
SANTA FE WATER CONSERVATION COMMITTEE MEETING 
CITY HALL - 200 LINCOLN AVE. 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

2. ROLLCALL 

CITY COUNCILORS' CONFERENCE ROOM 
TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 10,2015 

4:00PM TO 6:00PM 

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

4. APPROVAL OF CONSENT AGENDA 

5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES JANUARY 20,2015 WATERCONSERVATIONCOMMITTEE MEETING 

6. CONSENT ITEMS 

DISCUSSION ITEMS: 
7. DROUGHT, MONSOON AND WATER RESOURCE UPDATE (Rick Carpenter, 10 minutes) 

8. CLIMATE ACTION TASKFORCE (Councilor lves, 10 minutes) 

9. HISTORICAL CHANGES IN WATER USE RATE (GPCD) BY SECTOR (SINGLE-FAMILY, MULTI-FAMILY, 

AND ICI) (Tim Michael, 5 minutes) 

10. THE VALUE OF INCLUDING A GPCD SUMMARY SPREADSHEET IN THE ANNUAL REPORT (Tim 

Michael, 5 minutes) 

11. AGREE TO DRAFT A RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF SENT A TOR WIRTH'S ENERGY AND WATER NEW 

HOME TAX CREDIT BILL (Doug Pushard, 5 minutes) 

INFORMATIONAL ITEMS: 
12. GROUP REPORTS FROM WATER CONSERVATION COMMITTEE INITATIVES: (Councilor Ives, 40 

minutes) 
A. GROUP #4- REESTABLISH TREND OF NET ANNUAL REDUCTIONS IN PER CAP IT A WATER 

USAGE AND IDENTIFYING LARGE WATER USERS (10 minutes) 
B. NEW! GROUP #5-WATER SYSTEM MAP (10 minutes) 
C. GROUP #2- WATER CONSERVATION EDUCATION/OUTREACH (10 minutes) 
D. GROUP #3- WATER CONSERVATION CODES, ORDINANCES & REGULATIONS (10 minutes) 

MATTERS FROM STAFF: 

MATTERS FROM COMMITTEE: 

MATTERS FROM PUBLIC: 

NEXT MEETING- TUESDAY, MARCH 10,2015: 
CAPTIONS: FEBRUARY 23,2015@ 3 pm PACKET MATERIAL: FEBRUARY 25,2015@ 3 pm 

ITEMS FOR NEXT AGENDA: 
• New Working Groups/Priorities 

ADJOURN. 
Persons with disabilities in need of accommodations, contact the City Clerk's office at 955-6520, five (5) working days prior to 
meeting date. 





































Historical GPCD Data 
 
 

 
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Demand (acre-feet) 9,697 9,943 9,552 8,788 8,783 9,471 9,266 9,086 9,226 9,731 9,778 9,174 
Population  64,060 66,080 68,110 69,740 71,620 73,460 79,510 79,510 79,510 81,050 82,550 80,890 
SFR GPCD 76.06 75.96 71.42 69.15 66.08 63.48 71.32 71.32 71.32 76.05 74.93 70.22 
MFR GPCD 48.53 47.18 45.88 44.61 43.38 53.56 47.58 47.58 47.58 43.11 54.39 42.85 
ICI GPCD 60.07 60.11 55.86 49.79 45.09 40.28 26.10 26.10 26.10 22.31 21.66 21.56 
Overall GPCD 135.16 134.33 125.20 112.50 109.48 115.09 104.04 102.02 103.59 107.18 105.74 101.24 

 
 

 
 
 
1.  Overall demand has been somewhat constant, in spite of the challenge of moderately increasing service population. 
 
2.  The GPCD calculation basis has changed through time, so comparisons to previous years may not be entirely valid. 
 
3. In recent years the GPCD has been relatively unchanged, although 2013 has a positively low GPCD (and demand), 
 
4. The largest relative decease in GPCD has been on the ICI sector.  
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OSE GPCD Calculator 
 
The purpose of this paper is to describe the OSE GPGD Calculator. It is based on the City of Santa Fe’s 
2013 submittal to the OSE. A pdf copy of the city submittal is attached. Although the full calculator is 
based on monthly data, 2013 annual results can be obtained as indicated in the summary table below.  
 
Input data is shown in non-shaded cells. Calculated results are shown in grey-shaded cells.  
 

Summary Table 
 

Variable Title Year 2013 Value Description 
Household Size (Persons) 2.12409 Persons per housing unit (household) 
Occupancy Status (Residential Units) 37,134 Number of housing units 
Occupied (Residential Units) 31,570 Number of occupied housing units 
Vacancy Rate (Percent) 15.0 1 – (Occupied / Occupancy Status) (%)   
Group Quarters Population (Persons) 1,624 Group quarters population 
      
  Gallons AF  
Volume Diverted 1,665,588,000 5,112 Water diverted from local sources 
Volume Imported 1,401,900,000 4,302 Water imported via Buckman Direct Diversion 
Volume Total Supply 3,067,488,000 9,414 Sum Volume Diverted and Volume Imported 
Volume Exported 78,200,000 240 Water exported to customers outside the city 
Volume Avail to Customers (Demand) 2,989,288,000 9,174 Volume Total Supply minus Volume Exported 

 
   

Volume SFR Billed 1,548,384,400 4,752 Single-family residential customers 
Volume MFR Billed 294,927,400 905 Multi-family residential customers 
Volume ICI Billed 636,430,700 1,953 Industrial, commercial and institutional customers 
Volume Other Metered 162,445,700 499 Other metered customers 
Volume Provided to Customers 2,642,188,200 8,109 Sum Volume SFR, MFR, ICI Billed and Other Metered 

Volume Non-revenue (Demand-Provided) 347,099,800 1,065 
Volume Avail to Customers (Demand) minus Volume 
Provided 

Volume Reuse 355,930,000 1,092 Reclaimed wastewater 
     

Number SFR Accounts 28,495 
Average number of single-family residential accounts 
or households 

Number SFR Inactive Accounts  0 
Average number of inactive single-family residential 
accounts or households 

Number Active SFR Accounts 28,495 Active minus inactive SFR accounts 

Number MFR Units 10,414 
Average number of multi-family residential units or 
households 

Number Occupied MFR Units 8,854 Average MFR units times occupancy ratio 
     
SFR Population 60,526 Number SFR accounts times Household Size 
MFR Population 18,806 Number MFR accounts times Household Size 
Group Quarters Population 1,624  
Total Population 80,956 Sum SFR, MFR and Group Quarters Population 
     

GPCD SFR 70.09 
Volume (gallons) SFR Billed divided by (SFR 
Population times 365 days) 

GPCD MFR 42.97 
Volume (gallons) MFR Billed divided by (MFR 
Population times 365 days) 

GPCD ICI 21.54 
Volume (gallons) ICI Billed divided by (Total 
Population times 365 days) 

GPCD Other Metered  5.50 
Volume (gallons) Other Metered divided by (Total 
Population times 365 days) 

GPCD Overall 101.16 
Volume (gallons) Available to Customer (Demand) 
divided by (Total Population times 365 days) 

     
City Population 68,677 2010-2012 3-Year Estimate 

GPCD based on City Population 119.25 
Volume (gallons) Available to Customer (Demand) 
divided by (City Population times 365 days) 
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Discussion 
 
The annual GPCD calculation is based on the following formula: 
 

𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 =  𝑔𝑔𝑔𝑔𝑔𝑔𝑔 𝑔𝑔𝑔𝑎𝑔𝑔 𝑤𝑔𝑤𝑤𝑤 𝑑𝑤𝑑𝑔𝑔𝑑
(𝑤ℎ𝑤 𝑔𝑎𝑑𝑛𝑤𝑤 𝑔𝑜 𝑝𝑤𝑤𝑔𝑔𝑔𝑔 𝑔𝑤𝑤𝑠𝑤𝑑 × 365 𝑑𝑔𝑑𝑔 𝑝𝑤𝑤 𝑑𝑤𝑔𝑤)�  

 
Annual water demand is the annual volume of water supplied to the utility minus water exported to 
customers not directly served by the utility. It includes non-revenue water and delivery system losses. In 
2013, the water demand was 2,989,288,000 gallons (9,174 acre-feet).  
 
The number of persons served by the utility includes persons living in single-family residences, multi-
family residences, and group quarters. The population living in single-family residences is obtained by 
multiplying the average number (28,495) of active single-family residential accounts (taken to be 
households) by the household size of 2.12409 persons per household, for a single-family residential 
population of 60,526 persons.   
 
The population living in multi-family residences is obtained by multiplying the number (8,854) of occupied 
multi-family units (households) by the household size of 2.12409 persons per household, for a multi-
family residential population of 18,806 persons. 
 
The group quarters population is from American Community Service data. It is 1,624 persons. 
 
Adding these classifications together results in a total population served by the water utility of 80,956 
persons. This value is different than the population of Santa Fe city (69,969) from American Community 
Survey. The difference is 10,987 persons. Dividing this difference by the household size of 2.12409 
indicates that the water utility services 5,172 accounts that are not in the city. The water utility should 
have data to verify this.  
 
The water use rate in gallons per capita-day (GPCD) for the three classifications is: 
 

For single-family residents, by dividing the volume of water billed to single-family accounts by the 
single-family population times 365 days. 

 
𝑆𝑆𝑔𝑔𝑔𝑤 − 𝑜𝑔𝑑𝑆𝑔𝑑 𝑅𝑤𝑔𝑆𝑑𝑤𝑔𝑤𝑆𝑔𝑔 𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 =  1,548,384,000

(60,526 × 365 )� = 70.09 
 
For multi-family residents, by dividing the volume of water billed to multi-family accounts by the multi-
family population times 365 days.  

 
𝑀𝑎𝑔𝑤𝑆 − 𝑜𝑔𝑑𝑆𝑔𝑑 𝑅𝑤𝑔𝑆𝑑𝑤𝑔𝑤𝑆𝑔𝑔 𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 =  294,927,400

(18,806 × 365 )� = 42.97 
 

Overall, by dividing overall demand to single-family accounts by the total population times 365 days.  
 

𝑂𝑠𝑤𝑤𝑔𝑔𝑔 𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 =  2,989,288,000
(80,956 × 365 )� = 70.09 
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Input Data 
 
A. Demographic Data 
 

Data is based on ACS 2012 3-year Estimate (2010-2012) 
 

• Household Size (persons per household). 
 

To find Household Size  
American Fact Finder  http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml 
Choose Advanced Search, Show Me All 
Choose Geographies 
Choose Place – 160, State – New Mexico, Santa Fe city, New Mexico, Add to Your Selections, 
Close 
Choose Topics, Housing, Occupancy Characteristic, Household Size, Close 
Search by Average Household Size, Use Table B25010 
2.12 owner occupied, 2.13 renter occupied 

 
• Occupancy Status (total number of housing units). 
• Occupied (number of occupied housing units). 

 
To find Housing Occupancy 
Housing Type, DP04, Selected Housing Characteristics 
37,134 Total Housing Units. 31,529 Occupied Housing Units 

 
• Group Quarters Population (persons). Group quarters include such places as college residence 

halls, residential treatment centers, skilled nursing facilities, group homes, military barracks, 
correctional facilities, and workers’ dormitories. 

 
To find Group Quarters Population, Table B26001 
People, Basic Count/Estimate, Group Quarters Population 

 
B. Water Supply Data 

• Volume Diverted (gallons of water diverted from local sources:  Santa Fe River watershed, city 
wells and Buckman wells). The value is converted to acre-feet in the column to the right. 

• Volume Imported (gallons of water imported from the San-Juan Chama via the Buckman Direct 
Diversion). 

• Volume Exported (gallons of water exported to customers outside the city such as the county or 
Las Campanas). 

 
C. Billing Data 

• Volume SFR Billed (gallons of water billed to single-family residential customers). 
• Volume MFR Billed (gallons of water billed to multi-family residential customers). 
• Volume ICI Billed (gallons of water billed to industrial, commercial and institutional customers). 
• Volume Other Metered (gallons of water billed to other metered customers). 
• Volume Reuse (gallons of reclaimed wastewater applied to other uses). 

 
D. Account Data 

• Number SFR Accounts (average number of single-family residential accounts or households). 
• Number SFR Inactive Accounts (average number of inactive single-family residential accounts or 

households). 
• Number of MFR Units (average number of multi-family residential units or households). 

 
Using the above 4 values of demographic data and 11 values of city-supplied water supply, billing and 
account data, the summary results can be calculated. 
 
  

http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml
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Calculated Results 
 

• Vacancy Rate (percent; one minus the ratio of occupied single-family residents units to occupied 
single-family residential unit). The value is not used in the calculator, however, the occupancy 
ratio, or the ratio of occupied units to total units is used to calculate the number of occupied multi-
family units. 

• Volume Total Supply (gallons of water, the sum of the volume of water diverted and imported) 
• Volume Available to Customer (Demand) (gallons of water, Volume Total Supply minus Volume 

Exported). This City Customer Demand is referred to in city documents as Demand and is the 
basis for the GPCD calculations.  

• Volume Provided to Customers (gallons of water, the sum of SFR, MFR and ICI billed and Other 
Metered).  

• Volume Non-revenue (Demand-Provided) (gallons of water). This value is not calculated by the 
calculator, but is readily available from the data. 

• Number Active SFR Accounts (accounts, active minus inactive single-family residential accounts). 
An average based on monthly data. 

• Number Occupied MFR Units (housing units, number multi-family residential units times the 
occupancy ratio, the ratio of occupied units to total units). An average based on monthly data. 

• SFR Population (persons, the number of single-family residential accounts times the household 
size). 

• MFR Population (persons, the number of multi-family residential accounts times the household 
size). 

• Total Population (persons, the sum of single and multi-family and group quarters population). 
• GPCD SFR (gallons per capita day; volume (gallons) SFR Billed divided by (SFR Population 

times 365 days). 
• GPCD MFR (gallons per capita day; volume (gallons) MFR Billed divided by (MFR Population 

times 365 days). 
• GPCD ICI (gallons per capita day; volume (gallons) ICI Billed divided by (Total Population times 

365 days). 
• GPCD Other Metered (gallons per capita day; volume (gallons) Other Metered divided by (Total 

Population times 365 days). 
• GPCD Overall (gallons per capita day; volume (gallons) Available to Customers (Demand) 

divided by (Total Population times 365 days). 
 
Auxiliary Data and Calculated Results 
 

• City Population (persons). 
 

To find City Population 
ACS 2012 3-Year Estimates  
Persons, Basic Count, Table DP05 
 

• GPCD based on City Population (gallons per capita day; volume (gallons) Available to Customers 
(Demand) divided by (City Population times 365 days). 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



AGREE TO DRAFT A RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF SENTATOR WIRTH’S ENERGY AND WATER NEW HOME 
TAX CREDIT BILL 
 
Motion to draft a resolution in support of the 3 water conservation measures introduced into this 
legislative session 
 
1. http://www.nmlegis.gov/lcs/legislation.aspx?chamber=H&legtype=B&legno=64&year=15 
 
2. http://www.nmlegis.gov/lcs/legislation.aspx?chamber=S&legtype=B&legno=279&year=15  
 
 
3. http://www.nmlegis.gov/lcs/legislation.aspx?chamber=S&legtype=B&legno=280&year=15  
 
 
These bills if passed would all provide an incentive to reduce water consumption in both new homes and 
existing homes.  The resolution by the City of Santa Fe would support the passage of these measures. 
 

http://www.nmlegis.gov/lcs/legislation.aspx?chamber=H&legtype=B&legno=64&year=15
http://www.nmlegis.gov/lcs/legislation.aspx?chamber=S&legtype=B&legno=279&year=15
http://www.nmlegis.gov/lcs/legislation.aspx?chamber=S&legtype=B&legno=280&year=15


 
Working Group 4 
Issue:  Promoting Conservation Strategies of Large Water Users 
 
Strategic Goal Contribute to reducing water use by optimizing water use by large water users 
Objectives Optimize water use by large users 
Tasks • Identify large water users  

• Promote the installation of electronic transmitting water meters 
• Estimate contribution to total demand 
• Engage large water users in the discussion of how to optimize water use 
• Identify ways to optimize the water consumption of large users, and encourage 

water conservation by large users 
• Engage in discussion Research on Smart Controllers for rebates/park installations 
• Explore and suggest potential rebate programs and potential savings for large users 
• Explore behavioral modification models as a means to reduction of use 
• Research commercial water budgets 
• Training & Code Modifications 
• Expand relationships with the Santa Fe community by creating liaison to better 

understand issues and solutions 
Members Karyn Schmitt, Melissa McDonald, Giselle Piburn, Tim Michael, Athena Busher 

Consulting : Lisa Randall (school reductions methods) and Nate Downey (Legislative) 
 

Notes • Exploring with WCC on ways to localizing —adding passive water harvesting info to 
the WERS & QWEL program 

• Liaison with Parks and Open Space (POSAC--Melissa McDonald)  
• Support AMI efforts for better meter reading and better software packages that help 

consumers track individual daily water use as a tool for increased efficiency and 
conservation 

• Review Green Building Code amendments --- chapter 8 
• Review WERS Documents 
• Support recognition of successful  partners and program 

Reference 
Material 

• Water Use in Santa Fe, Borchert et al., July 2009 
• QWEL Guide and website/WaterSense 
• City of Santa Fe Green Building Code & administrative guidelines 
• EPA WaterSense Documents 
• SF Watershed Forest & Water Climate Adaptation Plan by Esha Chiocchio  
• Sustainable Water Future for CA  
• GREENCO Water Conservation tips for HOAs and Large Commercial Properties 
• POSAC Community Garden Assessment Summary 

Fiscal Impact To be determined 
 
 
Update: 

1) Parks: Worked on POSAC Community Garden Assessment, Application Form, and 
Community Garden Rules and Regulations. 
 

2) Legislative Update: Participated in sustainable building tax credit in 2015 meetings 
(Nate Downey) 
 

3) Mayor’s Taskforce on Climate Change – discussed update of long-range Master Plan for 
Parks &Recreation. Next meeting will be in February.    
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Summary 
Parks Community Garden Program Assessment and Lessons Learned  

 
The Parks Community Garden Program was originally proposed in Resolution 2009-53 (Annex A, page 
13) to be a pilot project in two gardens; the program has just completed its fourth year and has been 
expanded to five gardens with two more ready to open in 2015.  With the approval of the Mayor and in 
coordination with Sustainable Santa Fe and the Water Conservation Committee (Working Group 4), the 
Parks and Open Spaces Advisory Commission (POSAC) conducted an assessment of the current program 
with the intention of improving the Community Garden Program in parks and feeding the lesson learned 
into the evolving Urban Agriculture Policy and Mayor’s Climate Task Force recommendations and 
actions.  
 
The assessment had two goals:   
 
 Inventory and analyze, in coordination with mayordomos and parciantes, current community gardens 

in parks in relation to “Resolution 2009-53, A Resolution  Establishing A  C om m   
Program for City Parks and Adopting Related Policies” and the “City of Santa Fe Community Garden 
Policies and Procedures”.   

 
 Based on these findings, make recommendations to improve the community garden program and the 

role parks and open spaces should have in our urban agriculture policy.   
 
At the recommendation of the garden mayordomos, an on-line survey was sent to the list of the 2014 
parciantes via Monkey Survey.  In the case of Maclovia where two parciantes don’t use email, the 
mayordomo printed the survey and one parciante agreed to fill it out by hand.   
 
Almost seventy percent of the parciantes completed the survey; at least 50% of the parciantes from each 
garden.  The following table summarizes the information about the gardens and the respondents. 

Name of 
Garden 

Size of Garden Total # 
of Plots  

# of 
Parciantes  
2014 

% of  
parciantes in 
relation to the 
total # of 
available plots  

Number of 
Respondents to the 
Survey 

% of 
parciantes who 
filled out the 
survey  

Alto App. 100’ X 20’  
(There is no fence) 
2,000 sq. ft. 
1 spigot 

15 9 

 
60% 5 55% 

Cielo Vista 50’ x 40’  
2,000 sq. ft. 
3 spigots 

5  4 80% 2 50% 

Frenchy’s App. 95’ x 50’ 
4,750 sq. ft. 
1 spigot 

16  7 44% 5 71% 

Maclovia 43 x 31 
1,333 sq. ft.  
1 spigot  

 5  3 60% 2 67% 

Sunnyslope 54’ x 68’  
3,672 sq. ft.  
1 spigot 

17 11 64% 9 82% 

Total 13,755 sq. ft.     60        34               57%               23            67% 
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The following report is organized around the sub-objectives for each of the assessment goals.1  
 
Objective 1:  Whom are we serving? None of the gardens are full.  The percentage of number of 
parciantes in comparison to the total number of plots available in the garden averages only 57%.  
Although Resolution 2009-53 says that only one garden plot may be assigned for each family, when the 
garden isn’t full, parciantes have taken on additional plots.  One third of the parciantes have two plots. 
One person has five or more. 
 
Current parciantes are:  Anglo (96%), female (70%), older (78% over 50.  No one is under thirty.) and 
affluent (Fifty percent have a household income of more than $60,000.  64% have a household income of 
more than 40,000.00.)  However, a quarter make under $30,000.00 and 17% make less than $20,000.00.  
Two plots at Alto are gardened by the La Familia staff as part of their REACH /CENA projects.  Clinic 
staff identifies overweight children and offer the family a range of healthy-eating services including 
monthly meetings at the garden to work and sample the produce.   
 
The majority (65%) lives within ¼ miles of their garden.  Most (70%) walk or ride their bikes to get there; 
however one third drive to the garden.   
 
Objective 2:  What kind and how much food are we growing?  Half of the respondents grow 
vegetables and flowers in their plots and half grow only vegetables.  Of those who grow vegetables and 
flowers, the reported average is 80% vegetables and 20% flowers.   
 
How much food are you growing was difficult for the parciantes to estimate and 10 respondents said, “I 
don’t know”. Of the 13 who answered, the range was from 1 to 200 pounds with median of 25 pounds. 
The second question aimed at determining how much food we are growing (“Approximately what 
percentage of your family's fresh produce did you grow in your community garden plot(s) this season?) 
seemed easier for parciantes to answer as only two people responded, “I don’t know”.  Two people 
responded “negligible” and “very little”.  One respondent replied “Served 25 families an unknown 
percentage of their food (for sure each month we had a garden event and produced a meal with the 
produce but patients and their families were permitted to harvest what they wanted, when they wanted.”  
For the other 17 respondents, the range was from 1% to 90% with an average of 28%. These respondents 
were divided into two distinct groups – about half said 20% or less and half said 50% or more, perhaps 
indicating the gardeners’ experience and skills.   
 
Objective 3:  How much water are we using? How could we reduce the amount of water that 
the garden is using or use it more efficiently?   
 
 Perceived Water Use:  One half of the respondents perceive that parciantes are being very efficient 

with their water use  - “We use very little water compared to how much food we grow.” One third 
perceive  that they are being moderately efficient  - “There is some waste, but little compared to the 
amount of food we grow”.  
 
The two most common suggestions to make the garden more water efficient were installing a drip 
system and having the City provide mulch and educate parciantes to mulch their gardens.  
 

 Actual Water Use:  The following table summarizes the Parks staff meter readings, amount of water 
reportedly used, amount that should have been charged for this water and amount actually invoiced to 
the mayordomo.

                                                        
1 This report is a summary of the full findings.  For the complete report with graphs and all recorded answers, please contact Bette Booth at 
ebooth13@comcast.net.  
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2014 Community Gardens Water Meter Reads      

Alto St/La Familia:  10 paid 
plots/amount originally 
collected by the City 
$150.00 

Start Read July Aug Sept  Oct 2014 Total Summary Comments 

Meter Reading 8148 8465 8959 9477 9777       

Gallons used 0 317 494 518 300 1629 162.9 gallons per paid 
plot 

This seems reasonable considering 
a 150 day growing season (May 15 
– October 15) 

Cost to the Garden 
Organization \ including 
8.8175% tax 

0 $20.90 $32.54 $34.15 $19.78 $107.37 $10.74 per plot    

Final Invoice Parks sent to 
the Mayordomo October 31, 
2014 (includes 8.815% tax) 

  $16.94 $26.40 $27.68 $16.00 $87.02     

Cielo Vista:  5 paid 
plots/amount collected by 
the City $75.00 

Start Read July Aug Sept  Oct 2014 Total Summary Comments 

Meter Reading 2218 2369 2833 3386 3439       

Gallons used 0 151 464 553 53 1221 244 gallons per paid plot The mayordomo reported that City 
staff was using the garden water for 
other purposes besides the garden - 
watering trees, shrubs, etc. This 
makes it impossible to assess 
exactly how much water parciantes 
actually used.  

Cost to the Garden 
Organization including 
8.8175% tax 

0 $9.95 $30.58 $36.46 $3.49 $80.51 $16.10 per paid plot   

Final Invoice Parks sent to  
the Mayordomo October 31, 
2014 

  $8.07 $24.79 $29.55 $28.00 See comments   Amount on the invoice was $87.00.  
However, the invoiced amounts 
actually total $90.41.  See Annex B. 

Frenchy's:  7 paid 
plots/Amount collected by 
the City $105.00 

Start Read July Aug Sept  Oct 2014 Total Summary Comments 

Meter Reading 8490 8520 8757 8943 9010       

Gallons used 0 30 237 186 67 520 74 gallons per paid plot Due to problems with the irrigation 
system, the water was off at this 
garden most of the growing season 
making it impossible to assess how 
much water parciantes actually 
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would need for this garden. 

Cost to the Garden 
Organization including 
8.8175% tax 

0 $1.98 $15.63 $12.26 $4.41 $34.18 $4.90 per paid plot    

Final Invoice Parks sent to 
the Mayordomo October 31, 
2014 (includes tax) 

  $16.03 $12.66 $9.94 $36.00 $68.63/correct total 
is $74.63 

    

Maclovia:  5 paid 
plots/amount collected by 
the City $75.00 

Start Read July Aug Sept  Oct 2014 Total Summary Comments 

Meter Reading 2234 2453 2949 3592 4543       

Gallons used 0 219 496 643 951   461.80 gallons per paid 
plot 

The mayordomo explained that 
there was a reported leak in the 
water system starting in early 
September which was not fixed.  
Due to this leak, it is impossible to 
determine how much water was 
really used by parciantes.  

Cost to the Garden 
Organization including 
8.8175% tax 

  $14.44 $32.71 $42.41 $62.71 $152.27 $30.45  per paid plot   

Final Invoice Parks sent to  
the Mayordomo October 31, 
2014 (includes tax) 

  $11.70 $26.50 $34.56 $51.00 $123.76     

Sunnyslope:  17 paid 
plots/Amount collected by 
the City $225.00 

Start Read July Aug Sept  Oct 2014 Total Summary Comments 

Meter Reading 16029 16584 16828 17279 17678     Due to errors in reading this meter, 
this is an estimated amount using a 
simple trend formula. Due to this 
error, it is impossible to assess how 
much water parciantes actually used 
at this garden.  

Gallons used 0 555 244 451 399 1649.83 97 gallons per paid plot   

Cost to the Garden 
Organization including 
8.8175% tax 

0 $36.60 $16.09 $29.76 $26.34 $108.79 $6.39 per paid plot   

Final Invoice Parks sent 
to the Mayordomo 
October 31, 2014 

  $21.16 $35.11 $29.66 $13.00 $98.93     
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Unfortunately it isn’t possible to assess how much water parciantes actually used in 2014 due to: 
 
• Sunnyslope: Administrative errors in reading the meters. The July and August reported readings were 

actually considerably lower than the previous month.  The water use was estimated using a simple 
trend formula, but it appears low at only 97 gallons per paid plot.  

 
• Cielo Vista:  The mayordomo reported that Parks staff used garden water for other purposes without 

measuring the amount they used or consulting with the mayordomo or parciantes. 
 
• Frenchy’s Field:  Due to irrigation problems, there was no water provided to this garden for much of 

the growing season.  Parks staff also allowed significant use of the garden water by another volunteer 
group without measuring the amount they used or consulting with the mayordomo or parciantes. 

 
• Maclovia:  The mayordomo explained that there was a reported leak in this system that was 

discovered in early September and that, as far as she could tell, was never fixed,  making it impossible 
to assess how much water the parciantes actually used.  

 
• Only Alto garden appears to have a reasonable amount of water use per parciante. 

 
There were also multiple administrative errors in billing the gardens. As can be seen in the spreadsheet, in 
every case, the amount billed to the gardens is different than amount indicated by the meter readings.  The 
water rate appears to have been miscalculated.  In two cases, Cielo Vista and Frenchy’s Field, the final 
invoices were totaled incorrectly.   
 
Annex B, page 18, are two examples of the final invoice mayordomo’s received.  According to the 
Frenchy’s Field invoice, this garden used 67 gallons of water in October and was charged 36.00 including 
tax.  The invoiced remaining credit balance was 36.37; the correct totals of the June-October invoiced 
amounts would leave a credit $30.37.  Cielo Vista reportedly used 53 gallons and was charged $28.00 
including tax.  The invoiced remaining credit balance was $1.55; the correct totals of the June-October 
amounts would leave a debit of  ($15.41). 
 
Objective 4:  Assess the new process for paying for water.  How is it working? Are there ways 
that the process could be improved?  Since the inception of the community garden program, 
parciantes were required to pay $15.00 up front to lease their plot to cover the cost of waters. Resolution 
2009-53 states that the “The Garden Organization is responsible for paying for all water used for the 
garden.”  (Per the resolution, the Garden Organization means the collective gardeners in anyone City 
garden organized to deal collectively with that garden's operations.)  From 2009-2012 there was no 
formal measurement of how much water each garden was using and no process for paying for it.  After 
the 2013 growing season, there was an attempt to record how much water each garden was using. 
However, the data was confusing and mayordomos felt it wasn’t accurate. In July 2014, the City initiated 
a new payment system where City staff read the meter monthly and would charge the garden if they had 
used more than the funds collected.  The mayordomo was to be responsible for collecting the additional 
money from the parciantes.   
 
Sixty-five percent of the respondents perceive that the system is working well or excellently. Thirty-five 
percent perceive that it is working very poorly.  However, the responses to Question 24, “What 
suggestions do you have to improve the process for paying for water?” indicate that most of the 
respondents who reported that the system is working well are unaware that there is a new system.  Those 
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that do know about the system believe that it is not working well and want a return to a one-time flat fee 
at the beginning of the season with an increase in the fee to pay for water upfront.  
 
Objective 5:  What role do the Community Gardens have in terms of creating community, 
shared learning and park safety as proposed in Resolution 2009-53? 
 
 How much ‘community’ /relationships among parciantes has the garden created?  Half of the 

respondents reported that some community and one quarter said that a lot of community was being 
created amongst the parciantes in their garden. However one quarter reported little or no community. 

 
 How much ‘community’ /relationships within the neighborhood has the garden created? About 

40% reported that some community and one-third reported that a lot of community was being created 
with the neighborhood. However, one third reported little or no community.  

 
 How much shared learning about urban agriculture is being generated – within the community 

gardens?  The majority (77%) reported some share learning is being generated within each garden.  
 
 How much do you think your community garden contributes to food security for lower income 

families? Half of the respondents perceive that their garden contributes “some” to lower income 
families’ food security.  However, 40% reported that it does not contribute at all.  

 
 Increased safety in the park: Half the respondents perceive that the garden increases safety in their 

park “some” with the other half divided between ‘not at all’ and ‘a lot’.  A higher percentage of 
parciantes from Sunnyslope Garden answered ‘a lot’ than other gardens.    

 
Objective 6:  What has been the role of Parks staff in the community gardens? How responsive 
have they been to requests?  More than one third (36%) of the respondents feel that staff have not been 
responsive to either requests for information or to other types of support.  One quarter feel that staff has 
been fairly responsive.  About one quarter have had no interaction with parks staff at all.  
 
Suggestions to improve staff support to community gardens include:  1) More information about how the 
garden functions.  2) Frenchy’s Field Garden – issues with lack of water during much of the growing 
season, prairie dogs in the garden, staff dumping trash at the garden and in their compost and not 
responding to parciantes requests for help. 3) Mayordomo’s sometimes need help enforcing the garden 
rules.  4) Staff should not use the garden water for other uses since the parciantes are now paying for it. 5) 
Provide materials for the garden in bulk such as mulch/woodchips for the garden and pathways.  Better 
soil to start the garden (not industrial fill). 6) Publicize/promote the gardens especially since most of them 
are not full. 7) Keep the area around the garden maintained.  8.) The staff liaison should have more 
background in gardening. 
 
Objective 7:  How well is the Garden Organization functioning?  What is working and what 
needs to be improved?   
 
 Communication within the Garden Organization:  The majority (60%) of the respondents don’t 

know how their mayordomo is selected. Almost half of the respondents said that they did not know 
how decisions about their garden are made.  In general, there is no process or a very informal 
process.  In some cases, the mayordomo is making the decisions without consulting the parciantes.  
Frenchy’s Field respondents reported decisions were made via email.  Most (70%) parciantes 
responded that the garden did have one communal workday each year, but less than half responded 
that they had a formal meeting.  
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 Application Process:  What could be done to improve it?   Three quarters of the respondents 

reported that the application procedure is functioning well.  Suggestions to improve the process 
focused on the need to update the paperwork to reflect the new rules and regulations, garden 
organization process and contact information. One suggestion was to make it available on-line which 
would save the mayordomo and staff time.   

 
 Garden Rules and Regulations: Are there rules that should be eliminated?  Others that should be 

added?  Parciantes sign a form agreeing to abide by a series of rules and regulations that have 
evolved over the last four years without any real analysis or review by the Garden Council.  
Respondents said that that all of the community garden rules should be kept with some 
modifications:   

 
1. I will pay an initial fee of $ 15.00 towards the water expenses:  Increase the fee/pay the full price 

for water up front. 
 

2. I will have something planted in the garden by May 9
 
and keep it planted all  sum m er long: 

Make the date later at least to coincide with the last frost date or later.  
 

3. I will not give out the water spigot lock combination: A family member/friend should be able to 
be given the key in case the participant is out of town.  

 
4. If I must abandon my plot for any reason, I will notify the garden council:  It should be the 

Mayordomo, not the Garden Council.  (According to Resolution 2007-53 the “Garden Council 
means a group of volunteers…. organized to oversee the City's Community Garden Program and 
provide advice and resources to the City and the Garden Organizations.” This group does not 
manage individual gardens. 

 
5. I will keep weeds at a minimum and maintain the areas surrounding my plot if any. Other 

comments in the survey indicate that weeds in the ‘common areas’ and paths are a problem in all 
of the gardens and that they spread into the plots.   

 
6. If my plot becomes unkempt, I understand I will be given a week's notice to clean it up. At that 

time, it will be re-assigned or tilled in: Most respondents who thought this rule should be 
modified suggested that it be at least two weeks.  Several questioned who would be responsible 
for assessing this – what does unkempt mean.  Several people questioned who would actually do 
the tilling?  And once it was assessed unkempt, who would till it in or reassign it.  

 
7. I will participate in the fall cleanup of the garden:  One suggestion is to change it to at least one 

workday a year since some gardens also do a spring clean up.  Another comment was that 
parciantes should be given 2-3 weeks notice about the date of the workday.  
 

8. I will pick only my own crops unless given permission by another plot user:  One person 
commented that this is "wasting" harvest. Not picked crops should be reassigned promptly”. 
 

9. I will not use insecticides or weed repellents: Several respondents commented that this should be 
changed to allow organic insecticides. 
 

10. I will not bring pets to the garden: This rule caused the most controversy. Half commented that 
dogs on a leash or supervised would be ok, while half commented that it should be clarified that 
there should be no pets inside the garden.  
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There were some suggestions for new rules:  Several people commented that there should be a rule 
about having at least an annual meeting (some suggested more) and that the process for electing the 
mayordomo should be codified.  Others requested that a rule be added about how to manage the 
compost – what parciantes should and shouldn’t put in it.  

 
Objective 8:  In general, what is working well at our community gardens?  The majority of respondents 
mentioned “community and working together” and “growing food/gardening”.  
 
Objective 9:  In general, what needs to be improved?   
 
 The major recommendation was the need for more communication with the garden community and 

among the gardens.  This included:  1) More communication from and with City staff about the 
garden process, the roles and responsibilities of the City, the Mayordomo and the parciantes, the 
process for selecting the mayordomo, contact information, etc. 2) More communication from the 
Mayordomo to the parciantes including having a process to select the mayordomo, 3) More 
communication among the garden parciantes including having “more formalized interactions” – an 
annual meeting, harvest potlucks, monthly garden days, etc.  4) More communication between the 
gardens – more events, discounts, etc. for all gardeners to build interest and share ideas.  
 

 Frenchy’s Field Garden needs intensive work with staff to find ways to keep the prairie dogs out of 
the garden, to have a regular supply of water, to remove the trash that staff has placed at the garden 
and to have more access to and better communication with staff or the garden or most parciantes will 
not return next year.  
 

 More information/advertising to the public to increase the number of parciantes. None of the 
community gardens are completely full; in all of the gardens parciantes have taken two plots in order 
to completely fill the garden. Others commented that we needed outreach so lower income people are 
brought into the garden to participate.  

 
 Other topics that were mentioned that are not mentioned earlier in this report include:  1) 

Parciantes need to maintain the garden better, 2) Ways to deal with vandalism and theft, including 
locks that work.  3) Make it permissible to put in fall crops.  4) Provide food for others.  For example 
have at least one plot that is planted for the food to be given to those in need.  Let people know where 
to give away their excess produce. 5) Enforce policies.  6) Grow more flowers to provide color.  

 
The assessment indicated that we are also losing parciantes.  Besides the Frenchy’s Field garden which 
runs the risk of losing all of its parciantes, the following illustrates comments by parciantes from other 
gardens:   
 
“I've had a community garden plot for 4 years, 2 years at Frenchy's and 2 years at Cielo Vista. I will not 
have a plot next year because I can't afford the expense, and I don't have the time again this year to donate 
several hours every week to weeding the city park property (outside of the community gardens), and also 
because of the inconvenience of having to deal with monthly billing. It was a great idea, but it's more 
trouble than it's worth.” 

 
Objective 10:  Should the community garden program be expanded? 82% said yes, in general because it 
give people a space to grow food.  The 20% who said don’t expand the program commented: ✜I have a 
lot of questions about how much water we are using in comparison to the amount of food we are growing. 
In the face of climate change, I think we need to explore ways to grow food that are on a scale large 
enough to be more efficient with our limited resources.  ✜Not enough participants as it is. 
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Objective 10: What other roles should our parks and open spaces have for urban agriculture besides 
community gardens? 
• Make it easier to have public or private urban farms. 
• I would like to see a permanent home for a farmer's market with an educational plot that can be used 

for trainings on high desert farming and urban gardening 
• Lease large parcels to individuals and groups who can then grow food on a scale that uses water and 

other resources efficiently. 
• Green space for people to own outdoors 
• Perhaps larger urban farms or co-op farms 
• Fruit trees, native grasses, brought tolerant plants for animal habitat. 
• There is a push to put community gardens in low-income areas to increase food security. After being 

a parciante, I question whether that is the answer. Gardening in a park takes: 1) a lot more time to get 
there, water, participate in work days, etc. and 2) quite a bit of money to prepare the soil, hoop etc. I 
think access to the food is more important than personally growing it, especially considering that we 
live in a desert where growing food is not easy. Perhaps food trucks with locally grown produce could 
rotate neighborhoods. 

 
LESSONS LEARNED  
 
The original model behind the resolution that created the community garden program was that once the 
City had created the garden, the Garden Organization would be responsible for managing it, with limited 
input from the City.  This assessment indicates that this model is not working and that the City (or a sub-
contracted NGO) needs to be more involved in communicating with the parciantes, enforcing the rules 
and procedures, helping with infrastructure (locks that work, mulch in bulk, manure, prairie dog removal, 
a steady source of water, etc.) and supporting educational activities and other events that will help people 
grow more food.   This will be even more important if the City decides to expand the program specifically 
targeting low-income families.   
 
In summary, the lessons learned from the Community Garden program indicate the need to: 
 
1. Before opening any new community garden in parks, strengthen the existing community garden 

program and refine the policy and procedures for greater success. Conduct an annual review of the 
program to continue to refine it and respond to changing needs.   
 

2. Create an Urban Agriculture Policy that is a combination of programs - larger urban agriculture sites 
in parks or on public land, demonstration plots, youth programs through the schools and backyard 
gardening programs that help working families by keeping the production close to home before 
expanding the community garden program.  

 
3. Consult with constituents/stakeholders about what type of programs they want before starting the 

program.   
 
Specific recommendations for strengthening the existing community garden program include: 
 
 Improve/increase communication about the garden process, roles and responsibilities, gardening 

activities, etc. between City staff (or sub-contracted NGO) and the parciantes:  The current policy 
whereby staff communicates only with the Mayordomo who is then to communicate that information 
to the parciantes is not working.   Parciantes need to receive information directly from the City about:  
• Resolution 2007-53 and other City policies that affect the garden,  
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• The process for signing up,    
• Contact information for City staff,  
• Contact information of the Mayordomos and other parciantes,  
• The process for selecting the Mayordomo,  
• Roles and responsibilities of the City, the Mayordomo and the parciantes, and  
• An annual financial report that could be shared and discussed at the annual meeting.  
• Water efficiency methods and billing 

 
This information, except parciantes contact information, should also be available on the City web site.  
We should consider making registration on-line.  
 
Staff should not use community garden water for other purposes unless there is an agreement with the 
Garden Organization, the meter is read and the appropriate person/organization is charged for the 
water.  Staff should maintain the area around the outside of the garden. 
 
Mayordomos also need support from the City to enforce rules and procedures.  Staff should visit the 
gardens monthly to ensure that the basic rules are being enforced, particularly that the garden is free 
of weeds and trash.  Citations should be sent to parciantes who don’t comply with these regulations.   
These are public spaces that need to be maintained both for their aesthetic and for public safety. 
 
Staff needs to be trained in how to read water meters correctly, calculate accurately the water rates 
and submit a correct invoice to the gardens.  

 
 Strengthen/formalize/codify the Mayordomo Selection Process, Role and Responsibilities:  The 

City, in coordination with the Garden Council, should develop a policy on the role and 
responsibilities of the Mayordomo.  This could include: 
• The City signs a contract with the Mayordomo that outlines his/her responsibilities.   
• The Mayordomo will organize an annual meeting to elect officers and make decisions about how 

the garden will function.   
• The Mayordomo will provide contact information (email and phone) of all parciantes to the City 

and to other parciantes. 
• The Mayordomo will organize the annual workday and at least two other events that bring 

parciantes together at the garden.  
• For taking on this responsibility, the parciantes fees will be calculated to pay for the 

Mayordomo’s plot and water.   
 

 Reinstate a one-time fee that covers the cost of water up-front:  Calculate the fee based on the 
previous year average water per plot plus a contingency and charge that up-front.   The fee could also 
include enough funds for new locks each year, bales of straw for mulch and manure that the City 
would provide.  

 
 Meet with the Gardens:  There is so much confusion and lack of information about the Community 

Garden program and roles and responsibilities, it would be best to hold a meeting with each garden 
(or a combination of the gardens) to discuss the new recommendations and procedures and to develop 
better relationships between staff and the garden parciantes.  This would be a good time to also 
distribute and discuss water conservation, soil preparation, mulching, etc. materials.  

 
 Consider closing Frenchy’s Field Garden if significant changes aren’t going to be made in 2015.  
 
 Modify the Rules and Procedures as follows: 
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 I will pay an initial fee of _______ towards the water expenses:  Increase the fee/pay the full 
price for water up front calculated on the previous year’s use plus a contingency and 
incorporating the cost of the Mayordomo’s plot and water.  
 

 I will not give out the water spigot lock combination except to someone who is taking care of my 
plot for me.  

 
 If I must abandon my plot for any reason, I will notify the Mayordomo.  

 
 I will keep weeds at a minimum and maintain the areas surrounding my plot.  

 
 If my plot becomes full of weeds and/or trash.  I understand that I can be fined $25.00 if my plot 

is not kept clean.   
 
 I will participate in at least two organized events of the garden.  

 
 I will pick only my own crops unless given permission by another plot user:  

 
 I will use only organic insecticides.  

 
 I will not bring pets into the garden.  

 
 I will return the garden plot in as good or better condition than when it was assigned.  This might 

need to be defined more clearly, for example, it should be cleaned of plants and debris and 
mulched for over-wintering.  

 
 I will not sell or put to any commercial use the produce I grow in the garden. (Note:  This is in 

Resolution 2007-53 and should be changed.)  
 
 How to manage the compost – to be developed.  

 
 I understand that the City may require return of the garden plot, by giving 30 days notice, if the 

garden  area is required for another use.  
 
 Advertise/promote the gardens:  We need to fill the gardens we currently have. City staff should 

actively advertise and promote signing up for the community gardens in March-May via the City PR 
department and signs that are posted at the gardens. This could include having a table at the Farmer’s 
Market.  

 
 Create Appropriate Signage:  The community gardens need appropriate signage that explains the 

program, specifically that the plots are leased and the produce belongs to the gardeners with contact 
information on how to lease a plot.   

 
 Revive the Garden Council:  Define and codify how the Garden Council should function.  Per 

Resolution 2007-53, the Garden Council is “a group of volunteers (including one member of the 
Parks and  O pen Space A dv          
interested organizations) organized to oversee the City's Community Garden Program and provide 
advice and resources to the City and the Garden Organizations.”  Per the resolution, the Garden 
Council   is to “oversee th            
the Division and the Garden Organizations”. 
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When the Garden Program started, the Parks Director asked the POSAC Chair to also chair the 
Council and organize annual meetings. From 2007 – 2013, these annual and sometimes semi-annual 
meetings allowed gardeners from both the community garden program and other urban gardens (Gaia, 
San Isidro, Milagro) to exchange information and brainstorm solutions to common problems.  
However, in 2014 Parks staff did not support the Garden Council Meeting and instead held their own 
meeting with the Mayordomos.  Similarly, the Garden Council was not consulted about the change of 
the policy for paying for water. Per the Resolution, this type of policy should have been discussed 
with the Garden Council before the City unilaterally implemented it.     

 
 If new gardens are opened:  
 

• Ensure that there really is sufficient demand for a new garden before investing in the 
infrastructure, staff time, etc.   
 

• If community gardens are being created to encourage low-income families to grow more of their 
own food, 1) Consult first with these families to understand their interests in growing food and 
the type of program they would like to see.  2) Consider options that don’t require so much time 
and funding such as raised bed / hoop gardens / container / straw bale gardens in their own 
apartments/homes.  3) Support models like La Familia’s CENA project where families are 
provided support services related to gardening.  The resolution may need to be amended to create 
a sliding scale for paying for water.   

 
• Analyze the size of the garden and the plots to optimize production.  There are only 6 plots in the 

2000 square foot Cielo Vista Garden in spite of having 3 water spigots.  The plots in Maclovia are 
only 5’ x 4’ rising questions how much food can be produced in relation to the cost of installing 
and maintaining this garden.  

 
• Consider installing drip irrigation or Netfin type products as part of the basic garden 

infrastructure. All drip systems will require some basic maintenance. Therefore, consider offering 
CEU hours to any QWEL Certified participants for assistance and training of participants through 
the water conservation program. 

 
• Consider installing chain link fencing that will deter theft and vandalism in the gardens. 
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ANNEX B 

GARDEN FINAL INVOICE EXAMPLES 
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Project Name  
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Project Address(es)  238 E. Bailey Rd. . Building Program  Santa Fe
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Zip  88001 . Water $/1K  $3.30

Rainfall Region (Closest)  NM: Las Cruces . Sewer $/1K  $0.00
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Builder

. Report Date: 
Verification

. This report is for: 
Project

Water Efficiency Rating Score
Capture & Usage

+Please complete the information in the white boxes     

1/27/2015

PILOT

John Smith of Desert Home Builders

J. Clouseau of Inspection Company

.

Inspection Information
Date Time Code Building Program 

+Please complete the information in the white boxes.    
+Orange boxes are pulldowns that require a response.    
+Purple boxes and grey boxes need no action.    
+Cells with a small red triangle have additional guidance provided in a "fly-out" box.  

Santa FeSanta Fe

238 E. Bailey Rd.  Las Cruces  NM  88001

12:00 PM12/10/2014

CU1 Rain Water Capture

1.1 Potential Rainwater Capture Calculations
Rainwater Capture? Roof Run-off Coefficient 

Rainwater Source? Roof Captured % 

Sit  W t  (  l/ th) R f R i t  (  l/ th) 

Yes

site & roof

253 10

0.90

100.00%

911 14Site Water (ave gal/mth) Roof Rainwater (ave gal/mth) 

1.2 Potential Average Rainwater Capture by Month in Gallons (Only for informational purposes)
JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC
902.73 874.07 630.48 444.20 429.87 802.42 2536.23 2794.16 2034.72 1289.61 515.84 716.45

CU2 Grey Water Capture

253.10 911.14

y p

2.1 Potential Greywater Capture
Greywater Capture? Potential Greywater (ave gal/mth) 

Sources? (in gallons) ALL No Lavatory Yes Shower and Tub Yes Washer Yes

CU3 W  R U

2193.04Yes

CU3 Water Re-Use

3.1 Water Demand
3.1.1 Maximum Interior Water Demand (Linked to Indoor Use Tab)

Daily Average Gallon(s) Monthly Average Gallon(s) 4224.88138.90

3.2 Potential Rainwater Capture Usage

Reusing RW? Ave Monthly Gal / Total Selected Use 121.67 Ave Gal 
Unused

1042.57

Uses? ALL No DW Yes Kitchen Sink No Lavatory No

S

Capture sufficient for selected uses

Yes

Toilet No Washer No Shower and Tub No

WERS | Capture Usage Page 1 of 2



3.3 Potential Greywater Capture Usage

Reusing greywater? Ave Monthly Gal / Total Selected Use 0.00 Ave Gal 
Unused

2193.04

Uses? Outdoor Yes DW No Kitchen Sink No Lavatory Yes

Toilet Yes Washer No Shower and Tub Yes

No greywater capture USE selected (section 3.3)

No

Toilet Yes Washer No Shower and Tub Yes

CU4 Storage Requirements

4.1 Rainwater Tank Size
(RETAINED) gal Filtration / purification system installed for rainwater? Y962

Tank can handle anticpated load

Verified Rainwater Tank Size in Gallons 

4.2 Greywater Tank Size
(RETAINED) gal Filtration / purification system installed for greywater? N

Verified Greywater Tank Size in Gallons 

2000.00

8 00

Greywater capture not attempted - tank not needed

0

Verified Greywater Tank Size in Gallons 
4.3 Combined Gallons

(RETAINED) gal 

CU5 Water Available for Outdoor Use (After rainwater or greywater capture reuse)

5 1 Rainwater Available ave gal/ 34 75 ave gal/ ave gal/

8.00

12510 88

962

1042 575.1 Rainwater Available g
day 34.75 g

month
g

year

5.2 Greywater Available ave gal/
day 73.10 ave gal/

month
ave gal/

year

5.3 Combined Available ave gal/
day 107.85 ave gal/

month
ave gal/

year

26316.50

12510.88

38827.38

1042.57

2193.04

3235.62

Signature Section
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Builder

. Report Date: 1/27/2015
Verification

This report is for: PILOT

Water Efficiency Rating Score
Exterior Water Use Documentation

John Smith of Desert Home Builders

J  Clouseau of Inspection Company . This report is for: PILOT
Project

.

Inspection Information
Date 6/4/2014 Time 12:00 PM Code Building Program Santa Fe

+Please complete the information in the white boxes.    
+Orange boxes are pulldowns that require a response.    
+Purple boxes and grey boxes need no action.    
+Cells with a small red triangle have additional guidance provided in a "fly-out" box.  

J. Clouseau of Inspection Company

238 E. Bailey Rd.  Las Cruces  NM  88001

Santa Fe g g

OUTDOOR WATER USE CALCULATION PROGRAM
Are calculations being done for this home? <select answer>

PLEASE NOTE THAT THIS SECTION IS OPTIONAL AND THE RESULTS OF THIS SECTION ARE NOT 
INCLUDED IN THE WERS

Are calculations being done for this home?

If so, which third-party program is being used?

If other, please provide the name & URL of the program.

OUTDOOR WATER USE DESIGN PROFESSIONAL
Design Professional of Record Name  

<select answer>

<select third-party program>

Design Professional of Record Name  
Phone  
Email  

Program under which the design professional is certified?

If other, please provide the name & URL of the program.

EPA WaterSense Certified

OUTDOOR WATER USE % REDUCTION

Average Reduction

XERISCAPE AFFIRMATION

0.00%

Please enter the percent reduction of outdoor water use results from the third-party program used to calculate outdoor water 
use.

XERISCAPE AFFIRMATION
Use this section only if there is landscaping but no irrigation for the project.

Xeriscaping?  Percent of softscape? 0.00%

I CERTIFY AS THE DESIGN PROFESSIONAL OF RECORD THAT THE LANDSCAPE AS DESIGNED SHOULD NOT
REQUIRE WATER BEYOND THAT WHICH IS NEEDED FOR INITIAL ESTABLISHMENT OF PLANTINGS.

SIGNED:    DATE: 

<select answer>

SIGNED:____________________________________________________________   DATE: _____________

WERS | Exterior Water Use Documentation Page 1 of 2



The professional responsible for the calculations must provide backup from the third-party program
along with evidence that they are certified to use the third-party program utilized for calculations.
Additionally, drawings with plant lists should also be provided along with any irrigation design
drawings if available.

PLEASE NOTE THAT RESULTS OF THIS SECTION ARE NOT INCLUDED IN THE WERSPLEASE NOTE THAT RESULTS OF THIS SECTION ARE NOT INCLUDED IN THE WERS

WERS | Exterior Water Use Documentation Page 2 of 2



Builder

. Report Date: 
Verification

This report is for: 

Water Efficiency Rating Score
Innovative Practices & Verification Summary

1/27/2015

J  Clouseau of Inspection Company PILOT

John Smith of Desert Home Builders

. This report is for: 
Project

.

Inspection Information
Date 12/10/2014 Time Code Building Program 

+Please complete the information in the white boxes.    
+Orange boxes are pulldowns that require a response.    
+Purple boxes and grey boxes need no action.    
+Cells with a small red triangle have additional guidance provided in a "fly-out" box.  

J. Clouseau of Inspection Company PILOT

238 E. Bailey Rd.  Las Cruces  NM  88001

12:00 PM Santa Fe Santa Feg g

IPV1 Indoor Water Use Efficiency Practices
5 minimum points are required from this section

Proposed Available Verified? Awarded

1.1 Toilets

  

Points

1.1.1 0 3 Y 0

1.1.2 0 3 N NV

1.1.3 Faucet water plumbed and used in toilet 0 2 N NV

1 2 Showers Equipped with Shut off Valves 0 1 N NV

Toilet retrofit exchange for 5.0 gpf on same water 
system

Toilet dual flush retrofit for 5.0 gpf on same water 
system  

1.2 Showers Equipped with Shut-off Valves 0 1 N NV

1.3 Faucets

1.3.1 Hands-free Faucets 0 1 N NV

1.3.2 0 1 N NV

1 4 0 2 N NVReal time water use monitoring system installed FOR INDOOR

Hot/Cold and water volume integrated faucets fixtures

1.4 0 2 N NV

1.5 Interior Water Reuse

1.5.1 Water Treatment Backflush Water Use Inside 0 3 Y 0

1.5.2 Purple pipe Stub-in installed 0 1 N NV

1.5.3 Greywater stub-out installed 0 1 N NV

Real time water use monitoring system installed FOR INDOOR

1.5.3 Greywater stub out installed 0 1 N NV

1.6 Water Damage Prevention

1.6.1 Excess water flow automatic shutoff (OR) 2 2 Y 2

1.6.2 Leak detection system with automatic shutoff 2 2 Y 2

1.7 High efficiency evaporative cooling system installed 1 1 Y 1
Proposed Verified

Section Sub-Total  5 22 5
Points Points

WERS | Innovative Practices Verification Summary Page 1 of 4



IPV2 Outdoor Water Use Efficiency Practices
5 minimum points are required from this section

Proposed Available Verified? Awarded

2.1 Landscaping

Points
5 POINT MINIMUM HAS NOT BEEN VERIFIED

2.1.1 0 2 Y 0

2.1.2 No turf is used or if used is not irrigated 0 2 N NV

2.1.3 5 5 N NV

Property is landscaped with 80% low water use plant 
materials* 

Site-appropriate native landscape as defined by local 
municipality and requires no irrigation after established

2.1.4 Low Impact Development principles applied 0 1 N NV

2.1.5 Mulch (2-4") is installed in planting beds 0 1 N NV

2.2 Irrigation

2.2.1 0 1 Y 0Irrigation supply is stubbed out and accessible to all 
landscape 

2.2.2 0 2 N NV

2.2.3 0 2 N NV

2.2.4 0 3 N NV

Automatic sprinkler and drip irrigation controls are 
installed and cover 80% or more of new plants and turf 

Rain sensor or soil moisture sensor is part of irrigation 
controls

Smart controller installed and programmed properly as 

2.2.5 0 2 N NVOnsite water treatment backflush water or AC 
condensate water use outside in irrigation system or in 
actively planted areas, displacing irrigation system 
requirements

p g p p y
defined by local ordinances or irrigation best practices 
(i.e. IA or EPA)

2.2.6 3 5 N NVAn active rainwater harvesting system for irrigation 
designed and installed by a certified/licensed rainwater 
professional. Outside is landscaped and the system is 
sized to irrigate greater than 50% (3pts) OR 75% 
(4pts) of all landscape. No backup water required 
(5pts).

2.2.7 3 5 N NVA greywater system is used for irrigation purposes 
designed and installed by a certified/licensed greywater 
professional. Outside is landscaped and the system is 
sized to irrigate greater than 50% (3pts) OR 75% 
(4pts) of all landscape. No backup water system 
connection (5pts)connection (5pts).
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2.2.8 0 1 N NV

2.3 Storm Water Management

2.3.1 0 4 N NV

2 3 2 0 5 N NV

Exterior water shutoff valve is installed inside the 
house

Installed passive irrigation system to prevent lot run off

Installed landscape whereby no runoff occurs in a 1002.3.2 0 5 N NV

2.3.3 0 2 N NV

2.3.4 Permeable paving installed 0 2 N NV

2.3.5 3 5 N NV

Curb cuts, allowing water to run into the property and 
used as irrigation water

Installed landscape whereby no runoff occurs in a 100-
year event

A rain garden used for landscape irrigation that is 

2.3.6 3 5 N NV

g p g
design and installed by a certified/licensed 
professional. Outside is landscaped and the system is 
sized to irrigate greater than 50% (3pts) OR 75% 
(4pts) of all landscape. No backup water system 
connection (5pts).

Permanent retention ponds designed and installed by a 

2.3.7 4 4 N NV

certified/licensed professional. Outside is landscaped 
and the system is sized to irrigate greater than 50% 
(3pts) OR 75% (4pts) of all landscape. No backup 
water system connection (5pts).

Pumice wicks designed and installed by a 

2.3.8 0 2 N NVCanale channels, pumice wick or river rock beds to 
keep water on the property

certified/licensed professional. Outside is landscaped 
and the system is sized to irrigate greater than 50% 
(3pts) OR 75% (4pts) of all landscape. 

2.4 0 2 N NV

2.5 Storm Water Treatment

2.5.1 Permanent SWPPP BMPs 0 1 N NV

2.6 Outdoor Water Use Verification
2 6 1 Thi d t  t  dit f d b   tifi d d i  

Real time water use monitoring system installed FOR 
OUTDOOR

2.6.1 0 1 N NV

2.6.2 0.00% 0 4 N NV

Proposed
Points

Verified
Points

Third-party water audit performed by a certified design 
professional and installed system meets the third-party 
program's water saving criteria.

Points awarded are based on the % reduction: 25% 
(2pts), 50% (3pts), and 75% (4pts)

 Outdoor water use reduction

Section Sub-Total  21 64 0
… ...
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IPV3 Verification & Inspection Notes

3.1 Summary
WERScore  66.21 26 5

Verified
Points

NOT FINAL

Proposed
Points

3.2 Notes
Use Alt+Enter to start a new line

Signature Section
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