CALIFORNIA LAW REVISION COMMISSION STAFF MEMORANDUM

Study R-100 October 4, 2012

Memorandum 2012-41

Fish and Game Law (Background)

In 2010, the California legislature passed Assembly Bill 2376 (Huffman) (2010
Cal. Stat. ch. 424), requiring the Secretary of the Natural Resources Agency to
convene a committee to develop and submit a “strategic vision” for the Fish and
Game Commission (hereafter “FGC") and the Department of Fish and Game
(hereafter “DFG”). The strategic vision report was to be submitted to the
Governor and the Legislature by July 1, 2012. The Strategic Vision was required
to address, among other things, improving and enhancing the capacity and
effectiveness of FGC and DFG in fulfilling their public trust responsibilities for
protecting and managing the state’s fish and wildlife resources.

One of the recommendations made in that process was that the Fish and
Game Code be reviewed and cleaned up. It was suggested that the Law Revision
Commission might assist with that effort. California Fish & Wildlife Strategic
Vision, Recommendations for Enhancing the State’s Fish and Wildlife Management
Agencies, A13 (April 2012) [hereafter Strategic Vision].

That suggestion prompted a request from Senator Fran Pavley and Assembly
Member Jared Huffman (the chairs of the Senate Natural Resources and Water
Committee and the Assembly Water, Parks, and Wildlife Committee) that the
Commission conduct a comprehensive review of the Fish and Game Code. See
Memorandum 2012-5, pp. 22-23.

The Commission indicated its willingness to conduct such a study, but noted
that it lacked the authority to do so. It decided to request the necessary authority
in the next legislative resolution of Commission authority. See Minutes (Feb.
2012), p. 4. That authority was granted by ACR 98 (Wagner) (2012 Cal. Stat. res.
ch. 108), which provided in relevant part:

[The] Legislature approves for study by the California Law
Revision Commission the new topic listed below:

Whether the Fish and Game Code and related statutory law
should be revised to improve its organization, clarify its meaning,
resolve inconsistencies, eliminate unnecessary or obsolete
provisions, standardize terminology, clarify program authority and



funding sources, and make other minor improvements, without
making any significant substantive change to the effect of the law[.]

The goal of this memorandum is to provide general background for the
Commission’s study of the Fish and Game Code. It will describe:

(1) The organization and function of FGC and DFG.
(2) The strategic vision process and findings.

(3) The potential scope and character of the Law Revision
Commission’s work in this study.

The following materials are attached as an Exhibit to this memorandum:

Exhibit p.
e Fish and Game Code Table of Contents.....coveveiennnrinenenens 1
* California Fish & Wildlife Strategic Vision, Recommendations for
Enhancing the State’s Fish and Wildlife Management Agencies
(APril2012) wvii ittt ittt ittt it intieenenenenennns 5

Except as otherwise indicated, all statutory references in this memorandum
are to the Fish and Game Code.

ORGANIZATION AND FUNCTION OF THE FisH AND GAME COMMISSION
AND THE DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

Historical Overview

The Fish and Game Commission was created by the California Constitution
in 1870. Cal. Const. art. 4, § 20.

Initially, the Commission was called the Board of Fish Commissioners. In
1878 its authority was expanded to include game as well as fish. Outdoor
California, Department of Fish and Game celebrates 130 years of serving California
(Nov. - Dec. 1999) available at http:/ /www.dfg.ca.gov/publications / history.html.
The Board of Fish Commissioners was the first wildlife conservation agency in
the country, and engaged in fish conservation activities such as importation of
fish species and appointing wardens to patrol fish resources. Id. At around the
turn of the century, the FGC was given its current name, and was granted greater
authority by the legislature. Id.

The state was for a time divided into districts, with each Commissioner
responsible for the management of one district. Id. In 1926, the FGC decided that
it should discontinue the separate management of each district, instead working
as a single body with authority to set general statewide policies. Id.
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In 1927, a new entity was created within the Department of Natural
Resources — the Division of Fish and Game. That entity took over the
management duties of the FGC, subject to FGC policy oversight. Id.

In 1933, a separate Fish and Game Code was created by the legislature,
drawing most of its provisions from the Penal Code. Id.

A constitutional amendment in 1945 gave FGC responsibility for regulating
sport fishing and hunting. Id.

In 1951, the Division was given its current name, the Department of Fish and
Game, as part of a Reorganization Act. Id. The following year DFG's
organizational structure was revamped, creating five regional offices. Id.

While DFG has always been a hunting and fishing agency, its purview has
expanded over the years to incorporate some conservation and biodiversity

programs. Id.

Fish and Game Commission

The FGC is part of the Natural Resources Agency. Section 101. It is comprised
of five members, who are appointed by the Governor, with the consent of the
Senate. Cal. Const. art. 4, § 20(b). Commissioners serve for staggered six-year
terms. Id. There are currently no statutory qualifications for appointment to FGC.
However, recently enacted legislation “encourages” the Governor and the Senate
Committee on Rules to consider specified criteria when appointing members to
the FGC or confirming those appointments. See Section 101.5(b); 2012 Cal. Stat.
ch. 592, § 1. The bill also requires the adoption of a code of conduct for FGC
members. See Section 107; 2012 Cal. Stat. ch. 592, § 4.

Commissioners do not receive a salary (beyond per diem and expenses for
attending meetings). Section 103(a). They are supported by a staff of eight.
Department of Fish and Game, Budget Fact Book 11 (2012). In 2012-13, FGC'’s
annual budget is $1,414,000. Id.

The FGC must hold no fewer than ten regular meetings per calendar year,
and meeting locations are to be accessible to the public. Section 206.

The FGC has been delegated authority to regulate the taking or possession of
birds, mammals, fish, amphibians, and reptiles to the extent and in the manner
prescribed in the Fish and Game Code. Section 200. The FGC shall do so by
adopting administrative regulations. Section 202. In some emergency situations,

FGC regulations can supersede the statutory provisions of the Fish and Game



Code. See Section 219. However, the regulatory authority conferred by Section
200 is also subject to some specific statutory limitations. See, e.g., Section 204.

The FGC must also formulate general policies for the conduct of the DFG.
Section 703(a).

In addition, the new legislation discussed above now requires FGC to adopt
regulations governing its own “business practices and processes,” by July 1,
2013. See Section 108; 2012 Cal. Stat. ch. 592, § 5.

Department of Fish and Game

The fish and wildlife resources of California are held in trust for the people of
the state by and through the DFG. Section 711.7(a).

The DFG is part of the Natural Resources Agency. It is headed by a director
who is appointed by the Governor. Sections 700, 701.

In general, the Fish and Game Code is to be administered and enforced
through regulations adopted by the DFG. Section 702. However, DFG may not
adopt regulations where the code requires FGC to do so (or otherwise limits
DFG’s rulemaking power). Id.

The director of DFG shall be guided by the policies formulated by the FGC,
and shall be responsible to the FGC for the administration of DFG in accordance
with those policies. Section 703(a).

At this time, DFG employs 2,849 staff members in various programs and
administrative positions, and has a budget of $436,010,000 (this includes the staff
and budget of FGC as a separate line item). Department of Fish and Game,
Budget Fact Book 11 (2012).

Overall Structure of Fish and Game Code

As the attached chapter-level table of contents indicates, the Fish and Game
Code is primarily concerned with regulating hunting and fishing (including both
sport and commercial fishing), but also includes some provisions on species and
habitat protection. See Exhibit p. 1.

Based on an initial and cursory analysis, it appears that the content of the Fish

and Game Code can be broken down into four main subject areas:

* Organization, Powers, and Responsibilities of FGC and DFG
e Taking of Fish and Game Species

e Wildlife and Habitat Conservation and Protection

e State-Tribal Agreements



Each of those topics is summarized briefly below.

Organization, Powers, and Duties of FGC and DFG

A number of provisions govern the existence, organization, powers, duties,
and funding of the FGC and DFG. These provisions include rules governing the
enforcement of the requirements of the Fish and Game Code and sanctions for

violations of those requirements.

Taking of Fish and Game
The FGC and DFG were originally created to oversee the take of fish and

game species, and to ensure that stocks were sufficient to allow for continuing
take. Numerous provisions of the Fish and Game Code specifically address those
general responsibilities, by regulating the take, possession, importation,
transportation, and sheltering of various types of plants, animals, and fish, both
live and dead. Most of those provisions apply to fishers and hunters, both
commercial and recreational, and describe what types of activities are
permissible or impermissible. The code also regulates specific methods of take,
including nets, traps, fishing lines, and other appliances.

Wildlife and Habitat Conservation and Protection

The Fish and Game Code also addresses habitat enhancement, conservation
of natural areas, and fisheries restoration. These provisions address fish, birds,
and mammals separately, and are further subdivided to address particular types
of animals. The code also addresses refuges and reserves for various fish and
animal species. These provisions demonstrate the evolving mission of the FGC
and DFG, beyond just regulating hunting and fishing.

State-Tribal Agreements

Finally, the code provides for state-tribal agreements regarding “Indian
fishing” generally, and “Indian fishing on the Klamath River” in particular.

THE STRATEGIC VISION PROJECT

History of Prior Initiatives

There have been numerous prior initiatives to improve the organization,
priorities, resources, and effectiveness of FGC and DFG. The background
information for the strategic vision report summarizes 15 such efforts, dating



back to 1958. See California Fish and Wildlife Strategic Vision Project, Background
Information to Accompany the California Fish and Wildlife Strategic Vision, 11, 43-54
(April 23, 2012) (hereafter Background Information).

The latest “strategic visioning” process required by AB 2376 is intended to
take all of the prior studies into consideration, along with any new issues that

have been identified since. See Assembly Committee on Appropriations Analysis
of AB 2376 (April 28, 2010), p. 2.

AB 2376 (Huffman)

Assembly Bill 2376 (Huffman) required the Natural Resources Agency to
convene a cabinet-level committee to develop a California Fish and Wildlife
Strategic Vision for FGC and DFG, to be submitted to the Governor and the
Legislature. The Strategic Vision was to address improving and enhancing the
capacity and effectiveness of FGC and DFG in fulfilling their public trust
responsibilities for protecting and managing the state’s fish and wildlife. Specific
issues to be addressed in the Strategic Vision include all of the following;:

(1) Improving and enhancing capacity of the department and
the commission to fulfill their public trust responsibilities to protect
and manage the state’s fish and wildlife for their ecological values
and for the use and benefit of the people of the state.

(2) Comprehensive  biodiversity = management, including
conservation planning and monitoring.

(3) Sustainable ecosystem functions, including terrestrial,
freshwater, and marine habitat.

(4) Opportunities for sustainable recreational and commercial
harvest of fish and wildlife.

(5) Permitting, regulatory, and enforcement functions.

(6) Science capacity and academic relationships, including
strategies to protect and enhance the independence and integrity of
the science that forms the basis for department and commission
policies and decisions.

(7) Education, communication, and relations with the public,
landowners, nonprofit entities, and land management agencies.

(8) Reforms necessary to take on the challenges of the 21st
century, including, but not necessarily limited to:

(A) Climate change and adaptation.

(B) Meeting California’s future renewable energy needs while
protecting sensitive habitat.

(C) The restoration of the state’s native fish species.

(D) Implementing and updating the state’s Wildlife Action Plan.

(9) The development and deployment of technology to meet the
department’s mission, including data modeling, collection, and
online reporting.



(10) Budget and fiscal development, accounting, and
management.

(11) Coordination among state agencies.

(12) Recommendations for institutional or governance changes,
including clarification of the roles of the commission and the
department.

(13) Strategies for identifying stable funding options to fulfill
the mission of the department while reducing dependency on the
General Fund.

(14) Other recommendations deemed desirable by the
committee.

Gov’t Code § 12805.3(c).

Participants

The legislation that created the Strategic Vision process also specified the
participants that were to be involved in the Project. As discussed below, the
participants were organized into three groups: the Executive Committee, Blue
Ribbon Citizens Commission, and Stakeholder Advisory Group.

Executive Committee

The Secretary of the Natural Resources Agency was required to convene an
“Executive Committee” comprised of the following members: the Secretary of
the Natural Resources Agency, the Director of Fish and Game, the president of
the Fish and Game Commission, the chair of the State Energy Resources
Conservation and Development Commission, a representative of the University
of California, and representatives of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service
and the National Marine Fisheries Service (if they chose to participate). Gov’t
Code § 12805.3(a).

The role of the Executive Committee was to develop the strategic vision for
the FGC and DFG, incorporating the various requirements laid out in the statute
and working with the Blue Ribbon Citizens Commission and Stakeholder
Advisory Group.

Blue Ribbon Citizens Commission

The Governor or the executive committee was required to appoint a “Blue
Ribbon Citizens Commission” (hereafter “BRCC”) to assist in the strategic
visioning process. Gov’t Code § 12805.3(g).

The BRCC was comprised of:



e Carol Baker (former Senior Policy Consultant/Deputy Budget
Director, State Assembly Speaker’s Office)

e Professor Richard Frank (Director of the California Environmental
Law and Policy Center at UC Davis School of Law)

e David M. Graber (Chief Scientist, Pacific West Region, National
Park Service)

e Dennis Hollingsworth (former State Senator and Assembly
Member)

e Skyli McAfee (Executive Director, California Ocean Science Trust)
e Pedro Nava (former State Assembly Member)
* Mary Salas (former State Assembly Member)

California Fish & Wildlife Strategic Vision, Blue Ribbon Citizens Commission Members,
(Sept. 7, 2012), available at http:/ / www.vision.ca.gov/ citizen_commission.html.
The BRCC worked independently as well as directly with the Stakeholder
Advisory Group to develop findings and recommendations for the strategic
vision. Background Information, at 3. The BRCC reviewed and provided input on
draft work products from the Stakeholder Advisory Group and assisted the
Executive Committee to achieve the various stages of document development

and public meeting milestones. Id.

Stakeholder Advisory Group

The strategic visioning statute also requires the Governor or the committee to
appoint a stakeholder advisory group (hereafter “SAG”), which was to be
broadly constructed to represent a diverse range of interests affected by state
policies that govern fish and wildlife. Gov’t Code § 12805.3(g). This group was to
include persons representing fishing and hunting interests, nonprofit
conservation organizations, nonconsumptive recreational users, landowners,
scientific and educational interest, and other interests or entities dedicated to
habitat conservation and protection of public trust resources. Id. To form the
SAG, interested parties were asked to submit an application designed to capture
desired characteristics for the overall group and for individuals. See Background
Information at 4.

The SAG worked directly with the BRCC to provide advice, support, and
recommendations to the Committee for the strategic vision. Id. at 5. SAG
members considered and identified issues and problems concerning the subject
areas, and offered potential recommendations about how these issues and

problems could be addressed. Id.



PRODUCTS OF STRATEGIC VISION PROJECT

A final draft of the Strategic Vision was approved in April 2012. See Exhibit p.
5. In addition, the strategic visioning process produced two related reports:
California Fish and Wildlife Strategic Vision: Barriers to Implementation Report (April
20, 2012) (hereafter “Barriers to Implementation”) and Background Information to
Accompany the California Fish and Wildlife Strategic Vision (April 23, 2012). All of

those documents are available at http:/ /www.vision.ca.gov.

Strategic Vision: Recommendations for Enhancing the State’s Fish and
Wildlife Management Agencies

The Strategic Vision report addresses four broad subjects:

(1) Core values.

(2) Foundational strategies.

(3) Overarching goals and objectives.
)

(4) Recommendations for helping achieve the goals and objectives.

Strategic Vision at 3.

The “core values” identified in the report include stewardship, integrity,
excellence, teamwork and partnerships, and innovation. Id. at 9. These values
were selected to provide an anchor or reference point for all things that happen
within the organizations. Id.

The “foundational strategies” suggest that FGC and DFG should:

(1) Engage in clear and compelling communication, education, and
outreach, both internally and externally.

(2) Be committed to formal and informal partnership and
collaboration.

(3) Use “ecosystem-based” management informed by credible science.
(4) Engage in broadly-informed and transparent decision-making.
(5) Engage in effective integrated resource management.

Id. at 11.

The “overarching goals” identified in the Strategic Vision include building
strong relationships with other agencies and the public, delivering high quality
programs that are valued by the public, and maintaining effective and efficient
operations. Id. at 13, 15.

The remainder of the Strategic Vision report consists of numerous specific
recommendations, which are grouped by reference to the goals and objectives to
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which they relate. Id. at 17-24. The document’s appendices explain in greater
detail how these goals and objectives might be achieved. Id. at A1-A24. The
Strategic Vision also identifies further recommendations that were made by the
BRCC and SAG, but were not ultimately approved by the executive committee.
Id. at B1-B5.

Barriers to Implementation Report

The purpose of the Barriers to Implementation report was to identify past
barriers to implementing changes and determine whether such barriers have
been experienced by other, similar organizations. Interviews were conducted
with nineteen key former and current state officials, and twenty-two individuals
contributed to a supplementary online survey. The goal of these interviews and
surveys was to provide insight into how effective FGC and DFG have been in the
past in implementing recommendations for improvement, and to identify
barriers that have constrained or prohibited implementation of such
recommendations in the past. Common themes identified in that report included:

(1) Expanded DFG Mission. The expanded role of DFG has led to an
expansion of its constituencies (from fishers and hunters to also
include conservationists). DFG has not evolved quickly enough to
meet the expectations of its expanded constituencies, leading to
mistrust of both FGC and DFG.

(2) Political Landscape. The DFG is not a priority in state
government and has little political power to advance its own
agenda.

(3) DFG Leadership. There is a lack of personnel consistency and a
high turnover rate of directors, making it difficult to address
long-term issues. This results in a narrow focus on short-term
problems. There is also a perception of diffuse authority, and
policies are not consistently implemented across regions.
Furthermore, there is at least the perception that DFG does not
work well with other agencies.

(4) Priorities. DFG must deal with legislative mandates, judicial
directives, and other mission-critical discretionary issues.
However, it is constrained by its limited budget as well as its
competing constituencies, which make it difficult to set policy.

(5) Funding. The duties imposed on DFG in the Fish and Game Code
exceed its resources. Legislative mandates and programs are
created without providing funding, and the budget structure of
DFG is complicated by diffuse funding sources and dedicated
funds.
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(6) Organizational Issues. Barriers to implementation may also
involve organizational issues such as a conservative agency
culture, a burdensome permitting process, inadequate law
enforcement, inadequate staff training, and the outsourcing of
scientific research.

(7) Fish and Game Commission. The FGC is comprised of part-time
Commissioners, who are not required to have any particular
specialties. FGC relies on DFG to provide research and analysis.
Furthermore, FGC has limited authority over DFG and some of
FGC'’s policies are contrary to state law. Finally, there is a lack of
communication between FGC and DFG.

(8) Legislative Relationships. Presently, DFG does not have a strong
relationship with the Legislature. There is no direct contact
between Legislators and DFG staff, and there is no single, large
stakeholder to lobby on behalf of DFG. Furthermore, some
believe that DFG exaggerates its funding needs, leading to
mistrust between DFG and the Legislature.

(9) Communication and Stakeholder Public Relations. Some have
the perception that DFG is not an effective communicator, both
internally and externally, and that it generally suffers from a
negative image.

(10) Reorganization. Previous attempts at reorganization have
addressed the symptoms of these issues, but rarely the
underlying problems.

Barriers to Implementation at 7-15.

Background Information

As one might expect, the Background Information report provides background
support for the findings and recommendations in the Strategic Vision report. For
example, it includes a summary of the strategic visioning process, a summary of
the public comments received during the strategic visioning process, and
summaries of selected historical documents from prior agency performance

review processes.

CALIFORNIA LAW REVISION COMMISSION INVOLVEMENT

The following recommendation, which was made in the Strategic Vision
report, was the impetus for the Commission’s study:

Statutes and Regulations Recommendation #1: Review the
California Fish and Game Code and Title 14 of the California
Code of Regulations to identify and make recommendations to:
(1) resolve inconsistencies; (2) eliminate redundancies; (3)
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eliminate unused and outdated code sections; (4) consolidate
sections creating parallel systems and processes; and (5)
restructure codes to group similar statutes and regulations.

Description: The California Fish and Game Code and Title 14 of
the California Code of Regulations both need to be reviewed to
reduce redundancy and improve consistency and clarity. The
director of DFG should create a work group to review the
DFG/F&GC portions of Title 14 of the California Code of
Regulations and the California Fish and Game Code.

At the outset of this process and periodically throughout, the
work group would meet with stakeholders to ascertain their
opinions and suggestions for “clean-up” of the Fish and Game
Code and Title 14 pursuant to this recommendation amending,
repealing, consolidating, and simplifying the codes. The work
group would also consult, where appropriate, with representatives
of state and federal agencies with parallel or overlapping
jurisdiction. The work group would work with the California Law
Revision Commission (CLRC) to inform its efforts and determine
the best approach to clean-up the Fish and Game Code pursuant to
this recommendation.

Finally this recommendation only addresses review of existing
code and regulations. Because this recommendation is limited to
clean-up of the code and regulations, and does not address the
prioritization, consolidation or elimination of mandates, whether
funded, underfunded, or unfunded, it may be necessary to create a
future complementary process to address the tougher issues of
substantively reforming the codes and regulations.

Implementation steps include:

e Make legislative request to the California Law Revision
Commission to review and recommend, in cooperation
with the work group, “clean-up” of the Fish and Game
Code.

e Establish a work group made up of DFG staff, which will
work with stakeholders.

* Obtain priorities for regulatory and statutory review from
stakeholders.

e Review California Fish and Game Code.
e Review Title 14 of California Code of Regulations.

Strategic Vision at A13 (emphasis in original).
That recommendation was the basis for the language in ACR 98 (Wagner),
which authorizes the Commission to study:

Whether the Fish and Game Code and related statutory law
should be revised to improve its organization, clarify its meaning,
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resolve inconsistencies, eliminate unnecessary or obsolete
provisions, standardize terminology, clarify program authority and
funding sources, and make other minor improvements, without
making any significant substantive change to the effect of the law[.]

Before making any recommendations on how the Commission should

approach this study, the staff would like to make two observations:

¢ The Commission has no authority to review or make
recommendations relating to administrative regulations.
Therefore, the Commission’s study cannot encompass the
regulations adopted by FGC and DFG. The staff has explained that
limitation to the strategic visioning executive committee.

* The Commission’s work on the Fish and Game Code will
necessarily be limited to clean-up work. The Commission does
not have the authority or the subject matter expertise necessary to
recommend substantive programmatic reforms. Moreover, the
authority conferred by ACR 98 (Wagner) expressly precludes
“making any significant substantive change to the effect of the
law.”

With that in mind, the staff provisionally recommends that the study proceed
as follows:

First the staff will make contact with and begin coordinating with the
working group that DFG is going to create to assist with this study. It will be
helpful to hear their thoughts about how best to approach this large and complex
matter.

Second, the Commission should spend a fair amount of time familiarizing
itself with the content of the Fish and Game Code. A full understanding of the
subject matter addressed by the code is a necessary prerequisite to any
comprehensive clean-up work.

That said, if the working group identifies particularly acute problems that
could be addressed in isolation, it might be possible to accelerate certain parts of
the clean-up work in order to address those issues more quickly.

Beyond that, the staff believes it would be premature to make any detailed
plans for the conduct of this study. We simply don’t know enough about the
subject matter yet.
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Is the general approach outlined above acceptable as a starting point?

Respectfully submitted,

Lynn Kirshbaum
Law Student Extern

Brian Hebert
Executive Director
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“Determine that the thing can and shall be done and then we shall find the way.”

— Abraham Lincoln




CALIFORNIA FISH & WILDLIFE

Strategic Vision

Introduction to the Strategic Vision

The California Fish and Wildlife Strategic Vision (CFWSV) for the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) and the California Fish
and Game Commission (F&GC) is intended to assist the dedicated current and future leaders and staff of these important organizations with
visionary and cohesive guidance. This strategic vision begins with existing vision and mission statements, and then suggests:

e core values,

* foundational strategies,

* overarching goals and objectives, and

* recommendations for helping achieve the goals and objectives.

A clear mission and vision are an important start, though they are not enough. Truly improving and enhancing the capacity and effectiveness
of these organizations requires a systemic characterization of who DFG and F&GC are, what they will consistently seek to achieve, and,
ultimately, how they will seek to achieve their missions, visions and goals. This document presents guidance from the CFWSV Executive
Committee to support this approach, based on input from the CFWSV Blue Ribbon Citizen Commission (BRCC) and members of the CFWSV
Stakeholder Advisory Group (SAG); collectively, members of these groups participated in over 50 meetings between June 2011 and April
2012. DFG and F&GC staff also participated in the meetings, providing valuable feedback, clarifications and input.

The BRCC and SAG members reviewed the existing vision and mission statements and discussed potential modifications to those statements;
in general, the mission and vision statements were not viewed as fatally flawed, but rather in need of updating. The BRCC and SAG members
recognize that DFG and F&GC might have different missions but that the overall vision for both entities should be shared, or at least very
complementary. There is also recognition of the importance of internal support by DFG and F&GC employees for any potential changes to
their mission and vision statements. Any changes to the visions and missions of DFG and F&GC will be addressed by those organizations.

The current vision and mission statements are provided here for context.
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California Fish and Game Commission Current Mission and Vision

Mission

The mission of the California Fish and Game Commission is, on behalf of California citizens, to ensure the long term sustainability of
California’s fish and wildlife resources by:
* guiding the ongoing scientific evaluation and assessment of California’s fish and wildlife resources,
* setting California’s fish and wildlife resource management policies and insuring these are implemented by the Department of Fish and
Game,
* establishing appropriate fish and wildlife resource management rules and regulations, and
* building active fish and wildlife resource management partnerships with individual landowners, the public and interest groups, and

federal, state and local resource management agencies.

Vision
The vision of the California Fish & Game Commission, in partnership with the Department of Fish and Game and the public, is to assure

California has sustainable fish and wildlife resources.
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“Conservation is a state of harmony between men and land.”

— Aldo Leopold
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California Department of Fish and Game Current Mission and Vision

Mission

The mission of the California Department of Fish and Game is to manage California’s diverse fish, wildlife, and plant resources, and the

habitats upon which they depend, for their ecological values and for their use and enjoyment by the public.

Vision

We seek to create a California Department of Fish and Game that:

acts to anticipate the future,

approaches management of our wildlife resources on an ecosystem basis,

bases its resource management decisions on sound biological information and a clear understanding of the desires of the public,
is based on teamwork and an open and honest internal communication,

empowers its employees to make most of the “how” decisions,

is committed to extensive external communication and education programs, and

creates and promotes partnerships; coalitions of agencies, groups, or individuals; and any other collaborative efforts to meet the
needs and management of wildlife resources.
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“The environment is where we all meet;

where we all have a mutual interest; it is the one thing that all of us share.

It is not only a mirror of ourselves, but a focusing lens on what we can become.”

— Lady Bird Johnson
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Suggested Statements of Core Values

During discussions about the future vision of DFG and F&GC, certain recurring values were directly and indirectly suggested; these core values
represent the highest priorities of how people within DFG and F&GC should carry out their responsibilities. Values are the core ideology of the
organization and how it and its employees will conduct themselves; when combined with the vision and mission, they create a framework in
which decisions are made. Core values underpin policies, objectives, strategies, and procedures because they provide an anchor or reference

point for all things that happen within the organization. [t is suggested that these values be considered core by DFG and F&GC:

Stewardship: Consistent with their missions, DFG/F&GC are responsible for holding the state’s fish and wildlife resources in trust for the public,

respecting that these resources have intrinsic value and are essential to the well-being of all California’s citizens.

Integrity: DFG/F&GC hold themselves to the highest ethical and professional standards, pledging to fulfill their duties and deliver on their

commitments.

Excellence: DFG/F&GC pursue quality, proactively assessing their performance and striving to continuously improve programs, services, and work
1
products, as well as the efficiency and cost-effectiveness with which these are delivered. They employ credible science in their evaluations of programs

and policies.

.2
Teamwork and Partnerships™: DFG/F&GC pursue productive relationships through communication, collaboration, understanding, trust and

respect, and engaging employees, other organizations and the public at all levels of the organizations.

Innovation: DFG/F&GC encourage creativity as they proactively meet challenges, promoting a culture of finding solutions.

1 “Credible” is used here to also represent “best-available science” also known as “best scientific information available” (BSIA), which according to the National Research Council should not be overly prescriptive due to the
dynamic nature of science, but should include the evaluation principles of relevance, inclusiveness, objectivity, transparency, timeliness, verification, validation, and peer review of information as appropriate.

2 |n this context, the ferm “partnerships” is a general concept rather than solely relationships based on a formal legal agreement. Rather, a partnership is a mutually beneficial arrangement that leverages resources to achieve
shared goals between the partners, based on mutual respect and genuine appreciation of each partners’ contribution. Partnerships are intended to include all forms of collaboration, both formal and informal.
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“You've got to think about big things while you're doing small things, so that all the small things go
in the right direction.”

— Alvin Toffler
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Suggested Statements of Foundational Strategies

During discussions in the strategic vision process, a number of themes began to emerge. While these “themes” were common among
multiple discussions, only five stood out as fundamental to the practices or strategies that DFG and F&GC leadership and staff should use in
their work. These five “foundational strategies” represent the fundamental ways in which the public should experience DFG and F&GC efforts

to meet their missions.

DFG/F&GC engage in clear and compelling communication, education and outreach, both internally and
externally. In all aspects of their work they exchange ideas and information to a