 
annual median household 
income. 

 
 (Provide supporting 

documentation.) 

 
 (a) yes,    median household income
 (b) no 

 
However,  the proposal will also serve water supply 
agencies in disadvantaged communities. 



 

2004 Water Use Efficiency Proposal Solicitation Package 
Proposal Part One: 

 
Signature Page 

 
By signing below, the official declares the following:  
The truthfulness of all representations in the proposal;  
The individual signing the form has the legal authority to submit the proposal on behalf 
of the applicant;  
There is no pending litigation that may impact the financial condition of the applicant or 
its ability to complete the proposed project;  
The individual signing the form read and understood the conflict of interest and 
confidentiality section and waives any and all rights to privacy and confidentiality of the 
proposal on behalf of the applicant;  
The applicant will comply with all terms and conditions identified in this PSP if selected 
for funding; and  
The applicant has legal authority to enter into a contract with the State.  
 
     
 
 

Mary Ann Dickinson 
  _____             Executive Director   January 11, 2005 
Signature     Name and title    Date  
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CUWCC Statewide Turf Buy Back Program 

Executive Summary 
 
The opportunity for statewide landscape conservation is perhaps best summarized in 
Pacific Institute’s November, 2003 Waste Not, Want Not Report:  
 

“While there are great uncertainties about the volume of total outdoor 
residential water use, our best estimate is that just under 1.5 MAF were 
used for these purposes in 2000…….. 
 
We estimate that cost-effective reductions of at least 32.5% (a savings 
of 470,000AF/yr) could be made relatively quickly with improved 
practices and available irrigation technology.  These improvements 
have the potential to substantially reduce total and peak water demand 
in California.  Substantially larger improvements can be achieved 
through long-term changes in plant selection and garden design.” 

 
This is an astounding savings opportunity.  However, California water agencies have 
generally made little advancement with landscape and irrigation conservation programs, 
both residential and commercial.  The savings opportunity can only be achieved if the 
barriers to participation can be overcome.    
 
CUWCC’s Statewide Turf Buy Back Program is designed to break down participation 
barriers and tackle the difficult landscape market.  
 
We believe that this program has characteristics of both Prop 50 Categories.  It can fall 
appropriately under the Prop 50 Category A Implementation section OR the Category B 
Research Project.  We request that DWR determine how this important initiative fits best 
into the state’s funding portfolio.   Thus, we have filed two applications, one under each 
Category.  This is our Category A application. 
 
As we know, the urban landscape irrigation baseline numbers in California are purely 
theoretical.  This program will allow us to gather actual pre- and post- retrofit urban 
landscape irrigation data.  This benefit alone brings high value to the industry.  
However, the program will go beyond the data gathering stage and will also deliver 
meaningful water savings. 
 
The Statewide Turf Buy Back Program would offer customers an incentive to remove 
their existing lawn and install efficient irrigation.  The program highlights are listed below: 
 
 Statewide offering for both residential and commercial customers  
 Customer payment will be based upon a per-square-foot price for the removal of turf 

and installation of drip irrigation.   
 Each site will receive a customized water budget.  Participants must agree to operate 

within the guidelines of the budget.  
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CUWCC Statewide Turf Buy Back Program 

 Areas where lawn is converted must retain existing plants and/or add new plants so 
that the converted area will have at least 50% living plant cover when the plants are 
fully grown.  

 Existing and new plants must be irrigated through drip or low precipitation rate 
irrigation.  

  
By operating a statewide initiative we can gain the support and marketing network of 
large chain home improvement stores and nurseries.  DWR and water agencies would 
also benefit from the economies of a high volume, centrally-run program.  
 
Landscape efficiency, a market still in its infancy, carries a higher-than-average cost per 
acre-foot than the standard indoor equipment retrofit programs.  Despite the higher cost, 
estimated in this application to be $934 per acre foot, there are compelling reasons to 
concentrate efforts on the landscape market.   
 
First, landscape programs provide peak demand savings to water agencies and the 
state.  When the weather is the warmest and customers irrigate their landscapes at 
maximum levels, water agencies must meet those peak demands.  Our supply and 
distribution system is built to meet the peak demand requirements, at great infrastructure 
expense to the state.  As California’s population continues to grow, so too must the 
infrastructure.   By shaving the peak demand, we are delaying the costly need for system 
expansion and capital investments.   
 
There are other important benefits as well.  A reduction in the turf area means that the 
customer uses less fertilizer; less turf and greater water efficiency means less run off is 
produced; less runoff means less flow into water treatment facilities.  This in turn limits 
the pollution that is discharged into the state’s coastal waters.   
 
The water industry has drastically reduced indoor water use through a number of 
successful equipment retrofit programs.  Unfortunately, the plentiful “cookie cutter” 
retrofit opportunities of the 1990s are reaching saturation and are no longer offsetting 
significant volumes of water.  In addition, new development, occurring at the rate of 
100,000 new residential homes a year in California, already comes with code-required 
efficient plumbing fixtures; for these homes outdoor water use remains the only major 
area of savings potential. 
 
It is time to penetrate the landscape market and reduce the excessive volumes of water 
used for residential and commercial irrigation.  Over time, the cost per acre-foot to run 
landscape programs will drop as we develop landscape program experience.  CUWCC 
would like this opportunity to transform the landscape market in the right direction. 
 
There is much discussion within the California water efficiency industry as to the best 
approach to take within the state.  Below are some commonly asked questions and 
concerns voiced within the water industry that relate to turf removal and installation of 
drip irrigation: 
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CUWCC Statewide Turf Buy Back Program 

Can’t landscape efficiency be achieved by simply installing a new controller?  
Why go the extra step to reduce turf as well? 
 
A new controller does not correct the biggest irrigation problems: 1) poor system design; 
and 2) large amounts of high water-consuming turf.  The program’s focus is to remedy 
these two major inadequacies in order to capture a maximum level of savings.   
 
It’s just not possible to get enough customers to re-landscape in order to make 
an impact on water savings. Why bother? 
 
There is no one-size-fits-all solution to landscape efficiency.  We recognize that this 
program will appeal to some customers but not to all. It is one of several pieces of the 
puzzle but one that has worked well for water agencies in Nevada and New Mexico. 
 
By studying the highly successful Water Smart Program in the Las Vegas area, we have 
learned that there is a strong target market.  Our target will be customers with non-
functional or hard-to-irrigate turf.   As seen in Las Vegas, these customers will likely be 
established members in the community and usually over forty years of age.  These 
individuals are capable of making a significant investment in the conversion of their 
landscape as a personal decision. 
 
There will also be a strong financial motivation to do so.  With a rebate that covers 20% 
to 50% of the cost to remove turf and install new irrigation, the incentive package is 
generous and will help to drive response.  We have learned from the Water Smart 
Program in Las Vegas that that the level of incentive greatly impacts the response.  In 
the initial stages of the Las Vegas program, the customer was offered $.40 per square 
foot of turf removed.  Response was lukewarm.  Management increased the incentive 
level to $1.00 and customer response soared.   
 
This concept is too new; there are no real savings numbers yet. 
 
The Las Vegas Valley Water District has been operating their turf removal and drip 
irrigation program since 1998.  In 2001 a comprehensive study was performed on the 
program and reliable savings estimates were created.  For this proposal, we consulted a 
landscape and irrigation expert and have adjusted the Las Vegas study data to factor in 
the climate variations between the two states. 
 
California’s customers believe that water efficient landscape means cactus, rocks 
and sand, a very unpopular view.  Why would this program work? 
 
In California, few people understand the wide array of options available for landscape 
design.  Through well designed and professional program materials, we will show them 
that there are many lush and flowering design options without the use of a single 
succulent or cactus.  Customers will learn about the clear advantage of a drip system or 
low precipitation rate system over traditional in-ground designs.  Through education, we 
will gain program interest.  We will also be able to match these efforts with the Council’s 
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existing Water Saver Home website (www.h2ouse.org), which already has an extensive 
section on landscape design and a low-water-using plant database. 
 
Finally, the customer will be provided with a support system that explains How to Get 
Started and A to Z Steps required for program completion.  Customers can utilize 
program-certified landscape professionals or perform the work on their own; either way 
there will be clear and concise instructions for the customer to follow. 
 
Water Agencies should not be pushing their customers to rip out their lawns.   
 
We do not intend for customers to feel forced to eliminate turf as a landscape option.  It 
is the intention of the CUWCC and participating agencies to ask customers to minimize, 
not get rid of, turf -- particularly turf that isn’t walked on until it is time to mow. 
 
Why bother with such a comprehensive program? Why not focus on easier and 
less expensive indoor efficiency programs? 
 
There are a number of benefits to minimizing water losses from landscape irrigation. 
Unlike indoor gray water, landscape water cannot be captured and reused.  Therefore, 
landscape water is irrecoverable once used.  As California’s population and housing 
stock continues to grow at the current projected rates, it is critical that we make inroads 
in landscape efficiency and finally tackle this exasperating problem. 
 
Also, landscape efficiency reduces the volume of pesticide and fertilizer-laden water 
running off into storm drains, meaning less chemical contamination of nearshore waters 
– including the Delta.   
 
Why is Prop 50 Funding Required?  
 
Due to the innovative nature of this program, turf retrofit and efficient irrigation is not yet 
cost effective on a local basis.  However, a statewide program, with the economies of 
scale that a statewide program brings, would work to shift the market towards a more 
landscape efficient mindset for both contractors and customers.  
 
Turf can easily be added back into the landscape.  Doesn’t this mean a potentially 
low persistence rate? 
   
Unlike a faucet aerator or spray valve that can easily be replaced with a high flow 
model, landscaping is a major effort that is rarely modified from its existing design. 
 
The typical customer, as seen in Las Vegas, is not removing the conversion.    Once a 
customer takes the time and initiative to redesign their landscape through turf removal 
and installation of a drip system, the landscape is likely to remain in place for ten or 
more years.  In Las Vegas only 1 customer out of 12,000 was found to have added turf 
back into their landscape. 
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CUWCC Statewide Turf Buy Back Program 

This Statewide Turf Buy Back Program is targeted to upgrade 1,000 residential sites 
and 100 commercial sites throughout California, resulting in 1,200,000 square feet of 
turf removed.  This will yield a savings total of 141,370 gallons per day and a lifetime 
savings of 2,382 acre feet.  This substantial savings will aid the relief of the over-taxed 
Bay Delta Region as well as the water supply needs of local water agencies. 
 
An overview of the program is shown in the chart below:  
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CUWCC Statewide Turf Buy Back Program 

Statement of Work, Section One: Relevance and Importance 
 

Over the past fifteen years, the water industry has achieved millions of acre feet of 
residential water savings through the retrofit of ultra-low-flush toilets (ULFTs).  With 
today’s 80%+ saturation rate of ULFTs, this measure is no longer the foundation of 
water agency programs.   
 
We need to create a new cornerstone program.  Landscape efficiency has eluded the 
industry for years.  It is time to focus our management of conservation initiatives by 
tackling this vexing market.  With over seven million homes in California, millions of 
apartments and thousands of businesses with irrigated property, we could eliminate the 
irrecoverable loss of tremendous volumes of water through more efficient irrigation 
water application. 
 
Poorly designed landscape systems have allowed inexcusable volumes of water to 
saturate California’s residential neighborhoods. One major step toward outdoor water 
efficiency is to replace these ill-designed systems with those that operate with maximum 
efficiency. This program will motivate and aid customers to replace their inefficient 
landscape systems.  
 
Secondly, too often turf is installed as the standard landscaping default – even when the 
lawn is never utilized.  Turf removal is a viable option in this instance. We will market to 
this target customer group and show them how to reduce the turf areas without 
sacrificing lushness and beauty.     
 
Thirdly, for far too long, landscape professionals and retailers have been showcasing 
plants that require excessive amounts of water.   We will educate customers about turf 
and plant choices that better match local climate zones and require less maintenance.   
 
Due to a lack of knowledge regarding landscape water efficiency and the expense to 
retrofit, these customers would not retrofit without the aid of this program.  This program 
will secure 2,382 acre-feet of savings from this hard to reach water market.   
 
ET Controllers are one option that is currently being explored to aid in landscape 
efficiency.  It is our belief that this program provides additional means to achieve 
outdoor efficiency through 1) the correction of poorly designed systems; 2) reduction in 
high water consuming turf areas; and 3) plant selection that better matches local climate 
zones.  
 
As an innovative model, it is our belief that this program will pave the way for additional 
program efforts in landscape water efficiency.  The water agencies participating in this 
Statewide Turf Buy Back Program will provide a “replicable” design for achieving 
landscape efficiency.     
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CUWCC Statewide Turf Buy Back Program 

Statement of Work, Section Two: Technical/Scientific Merit, Feasibility 
 
The Statewide Turf Buy Back Program would offer customers an incentive to remove 
their existing lawn, provided that they install drip or low precipitation rate irrigation for 
remaining or new plants.  This is a necessary pairing to achieve the savings expected, 
and is based on the successful experience of the Las Vegas program. 
 
Unlike in Las Vegas, however, the program will be operated statewide and will cover 
both residential and commercial customers. Customer payment will be based upon a 
per-square-foot price for the removal of turf and installation of drip irrigation, and each 
site will be assigned a customized water budget.  Participants must agree to operate 
within the guidelines of the budget.  Areas where lawn is converted must retain existing 
plants and/or add new plants so that the converted area will have at least 50% living 
plant cover when the plants are fully grown.  Existing and new plants must be irrigated 
through drip or low precipitation rate irrigation.   
 
A statewide initiative would provide important benefits.  First it would allow us to gain the 
support and marketing network of large chain home improvement stores and nurseries, 
who come with a built-in customer base.  A second benefit of a statewide program is the 
economies of scale from a high volume program, as the per-unit rebate costs will be less 
and therefore the individual rebate incentive can be higher and therefore more attractive 
to the customer. 
 
As we did in our recent statewide initiative, The Rinse & Save Pre-rinse Spray Valve 
Program for Restaurants, CUWCC will operate this program on a statewide basis on 
behalf of participating water agencies.  CUWCC will act as the administrator of the 
program, responsible for overall management, reporting, and invoicing.  We will issue a 
Request For Proposals (RFP) and select the most qualified field services vendor to 
operate the field portion of the work. 
 
The major responsibilities of the project are divided into Administration and Field 
Management.  The responsibilities and tasks within each are listed below in the 
following table: 
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CUWCC Statewide Turf Buy Back Program 

 
Major Responsibilities 

 
 
Administration 
CUWCC 
 
 

 Liaison to DWR 

 Contracting with DWR, Water agencies and Others 

 RFP Selection of Field Vendor 

 Field Vendor Management 

 Reports and Invoicing to DWR and Water Agencies 

 Assuring Water saving Goals and Performance 
Milestones are Met 

 
Field Management 
Field Services Vendor 

 Training and Certifying Landscape Professionals 

 Marketing 

 Pre- and Post-conversion Assessments 

 Quality Control 

 Customer Service 

 Data Management 

 Customer Incentive Payments 
 

 
CUWCC has significant knowledge in program design and execution of statewide water 
efficiency programs.  The Rinse & Save Pre-rinse Spray Valve Program for Restaurants 
has been operated successfully since 2002 and is now in its second phase of funding 
from the California Public Utilities Commission.  16,896 pre-rinse spray valves have 
been directly installed in food service establishments throughout the state in the first 
phase of the program.  The CUWCC will be installing another 24,700 valves in the 
current second phase.  This extended, successful experience with a statewide program 
has given us program management experience; in addition, the CUWCC’s Executive 
Director has years of experience managing statewide conservation programs in another 
state.   
 
Through this combined experience we have learned that a successful program is one 
with streamlined procedures -- procedures designed to be simple for the customer to 
grasp and free from complicated requirements on the user end.  We have also learned 
that standardizing the marketing materials into one statewide format reduces the 
confusion across water supplier boundaries, where one water supplier’s materials may 
differ from a neighboring water supplier, thereby causing confusion to the media, the 
nurseries and the customer.  A statewide program can provide a single message and 
reduce that confusion. 
 
A design overview of the Statewide Turf Buy Back Program is illustrated on the 
following page: 
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CUWCC Statewide Turf Buy Back Program 

 

Administration 

The first step in the program process is administrative in nature.  CUWCC will allocate 
program personnel; solicit and select a field services vendor; and finalize contracts.  
The field services vendor will begin by establishing the program office, staff and 
systems necessary to oversee field operations.  Below is a listing of administrative tasks 
required and the deliverable date for each: 
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Marketing 

CUWCC will market the program through trade allies, predominantly through landscape 
professionals and qualified landscape outlets.  Since the service providers are already 
established and maintain a customer base, we can cost effectively utilize them to 
outreach to customers and conduct the retrofit process. 
 
In order to properly prepare landscape professionals, CUWCC will train and certify 
qualifying providers.   The certified landscape providers will identify prime customer 
targets; pitch the program to these customers; and conduct the pre-conversion 
inspections.   The customer will have the option of utilizing the landscape professional 
or performing the retrofits on a do-it-yourself basis.   For customers that do-it 
themselves or those customers using a landscape professional that is not certified, the 
field service vendor would conduct the pre-conversion assessment.   
 
An upscale professional brochure will be created to support face-to-face sales efforts. 
The brochure will clearly outline the program’s benefits and guidelines.  Most 
importantly, the brochure will contain a variety of high resolution photos of sample 
landscape designs that meet program requirements.  This is a key element in dispelling 
the misnomer that landscape efficiency must only mean cactus, rocks and sand. 
 
Customers will also be directed to local demonstration sites that were created to provide 
examples of low water use plant varieties, efficient irrigation options, and design and 
layout ideas.   
 
In addition we plan to work with retail home improvement stores to co-advertise the 
program and clearly label appropriate irrigation equipment and low water use plants.   
Additional marketing will be performed by the participating water agency.  Agencies will 
elect to market the program in a wide variety of ways, including advertising in 
newsletters; bill stuffers for target customers; direct mail; neighborhood home shows 
and more. 
 
Marketing Tasks and Timeline are detailed on the following page. 
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Pre-conversion Assessment  

The purpose of the pre-conversion assessment is to ensure that the customer does not 
already deficit-irrigate the turf area.  A standard rule of thumb states that 25% of 
residential sites deficit irrigate, these customers are ineligible for this program.  In 
addition the pre-conversion assessment will make certain that customers fully 
understand the extent of the program requirements and the water budget assigned to 
their site.   
 
At the customer site, the pre-conversion field specialist will perform the following duties: 

 Confirm that area meets 400 square foot minimum; 
 Verify current turf area to be removed; 
 Explain that the remaining and new plants must cover 50% or more of the 

conversion area; 
 Take photos to document conversion area; 
 Confirm with the customer that an irrigation system will be used with emitters with a 

rate equal or less than 20 gallons per hour; 
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 Ensure that the customer understands that if a weed barrier will be utilized, that it 
must be a permeable landscape material; explain that plastic and vinyl are ineligible 
and will nullify the incentive; 

 Explain the requirement for mulch and proper application; 
 Review all other program requirements including the water budget and the need to 

maintain the new landscape design for at least 10 years; 
 Solicit questions from the customer and provide full and clear explanations; and 
 Thank the customer for their time and provide office phone number and materials as 

required.  

Water Budget 

Low-water using landscapes can still be over-watered.  One way to improve the 
probability of long term water savings is to provide a water budget for participating sites.  
During the pre-conversion site visits, basic water budgets will be calculated and 
explained to customers.  These budgets will help customers understand the importance 
of proper irrigation.  The water budget data for each site will be transferred to the 
applicable participating water agencies for future monitoring and customer 
communication regarding their site’s water efficiency. 
 
Listed below are the program start-up tasks and timeline for Pre-conversion and Water 
Budget Services: 
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Turf Removal, New Plant & Efficient Irrigation Installation 

The customer will carry the responsibility, either on a do-it-yourself basis or through a 
landscape professional, to remove turf, install new plants as necessary and install an 
efficient irrigation system.  Customers will be given six months to complete their retrofit.  
Customers will be allowed one 2-month extension if necessary.  Once the customer is 
finished with the retrofit, they can contact the program office and notify the staff that the 
project is done.  A post-conversion inspection will be scheduled at that point in time.   
 

 

Post-conversion Inspections 

The purpose of the post-conversion inspection is to verify that the work was performed 
according to the program guidelines and to obtain the area measurement that will be 
utilized to calculate the incentive to the customer. 

At the customer site, the pre-inspection field specialist will perform the following duties 
during the pre-conversion site visit: 
 
 Measure the conversion area using a measurement wheel; 
 Confirm that area meets 400 square foot minimum; 
 Confirm that plant area is at least 50% or more of the conversion area; 
 Take photos to document problem areas, if required; 
 Confirm irrigation system and emitter rate; 
 Confirm that proper weed barrier is being utilized; 
 Identify mulch and proper application; 
 Solicit questions from the customer and provide full and clear explanations; 
 Notify the customer that they will be receiving a letter in the mail confirming the 

conversion area and incentive amount, they must sign and return the letter before 
they will receive their incentive; and 

 Obtain proper signatures, thank the customer for their time and provide materials. 
 

Listed below are the tasks and due dates required to successfully implement Post-
conversion services. 
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Incentive Calculation and Check Generation 

Once the post-conversion assessment is completed, paperwork will be returned to the 
program office and the incentive determined.  This will be calculated utilizing CAD 
software.  The field specialist will “draw” the site using the CAD software and label the 
measurements collected in the field.  The system will then calculate the total square 
footage to be used as the basis for the incentive check.  The reason the calculation is 
not done in the field during the post-conversion is that most landscaped areas are odd-
shaped and therefore square footage is not easily determined.  Use of the CAD system 
provides a more accurate method of determining actual square footage.   
 
The exact square footage will be then entered into the customer work record and the 
incentive amount calculated.  A letter will be sent to the customer requesting their 
signature as acceptance of the incentive amount.  Once the letter is signed and 
returned to the program office the work order will be completed and the incentive check 
generated following standard rebate processing and accounting practices.   
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Production 
 
CUWCC has created a production plan for each measure in order to achieve the goal of 
1,000,000 square feet removed.  We will carefully track Performance versus the Goal 
on a monthly and yearly basis.   
 
The following is a chart of our production goals per year: 
 
 
 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3* Total 

Square Feet of Turf 
Removed 

100,000 sq ft 500,000 sq ft 400,000 sq ft 1,000,000 sq ft 

Number of Customers 
Served 

100 500 300 900 customers 

*It is estimated that commercial customer will have a longer sales cycles and receive their incentives in 
year 3.   
 

Incentives 

UWCC has set the incentive level at $1.00 per square foot.  We believe this incentive 
a ount will drive the marke otivate c rs to p e.  Shou R elect, 
the incentive amount could be de
incentive amount and may see a lower response as a result.  Based on the experience 
of the Las Vegas program, we recommend the $1.00 per square foot amount as the 
proper incentive necessary to “tip” customer response towards participating in the 
p

R.  The chart below depicts incentive amounts per year: 

 
C
m t and m

creased to $.80.  In this ca
ustome articipat

se we would be testing the 
ld DW

rogram.   
 
The $1.00 per square foot would be split 50/50 between participating water agencies 
nd DWa

 
 
 
 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3* Total 

Incentives Generated $100,000 $500,000 $400,000 $1,000,000 

Water Agency Share $50,000 $250,000 $200,000 $500,000 

DWR Share $50,000 $250,000 $200,000 $500,000 

 

Water Savings 
 

ased on savings of 43 gallons per square foot per day and a 15 B year product life, the 
fetime savings are projected below.   li
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 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3* Total 

Square Feet of Turf 
Removed 

100,000 sq ft 500,000 sq ft 400,000 sq ft 1,000,000 sq ft 

Lifetime water savings 
(acre-feet) 

198 af 990 af 792 af 1980 af 

Cost per Acre-foot 
 
Listed below are the following:  estimated project cost, cost share between water 
agencies and DWR, and the associated cost per acre-foot.   
 
 
 

Estimated 
Project Cost  

Cost per acre-
foot 

Total Program $1,849,581 $934 

Water Agency Share $1,084,790 $548 

DWR Share $764,790 $386 

Quality Assurance 
 
Because of the level of funding to be managed in this program, it is important to 
maintain a high level of quality assurance and program integrity.  Quality assurance is 

quired for two major aspects of the program:   
 
1. Ensure that the vendor provides a high level of customer services and their work 

 delivered on-time, complete and with accuracy.   

2 ustomer follows all program irements and there is no fraudulent 
 

This will be controlled through many means, included but not limited to: 

Providing comprehensive training for field and office staff as well as landscape 

g 
into on-going training; 

 Accompanying field auditors on an ongoing, random basis; 

 Having different inspectors for the pre- and post-conversion inspections of same 

re

product is

. Confirm that c  requ
activity.  

 
professionals; 

 Obtaining feedback from customer surveys, quality assurance results and monitorin
and assessments, which will be incorporated 

 Requiring the service vendor to provide electronic tracking and response to all 
customer inquiries and complaints within 24 hours; 

 Conducting Random re-inspections; 

site; 
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 Assigning of post-conversion inspection on a purely random basis; 
Providing custo mers with written requirements and contract; 

  to have validity checks and 

aff people be required to “touch” an application. 
 

 Requiring that the customer sign acknowledgement of requirements; 
 Performing detailed quality control on 100% of all paperwork and data entry; 

Requiring the field service vendor’s computer system
controls; and 

 Requiring that at a minimum, three st

 

Data Tracking and Reporting  

CUWCC understands that DWR requires clear and concise reporting.  Our reporting will 
be submitted on time and with the appropriate level of detail on program progress, 
customer participation, incentives generated, and estimated water savings.  We have 
provided similar quarterly reports to the California Public Utilities Commission, which 
includes this same level of data detail in the current CUWCC Pre-Rinse Spray Valve 
Program. 
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In order to reach our site and water savings goals, we need to meticulously track each 
step of the program to ensure that our production levels are on target. The four major 
program steps of the process are:  

1) The customer solicitation process 
2) Completion of the Pre-conversion Assessment   
3) Completion of the Post-conversion Assessment  
4) Customer Incentive Payment processed and mailed 

In order to meet program goals, each step of the way must be meticulously tracked.  In 
order to confirm that production is on track, CUWCC will maintain a Production Planner 

r the program. fo
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Statement of Work, Section Three: Monitoring and Assessment 
 
From 1996-2001, the Southern Nevada Water Agency conducted a five year study1 to 
determine the water savings achieved through the removal of turf and installation of drip 
irrigation for remaining and new plants.  The study found that, on average, water 
consumption for turf areas was 79.2 gallons per square foot -- four to five times higher 
than xeric landscapes at 17.3 gallons per square foot.  This shows a savings of 62 
gallons per square foot per year on average, equal to a 75% reduction in irrigation water 
use overall. 
 
Even though California has more moderate climate zones than the SNWA territory, it 
appears that there is an opportunity for abundant savings.  While the precise savings 
numbers are not at this time firmly established, determining such a set of savings 
numbers is one of the key goals of this project.   
 
Utilizing SNWA’s savings numbers and adjusting them to accurately factor in 
California’s evapotranspiration, we have estimated a savings of 43 gallons/sqft/yr for a 
similar program to be conducted in a more moderate California evapotranspiration zone. 
 
In order to determine this number, the first step taken was to determine the current 
baseline…   
 
It is estimated that a typical 1,000 square feet of turf in Metropolitan Water District’s 
middle evapotranspiration zone (that is not deficit irrigated) will require 76.8 hcf/year or 
157 gallons per day.   
 
That calculation is shown below: 
 

1,000 sq.ft. x 0.8 Kc x 120% Eto x 48" Eto x .623 "/gal/0.50 DU = 57,416 gallons 
per year.   

 
This baseline is theoretical and will be validated as a result in this program.   
 
This means that a 75% reduction would result in annual savings of: 
 

43,062 gallons OR 118 gallons per day OR 43 gallons/sq ft/yr.   
 
Irrigation equipment manufacturers state a system product life of 20 – 25 years.  
Additionally, landscape and irrigation professionals assert that we can safely assume a 
15 – 20 year life.  For this pilot it is practical to use a conservative 15 year life.   
 
Based upon a product life of 15 years, a square foot of turf removed would save: 
  

                                            
1 A Five-Year Investigation into the Potential Water and Monetary Savings of Residential Xeriscape in the 
Mojave Desert.  Published by the Southern Nevada Water Authority, 2001. 
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43 gallons/sq ft/year x 15 years = 645 gallons/ sq ft/ lifetime savings   

 
 
Monitoring and Assessment Data Collection 
 
The program would collect and track all program data within a centralized database.  
The database would capture the following: 
 
 Detailed customer data; 
 Customer response rates;  
 Percentage of customers following program to completion; 
 Average time frames for completion; 
 Reasons for participating or not participating;  
 Participation by water agency; 
 Program cost information, incentive payments; 
 Site data information pre- and post- retrofit; 
 Number of customers self-installing vs contractor; 
 Turf, plant, and system selections; 
 Customer comments; and 
 Other information required by consultant and DWR.    

 
Post-conversion inspections will be conducted on 100% of the retrofit sites.  The 
inspector will verify that the site was retrofitted according to the submitted application; 
the appropriate plantings and equipment were utilized; the equipment is in working 
order; and the customer met all program requirements.  Relevant data will be entered 
into the program data base.   
 
Program data will be summarized and included in the regular program reports submitted 
to DWR.  Reporting will be drafted by February 2006 and submitted monthly, quarterly 
and annually in accordance with DWR requirements. 
 
By project end, Six Major Questions need to be answered: 
 
1. What are the accurate water savings for a square foot of turf removed? 
2. Was the baseline usage estimate accurate? 
3. Are customers interested and open to this project? 
4. Is the $1.00 per foot incentive the correct amount? 
5. Is the program cost effective? 
6. Can we quantify the additional program benefits?  
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Monitoring and Assessment Approach 
 
To ensure program and water savings data integrity, CUWCC will hire a third party 
independent monitoring and assessment consultant through an RFP process.  
CUWCC’s field vendor will provide the consultant with all necessary data, including 
customer records, field methodologies, customer fail rates, and incentive amounts.  All 
companies involved in the program will sign statements of confidentiality and a code of 
professional ethics. 
   
CUWCC proposes a monitoring and assessment approach that will yield the most 
rigorous estimates of program savings within the program budget.  This approach would 
span multiple years, so that program effects on full irrigation seasons could be 
observed.  Key features of CUWCC’s approach may include:  
 
 Enrolling participants from a cross-section of participating water agencies and 

climate zones; 
 Collecting and analyzing participant billing data for at least a full irrigation season 

before and after program intervention; 
 Installing end-use metering on a sample of participants to measure pre and post 

irrigation water use; 
 Through a questionnaire process, collecting information about customer 

characteristics that may explain water use patterns;   
 Gathering climate zone temperature and evapotranspiration data for pre/post 

periods and typical conditions, to support development of long-term estimates of 
water savings.  

 
Prior to finalizing the methodology, the CUWCC consultant will search available 
literature and industry sources for any applicable monitoring and assessment research 
that can help refine the evaluation approach for this program. 
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Qualifications of the Applicant and Cooperators 
 
The California Urban Water Conservation Council, as the lead agency, will provide 
program management, including all reporting functions.  The team assembled for this 
program is highly experienced in the design and implementation of water efficiency 
programs.  The specialists who have planned and will implement this program have 
water conservation experience with the following: 
 
 Landscape and irrigation; 
 Rebate processing; 
 Trade ally marketing; 
 Residential and commercial customers; 
 Measurement and evaluation; and 
 Implementation of statewide programs. 

 
The CUWCC is a non-profit organization composed of 328 member urban water supply 
agencies, environmental groups, and other entities.  The organization’s goal is to 
implement, or aid members in implementing, California water conservation best 
management practices and other conservation initiatives.   
 
Executive Director, Mary Ann Dickinson 
 
With over 16 years of conservation experience, Mary Ann Dickinson has a diverse 
background in water efficiency program design, implementation, marketing, and 
management.  She has over 30 years of experience in project management.  Her goal 
is to bring water efficiency to its highest possible level statewide by bringing new 
products to market as well as implementation of statewide retrofit programs.  An 
example of her stewardship is the CUWCC Rinse and Save Program, operating since 
2002.  Under Mary Ann’s watchful eye the Rinse and Save Program, a statewide spray 
valve retrofit program, has delivered 25,850 AF of savings to 20,000 customer sites. 
 
Mary Ann is also involved in State water policy issues.  She serves on the California 
Bulletin 160 State Water Plan Advisory Committee, and also serves on the California 
Bay-Delta Water Use Efficiency Subcommittee, where she has been an active 
participant working closely on programs and issues benefiting the Bay Delta watershed.  
In particular, the issue of landscape water efficiency has been flagged in these two 
forums as a clear example of the multiple benefits to the Bay Delta watershed. 
  
Prior to joining the Council in January of 1999, Mary Ann was a Branch Manager for the 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, where she worked on planning, 
legislative, conservation, and community conservation programs since 1992. 
 
From 1989 to 1992 served as Deputy Director for Public and Governmental Affairs at 
the South Central Connecticut Regional Water Authority.  In that capacity she 
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coordinated state and local government activities and managed a statewide water 
conservation program involving 63 water utilities.   
 
Mary Ann has a depth of experience as a resource manager, having worked at the 
Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection for 18 years as a coastal 
management regulator, planning specialist, and legislative lobbyist.   
 
CUWCC Program Manager, Maureen Erbeznik 
 
Maureen Erbeznik has been in the water efficiency industry since 1988, first working for 
Honeywell DMC and later establishing her own consulting business.   Implementing 
over 25 different projects, Maureen has run some of the nation’s largest water efficiency 
programs.  She has repeatedly demonstrated her ability to design logical and 
operationally superior program systems.   
 
As an industry consultant since 2001, Maureen has designed and implemented 
programs for CUWCC, Pasadena Water and Power, City of Santa Monica, Metropolitan 
Water District of Southern California, and Redwood City, among others.  She currently 
serves as Program Manger for CUWCC’s Rinse and Save Program.  Through 
Maureen’s leadership, the program has operated on schedule and has met all major 
program goals, and as a result the California Public Utility Commission acknowledged 
that CUWCC was the only third-party cooperator to have been on schedule and within 
budget in phase one of the CPUC funding. 
 
While at Honeywell DMC, Maureen managed a number of highly successful water and 
energy programs.  Notable programs included LADWP ULFT Program, MWD CII 
program, and San Diego County Water Authority Voucher Rebate Program. An 
indication of Maureen’s quality management was her extraordinarily high contract 
renewal percentage.   
 
John Koeller, CUWCC Monitoring and Assessment Technical Consultant  
 
John Koeller has been engaged as a consultant in the water and energy efficiency 
market since 1992.  John, principal consultant with Koeller and Company, has more 
than 30 years of experience serving clients in both the public and private sectors.  He 
has performed more than 230 technical assignments for a variety of clients, including 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, East Bay MUD, Municipal Water 
District of Orange County, SDG&E, Southern California Edison, Inland Empire Utilities 
Agency and Seattle Public Utilities. 
 
John is currently a technical consultant to CUWCC handling an array of technical 
assignments including oversight of the measurement and verification (M&V) for the 
CUWCC Rinse and Save Program.  Overseeing the measurement and verification 
consultant, John was responsible for the technical viability of the M&V methodology and 
ensuring the validity of the savings numbers overall.   
 

2004 Water Use Efficiency Proposal, January 11, 2005 Page 25 



CUWCC Statewide Turf Buy Back Program 

Tom Larson, Landscape and Irrigation Technical Consultant 
 
With 25 years as a landscape management and irrigation expert, Tom Larson is a 
landscape consultant with DUDEK and Associates.  He has become the water 
industry’s landscape and irrigation innovation expert by working to develop intelligent 
new initiatives to bring more meaningful savings to this water-use segment. 
 
California’s water agencies (Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, 
Municipal Water District of Orange County, San Bernardino, and many others) have 
heavily relied upon Tom through the years to aid them in the development and 
implementation of their landscape programs. An example of his work is with the City of 
Anaheim where Tom directed the design team responsible for the creation of the 
Homeowner Association Water Conservation Program. HOA landscape water use was 
reduced per site by 20- 60%. 
 
For this contract, Tom will provide a variety of services including: validating savings 
assumptions, assisting in developing the water budget, designing the marketing 
materials, developing the plant reference guide and training curriculum and conducting 
the inspector and landscape professional training. 
 
With a highly success rate with HOA properties, Tom will provide insight and support in 
the outreach process to this and other high-potential landscape customers.      
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Outreach, Community Involvement, and Acceptance 

This initiative brings together water agencies from throughout the state of California to 
deliver water savings that make an impact.  To show their strong interest and backing, 
CUWCC has included letters of support from: 
 

1. Alameda County Water District 
2. Big Bear Lake, City of 
3. Coastside County Water District 
4. California Water Service Company 
5. Contra Costa Water District 
6. Dublin San Ramon Services District 
7. Eastern Municipal Water District 
8. El Dorado Irrigation District 
9. Escondido, City of 
10. Foothill Municipal Water District 
11. Goleta Water District 
12. Inland Empire Utilities Agency 
13. Los Angeles Dept. of Water & Power 
14. Municipal Water District of Orange County 
15. Napa, City of 
16. Otay Water District 
17. Placer County Water District 
18. Redwood City, City of  
19. San Diego County Water Authority 
20. Santa Barbara, City of San Diego, City of  
21. Santa Clara Valley Water District 
22. Santa Fe Irrigation District 
23. Santa Rosa, City of  
24. Valley of the Moon 
25. Walnut Valley Water District 

 
CUWCC has also received strong support from environmental groups and other 
interested companies throughout the state including: 
 

• ADRO Environmental 
• Mono Lake Committee 
• Bay Area Water Supply & Conservation Agency 
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• Regional Water Authority 

The technical nature and pilot status of the program is not conducive to utilizing 
community groups at this time.  Despite this, local businesses (many of them being one-
man shops or small businesses) will be an integral part of the process.  The program 
will bring business opportunity and revenues to: 

• landscape designers, 

• maintenance companies, 

• irrigation vendors and 

• nurseries 

These businesses cover an array of ethnicities and economic levels.  The program will 
bring over one million dollars of incentive money that will flow into the landscape and 
irrigation industry.   
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Innovation 
 
The Turf Buy Back Program is a highly innovative initiative.  California water agencies 
have been unable to implement a landscape efficiency program of any large scale 
consequence. CUWCC has carefully studied the programs that have worked in other 
states and created a design that fits the California marketplace. We strongly believe that 
this design will provide a major impact in the state’s water industry.  The rich data 
gained from this program will provide a new level of knowledge that will provide a future 
direction for landscape efficiency measures. 
 
This program provides a level of incentive that will push the marketplace to try 
something new and different.  We will learn who the prime customer targets are and 
what makes them take action.  We will also learn why other customers chose not to 
make a change.    
 
Nothing improves market acceptance better than positive customer testimonials.  If our 
program delivers the expected customer benefits and positive feedback, more water 
agencies throughout the state will take interest, crafting their own program designs or 
replicating this one. 
 
The statewide scope and participation volume of this program will seed interest with 
customers as well.  Neighbors will talk to one another and gain a new level of 
awareness about landscape watering.  They may even consider changes in their own 
backyards. 
 
These small first steps will provide new information to many…water professionals, 
landscape professionals, and customers, alike.  
    
This program is expected to secure 2,382 acre-feet of savings from this hard to reach 
water market and, most importantly, to help the water industry better understand the 
landscape irrigation baseline in the State of California.  
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 Project Benefits 
 
 
The multiple benefits of the Statewide Turf Buy Back Program are as follows: 
 
 
• Will provide economies of scale through a statewide program.  By combining 

agencies into one statewide program, small and medium sized water suppliers will 
be able to participate, whereas they could not afford to do so on their own.  This is 
particularly true for those water suppliers in hard-hit economically disadvantaged 
communities, where often the water supply constraints are tight as well. 

• Will capture savings from a formerly hard-to-reach customer.  This highly 
innovative initiative is designed to capture savings from a “problem market”.  
Irrigation efficiency has exacerbated California water agencies for years, and this 
program may provide the first real key to gain entry into this market.  

• Will reduce peak demands.  Reduction of irrigation watering provides the highest 
value savings: peak savings. By shaving the peak demand, we are delaying the 
costly need for system expansion and capital investments.   

 
• Will minimize the need for pesticides and fertilizers.  With turf reduction, the new 

turf areas are smaller and therefore require less fertilizer and pesticides to be used. 

• Will reduce water use overall.  A redesigned turf and irrigation system will result in 
optimal water use – this means that excessive water use will be minimized. The 
upgraded system will be designed to apply water in the exact locations needed. This 
reduces run off flows. 

• Will reduce contamination of nearshore waters.  By reducing run off, less water 
will flow into the storm drains and directly in the Bay-Delta watershed or other 
receiving bodies such as the ocean.  Because storm drain water contains high levels 
of trash, bacteria, oil and other pollutants, reduced irrigation water means less 
pollution discharged into these waters. 

• Will provide multiple benefits to the Bay-Delta region.  Water savings provide 
relief and multiple benefits to the overextended Bay-Delta region in several ways.  
First, demand for water from the Delta will be reduced in peak summer and fall 
months when flow through the Delta is lowest.  Second, runoff discharges into the 
Delta will be reduced, thus decreasing the contaminant load or Total Maximum Daily 
Load (TMDL) into the Bay-Delta watershed.  Third, if more flow is left in the Delta 
because of reduced peak demands for water, that flow can benefit fisheries and 
other aquatic species.  Finally, reduced landscape irrigation means reducing 
excessive growth of turf which gets mowed and contributes to the “green waste” 
solid waste load within the Bay-Delta watershed. 
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Water 
Agency Staff

CUWCC 
Staff

Tech 
Support Proj. Mgr Director Consultant

Customer 
Rebates

Other 
Expenses Subtotal

39% 
Admin

Project 
Total Cost Share

DWR 
Share

Administration Initial
Salaries 595,200 40,000 15,000 130,000 30,000 810,200 315,978 1,126,178 860,689 265,489
Fringe Benefits 267,840 18,000 6,750 58,500 13,500 364,590 142,190 506,780 387,310 119,470
Supplies 0 0 0 0 0
Equipment 0 0 0 0 0

Subtotal 1,174,790 458,168 1,632,958 1,247,999 384,959
Consulting Services & Processing

Service Fees 71,000 71,000 71,000 35,500 35,500
HE Washers 125,000 125,000 125,000 62,500 62,500
HEW Comm. 87,500 87,500 87,500 43,750 43,750
Water Brooms 12,500 12,500 12,500 6,250 6,250
ULFTs Residential 100,000 100,000 100,000 50,000 50,000
Zero-Water Urinals 87,500 87,500 87,500 43,750 43,750
X-Ray Film 2,750 2,750 2,750 1,375 1,375
ULFT Commercial 62,500 62,500 62,500 31,250 31,250

Subtotal 548,750 0 548,750 274,375 274,375
Travel

Travel 1,200 0 14,400 3,600 19,200 7,488 26,688 9,600 17,088
Subtotal 19,200 7,488 26,688 9,600 17,088

Rebates
HE Washers 1,500,000 1,500,000 1,500,000 750,000 750,000
HEW Comm. 1,575,000 1,575,000 1,575,000 787,500 787,500
Water Brooms 25,000 25,000 25,000 12,500 12,500
ULFTs Residential 400,000 400,000 400,000 200,000 200,000
Zero-Water Urinals 1,050,000 1,050,000 1,050,000 525,000 525,000
X-Ray Film 220,000 220,000 220,000 110,000 110,000
ULFT Commercial 750,000 750,000 750,000 375,000 375,000

Subtotal 5,520,000 0 5,520,000 2,760,000 2,760,000
0 0 0 0 0

Monitoring and Assessment 0 0 0 0 0
Implement Verification 140,440 140,440 21,066 161,506 33,706 127,800
Reporting (Contract Management) 10,000 10,000 1,500 11,500 2,400 9,100

Subtotal 150,440 22,566 173,006 36,106 136,900
Grand Totals 863,040 59,200 21,750 202,900 47,100 699,190 5,520,000 0 Grand Tota 7,413,180 488,222 7,901,402 4,328,080 3,573,322

55% 45%

Cost per acre-foot saved $434
Water agency cost share $238
DWR cost share $196
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Schedule

Project
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3

Task Budget Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Subtotal Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Subtotal Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Subtotal Total
Administration Initial

Salaries $265,489 $22,124 $22,124 $22,124 $22,124 $88,496 $22,124 $22,124 $22,124 $22,124 $88,496 $22,124 $22,124 $22,124 $22,124 $88,496 $265,489
Fringe Benefits $119,470 $9,956 $9,956 $9,956 $9,956 $39,823 $9,956 $9,956 $9,956 $9,956 $39,823 $9,956 $9,956 $9,956 $9,956 $39,823 $119,470
Supplies $0
Equipment $0
Administration Initial $384,959

Consulting Services & Processing
Service Fees $35,500 $2,958 $2,958 $2,958 $2,958 $11,833 $2,958 $2,958 $2,958 $2,958 $11,833 $2,958 $2,958 $2,958 $2,958 $11,833 $35,500
HE Washers $62,500 $5,208 $5,208 $5,208 $5,208 $20,833 $5,208 $5,208 $5,208 $5,208 $20,833 $5,208 $5,208 $5,208 $5,208 $20,833 $62,500
HEW Comm. $43,750 $3,646 $3,646 $3,646 $3,646 $14,583 $3,646 $3,646 $3,646 $3,646 $14,583 $3,646 $3,646 $3,646 $3,646 $14,583 $43,750
Water Brooms $6,250 $521 $521 $521 $521 $2,083 $521 $521 $521 $521 $2,083 $521 $521 $521 $521 $2,083 $6,250
ULFTs Residential $50,000 $4,167 $4,167 $4,167 $4,167 $16,667 $4,167 $4,167 $4,167 $4,167 $16,667 $4,167 $4,167 $4,167 $4,167 $16,667 $50,000
Zero-Water Urinals $43,750 $3,646 $3,646 $3,646 $3,646 $14,583 $3,646 $3,646 $3,646 $3,646 $14,583 $3,646 $3,646 $3,646 $3,646 $14,583 $43,750
X-Ray Film $1,375 $115 $115 $115 $115 $458 $115 $115 $115 $115 $458 $115 $115 $115 $115 $458 $1,375
ULFT Commercial $31,250 $2,604 $2,604 $2,604 $2,604 $10,417 $2,604 $2,604 $2,604 $2,604 $10,417 $2,604 $2,604 $2,604 $2,604 $10,417 $31,250
Consulting Services & Processing $274,375

Travel
Travel $17,088 $1,424 $1,424 $1,424 $1,424 $5,696 $1,424 $1,424 $1,424 $1,424 $5,696 $1,424 $1,424 $1,424 $1,424 $5,696 $17,088

$17,088
Rebates

HE Washers $750,000 $62,500 $62,500 $62,500 $62,500 $250,000 $62,500 $62,500 $62,500 $62,500 $250,000 $62,500 $62,500 $62,500 $62,500 $250,000 $750,000
HEW Comm. $787,500 $65,625 $65,625 $65,625 $65,625 $262,500 $65,625 $65,625 $65,625 $65,625 $262,500 $65,625 $65,625 $65,625 $65,625 $262,500 $787,500
Water Brooms $12,500 $1,042 $1,042 $1,042 $1,042 $4,167 $1,042 $1,042 $1,042 $1,042 $4,167 $1,042 $1,042 $1,042 $1,042 $4,167 $12,500
ULFTs Residential $200,000 $16,667 $16,667 $16,667 $16,667 $66,667 $16,667 $16,667 $16,667 $16,667 $66,667 $16,667 $16,667 $16,667 $16,667 $66,667 $200,000
Zero-Water Urinals $525,000 $43,750 $43,750 $43,750 $43,750 $175,000 $43,750 $43,750 $43,750 $43,750 $175,000 $43,750 $43,750 $43,750 $43,750 $175,000 $525,000
X-Ray Film $110,000 $9,167 $9,167 $9,167 $9,167 $36,667 $9,167 $9,167 $9,167 $9,167 $36,667 $9,167 $9,167 $9,167 $9,167 $36,667 $110,000
ULFT Commercial $375,000 $31,250 $31,250 $31,250 $31,250 $125,000 $31,250 $31,250 $31,250 $31,250 $125,000 $31,250 $31,250 $31,250 $31,250 $125,000 $375,000
Rebates $2,760,000

Monitoring and Assessment
Implement Verification $127,800 $10,650 $10,650 $10,650 $10,650 $42,600 $10,650 $10,650 $10,650 $10,650 $42,600 $10,650 $10,650 $10,650 $10,650 $42,600 $127,800
Reporting (Contract Management) $9,100 $758 $758 $758 $758 $3,033 $758 $758 $758 $758 $3,033 $758 $758 $758 $758 $3,033 $9,100

Monitoring and Assessment $136,900

 

Total $3,573,322 $297,777 $297,777 $297,777 $297,777 $1,191,107 $297,777 $297,777 $297,777 $297,777 $1,191,107 $297,777 $297,777 $297,777 $297,777 $1,191,107 $3,573,322

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3



Statewide Urban Water Agency One-Stop Rebate Program
 
Section A projects must complete Life of investment, column VII and Capital Recovery Factor Column VIII.  Do not use 0.

Table C-1:  Project Costs (Budget) in Dollars)

Category Project Costs
Contingency 
% (ex. 5 or 

10)

Project Cost + 
Contingency Applicant Share State Share 

Grant 

Life of 
investment 

(years)

Capital 
Recovery 

Factor

Annualized 
Costs

$ $ $ $ $
(I) (II) (III) (IV) (V) (VI) (VII (VIII) (IX)

Administration1

        Salaries, wages $1,126,178 0 $1,126,178 $860,689 $265,489 10 0.1359 $153,048
        Fringe benefits $506,780 0 $506,780 $387,310 $119,470 10 0.1359 $68,871
        Supplies $0 0 $0 $0 $0 10 0.1359 $0
        Equipment $0 0 $0 $0 $0 10 0.1359 $0
        Consulting services $548,750 0 $548,750 $274,375 $274,375 10 0.1359 $74,575
        Travel $26,688 0 $26,688 $9,600 $17,088 10 0.1359 $3,627
Indirect Costs $0 0 $0 $0 $0 10 0.1359 $0

(a ) Total Administration Costs $2,208,396 $2,208,396 $1,531,974 $676,422 $300,121
(b) Planning/Design/Engineering $0 0 $0 $0 $0 10 0.1359 $0
(c) Rebates $5,520,000 0 $5,520,000 $2,760,000 $2,760,000 10 0.1359 $750,168
(d) Materials/Installation/Implementation $0 0 $0 $0 $0 10 0.1359 $0
(e) Implementation Verification $0 0 $0 $0 $0 10 0.1359 $0
(f) Project Legal/License Fees $0 0 $0 $0 $0 10 0.1359 $0
(g) Structures $0 0 $0 $0 $0 10 0.1359 $0
(h) Land Purchase/Easement $0 0 $0 $0 $0 10 0.1359 $0

(i)
Environmental 
Compliance/Mitigation/Enhancement $0 0 $0 $0 $0 10 0.1359 $0

(j) Construction $0 0 $0 $0 $0 10 0.1359 $0
(k) Implement Verification $161,506 0 $161,506 $33,706 $127,800 10 0.1359 $21,949
(l) Monitoring and Assessment $0 0 $0 $0 $0 10 0.1359 $0
(m) Report Preparation $11,500 0 $11,500 $2,400 $9,100 10 0.1359 $1,563
(n) TOTAL  $7,901,402 $7,901,402 $4,328,080 $3,573,322 $1,073,801
(o) Cost Share -Percentage 55 45

1- excludes administration O&M.

Applicant: California Urban Water Conservation Council



Applicant: California Water Conservation Council
Statewide Urban Water Agency One-Stop Rebate Program
 

Table C-2:   Annual Operations and Maintenance Costs
Operations (1) Maintenance Other Total

(I) (II) (III) (IV)
(I + II + II)

$7,901,402 $0 $0 $7,901,402

(1) Include annual O & M administration costs here.

Table C-3:  Total Annual Project Costs
Annual Annual O&M Total Annual 

Project Costs (1) Costs (2) Project Costs

(I) (II) (III)
(I + II)

$1,073,801 $7,901,402 $8,975,203

(1) From Table C-1, row ( n) column (IX)
(2) From Table C-2, column ( IV)



Table C- 4:  Capital Recovery Table (1)
Life of Project (in years) Capital Recovery Factor

1 1.0600
2 0.5454
3 0.3741
4 0.2886
5 0.2374
6 0.2034
7 0.1791
8 0.1610
9 0.1470
10 0.1359
11 0.1268
12 0.1193
13 0.1130
14 0.1076
15 0.1030
16 0.0990
17 0.0954
18 0.0924
19 0.0896
20 0.0872
21 0.0850
22 0.0830
23 0.0813
24 0.0797
25 0.0782
26 0.0769
27 0.0757
28 0.0746
29 0.0736
30 0.0726
31 0.0718
32 0.0710
33 0.0703
34 0.0696
35 0.0690
36 0.0684
37 0.0679
38 0.0674
39 0.0669
40 0.0665
41 0.0661
42 0.0657
43 0.0653
44 0.0650
45 0.0647
46 0.0644
47 0.0641
48 0.0639
49 0.0637
50 0.0634

(1) Based on 6% discount rate.



Applicant: 

 

Table C-5 Project Annual Physical Benefits (Quantitative and Qualitative Description of Benefits)
Quantitative Benefits
where data are available 2

Description of physical benefits (in-stream 
flow and timing, water quantity and water 
quality) for:

Time pattern and Location of 
Benefit

Project Life: Duration of 
Benefits

State Why Project Bay Delta benefit is 
Direct3 Indirect 4 or Both

Quantified Benefits (in-stream flow and 
timing, water quantity and water quality)

Bay Delta *Reduced water demand throughout the year;
*Avoided costs associated with demand 
reduction (supply, distribution, energy, etc.)
*Improved reliability for Bay Delta region
*Reduction of runoff nonpoint contaminants
*Reduced unrecoverable water losses due to 
evaporation
*General improvements to ecosystem related 
to reduced drought stress

*Time pattern: year round with 
special emphasis during dry 
summer months
*Location: statewide

Estimated Project Life 
is 10 years.

The majority of benefits will be direct 
benefits in terms of reduced water 
withdrawals from the Bay-Delta 
watershed, particularly during the peak 
season of the hot and dry summer/fall 
months.  Water not withdrawn for 
residential, commercial or industrial 
use is water left in the Bay-Delta 
watershed.

This project is designed to improve cooling 
system maintenance to reduce water use.  
At the conclusion of the project quantifiable 
savings and benefits will be derived in the 
covered service areas.

Local *Reduced water demand throughout the year;
*Avoided costs associated with demand 
reduction (supply, distribution, energy, etc.)
*Improved reliability
*Reduction of runoff nonpoint contaminants
*General improvements to ecosystem related 
to reduced drought stress

*Time pattern: year round with 
special emphasis during dry 
summer months
*Location: statewide

Estimated Project Life 
is 10 years.

The majority of benefits will be direct 
benefits in terms of reduced water 
withdrawals from the Bay-Delta 
watershed, particularly during the peak 
season of the hot and dry summer/fall 
months.  Water not withdrawn for 
residential, commercial or industrial 
use is water left in the local water 
supply watershed.

This project is designed to improve cooling 
system maintenance to reduce water use.  
At the conclusion of the project quantifiable 
savings and benefits will be derived in the 
covered service areas.

1 The qualitative benefits should be provided in a narrative description. Use additional sheet.
2 Direct benefits are project outcomes that contribute to a CALFED objective within the Bay-Delta system during the life of the project.
3 Indirect benefits are project outcomes that help to reduce dependency on the Bay-Delta system.  Indirect benefits may be realized over time.
4 The project benefits that can be quantified (i.e. volume of water saved or mass of constituents reduced) should be provided.

California Urban Water Conservation Council

Qualitative Description - Required of all applicants1

Statewide Urban Water Agency One-Stop Rebate Program



Statewide Urban Water Agency One-Stop Rebate Program
 

Table C-6 Project Annual Local Monetary Benefits

ANNUAL LOCAL BENEFITS ANNUAL QUANTITY
UNIT OF 

MEASUREMENT ANNUAL MONETARY BENEFITS
(a) Avoided Water Supply Costs (Current or Future Source) 0 $0
(b) Avoided Energy Costs 0 $0
(c ) Avoided Waste Water Treatment Costs 0 $0
(d) Avoided Labor Costs 0 $0
(e) Avoided Cost Agv of All Water Agencies 1128 AF $352/AF $397,056
(f) Total [(a) + (b) + (c) + (d) + (e) ] $397,056

Table C-7 Project Local Monetary Benefits and Project Costs
(a) Total Annual Monetary Benefits [(Table C-6, row (f)] $397,056
(b) Total Annual Project Costs (Table C-3, column III) $8,975,203

Table C-8 Applicant's Cost Share and Description
Applicant's cost share %:  (from Table C-1, row o, column V) 55
Describe how the cost share (based on relative balance between Bay-Delta and Local Benefits) is derived.  (See Section A-7 for description.)

Applicant:   California Urban Water Conservation Council

The California Urban Water Conservation Council (Council) will provide 24% of its  indirect costs to this project.  Our overhead rate for 2004 is 39% and 
includes salaries, benefits, contractors not funded by grant programs, equipment, supplies, travel, printing, telephone, rent, parking, training and other 
administrative expenses.  Our overhead rate appears to be high since we perform many functions in-house rather than through consultants. This 
percentage was developed by our on-contract Chief Financial Officer.  The Council utilizes a separate auditing firm to perform voluntary annual audits.  
We provide many services to member water agencies, state and federal agencies, and others in the areas of technical assistance, research, and 
information services.  





















 



 







 

 

4699 HOLLISTER AVENUE 
GOLETA, CALIFORNIA 93110-1999 
TELEPHONE 805/964-6761 
FAX 805/964-7002 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
January 3, 2005 
 
Mary Ann Dickinson 
Executive Director 
California Urban Water Conservation Council 
455 Capitol Mall, Suite 703 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
RE: CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES PROP 50 GRANT APPLICATION FOR 
STATEWIDE URBAN WATER AGENCY ONE-STOP REBATE PROGRAM 
  
Dear Ms. Dickinson: 
 
The Goleta Water District wishes to covey our strong support for the California Urban Water Conservation 
Council’s application for Proposition 50 Water Use Efficiency grant funding for a Statewide Urban Water Agency 
One-Stop Rebate Program. 
 
Since its creation in December 1991, the California Urban Water Conservation Council has become a leading 
force in the promotion and implementation of water conservation programs in California.  Through the execution 
of the Council’s 14 Best Management Practices (BMPs), urban water agencies across the state are now saving 
an estimated 750,000 acre-feet of water annually, and all at a cost far less than the cost of procuring new water 
supplies. 
  
The Council is a unique organization, for its 328 members are not only water agencies, but also environmental 
advocacy groups as well as state agencies, academic institutions, and private consulting and product firms.  In 
signing the Memorandum of Understanding, this assortment of entities provides the Council with a broad view of 
three key areas of water conservation: the needs of urban water suppliers, the development of water efficient 
technologies, and the impact of water usage on the environment through water conservation programs.  
 
The needs of urban water suppliers are the primary concern of the Council.  California’s increasing demand for 
water can be met in part by successful, cost-effective conservation programs, and the Council provides training 
programs, manuals and technical help to assist in developing conservation programs.  The Council has also 
directly managed – very successfully – conservation implementation programs on behalf of its members. 
 
The track record of the Council has been impressive.  As a result, the Goleta Water District strongly supports this 
application for funding under Proposition 50.  We believe this proposal will provide great benefit to our urban 
water efficiency community in addition to providing water savings to help enhance not only our own watershed but 
also direct benefits to the California Bay-Delta estuary. 
 
We look forward to being a partner with the Council and other community organizations in this important and 
innovative water use efficiency grant proposal. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
GOLETA WATER DISTRICT 

 
Misty Gonzales 
Water Conservation Coordinator 













 
January 5, 2005 
 
Mary Ann Dickinson 
Executive Director 
California Urban Water Conservation Council 
455 Capitol Mall, Suite 703 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
RE: CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES PROP 50 
GRANT APPLICATION FOR A STATEWIDE URBAN WATER 
AGENCY ONE-STOP REBATE PROGRAM  
 
Dear Ms. Dickinson: 
 
The Municipal Water District of Orange County wishes to covey our strong 
support for the California Urban Water Conservation Council’s application 
for Proposition 50 Water Use Efficiency grant funding for a Statewide Urban 
Water Agency One-Stop Rebate Program. 
 
Since its creation in December 1991, the California Urban Water 
Conservation Council has become a leading force in the promotion and 
implementation of water conservation programs in California.  Through the 
execution of the Council’s 14 Best Management Practices (BMPs), urban 
water agencies across the state are now saving an estimated 750,000 acre-feet 
of water annually, and all at a cost far less than the cost of procuring new 
water supplies. 
  
The Council is a unique organization, for its 328 members are not only water 
agencies, but also environmental advocacy groups as well as state agencies, 
academic institutions, and private consulting and product firms.  In signing 
the Memorandum of Understanding, this assortment of entities provides the 
Council with a broad view of three key areas of water conservation: the needs 
of urban water suppliers, the development of water efficient technologies, and 
the impact of water usage on the environment through water conservation 
programs.  
 
The needs of urban water suppliers are the primary concern of the Council.  
California’s increasing demand for water can be met in part by successful, 
cost-effective conservation programs, and the Council provides training 
programs, manuals and technical help to assist in developing conservation 
programs.  The Council has also directly managed – very successfully –  
conservation implementation programs on behalf of its members. 
 
The track record of the Council has been impressive.  As a result, the 
Municipal Water District of Orange County strongly supports this application 



for funding under Proposition 50.  We believe this proposal will provide great benefit to our 
urban water efficiency community in addition to providing water savings to help enhance not 
only our own watershed but also direct benefits to the California Bay-Delta estuary. 
We look forward to being a partner with the Council and other community organizations in this 
important and innovative water use efficiency grant proposal. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 

 
 

Kevin P. Hunt 
General Manager 
Municipal Water District of Orange County 











 
 

 DIRECTOR’S OFFICE  
January 6, 2005 
 
Mary Ann Dickinson 
Executive Director 
California Urban Water Conservation Council 
455 Capitol Mall, Suite 703 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
RE: CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES PROP 50 GRANT APPLICATION FOR 
Statewide Urban Water Agency One-Stop Rebate Program  
 
Dear Ms. Dickinson: 
 
The City of San Jose wishes to covey our strong support for the California Urban Water Conservation Council’s 
application for Proposition 50 Water Use Efficiency grant funding for  Statewide Urban Water Agency One-
Stop Rebate Program. 
 
Since its creation in December 1991, the California Urban Water Conservation Council has become a leading 
force in the promotion and implementation of water conservation programs in California.  Through the 
execution of the Council’s 14 Best Management Practices (BMPs), urban water agencies across the state are 
now saving an estimated 750,000 acre-feet of water annually, and all at a cost far less than the cost of procuring 
new water supplies. 
  
The Council is a unique organization, for its 328 members are not only water agencies, but also environmental 
advocacy groups as well as state agencies, academic institutions, and private consulting and product firms.  In 
signing the Memorandum of Understanding, this assortment of entities provides the Council with a broad view 
of three key areas of water conservation: the needs of urban water suppliers,  the development of water efficient 
technologies, and the impact of water usage on the environment through water conservation programs.  
 
The needs of urban water suppliers are the primary concern of the Council.  California’s increasing demand for 
water can be met in part by successful, cost-effective conservation programs, and the Council provides training 
programs, manuals and technical help to assist in developing conservation programs.  The Council has also 
directly managed – very successfully – conservation implementation programs on behalf of its members. 
 
The track record of the Council has been impressive.  As a result, the City of San Jose strongly supports this 
application for funding under Proposition 50.  We believe this proposal will provide great benefit to our urban 
water efficiency community in addition to providing water savings to help enhance not only our own watershed 
but direct benefits to the California Bay-Delta estuary. 
 
We look forward to being a partner with the Council and other community organizations in this important and 
innovative water use efficiency grant proposal. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Linden Skjeie, Manager 
Water Efficiency Program 
City of San Jose 

 
 

777 N. First St. Suite 300, San José,  CA 95112  tel (408) 277-5533  fax (408) 295-2565  www.ci.san-jose.ca.us/esd 
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