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Central Arizona Water Conservation District (CAP)
In the opinion of CAP stakeholders, what issues, opportunities and challenges should the Board consider in their planning efforts?

Executive Summary

The Central Arizona Project (CAP) Board of Directors is currently developing a strategic plan.  As part of that effort, LL Decker & Associates was commissioned to conduct an Issue Mapping process.  The Board and staff selected twenty-seven customers/ stakeholders to participate in this research process; interviews were completed with twenty-three of these individuals.  From these interviews an Issue Map was developed to identify points of agreement, points of consensus, points of polarity and suggestions for resolving disagreements.

Overall, those interviewed felt their experience with the CAP was favorable and positive, however, some of those interviewed had less than positive experiences with either staff or members of the Board.  Those with unfavorable comments stated that staff conveyed a sense of “arrogance” or a lack of good communication methods.  Comments included a feeling that staff was giving them inaccurate information, or they had a general sense of being dismissed.  Others felt that CAP staff was competent, but some Board members were arrogant, lacked knowledge of the issues, and were not engaged in discussions.

When asked what they felt the role of the CAP is, all agreed that the main role of the CAP is delivering water to the three-county service area.  There was some polarity between those who felt the CAP’s role is limited to delivering water and serving the core customers, and those who felt the CAP’s role is larger, broader and State-wide.  Regardless of how broad or narrow stakeholders felt the CAP’s role is or should be in water policy, conservation, or planning, there was overwhelming consensus that protecting the water supplies of the CAP’s primary customers was the critical organizational objective.  According to those interviewed, the CAP clearly meets its primary obligation of delivering water to its customers, and all recognized that fulfilling this primary objective of water delivery is a strength for the organization…something the CAP does very well.  

Regarding where the CAP could improve, all responses listed communication and relationships as needing improvement.  Comments related to the need for 1) better communication with customers, 2) initiating communication with those who are not currently engaged in the CAP discussions and who should be, and 3) building better relationships between the Board, staff, and customers.  

When asked what the CAP should be doing differently in ten years, responses listed 1) resolution of water supplies, 2) canal operations for an older system, 3) the Central Arizona Groundwater Replenishment District (CAGRD), 4) longer term planning, and 5) communications.  One participant in the interview process, upon reviewing the draft of this report subsequently noted that while there was much agreement overall, there was significant disagreement in specific policy areas between the various stakeholder communities and groups; these disagreements were focused on a relatively limited number of very contentious issues.  

Issues and Themes

Common themes developed from stakeholder interviews, included:

· CAGRD 

Because the topic of the CAGRD currently has such an overwhelming influence on the organization, the Planning Team decided to take an incremental and iterative approach to strategic planning. As the saying goes, “Eating an elephant requires the diner to take one small bite at a time.”  Therefore, it was decided to start the strategic planning process focused on all aspects of the CAP except the CAGRD.  Once this initial planning process was completed (anticipated completion is August 2006), then a separate CAGRD strategic planning process would begin.  When both planning processes were finished, there would be an integration of the two.   

While it was the intention of the research to remove the CAGRD as a specific subject, it was impossible to do so.  The CAGRD was the topic identified most frequently as contentious and controversial by those interviewed.  Most of the people interviewed felt CAGRD was such a primary issue for CAP that there was some degree of urgency attached the CAGRD that needed immediate attention.  The decision by the Planning Team to remove the CAGRD from the current planning process took significant criticism from many respondents. 

Specifically, respondents felt that both the governance and mission of CAGRD creates conflict within the water community, and create a competitive arena for water providers. Many felt that the CAP and the CAGRD were inextricably connected, that both should be discussed concurrently, and that the current CAP strategic planning process would not be successful if the CAGRD were not included.  If concurrent or simultaneous planning did not occur, then many strategic issues would have to be revisited.

· Recovery Planning
Those interviewed generally recognized that recovery planning has been initiated, and most said that such planning was such an important component to the CAP that it should have been completed earlier.  

· Augmenting Water Supplies 

While there was significant agreement on serving the customers; protecting the water supply and operating the “ditch”, there was some degree of polarity concerning augmentation of water supplies. Some of those interviewed felt that CAP’s role is not to augment supplies but to facilitate water acquisition and expanded water supplies for their customers.  Other stakeholders felt that with the size and diversity of the CAP, its role could be to seek out and obtain new water sources.  They believed that the CAP could successfully use its size to gain economies of scale in the pursuit of new water.  

In discussing augmentation, the topic of the CAGRD continued to emerge as a sub-theme. There was the stated perception that the CAGRD competes with CAP customers for water resources. 

· Geographic Scope and Boundaries 

There was no disagreement regarding the CAP’s mission to serve the water needs of the tri-county area, however, there was some polarity regarding expansion of service scope and boundaries outside the tri-county area.  Some of those interviewed felt the CAP was strictly a “ditch operator for the tri-county service area.”  Others felt that the CAP should serve a broader purpose within the entire State of Arizona, for customers and non-customers alike.

· CAP Leadership Role
There was significant polarity regarding the role of the CAP Board and staff in water leadership.  Many of those interviewed felt that the CAP’s leadership role should be limited to the Colorado River water allocation and supplies reserved for the tri-county service area.  Interviewees who felt that CAP should have a limited leadership role stated that the Arizona Department of Water Resources was responsible for Statewide water policy and management, and that other organizations such as AMWUA was responsible for dealing with political issues.  On the other hand, some interviewees believed that the CAP had the technical, financial, and institutional resources to be a natural leader in the State’s water issues, and should lead and participate in State-wide water policy discussions. 

· Communication with the Broader Public
Communications with the broader public was not a pressing issue for stakeholders.  Those who mentioned this topic felt the CAP should do a better job of educating the public on water issues.  Several of those interviewed and commenting distinguished between water education and the promotion of the CAP.  They felt the CAP should not be “marketing” itself, but should rather be informing the public about CAP operations and water issues.

· Succession Planning
There was fundamental agreement on the subject of succession planning.  Many of those interviewed recognize the great wealth of technical talent, institutional and water knowledge, and historical memory that the CAP houses.  They feel these resources are an important element to the overall success of the CAP, and that to preserve these resources there should be succession planning, not only for management and senior staff, but also for future Board members. 

· What are the top three (3) most important “things” contributing to CAP’s future success?
When asked this question, the following features were most often identified: 

· Continued operation of the CAP system

· Reliable water supplies at a reasonable and fair cost

· Resolution of issues surrounding the CAGRD

· Communication and relationships

· Succession planning

The answers to the other questions asked during the interview process are listed in the body of the Issue Map.

· Observations and Comments from Stakeholders at the April 13th Meeting
A subsequent meeting on April 13th was held with CAP stakeholders to gather additional comment on the Issue Map’s substantive questions and to obtain an initial reaction to the research results.  Participants made numerous suggestions for adjustments to the direction and tone of the Executive Summary.  They also noted that the actual interview comments and detail providing context for understanding the summary were contained in the body of the report; many were concerned that the Board would skim the Executive Summary and fail to read the more instructive and illustrative comments later in the Issue Map.

During the session the participants also suggested that the interview results should have been stratified into customer and non-customer categories.  It was explained during the April 13th session that the qualitative nature and philosophy of the Issue Mapping avoided data collection and analysis based on specific profiles and selectives.  The intent of the Issue Mapping process was to present an inclusive and comprehensive perspective from a variety of stakeholders, customers and non-customers alike.  For this reason the information has not been separated by respondent category and profile.   

Another question raised at the April 13th meeting was, “Why were non-customers included in the research?”  The answer given participates was, “The Board specifically asked that non-customer stakeholders be included in the Issue Map research.”  Of those people included in the initial sample, sixteen would be considered customers of the CAP, and the remaining eleven were non-customer stakeholders.  Because various stakeholder communities, by definition, have different “stakes” in policy and business direction, it is reasonable to conclude that polarity and disagreement would exist between customers and non-customers on specific issues.  

Recommendations for Reviewing this Issue Map
The suggestion received during the April 13th stakeholder session regarding the Board reviewing the entire Issue Map, including the specific responses to each question, should be honored.  Subtleties, nuances and shades of meaning that might go undetected by researchers during individual interviews might become evident to an informed expert in Arizona’s water issues. In addition, the reader should understand that there was no particular priority or order for reporting comments; review the entire report before drawing any conclusions.  

Next Steps
The CAP Board and staff should carefully review the contents of this research in preparation for a Board planning session on May 24 and 25 in Casa Grande.  At that time the information contained in the Stakeholder Issue Map will be factored into the work that has already been completed.  

What is Issue Mapping?

Issue Mapping is a qualitative research method in which selected key stakeholders are asked to respond to a series of open-ended questions regarding a defined topic, and by doing so, are encouraged to express their feelings and opinions about that topic.  

Issue Mapping is based on the principle that good decisions come through informed, deliberative processes.  Decision makers start with the broadest range of opinions, options and factors that might influence the decision and then craft their choices carefully and with full intentional. Categorically removing or ignoring any legitimate stakeholders opinion too early in the policy formulation and decision-making process is imprudent and ineffective.  

People included in the Issue Mapping process are selected because they fulfill a specific community-based profile.  Interviewees are able to speak accurately for their stakeholder communities and can articulate the perspectives that their community holds.

An Issue Map solicits all positions and perspectives that stakeholders might hold on a given topic.  It identifies all reasonable options and alternatives, and presents those alternatives for consideration as part of the deliberative policy making process. 

The objective of Issue Mapping is to provide policy makers with lists of possible positions on issues, but not definitive options. The information presented in an Issue Map indicates the existence of stakeholder agreement and disagreement, lists alternatives, defines where unanimity, consensus and polarity might exist, and may indicate the relative strength of stakeholder positions.

So, what’s the process used in 

constructing an Issue Map?

During the Issue Mapping process…

· A topic or issue is selected.

· A list of communities and stakeholders is developed.

· People meeting a specific community-based profile are selected to speak for their communities.

· Interviews are conducted and the data is reviewed, analyzed, organized and documented.

· A report is filed that highlights stakeholder agreement, consensus and disagreement (polarity).]

The strengths of the Issue Map process include:

· The confidential and interactive nature of the interview process affords both the interviewer and the interviewee the opportunity to clarify and/or expand the discussion, and by doing so, reach a more defined understanding of the topic.

· Stakeholders are able to voice their opinions in private and without attribution.

· Comments are reviewed and organized into thematic groups. 

· The researcher seeks to understand where there is polarity, where there is unanimous agreement, and where there is consensus.

· A report is prepared that focuses on agreement, disagreement and polarity.

· Suggestions for the resolution of polarity form the basis of future policy discussions.

· Any comments that might jeopardize anonymity or that are unnecessarily caustic and provocative are sanitized to remove the identifying markers and barbs.

· An Issue Map avoids quantitative assessments like polling and “voting.”  Such methods used during the early policy discovery process are not only limiting but may also be destructive. 

The limitations of the Issue Map process include: 

· The Issue Mapping process is a qualitative by definition.  The results will not automatically lead the decision-maker to “no brainer” decisions.

· It takes significant time to conduct, analyze and discuss an issue map.

Edited Responses to Questions

The following information is provided to the reader so that the context and flavor of the observations, themes and polarity discussed in the Executive Summary can be better understood.  The comments have been organized, and in some cases sanitized to reduce “markers” that might compromise anonymity.  The substance of any caustic and/or unduly provocative / inflammatory comments are included but without the “barb.”

Question:  Overall, what has your experience been with the CAP?

· Fairly amenable, good to work with, board and staff when we’ve had to go before them for requests – we’ve had an opportunity to participate and provide input.

· It varies, contentious at times, overall well.   At staff level there have been good relationship, sometimes at management level it was contentious, but we weathered it, and it’s been good for the most part.

· Excellent

· Positive  

· Generally favorable

· Generally good.  

· Pretty positive experience.  They have in the past been a fairly typical water provider interest group.  In some ways historically has been negative, they’ve looked more narrowly at their own interests as a self-interested water user.  More recently they’ve begun to participate much more broadly in policy discussions and take on more of a leadership role – amazingly good development for them and for state as a whole.

· Good.  Overall they are very responsive.

· Good.  Relationship has been good, staff cooperative, flexible, and good to work with.

· Hard to characterize, they’re mixed.  Individual staff people at certain levels seem interested, but also seem to have a very clear agenda, very focused on what they believe is the right thing to do, very passionate and will proceed with that agenda because they know what’s best and won’t ask or consider the perceived interest of their customers.  We’re going out for customer input and don’t do anything with it.  

· Very good.

· Very good, in terms of our relationships operationally, we have an excellent relationship with the folks that operate the CAP aqueduct.  We work very well with them.  Over the last few years, we’ve been working with CAP staff in communication area on conservation message and how we communicate in a coordinated fashion, and that relationship has blossomed over time.  

· Good experience with staff of CAP, very competent technically, very customer oriented, customer service group does good job on water, i.e., order, billing, working with customer to work through problems.  

· Good, I’ve worked with them more than 20 years, and generally pleased with their responsiveness and with the high quality of people.

· Very good experience.

· Very positive.

· I believe they’re doing an excellent job, reliability of their service is really good, what we pay for their services is a pretty good value.  I realize they have a difficult time balancing between different customer classes, and I think up to this point in time they’ve done a reasonably good job at achieving that balance.  I have a positive outlook toward CAP, where they’ve been and where they’re at.

· Good, Jody Gould has been super.

· Varied between Board and Staff.  Staff is professional.  Some Board members are engaged, others are not.

Question: What do you think the CAP’s role should be in the industry (water business or water community)?

· A provider of water resources, and maintaining the system they run, right to charge a fair price for the cost they have to provide that water.

· Delivering water.  Right now it’s from the Colorado River, but that could change over time.

· A water delivery entity, water purveyor of CAP water – that’s their most important critical role, maintaining CAP, delivering water according to allocation and doing that well.  Efficiency of operations is key – maintain system within a cost scenario that works for water users.

· Deliver as much CAP water as possible to central Arizona.

· A leader in the water community, repository of a lot of knowledge and institutional history and sophisticated understanding of water issues in Arizona.

· A large water provider in state, they are also an elected body, so they’re trying to have an influence on state/national policy as it benefits their mission as they see it.

· They are first a delivery organization responsible for bringing Colorado River water to central Arizona.  As time goes on and as the environment on the Colorado River and Western US becomes more complicated, there’s increasing urban demand on the system and a need for flexibility during drought and continued development of system.  The CAP’s best role is as a leader on the Colorado River, someone with significant interest in the future of river.

· Serve their water customers and protect the water supply.

· Take a leadership role in determining how our water resources fit into the larger picture of Arizona’s economic development and growth in the future.  We are now starting clearly to make land use decisions in Arizona based on water resources.  Right now the CAP’s role is nominally relegated to the three primary CAP counties.  We have AMAs in Prescott and Santa Cruz and the debate over land use has rippled out into rural Arizona and non-AMA areas where the Project does not have direct connectivity, but because of the Project’s experience with renewable supplies and accumulation of water resource expertise, they should help facilitate discussions about how rural Arizona deals with water resource management issues.  There are local issues but a role for the Project because of its stewardship.

· Key player in partnering with policy development both with local and state government with AMWUA.  They should interact with other states, like California and Nevada, and ought to be at the table and be a major player.  

· Needs to work as a collaborative leader.  They perceive themselves as the complete experts on Colorado River issues.  They should work in tandem with other organizations rather than going off on their own.

· A water provider, demonstrate leadership as it relates to their water supply (the Colorado River and their piece of the river), cognizant of their customer’s need and pricing and all the elements that relate to customer interface.

· Deliver Colorado River water to their customers in the tri-county area.  That should be number one.  They should do that in a cost effective way - those costs get passed onto customers.  Beyond that they have a larger role because of their size, and the way they’re postured in the community, in terms of protecting the interest of those same customers as it relates to Colorado River issues – could include CAP priority on river system, operational issues on the Colorado River that may impact CAP deliveries, environmental issues (directly related to CAP and also those that impact operation of the Colorado River at large).

· They see themselves as the entity that moves water into Central Arizona, manages the canal to meet customer needs, see themselves as an advocate for Arizona water position on the Colorado River, advocating their position with other states and the federal government.  There’s a component on the Board that sees themselves as something in addition to that.  It’s not appropriate for the Board to be getting into regulation of water use.  There’s a move amongst some Board members to limit water use associated with CAGRD, to help conservation programs.  The CAP should be promoting/facilitating conservation but not regulating.  In the future I think it would be appropriate for the CAP to take a role in acquiring additional resources for use in central Arizona, because of its size and financial capabilities.   Smaller water entities do not have financial capabilities that larger cities do, and the CAP has the ability to facilitate water management in Arizona and increase the use of renewable supplies, through acquisition of supplies.

· Providing Colorado River water for central Arizona and for the area served by the aqueduct (tri-county area).  They are situated to provide leadership in long range water resource planning in this three-county area.  

· I’d like to see them do more regional planning.  It seems to me they do well as a provider, but only what they are asked to or can do when it comes to regional planning.  They are out interacting with California and Nevada, but I’d like to see them do more on the local scene, between cities, and maybe rural water issues they’ve got.  

· Continue to nurture and protect CAP’s Arizona river supply. 

· Deliver water reliably and economically.  But within that role they have a lot of latitude to do a lot of different things, such as an external leadership role, and the way they should act within that role is take a leadership role on external issues that are necessary to their ability to accomplish their core function for the three-county service area.  When they participate in issues, the guiding principal should always be the position we’re taking is to benefit our customers.  

· Operator of the canal, that should never be forgotten; often they get ambitious and want to get involved in policy issues that are not within their boundaries of responsibility.  They need to find ways to firm up allocation within CAP allocation.  It’s not their responsibility to supplement that supply then reallocate it to water users, although I know that’s changed some because of CAGRD.  As a state we need to assess what it means to us - someone will have to do it, but should it be CAP.

· Reliable, efficient operations of CAP infrastructure at a reasonable and fair cost, and protect the three-county customer’s Colorado River interest.

Question: What does the CAP do well?

· Physical infrastructure, and they are good planners of stuff in general

· Efficient in providing our water supply on a regular basis, maintain system and do a good job of seeing water is where it needs to be and developing resources to make sure it’s a good delivery with minimal losses.

· Deliver water really well; accommodate schedule changes, operationally they do a good job of meeting needs of their customers in terms of getting water to them when they need it and not making them take water when they don’t need it.

· Maintaining system; water delivery coordination

· Operate the CAP (keep the ditch full) and they’re very influential in the last 5-10 years in the policy arena, particularly in the last 5 years, in helping protect Arizona’ water supply on the Colorado River.

· Thinking 3-4 years ahead; sorting out the interests of competing constituencies; delivering reliable water supplies.

· Managing their project; maximizing efficient use of their water.  Interacting with other people in the water community.  Getting better at making their voice known in state policy discussions.

· Deliver water, managing a complicated project and doing a good job at it with minimal outages.  

· Manage our water very well, manage the supply.

· Great plumbers, they’ve got this huge canal and they do that well.  Done an admirable job of making sure the state’s allocation of river water is protected, they’re a lead role in negotiations of the GRIC settlement, and their work with setting up/helping with AZ Water Bank, interstate banking with NV, working with CA, shortage discussions.  

· They manage to get good talents, and Sid does a good job representing talents from a political perspective and making sure individuals in decision making roles understand the facts.  Generally, there is a lack of awareness of CAP by general public and elected officials.   It’s not all a conservation issue like people read in the paper; that’s important, but in reality the issues are much bigger than that in terms of maintaining adequate water supply and keeping our fair share.

· Getting us water.  Have recently started doing a lot more in terms of customer involvement because we’ve pushed them, used to do none.  Still don’t always listen, but at least they ask.  Our operations folks are pleased with how CAP operations staff communicates with them, they’ve set up some networks, real time water quality monitoring and that’s seen very positively.

· Great ditch company, very reliable solid water supply service.

· Delivering water to customers. Good job of participating in whole process recently on shortages on the Colorado River.  They have an additional role they’ve taken on related to recharge and done a nice job at that.  

· Managing the canal and reservoir system, to include maintenance and operations.  Great job at advocating for Arizona’s Colorado River interest.  Water recharge and storage program.

· Run the aqueduct, management of power resources, and they handle financial matters real well and legal matters.  They do their basic function of bringing in Colorado River water and delivering it, maintaining a financially viable operation well.

· Managing their water resource portfolio, I’d be hard pressed to find any other agency like them, including MWD, SNWA, handle the planning, finances, admin like they do.  It boggles my mind how they can take all their users, issues, and still come away with a cogent, coherent plan.

· Very vigilant, effective at lobbying at state/federal levels as far as legislatures are concerned, good at facilitating both discussion and compromise on difficult water issues.

· A tremendous technical resource, nobody better in terms of understanding operation of the Colorado River and operating canal.

· Developing water rates and their five year water rate plan.- do it well and timely.  Deliver water well and sell/manage power resources.

Question:  Where could the CAP improve?

· A better job of communication of their role and what the waters they provide do for the state.

· When they also act like the customer, like doing recharge facilities, that line gets blurred.  When they truly are a customer, i.e., operate a recharge facility, they lose sight of the fact they are also the operators, and sometimes they provide things to themselves that would be questionable.  Recognize they are an operator, but sometimes they are a customer and have to keep definitive lines in those cases.

· Need to take a hard look at costs; cost containment; cost have been increasing at a rate that is higher than inflation; they sometimes think too highly of themselves and get involved in areas they don’t need to be involved in, give themselves a broader role than they should.  Management staff.

· There have been some rough edges in the role they play as water delivery agency and state of Arizona as a water allocation entity who represents the Governor by statute.  They’ve probably overreached on their authorities.  They have matured from a small organization trying to get the Project built and paid for, to one where they actually contribute to the development of the overall water policy for the state.

· Thinking out 10-20 years and it’s becoming more and more important; strategic thinking and strategic public awareness about water.  Explaining the big picture of Arizona water – they do a good job with the water community, but the water community doesn’t do a good job of dealing with the larger community. 

· Don’t engage environmental/conservation community very well.  It’s an us verses them mentality.  They aren’t known by the public; public doesn’t understand them very well at all.  They face an inherent problem trying to perform their traditional role as CAP then managing GRD, which will grow and grow as time goes on.

· They need a continuing evolution away from a stakeholder to more of a leadership role in the river community and within the state.  They have been productive in shaping urban water policy but also represent center piece of water delivery system and have broader role to play than their limited direct interest in delivering water to central Arizona.  They have a good 20,000- 30,000 foot view of things.

· A big disconnect between staff and Board.  It is evident many times that when information is brought forward from staff, the Board acts like they don’t have enough information or don’t understand to make a decision – need better communication between staff.   

· Inequity when listening to and dealing with customers.  One instance a ton of water available for stakeholders and instead of making it reasonably priced, allowing all stakeholders, who had invested a lot more money in excess water than they were going to be charged for new supply of excess water, those of us who had paid excess water big bucks felt it was not fair.  Price should be one flat rate across board, whether it’s ordered or new water available, we provided input, they didn’t care.  Another situation, last year many of us over-ordered our water and they have responded to this fairly well, those who wanted to turn water back in early got money back, and those who turned in later didn’t get the same opportunity.  That was a little unfair, if you take it back, give everyone the same thing back, not different rates.  

· Communication to the customer base, I get the annual report once a year but I have a limited ability to go to meetings at CAP.

· CAGRD – It puts the CAWCD at odds with its constituency and ultimately with itself for allocation of renewable supplies.  The development community looks to CAGRD as an easy way out for their certificate or for utilities to receive their designations, but there are entities and cities in the same marketplace for those same supplies and it’s very competitive.  Since CAGRD is a part of the District, it complicates things.  The CAP should consider those relationships.  

· It’s hard, some want to be more involved, others don’t.  Need to pay more attention to municipal customers.  They pay attention to those who talk loudest, whine most.  Seems to be that staff is used to dealing with certain people, could improve developing “younger generation” not always listening to the same people.  

· Don’t often communicate to customers as often as they should/could; or listen to customers as often as they should/could.    They do try to communicate to customers, but not sure they listen.

· Relationship with their customers.  They have different sets of customers they deal with, but they could listen better to their major customers, including municipalities, the ag segment, and Indian tribes.  Focus on increasing/bettering relationship with customer groups.

· They’ve initiated changes on rate setting process, they’re making that more transparent for users, they need to continue to make strides there.  More open, transparent, opportunities for people to comment and get involved.

· Long range planning to protect the water supply for tri-county area and facilities.  Look to provide services that they’re in the best position to provide.  Over the longer term looking to the future needs in this area.  Other thing which isn’t as crucial, need to have better structure to deal with native American contractors, users of CAP water.  I thought for sometime they should have someone on staff to devote their time strictly to that.  Dealing with them is different than with traditional subcontractors.

· Interaction with agricultural community.  One of big guffaws is interstate storage agreement with NV, and CAGRD – relates to the theme that we’ve got too many people going after the same resource.  I’d prefer all of AZ is settled with their groundwater needs, particularly the GRD, before we go shopping with other states.  It was surprising to me how ardently opposed the Board was to it, then they threw several million behind it.  Sometimes they react too quickly to what appears to be a good deal.  

· Certainly from an agricultural standpoint, everybody defaulted to no one gets hit until ag goes dry, ag is a $7 billion industry to Arizona, it should be we get a little more assistance.  Have a little more planning with ag industry.  Don’t need to treat ag with less respect than cities when it comes to shortages of water, CAP has kind of left ag out on their own.

· Relationship with governor, need to improve the lines of communication often and effectively, to avoid misunderstandings.   

· Need to be more vocal, visible supporter of assets of project for three-county area.  They are still feeling their way through to how to be a statewide leader and help to push policy, and what does that mean.  SRP has always been very out there and very vocal, but their bottom line has always been we’re protecting our customers.  I’m not sure CAP board is all there.  They think they’re facilitating resource solutions for entire state.  As they develop policies, become involved in water issues with statewide significance, it should always be with an eye to protecting water and money they control for the three-county service area.

· Relationship between Board and staff needs to be improved.  Way too many instances where staff brings to the Board items for action that have not been vented fully with Board or not given sufficient time for Board or public review.  Several big items over the last year and a half.  It puts the customers in the position of getting in front of the Board and voicing a position or delaying the item.

· There is a feeling amongst staff that on certain topics if they vent publicly it will cause problems and lengthen the time in which it takes to get items done.  Need to spend time with customers.  A little bit of an attitude that this is so complicated that the Board or some of our customers won’t understand it.   

· We don’t even know something is coming sometimes and it shows up on an agenda for action.

· They’re more than happy to work with you if you know about the issue.  They post the agenda on the computer a week ahead of time, and can legally change it, so sometimes you get a day’s notice that something all of a sudden has been added to the agenda, and sometimes that’s a problem.  

· Board should have more of a connection to subcontractors; needs to be more effort to recognize we’re their constituents.  The people they are serving are people that hold CAP subcontracts.  

· The State is our representative on interstate issues, but because the CAP is so technically competent, we rely on CAP to do that.  

· Listen, not talk to customers.  (would have told them their incentive pricing policy is a function of SRP water supply).  Listen, not talk.  

Question: What do you feel the CAP should be doing they are not doing?  Should not be doing that they are doing?

· They try to play too big a role as to how important they think they are, and sometimes think they just try to compete with SRP, or doing things to show we’re the big dog and bigger than SRP.  Need to go about their business and not promote - educate, but not promote.

· They are a critical component to water management, but not responsible for water management – they sometimes venture out and think they should have more say, but in some ways they’re no different than any user along the river.  Their role is not to be responsible for water management.

· Need to spend a little more time developing relationships with tribes.  They’ve become too political in nature, they try to take on the DWR role instead of letting DWR take that role and CAP just being the water purveyor.  They are not the water planners for the state; they need to concentrate on CAP and do that well.

· Need to take charge of coming up with realistic water budget for the future of the Phoenix/Pinal/Tucson corridor.  No place aggregates data very well.   The CAP has the largest portfolio so it would be logical to say here is the accepted reference standard.  There isn’t one.

· The issue of the GRD – an inherent conflict.  It assesses a fee to those who join the District then use those monies to purchase unused CAP water.  They have a budget based on water usage estimates 20 years from now which could put the District at odds with its primary mission.  They could compliment each other.  Could be doing more educating of people about water issues; join with other water providers.

· They’re not participating to a great extent in the water policy discussion in the state generally.  That’s understandable, it’s not their responsibility.  But, they have by virtue of position an incredible amount of resources and credibility that can be brought to bear on these problems.  They’re not directly related to mission, but related to future welfare of state that the CAP serves.  We do a great job of planning water, but do so in complete isolation from each other.  Not enough inter-regional cooperation going on, and the CAP is in a position to help facilitate/promote that.  

· The Board needs to make themselves available to their customers.  Some customers have relationships with board members and I’m not sure how they developed those.  

· Should be doing recovery planning a lot more than they are – just now starting to talk about that.  Should have already begun that a long time ago, should be looking out a lot further in terms of planning for usage supplies.  

· Should be developing a recovery plan for all this water they’ve recharged.  This is a shared role with AZ water banking authority.  Developing a fair and equitable water transportation policy to move other water through their canal system.  

· Should not be increasing their visibility, that’s a terrible idea.  It’s tempting for the Board but there is an advantage to remaining behind the scenes.

· Should have a greater stewardship role.  Arizona is shaping up to be the “haves” and the “have nots”, and if there is more exposure then we will have to share.  The CAP has got to listen, but with the goal of protecting what we have.

· Should spend more money to promote water conservation and facilitate conservation.  If you look at other major water wholesale entities in other states, they spend huge amounts every year on conservation, rebates, toilets, plumbing fixtures, etc. and make those available to their contracting entities, cities, and water providers.  Cities can run programs and get reimbursement from CAP.  Could charge extra to fund those programs, as a water wholesaler.   

· Should be doing long range water resource planning and looking at facility needs for that.  While their processes for dealing with stakeholder input have gotten better, there is lots of room for improvement for stakeholder consultation processes.  One could look at how BOR or the Secretary of the Interior consults with the Colorado River basin states, in formal consultation processes, something like that with CAWCD with contractors/subs modified somewhat.  They have very serious consultation processes with the states, and CAWCD has been responsive to our requests for more input, but haven’t quite gotten to the consultation level that we’d like.  But they’ve improved it in current planning process quite a bit.  

· Should provide more oversight to GRD, that dovetails with they’re not really trying to address it – it’s the white elephant in the room.  It allows development to continue.  GRD is obligating themselves to recharge more water without a defined source for that replenishment.  They don’t want to be seen as anti-development, probably due to pressure from cities, state, governor, but folks would like to see them get more involved in how GRD is running.  I’d like to see GRD set a cap.  GRD is one of the reasons ag lands haven’t developed as quickly.  GRD allowed them to develop pieces of property with no water rights, and leap frog over development with water rights.  

· Should be working on a recovery plan for their customers instead of doing Las Vegas first, take care of the customers first. 

Question: What, if anything, should the CAP be doing in 10 years differently from today? 

· With CAGRD, they ought to be striving to find other resources of water that can be brought into the state.  That’s within a limited budget, but their role ought to be looking for resources to meet the obligations of the GRD.  Second part of that is how they can better benefit the customers they serve through developing recharge sites where the customer might be and helping them make more efficient use of water.   

· Someday either through the CAP or somehow the state will have to step up and find a way to bring more water resources here.  Their vision is limited now to what’s around them and what’s immediately available, and I don’t know if there is restriction or what, but there ought to be a long term plan as to where we get water in the future.  In the long run, I think there will be an entity that will be a broader state-type representative that will be responsible for finding more water for state.  

· They ought to look at how to accommodate others bringing water as opposed to them going out and finding water and being the wholesaler of new water – be able to accommodate when others come to them with water.  Wheeling, that’s where they’ll need to be in the future.

· Scheduling maintenance a little different, as project gets older they need to look at how they schedule that to keep costs on a routine, steady basis.  They’ll learn to be less demanding in some of their negotiations, over time that will mellow.  

· Focus should stay the same, they should not stretch out and try to get involved too much in larger water policy issues.  They should represent their customers and represent the needs for Central Arizona Project.  When they step outside of customer base, there’s a fine line between overreaching and trying to influence the allocation of water and development of water resources outside the state and taking care of water inside of central Arizona.  

· Ten years from now there will definitely be other entities asking for water that will create some conflicts and tensions.  They should be paying attention to their customers.  They need to be clear on their role providing water to tri-county area, versus trying to direct where water goes to other parts of the state.

· More proactively engaged with cities in talking about retail water prices and use.  Think we need some greater measure of consistency to be brought from one city to another as we begin to get more careful about how we use water.  I worry that we will have inconsistencies arise from one city to the next.  That will happen to some degree with the GRD.    It may be okay, but is anyone thinking about that – what does it do when the cost of water in a 300,000 population city of Maricopa is four times as much as in some other city?

· Need to be thinking to a very great extent about how growth in their service area will continue to be sustained given the limited water supply – need to be investing more aggressively in mechanisms to increase flexibility of deliveries of Colorado River water and helping ensure there is a sustainable supply.

· Because of CAGRD they need to determine what other supplies are out there.  Also need to realize because they own the only mechanism to get water from Colorado River that there are other entities out there that could possibly need to use the canal as well.  Don’t believe it’s the CAP’s responsibility to take care of customers outside the tri-county area.  They need to meet the needs of customers before they start expanding their service area and delivering water outside of AMAs and tri-county area.  Think the CAP Board feels some sense of responsibility for taking care of on-river communities, and I’d like to think they tell rural AZ they understand the problems, but their priority is the customers first. 

· I’d like to see them augmenting renewable supplies we currently have.  They do that a little with interstate banking, etc., and tap dancing with the desalter issue, but is that firming or augmenting.  Because water resource management is a long-term aspect, there is room for simultaneous approach – but short term should clarify relationship between CAWCD and CAGRD, and that competitiveness for those supplies.    

· Communication and education for government officials and elected leaders is important, but majority of business leaders are clueless about water.  Finding ways to communicate with residents in simple terms, and from an economic development perspective.

· Their governance structure needs to be looked at, needs to be governed with more customer representation on board, and should also be paying less attention or not have CAGRD be a part of CAP.  

· Need to be visionary, not just think of today, but where they need to be in 10 years – infrastructure and everything is maturing, transitioning to thinking and planning for future.

· Listen more to customers.  Doing more in area of drought planning with customers.  

· Acquiring additional resources, making them available to central Arizona area, and implementing conservation in a big way.  Beyond 10 years, they could get into direct deliveries of water supplies to entities - either by CAGRD to member lands to water treatment plants, or direct deliveries to existing water treatment plants.  Maybe even constructing potable water treatment facilities – because of economies of scale.  

· Planning to deal with water resources needs of this area in consultation with stakeholders and others, and DWR, and looking to maximize aqueduct capacity in that connection.  Should start planning now for maximization of aqueduct capacity.  The board needs to see the aqueduct more as a two-way highway , not just a delivery system from river down, water can move in both directions, and aqueduct should be looked at as one unit that makes water available to anyone who can connect to it….regardless of direction of flow.

· Get involved in rural water issues around state.  They run the largest canal system in the state, have their hands in largest water resource in state, could be a good broker of exchanges, have experience with placing facilities for pipelines, maybe they need to be involved with getting water to Pine, Strawberry, etc.  

· Pursue more diligently augmentation of their water supply.

· Beyond public outreach, they should be involved in supplementing supplies of CAP and also need to somehow strike a better balance between their CAGRD customers and M&I customers.  In 10 years from now, they’ll be in process of approving new plan of operation for CAGRD, and without some solution between now and then, there will be a lot of problems.  Problem is statutorily they provide water to CAGRD and no authority to limit membership to CAGRD.  They can’t say NO.  which creates a problem because municipalities are responsible for getting new water, and will there be any water to supplement for water customers or will CAGRD continue to grow unhampered.   It’ll be a train wreck if we don’t figure out something.

· The CAP should be figuring out how to put cities together to use the canal as a conveyance system.  They should not be buying water and figuring out who should get it.

Question: What issues should the Board focus on?

· CAGRD – the CAP’s legal obligation to CAGRD puts non-CAGRD customers at a competitive disadvantage.

· Rates – for ag customers that’s a major impact.  Focus on continually maintaining conservative, efficient operations to reduce the price of water.  

· Focus on service to customers; they are the deliverers of a significant water supply used in many different ways.  As they move from that, they lose perspective on that.  Good example is board’s focus on recreation, that’s important but minor to what they should be doing.  Make sure water continues to be there and available in the future.

· Cost containment, how they share their costs and provide input from water users into their costs; visibility of budgets and planning processes; concentrate on implementation efforts for AZ water settlement act, which brings in relationship with tribes.

· Keep the ditch full, delivering reliable supply of water and maximizing deliveries of CAP water.  There is a wide variety of interest on that board, and they bring issues to the Board that aren’t necessarily directly in line with delivering water to customer.

· GRD – they just finished doing this plan for the GRD.  If they waited another 10 years, that would be a bad mistake.  Should do it in another 5 years, should start it now.  Need to get proactive about considering shutting it off, stopping it at some point, too big too much, can’t do this.  That will take planning it years in advance – tons of hearings, talk to people, GRD will close for enrollment at “X” capacity.   At the moment there isn’t even a discussion of finality, we ought to recognize it.

· Figure out a conservation message and join with other water providers in promoting that which will reduce the dependence on project water, so resource will stretch further.  They’ve done a good job stretching resources along the river with their junior right to water; done a good job of working with other basin states along the river, and while negotiating compromises on usage during shortage times.

· Ensure there is an intelligent relationship developing in Arizona between land use and water supply.  Ensure mechanisms needed to utilize remaining excess capacity in the CAP are developed and create flexibility beyond that which is in water bank.  Ensure those mechanisms are put in place to allow central Arizona to fallow land on the Colorado River and deliver to central Arizona in the event they need to in response to a shortage.  Ensure water bank has developed capacity to withdraw water it’s been putting in ground so mitigation is in place.  

· The CAP needs to be working hard to ensure the flexibility potentially in the system is actually available to the system, and working to negotiate interstate stuff like water exchanges and intentionally created surplus.  

· Need to be focused on reality of what climate change may mean, continued development in upper basins and hardening demand on system combined with what climate changes will mean for the system. 

· Address CAGRD – how will they cap CAGRD?  They’ve got to include CAGRD in this process, can’t wait until October then decide to address it.  Can’t keep ignoring it.  Also been ignoring recovery, but they are starting to develop a recovery plan.  That all relates back to staff and board.  If the board had all the information, knowing recovery was important, they would have directed staff to say this needs to be addressed now!

· There’s a perception they are Maricopa County-centric, and if you’re going to get ahead of the curve, you need to look at other places in the state.  If the CAP mission is to make sure you have resources sufficient to sustain growth and/or development then you ought to be looking at rest of service area including Pinal County and pay attention to what that means in terms of water augmentation and resources.   It’s not just a case of we’re the plumber, we don’t care what you do with it, that begs the larger issue.

· Improve reliability of the M&I firming water that’s been stored for municipal firming purposes.  

· Need to focus more on their succession planning.  

· They want to focus on visibility, that’s good to some extent, but they’re not the only game in town.  They’re talking about how CAP needs to be positioned as the expert on Colorado River stuff, and I don’t think they are….they may have resources to do it.

· Set policy and provide overall guidance for staff; there needs to be a better relationship between senior staff and board.  

· Deal with CAGRD. 

· Listening to customers.  Focusing on CAP water supply and making that as reliable as possible for their existing contractors.  Protecting CAP water supply through myriad of environmental issues they need to deal with.  

· How to serve their subs and CAGRD both without conflicts of interest.  Find a way to serve them both in a fair and reasonable way.  Should at all times be protecting water supply and CAP availability for 3-county area.  Expanding stakeholder consultation process.

· Assured water supply for not only metro areas, but as well as rural Arizona.  Focusing on actual shortage sharing criteria, setting a firm understanding, providing more education in those regards.  If you’re not involved in industry, what folks read in paper loses its meaning.  More education to broader public, like SRP does.  

· NV paying us to take excess CAP water, store it underground, sometime in future they’ll pay for it to be recovered underground.  So then why aren’t we doing it for GRD?  That would be a good place to send a message to the public about why they’re doing something like that – maybe we need NV assistance in negotiating AZ junior position in status or whatever.  

· Education to the broader public.  

· Stay focused on CAP issues, and state/federal issues that could impact their organization.

· Succession planning is a very important aspect of what they need to be considering.  

· Project reliability – it’s been good to this point, but also a relatively new system, so need to keep their eye on that ball.

· Their image – I agree with most of board members who believe CAP’s visibility as an organization should be increased and there is value to their customers/taxpayers who don’t directly interact with them by them increasing their visibility and helping to educate public about water issues, education.  Where that gets difficult is how much money to put into that, but there is a role for them out there.

· Water delivery rates – there are a lot of different factors that go into that and they need to keep their eye on the issue of rate stabilization in the event of a Colorado river shortage, have been working on but haven’t formulated a policy.  Avoid “rate shock”.

· Legal/regulatory category – With an organization that is as large as CAP, and with their customer base, regulators tend to put more weight into comments and legal briefings that come from those organizations.   And because of its size and diversity, it can take positions on sensitive issues that individual customers can’t do for political reasons.  I look to CAP to give us some amount of cover on this stuff – it’s an important role they can fulfill for their customers.

· New supplies/expanded canal capacity – There is an appropriate and key role for CAP to be involved in supplementing the existing Colorado River entitlement with additional water supplies, those could include anything – water off main stem of co river, also in-state resources that are available for transfer, groundwater basins that are now or in the future open to transfer.  Again, while technically the CAP doesn’t own canal, the US does, that’s a resource that has benefits we’re not yet using – we need to use that as a resource.  We’ve paid for entire resource and we’re going to need to access it.  Shouldn’t be restricted to CAP entitlement, CO river, or just future supplies for CAGRD, but for all customers – all those who pay the freight.

· Work on defining relationships with customers.  Also, maybe there is a role for CAP in addressing turbidity and salinity issues as they’re coming into the Colorado River.  

· Board does not have a role in planning for future growth of region – they should never ask where it’s appropriate for development and how do we drive ag out and replace it with development.

· Governance issues/conflict with CAGRD – governing board and CAGRD board is same, an example of conflict is wheeling exercise.  Why did CAGRD get 100,000 af capacity?  Why weren’t other entities allowed to request and be granted wheeling capacity?

Name the top three (3) things you feel are most important to the overall success of the CAP: 

· Assure water supply being delivered – always be able to deliver water

· Deliver water at a good price

· Maintaining good personnel to work with that are fair-minded in all that they do.  

· Continued maintenance and operation of the project

· Become more efficient in delivering water supplies and maintaining costs at reasonable levels

· Stability of project operations including cost

· Building relationships with tribes/water users

· Visibility of budgets and planning processes with water users

· Focus on their business – delivering water

· Develop a succession plan with knowledgeable people following the career water people they have running the place now.   

· Make sure they have a solid training and succession plan for operators of CAP.  Pay attention to the business of running the accounting and business end of CAP.  Need a strong core of individuals. 

· Continue in a cooperative relationship with the state, and need to represent their customers not by way of policy, but by way of delivering a reliable supply of water to them.  They don’t need to take position of their customers on policy outside of representing CAP.  Pay attention to their core business.

· Need good board members – there is no deep history of consistency.    Get good people to run, create an institutional mechanism that recruits and gets better people.  CAP Association logically should do that.  More complicated thing would be should we reconsider how they’re chosen, districts, change size of the board.  Should it be appointed instead of elected.  

· Need good general manager – worries me only because board worries me.  As long as there is stability in board, there will be a good manager.  Instability of board could lead to instability in manager level.

· Not understanding what the public thinks and why that matters.  Water people spend too much time talking to themselves.  

· Need to reach out more to non-traditional partners, like conservation community and others in terms of educating them about who they are, (tribes as well)

· Focus on issue of conservation and work with local providers/contractors in providing that.

· Look at the issue of the GRD and the primary mission of the Project and see how they can reconcile that; or does it need to be spun off to some other entity?

· Continue to position themselves as they continue to develop capacity as a leader on the Colorado River and State of Arizona.  They need to increase that existing capacity and continue to promote themselves as a leader and step forward on bigger issues.

· Continue to promote a collaborative approach to problem solving.  CAP is in a position to develop on even an informal basis, a more collaborative approach to problem solving.  Even develop a more transboundary approach, meet with counterparts in Mexico, how will we operate system from an international perspective in the future.   Clearly seen in last 6-12 months is importance of stakeholder level interest, cities, water authorities, people who were less direct have grown in power and influence significantly such that the federal government is far less significant than it used to be – with that new emerging power dynamic. 

· Continue to maintain a long-term outlook, more so than they have in the past.  Recognize that many of the interest groups they work with are not planning on a long time horizon which makes it more important for them.  There’s a general tendency to go with political winds and work on a short cycle.  CAP doesn’t have luxury of taking that point of view and also should not because they are in the position to help reconcile those things, and have political/financial independence to do so.  Maybe even taking climate change seriously.

· CAGRD – controlling CAGRD; protecting the needs of M&I customers first;  don’t give our water away.  

· CAGRD – need to sit down and determine how much water they can move through canal; determine that limiting factor and cap CAGRD.  Cities in CAGRD and those entering CAGRD within next few years should be higher priority than developers outside of AMA, because of DWR if we have to use CAGRD, then M&I customers should be taken care of first.  I know that’s a huge issue because several board members are developers.  Then there’s the governance issue between CAGRD and CAWCD, how do they deal with that.  

· Protect and recognize there are M&I customers going into CAGRD and make sure those are included in the CAGRD cap.  Part of our fear is if CAWCD board feels they are the overseer of water for the entire state, and we don’t see that role for them – we see their role as delivering water to customers within tri-county area.

· Have a vision

· Better communication, perhaps some regional focus groups; regional sessions where you come in and talk with the players; stakeholders; and go through the visioning process.  

· Continue or find a way to identify appropriate candidates to run for the CAP board to continue to have a quality policy board that helps make decisions.    

· Figuring out who and how often message about CAP needs to be delivered – what’s the message; who needs to get it; and how often.   

· Cost control – consider project they do with an eye the same way a municipal provider does, not just raise the rates.  Build a good relationship with municipal customers.  Have a municipal customer advisory group to get input from municipal customers on a regular basis, listen and seek that input at early enough stage in process to have some impact.  

· Visionary leadership, not old school but a new style leadership.  Even look outside the water community, at a long-range view to develop new young talent.  Look for new types of water leaders.

· Pricing, address the O&M side of operations and continue to keep a handle on that as it relates to operation of the canal and cost of power.

· Leadership, continue to be out on the forefront as it relates to meetings, issues in the tri-county service area as they relate to the Colorado River.  They often position themselves to speak for the entire state, and they shouldn’t.

· Stability and certainty of water supply, long-term planning and analysis in terms of whether it’s related to drought/operation of river and impacts of other states and what they’re doing/ not doing in terms of compact.

· Listen to customers, maybe through focus groups.  They have an opportunity at the end of meetings for “public”.  I think this process is a good opportunity for customers to communicate in a non-threatening way.  Maybe through management, create some facilitated discussion on a regular basis with customers that would then feed into their policy development.   

· Focusing on CAP water supply – continue what they’ve been doing.  Encourage management to be actively involved in Colorado River issues; establishing policy the staff can carry out to protect that.  

· Take water management to the next level; there’s not enough water currently in CAP system for all the needs long-term.  They own and manage canal, that’s the conveyance system, and the politics of that will be dicey.   Time is right to start looking into that role.    Need to start looking at some studies to identify potential supply acquisitions and how to fund those, and I think maybe it’s under the arm of the CAGRD – and that’s another question.  

· CAGRD management issues vs CAP and overlap.  Board needs to get a handle on that and sort it out.  It’s difficult for board to wear these two hats.   

· Need to come up with more detailed objectives to achieve their vision.  Maybe expand the mission.  

· Protect and maximize CAP water supply and facilities – plan for maximizing capacity of the aqueduct.  Look for ways to acquire water for CAGRD – how best to do that, they have staff, resources, personnel to do that, can they also look at acquisition of water resources for whole three-county area for future needs.  Is that a possibility since in reality CAWCD, cities and others will look for water and will be competing against each other - or they could work together to see if there’s a potential to do that in terms of long range water resources planning that is cooperative.  

· Find a way to serve CAGRD and customers in a way acceptable to both – a process to find a way to accommodate interest of both CAGRD and customers of CAP and put that in the middle of the table and try to work something through on that.  

· Expanding stakeholder consultation process – their consultation with states on the Colorado River matters, one process is open to public, full public participation – then a separate process of consulting with states – that dual process could be mirrored by CAWCD so they can treat customers like BOR treats states and still have fully open processes to public.  Don’t assume just dealing with public takes care of customers. 

· Good, intelligent, knowledgeable, capable people around you – find them, keep them, pay them.  They’ve got some devoted employees.   

· Communicating with the public – getting the court of public opinion on your side.  

· Maintaining ties to local entities and regional entities to ensure they know what’s going on.  

· Financial stability (balance between rates for subcontractors and tax rate) when we talk about cutting rates, it’s always about how much should be cut in taxes or cuts in rates and after 2011 that will all change when they redo the power contracts.

· Reliability of system - recovery of firming credits in shortage, supplemental supplies.

· Servicing their customers - outreach, protection of rights, putting customers first above outside influences.

· Make system more cost effective - constant evaluation of operations of system, are pumps efficient, is canal maintained.

· More efficient delivery; more reliable - have to address issue of we’re low priority on river, how can we operate system in terms of those times of shortage – storage, new sources to supplement 

· Legally separate from CAGRD.  It would be nice to do in a collaborative method, because that’s the only way it’ll get done or else developers will kill them.

· CAGRD – resolve it, how resources are allocated and how to treat non-CAGRD customers fairly.

· Succession planning – there is a huge amount of policy, institutional history, and knowledge - we don’t want to lose that.

· Steer away from the temptation to be all things to all people, not statewide.

Question:  Is there anything else I need to know regarding the CAP Strategic Planning efforts?

· They’re doing a great job, I’d give them a thumbs up.  

· It’s important for an agency/org to have goals and objectives to point to them, and if this planning effort ends up with fairly concise, easy to understand goals and objectives, then it’s been beneficial.  If it ends up with the Christmas tree, like in the past, not very concise and hard for people to grab.  A lot of time and effort but you have to put that into it if you want it.  Need something very concise.  

· It’s good they’re trying to identify where they need to be; continually need to focus in on CAP and what they should be doing.  Encourages me to know they’re focusing on it, it seems to me sometimes they’re trying to expand their universe of what they should be doing.  Need to be careful straying into areas they could easily stray into; sometimes they have a tendency to want to be a little too political in nature.  

· My only suggestion/complaint/comment is something I’m not sure they can do anything about.  The thing that gives us the most problem is trying to order in OCT for water being used the following calendar year.  Seems to me that were it not for law of river there should be a way to work out rolling over a certain amount of water from year to year and thus not pay for water or partial charges on water not delivered.  I really don’t understand complications relating to river, but if they could be maneuvered because we never know what a farmer is going to need from year to year. 

· It would be helpful if staff could veer away from being dismissive of customer concerns.

· I think it would be valuable for CAP to get some external perspective on these same issues – external to state of Arizona.  For example, how some of other major basin state interests view CAP.  Similarly how it’s viewed internationally.  

· General – more Board member interaction, getting them to come to workshops.  They need to spend the time so we understand where we’re coming from.  We’re paying a lot of money.  

· This interview process has been a very easy process.  

· We would have appreciated, in terms of this process, that there be some similar issue prioritization with the customer group as with the Board.  To do a similar thing - to help identify the issues the customers are interested in and invite the Board to attend.  

· Number one message is listen to the customer.  

· The only heartburn I had was enactment with ag pool.  CAP decided with ADWR to rush that program into action.  They wanted this plan in place in like two weeks.  Staff said they understand, but board is saying we need to do this.  

· Change their name – maybe Big Boy or Top Dog – shed the baggage.  

· I continue to fail to see how they can put together a business plan that separately looks at CAGRD and CAP.  They’ll do a CAP plan with an August target date, then start on CAGRD – but the two are so intertwined that when they go to do CAGRD, they’ll retrace a lot of these steps – and there is no way around it.  They are the same organization, not two different organizations or boards.  I think they’re afraid - they know CAGRD is more controversial.

· All waiting to see how the GRD discussion will go.  I think what we’re discussing now, we may be turning back on ourselves then.   My opinion is the role of the CAP is the operator of a ditch, the GRD changed the way they look at things.  That creates an internal conflict, and an issue of reserving space in canal for their own purpose.  

· The connection between CAGRD and CAP should have been discussed first.  No discussion on it.  What staff did is very cleverly/carefully separated the two issues.  It’s a critical issue.  Board doesn’t feel there’s a conflict of sitting on both boards.  
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