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CALIFORNIA BAY-DELTA PUBLIC ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
 

REVITALIZING CALFED 
 
 
Summary:  Staff from the California Bay-Delta Authority will provide an update on the 
activities called for in the Governor’s May Revision to the 2005-06 State Budget.  
Information will be provided on the overall process and timeline, independent review, 
refocusing and priority setting and financing and capital improvements. 
 
Recommended Action:  This is an information item only. 

 
Background 
 
On May 13 the Governor released his May Revision of the 2005-06 State Budget.  In 
the May Revision, the Governor laid out a three-point plan to “allow the CALFED 
Program to move forward and focus on addressing the highest priority issues 
associated the conflicts in the Delta” (Attachment 1).  The three points include: 
 
• Independent Review  
• Refocusing and Program Priorities 
• Financing 
 
Authority staff discussed the three-points, ways to accomplish them, and addressed 
questions from members of the Authority and the public at a July 14 workshop in 
Sacramento. A summary of questions and issues that Authority members and the public 
raised at the workshop and expect to be addressed through the process is attached 
(Attachments 2 and 3). 
 
Independent Review - Consistent with the recommendations of the California 
Performance Review, the Governor’s May Budget Revision calls for an independent 
program and fiscal review of the CALFED Program to ensure accountability, highlight 
accomplishments, determine program status, and guide adjustments to the Program.   
 
The intent is to account for where the Program is in implementing the Record of 
Decision and to significantly increase the Program’s effectiveness through Stage I and 
beyond.  The scope of this activity includes: 
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Task 1 - Fiscal Review.  This effort will document the funds spent in each 
Program area.  Funds to be reviewed include General Funds appropriated since 
the Record of Decision was adopted in August 2000, State bond funds directed to 
the CALFED Program (Propositions 204, 12, 13, and 50), Federal funds 
appropriated to the CALFED Program, including funds from the initial Federal 
authorization (pre-Record of Decision), and since the Record of Decision and local 
funds used to implement the CALFED Program since the Record of Decision, or 
those associated with grants from the State bond funds. 
 
Task 2 - Comprehensive Programmatic Review And Evaluation.  This 
evaluation will establish the current status of key projects, analyze the 
effectiveness with which funds have been invested to date to meet the CALFED 
Program objectives and priorities, document the authority for the decision-making 
process on project implementation, and reset timing and stakeholder expectations 
for projects that are significantly behind schedule. 
 
Task 3 - Organization And Program Management Review.  This effort will 
identify key strengths and weaknesses of the Program as it is currently set up.  
This review will evaluate and recommend specific process changes for 
implementing program activities, tracking progress and evaluating outcomes.   
 
Task 4 - Reviewing Program Governance.  This effort will examine the 
transparency of decisions related to setting Program priorities and implementation 
of  projects and investments, involve key stakeholders to get their ideas and align 
their expectations, and improve the existing functions, competencies, authorities 
and procedures among the CALFED Program. 
 

The Department of Finance's Office of State Audits and Program Review units will be 
responsible for Tasks 1 and 2.   An independent management consultant will be 
responsible for Task 3.  The Governor, in a June 22, 2005 letter to the Little Hoover 
Commission (Attachment 4), requested the Commission review the CALFED 
governance issue in Task 4. The Commission accepted that request at its June 23 
meeting, and its draft workplan is attached (Attachment 5). 
 
Each of these tasks is underway.  The Department of Finance is proposing to have 
completed its fiscal and program review by September 15.  The result of this effort will 
be made available as soon as it is public and will be discussed at the October Bay-Delta 
Public Advisory Committee (BDPAC) meeting.  It is expected that the independent 
consultant will have been selected and begun work by the August 10 BDPAC meeting.  
All tasks in the program management review are to be completed by November 15.  
The Little Hoover Commission’s first hearing is scheduled for August 25 and will focus 
on the history and purpose of CALFED and the California Bay-Delta Authority.  
Subsequent hearings will focus on governance and alternatives and alignment.  The 
Commission expects to complete its effort and adopt a final report at its November 17 
meeting. 
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Refocusing and Program Priorities – To address the second of the Governor’s three 
directives, the Authority is undertaking a two-part effort to refocus the CALFED Program 
and ensure that the highest priority actions are implemented.   
 
The first part of this refocusing effort will concentrate on near-term priorities, meaning 
those activities that are to take place over the next two years, through the end of 
Stage 1.  Near-term priorities will identify those actions that must be implemented prior 
to the end of Stage 1 and are likely to include actions related to through-Delta 
conveyance, Delta-related ecosystem restoration, and improvements in drinking water 
quality.  The prioritization of these activities will be explored in a stakeholder Refocusing 
Work Group.  This Work Group is proposed to develop the basis for the near-term 
priorities by late-September.  Near-term priorities will be based primarily on existing 
funding; however, high priority activities that are not presently funded will also be 
identified. 
 
The second part of the refocusing effort will concentrate on interim actions or those 
activities that are to take place after Stage 1 as part of a 10-Year Plan.  Because many 
of these activities are dependant on Stage 1 decisions, the later portion of the 10-Year 
Plan is expected to contain much less detail than the near-term portion.  To help 
develop the interim activities, staff intends to develop the scope of a "Delta Visioning" 
process – to be conducted during 2006 – that will develop various scenarios for the 
Delta and analyze the costs, benefits, and relative risks of these scenarios.  Staff will to 
develop this scope in consultation with the Lead Scientist and members of the 
Independent Science Board. 
 
At the August BDPAC meeting, staff will provide an update on the overall public process 
and begin to engage the BDPAC members in an advisory capacity for priority-setting. 
 
Financing – The finance component builds upon the priorities and actions identified in 
the refocusing effort.  In the near-term, available funding will be identified to support 
priority actions, and gaps in funding will be identified.  Identifying new funding for near-
term priority actions for programs such as Delta Improvement Actions, Ecosystem 
Restoration Program and Environmental Water Account will be a key part of the finance 
plan.   
 
At the August meeting Authority staff will provide an overview of the process and 
schedule for discussing program costs and benefits.  At this time it is expected that at 
the September, October and November Authority meetings, after the refocusing effort is 
further along, finance information (including costs and benefits) will be presented and 
discussed with the Authority and Bay-Delta Public Advisory Committee.   
 
Fiscal Information 
 
N/A 
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List of Attachments 
 
Attachment 1 – Governor’s May Revision for CALFED 
Attachment 2 – Questions and other commentary from 7/14 CBDA Workshop 
Attachment 3 – Correspondence (Written comments received at July 14 workshop) 
Attachment 4 – Governor’s June 22 Letter to the Little Hoover Commission 
Attachment 5 – Little Hoover Commission Draft Workplan 
Attachment 6 – Correspondence (July 20 Letter from California Urban Water Agencies) 
Attachment 7 – Correspondence (July 13 Letter from Butte Environmental Council et. al) 
 
Contact 
 
Wendy Halverson Martin (916) 445-4500 
Chief Deputy Director  
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CALFED Bay-Delta Program

Effective management of our water resources is essential to the future of California’s economy 
and environment. The recently released public review draft of the California Water Plan outlines a 
new vision for California’s water resources. The Water Plan recognizes our progress and provides 
a framework to build upon past accomplishments. It identifi es many important water management 
strategies throughout the state that must be developed, maintained, and fi nanced to meet the needs 
of Californians into the 21st century. The Secretary for Resources has been directed to work with 
the Secretaries for Food and Agriculture, Environmental Protection, and the Chair of the California 
Bay-Delta Authority to develop a long-term strategy for stable water resource investment funding. 
This long-term funding strategy will ensure that we continue to improve water supply reliability, 
protect water quality, and restore our ecosystems to support California’s needs. 

The CALFED Bay-Delta Program continues to play an important role in meeting California’s future 
water needs. CALFED must be a part of the long-term water resource investment strategy for 
the state. Consistent with the commitment in the Governor’s Budget, a three-point plan has been 
developed that will allow the CALFED Program to move forward and focus on addressing the highest 
priority issues associated with the confl icts in the Delta:

Independent Review — Consistent with the recommendations of the California Performance Review 
(CPR), the May Revision calls for an independent program and fi scal review of the CALFED Program to 
ensure accountability, highlight accomplishments, determine program status, and guide adjustments to 
the Program. The May Revision proposes to increase the Resources Agency budget by $300,000 for 
purposes of contracting to support this review.

Program Priorities — Re-focus the efforts of the California Bay-Delta Authority and the other CALFED 
state agencies on solving confl icts associated with Delta water supply, water quality, levee stability, 
and the environment. Program priorities will be reinforced in a ten-year action plan as described below.

Financing —The CALFED Program needs a credible budget for the coming year and it needs a clear 
plan for the next ten years. The Governor is calling for the development of a ten-year action plan, to be 
developed in coordination with stakeholders and our federal partners. This action plan must focus on 
solving the highest priority Delta issues, link future water user payments to specifi c program actions 

Resources and Energy
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Expenditures: Resources and Energy
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that improve water supply reliability, balance statewide actions with regional water management, and 
include funding from the state, federal, and local levels consistent with the benefi ciaries-pay principle. 
This plan will include payments from water users to the Ecosystem Restoration Program and other 
programs in proportion to the direct benefi ts derived. 

While the ten-year action plan is being developed, it is essential to have a credible budget for the 
coming year. This budget must refl ect contributions from water users. The May Revision requests an 
increase of up to $30 million in reimbursement authority in the budget of the Department of Fish and 
Game to accommodate user contributions which may be necessary to further the recovery of at-risk 
native fi sh. 

The federal government is California’s partner in the implementation of the CALFED Program. Working 
with the California Bay-Delta Authority, the Governor plans to request an additional $40 million in the 
federal fi scal year 2006 federal budget for the CALFED Program, for a total request of $100 million. 

A major benefi t of the CALFED Program has been a reduction in confl ict and an increase in certainty 
regarding program implementation and balance. Over the next two years, water user and federal 
contributions to support the Program will be focused on actions that support the existing Conservation 
Agreement as described in the CALFED Record of Decision.

Related Activities — CALFED programs must be further integrated into our resource management 
efforts. To further this integration, the Governor is directing the CALFED implementing agencies to 
work diligently on related efforts such as:

■ Implementation of the Lower Yuba River Accord to improve environmental conditions for native 
fi sh species and provide the fi rst long-term Environmental Water Account asset as directed in 
Proposition 50. 

■ Negotiation of partnerships south of the Delta, including development of long-term EWA assets, 
in order to produce integrated improvements for water supply reliability, water quality, and 
ecosystem health. 

■ Legacy investment of bond funds to ensure continuing measurable benefi ts for, and recovery 
of, at-risk native fi sh species, and creative assistance for regions as they implement integrated 
regional water management. 

Frontier Transmission Line Project

The May Revision proposes an increase of $2.5 million Energy Resources Programs Account for 
California’s participation in the Frontier Transmission Line Project.

In April 2005, the governors of California, Nevada, Utah, and Wyoming signed an agreement to 
create a four-state partnership to develop a transmission line originating in Wyoming with terminal 
connections in the other three states. The agreement specifi ed that each state would contribute initial 
funding to support the Coordinating Committee and hire the necessary technical and legal consultants 
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Questions and other commentary from 7/14 CBDA Workshop 
(As recorded on flipcharts) 

 
 
The following questions and comments were posed by members of the Authority, the Bay-Delta 
Public Advisory Committee, agency representatives and the public during the workshop. These 

comments and questions – and others that will arise over the next four months – will be 
considered by the appropriate agencies and officials during the process to review, revitalize and 

refocus the CALFED Bay-Delta Program. 
 
 
PROCESS & SCHEDULE 
 

• What is the role of the agencies in this process? 
• Will the information generated from this process flow to the Governor’s Office?  What is 

the Governor’s role? 
• What is the role for the Legislature in order to support this process? 
• What was the CALFED process to continue following the ROD, before the current 

information on the Delta was known? 
• What is CALFED’s commitment to Environmental Justice?  It appears to be “left out”? 
• What is meant by the phrase that one of the roles of the BDPAC is to “serve as public 

testing ground for proposals”? 
• Can both the BDPAC and the AUTHORITY make / initiate proposals as well as review 

them? 
• How and when will short term implementation decisions occur? 
• What is meant by the term “redefining” the commitment to BALANCE? 

 
INDEPENDENT REVIEW 
 

• When will the Department of Finances (DOF)’s fiscal review document be released?  
Will there be an advance copy? 

• When will DOF’s program review be ready? 
• Is DOF acting in this process as an agent of the Governor’s office or as a representative 

of all the stakeholders in California? 
• Are adequate resources available in order to effectively perform the review (DOF)? 
• Will the review look at pre-Record of Decision (ROD) grants? Will the review look at 

previous and current bond audits? 
• Is DOF available to talk with caucus groups? Will DOF accept written comments? 
• Where does the question of BALANCE fit in both the Little Hoover Commission’s (LHC’s) 

and DOF’s processes?  Will each process respectively look at the question of achieving 
BALANCE? 

• Will DOF’s review be retrospective or prospective? 
• DOF’s review will be “helpful” and critical to the question of “beneficiary pays” and the 

overall Finance Plan 
• DOF needs to review the Finance Options Report (a 30 year look) in their review 

process.  DOF should analyze whether the report was sufficient 
• Where is the opportunity for feedback and public review in the DOF process?  It is 

evident in the LHC process, but not in DOF’s 
• Do LHC and DOF have the respective expertise to review BALANCE issues? 
• Will LHC make any recommendations that could affect the Federal Government in this 

process?
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• What are the criteria for selecting the independent consultant(s)? 
• Who will make the final selection of the consultant(s)? 
• Will any BDPAC and/or AUTHORITY members be involved in the consultant selection 

process? 
 
REFOCUSING & PRIORITY-SETTING 
 

• What are the preferred processes to recommend ways to finance the State portion of the 
necessary CALFED activities and to recommend the same to the Governor? 

• This must be a “new” process – not the same as last years! 
• A consensus recommendation on budget issues is the “best” way to inform the Governor 
• How does the department of Water Resources (DWR)’s parallel funding proposal, if at 

all, fit with CALFED’s process? 
• Where does the concept of “beneficiary pays” fit in to this? 
• How does / should the AUTHORITY deal “specifically” with the issues surrounding the 

Finance Plan? 
• Where do the benefits of the CALFED program accrue “program element-by-program 

element”?  They are not shared equally! 
• Currently are there any “better” ways of determining who are the beneficiaries of the 

Environmental Water Account (EWA) and the Ecosystem Restoration Program (ERP)? 
• All of the review activities need to be very focused and specific regarding financing 

issues, especially because of the tight time constraints.  Is it possible to add some 
additional workshops to the current schedule in October and November? 

• What is the “value-added” by the proposed additional stakeholder meetings outside of 
the scheduled BDPAC and AUTHORITY meetings? 

•  “Waiting until the May Revise (to propose changes) will not work”  
• Some parts of the refocusing and overall review effort can move more quickly than 

others.  Progress must be shown before the January budget!  There is a compelling 
need to show progress re: “beneficiary pays” sooner rather than later! 

• Who will be responsible for identifying items in the essential CALFED documents that 
may be viewed as “flawed assumptions”? 

• The recently released report from the Inspector General’s Office at Department of 
Commerce is very important for the AUTHORITY to consider.  It says that the State 
Water Project Operations Criteria and Plan Biological Assessment (OCAP) has not yet 
received sufficient scientific analysis.  CALFED is the ideal place for the correct scientific 
analysis to take place.  This is a good “opportunity” for CALFED 

• Suggestion: Form a finance subcommittee of the BDPAC and AUTHORITY 
• Remember the “original premise” of CALFED and don’t forget to revisit and consider it in 

this process – CALFED was formed around the concept of “solution areas” and “problem 
areas” 

 
FINANCING & CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 
 

• Subcommittees tend to get too focused on their own narrow issues – “in their own silos”.  
They need to be a part of broader discussions with all stakeholders 

• How can BDPAC & AUTHORITY members effectively engage in financing issues? 
• Reminder: Consider environmental and urban water groups earlier work document 

regarding the Finance Plan.  Avoid duplicating last year’s process on the Finance Plan 
• Metropolitan Water District (MWD) is “encouraged” by this new CALFED process.   
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• How will CALFED “reconcile competing views” regarding “beneficiary pays” 
• Specifically what does AUTHORITY and staff intend to do about arriving at a cost figure 

and apportionment to include in the Governor’s budget re: “beneficiary pays”?  The 
previous process was “not open enough” 

• How will the financing proposal be developed?  Will there be “open & public” meetings 
on “beneficiary pays” and related topics? 

• An integrated regional planning approach will help achieve better outcomes re: financing 
issues.  A regional integrated solutions approach works best 

• The best place to deal with “beneficiary pays” issues is with the respective Boards of 
Directors of the water agencies that are being asked to pay 

• Who is asking water agencies to pay? 
• What does the term “beneficiary pays” really mean anymore?  It has been over-used.  

People should also be asked to pay for “indirect” benefits and “impacts” as well as direct 
benefits.  More specificity with terminology and meaning is needed in this discussion 

• The University of the Pacific (UOP) process – some parts worked well, some did not.  
UOP helped the agencies to develop a process which addresses some of the “hot 
button” topics that had not been effectively addressed in the past by the agencies 

• The role and impact of “existing operations” must be considered in the overall review of 
CALFED activities.  “Financing through dollars” should  not be the only option CALFED 
considers in this process 

• “Present pumping  may be the cause of the problems in the Delta” 
• Salmon are thriving, in part, due to good CALFED investments 
• Having an attitude of “misguided optimism” is good and will be helpful to the Director in 

this process 
• The financing issues need leadership from the Executive and Legislative branches. They 

need to engage in this process early and often 
• The Resources Agencies should consider interim actions, even in the face of 

uncertainty, that may minimize risks 
• ERP, through good investments, has made some strides in improving upstream Salmon 

runs in some stream, but not all.  However, this does not necessarily correlate with the 
improved salmon numbers in the Delta.  More work needs  to be done 

• Key solutions are to be found outside the Delta.  Regional and statewide solutions will 
address this.  But there must be a “feedback loop” to the Delta issues 

• There is ample concern  amongst stakeholders about future funding for programs like 
Watersheds which may no longer be a part of CALFED 

• How will CALFED engage legislators who are more interested in government financing 
(i.e. - the broader issues) than CALFED itself, yet are still needed to support the 
CALFED review process and Finance Plan? 

• Is the “Water Resources Investment Fund “to be a replacement for “beneficiary pays”? 
• This  process needs to be mindful of any and all requests and concerns expressed by 

the Legislature 
• Community members tend to “tune out” with too much internal jargon, acronyms, and 

technical terms. Environmental justice is not about special treatment, but rather equal 
treatment, equity and democratic processes.  The process as described today is good 
because it appears to be open and inclusive 

 
 
 
 

Recorded by: Ken McGhee 
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Written Comments received at the July 14 Authority workshop: 
 
 
1. Please consider the following: 

1) CALFED’s ROD south-of-the-Delta exports are the likely cause of the 
Delta crash in both the food web and pelagic species. 

2) The recent proposal by DWR to break the South Delta project into pieces 
is illegal piece-mealing under both CEQA and NEPA. 

3) The revitalizing process for CALFED is nothing but window dressing and 
Mr. Grindstaff indicated that before the process he has made up his mind 
to continue the failed CALFED Program in violation of CEQA and NEPA. 

4) CALFED has become Gov. Schwarzenegger’s process. Is CALFED and 
its balanced approach to the Delta going to be his “electric deregulation” in 
the next election? 

 
 Michael Jackson 
 California Sportfishing Protection Alliance (CSPA) 
 Box 207 
 Quincy, CA 95971 
 
 
 
2. The ROD uses “stakeholders.”  CBDA staff uses “stakeholder” to mean water 

users, and “enviros” to identify others. When will we all become “stakeholders”? 
 

For winter-run Chinook salmon, the population increase is from “jacks and grilse” 
(2-year-old fish) that are non-reproductive. Can you explain how this is good or 
evidence of success? 

 
 Dan Odenweller 
 DeltaKeeper 
 Danodenweller@compuserve.com 
 2643 Tamarisk Ave., 
 Stockton, CA 95207-1344 
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CALFED/ Bay-Delta Authority Governance Review 
Draft Work Plan (July 14, 2005) 

 
Governor’s request 

“I would like to ask the Commission to undertake an examination of governance issues 
related to the CALFED Bay-Delta program and the proper role of the California Bay-
Delta Authority and to prepare a report of findings and recommendations to improve 
the performance, and ultimately the public trust, in this essential program.” 
 
Goal 

Informed by detailed research and guided by a public process, the Commission will 
produce an independent and comprehensive assessment of how the CALFED program 
is governed and practical recommendations for improving governance of the program 
and the role of the Bay-Delta Authority. 
 
Study Scope  

The Commission will systematically explore the elements of governance:  Vision and 
mission, authority, organizational structure, procedures, resources and accountability.  
The Commission will assess how well these elements are aligned in policy and in 
practice.  The Commission will explore how the current governance structure might be 
modified to improve the performance of the CALFED Program.  The Commission also 
will compare the governance of CALFED with other models to identify other means of 
effecting multipurpose and multi-agency actions. 
 
Methodology 

The Commission will explore these issues through interviews with stakeholders, 
consultation with experts and other research.  The issues will be discussed publicly, 
drawing on the experience, expertise and ideas of the Bay-Delta Authority and its 
advisory committee.  The Commission’s evolving understanding of these issues will be 
distilled and posted for public comment.  Based on that analysis, the Commission will 
submit findings and recommendations to the Governor and the Legislature.   
 
Elements of Governance:  Potential issues to explore  

Vision and Mission 
1. What is the CALFED Program expected to accomplish? 
2. How are BDA and the other CALFED implementing entities expected to 

accomplish that vision? 
3. Is there agreement on BDA’s purpose and its dual roles as an implementing 

agency and as an oversight agency?   
4. Is there agreement on how BDA should pursue the goals of the CALFED 

Program?   
5. Has the mission changed?  Can the mission be adapted to new challenges, and 

does it need to change to reflect the public interest? 
 
Authority 
1. What are the BDA’s legal authorities and how has it used them? 
2. What outside authorities can the BDA influence and how does it influence 

them? 
3. What key decisions and other legal authorities influence the CALFED Program 

that BDA does not control or influence? 
4. Are there limitations to the BDA’s authority that prevents it from achieving its 

purpose?  
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Organizational structure (including decision-makers) 
1. What are the functions and activities of the BDA and how are they organized? 
2. What are the roles and responsibilities of the BDA board and the BDA staff, and how do 

they relate to the roles and responsibilities of the member entities? 
3. What considerations (and compromises) drove the current organizational structure? 
4. How does the BDA’s organizational structure compare to other multi-agency entities 

and could any of those mechanisms be used to improve the performance of CALFED?  
 

Procedures 
1. How are decisions made and by whom?  How does BDA operate to achieve the goals of 

the CALFED program? 
2. How is information – and scientific information, in particular – used in making 

decisions? 
3. How are decisions implemented and are the appropriate processes used to manage and 

administer CALFED programs?  
4. What can be learned from other intergovernmental venues to improve decision-making? 

 
Resources 
1. What resources are controlled by BDA and are they adequate to accomplish its tasks? 
2. What resources are influenced (and to what extent) by BDA? 
3. What resources does BDA not control or influence that affect the program’s outcomes? 

 
Accountability 
1. How is the performance of the BDA and the CALFED program measured? 
2. How are performance measures used to influence future decisions and the management 

of CALFED programs? 
3. What are the responses and consequences of inadequate performance?  

 
Public Process 

Through a combination of publicly posted written documents and public discussions, the 
Commission will provide an evolving understanding of governance-related issues and 
opportunities for improving governance. 
 
1. Written responses to Commission questions.  The Commission will invite individuals, 

organizations and agencies to respond – publicly and in writing – to questions probing 
CALFED governance.  The intention is to develop an accurate understanding and to assess 
where there is agreement and disagreement. 

 
2. Workshop discussions.  To further explore issues defined through the Commission’s 

research and the written submittals, workshops will be scheduled to allow interested 
parties to provide public comment. 

 
3. Written analysis of issues.  The Commission will post its evolving understanding of the 

fundamental issues and invite responses to that analysis. 
 
4. Public hearings.  The Commission will conduct at least three public hearings. 

! August 25:  Background and current concerns.  The hearing will focus on the 
overall concerns about the state of progress, including the analysis that is underway 
to assess performance and the concerns that have been raised about governance. 

! September 22:  Governance critiqued. How well has the governance system 
worked?  What elements have worked well and which have not?  What does 
“governance” need to accomplish?   

! October 27:  Alternatives and Alignment.  What elements of BDA’s governance 
should change to improve performance? How can interagency efforts best be 
managed? Which decision-making models should BDA rely upon? 

 
5. Decision.  The Commission will meet on November 17 to adopt final recommendations. 
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