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SUMMARY 

The O f f i ce  o f  the Auditor General has conducted a performance aud i t  and 

Sunset Review o f  the Arizona Game and F ish Department and Commission, 

pursuant to  a June 14, 1989, reso lu t ion o f  the Jo in t  Leg i s l a t i ve  

Oversight Committee. This performance audi t  was conducted as par t  o f  the 

Sunset Review set f o r t h  i n  Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) §§41-2351 

through 41-2379. 

The Arizona Game and F ish Department (AGFD) i s  responsible fo r  

administer ing and enforc ing the game and f i s h  laws and the boating and 

watercraf t  laws. The mission statement o f  the Department i s  t o  conserve, 

enhance, and restore  Arizona's d iverse w i l d l i f e  resources and hab i ta ts  

through aggressive p ro tec t ion  and management programs, and t o  provide 

w i l d l i f e  resources and safe watercraf t  recreat ion fo r  the enjoyment, 

appreciat ion,  and use o f  present and fu ture  generations. The Department 

i s  overseen by the Game and F ish Commission, a five-member body whose 

members are appointed by the Governor fo r  staggered five-year terms. 

The De~artment Can lmorove 
Its Effectiveness In Controversial 
Wildlife Manaeement Issues (See pages 5 through 11) 

The Arizona Game and F ish Department can be more e f f e c t i v e  i n  deal ing 

w i t h  cont rovers ia l  issues i t  must address because o f  i t s  expanded ro l e .  

The Department's r o l e  has grown over the past few years. T rad i t i ona l l y ,  

the Department's focus was on managing game and f i s h  species fo r  

consumptive use (hunting and f i sh ing)  by sportsmen. However, the 

Department has expanded i t s  w i l d l i f e  advocacy r o l e  as a resu l t  o f  changes 

i n  federal law, d i r e c t i o n  from the Arizona Game and F ish Commission, and 

passage o f  the Her i tage Fund I n i t i a t i v e  l as t  year. 

With i t s  expanded ro le ,  the Department has been involved i n  some 

cont rovers ia l  issues re la ted t o  the use o f  pub l i c  lands. Most o f  the 

controversy experienced by the Department has come from i t s  involvement 

i n  issues r e l a t i n g  t o  timber harvest ing,  c a t t l e  grazing,  and threatened 

and endangered species such as the Mount Graham red squ i r re  l . For 

example, the Department's appeals and in te rven t ion  i n  timber sales have 



been c r i t i c i z e d  by industry as being single-minded i n  t h e i r  concern fo r  

w i l d l i f e  whi le  ignor ing the economic impact on business and communities 

i n  the timber industry.  

I n  response t o  c r i t i c i s m ,  the Commission has taken several steps t o  

fu r the r  improve p o l i c y  development and guidance for  the Department. For 

example, as a resu l t  o f  the t imber-related controversies, the Commission 

developed and approved a process fo r  appealing Forest Service decis ions,  

and establ ished a p o l i c y  statement supporting the concept o f  mu l t i p l e  use 

management on pub l i c  lands. However, the Department should consider 

add i t i ona l  ac t ions including developing more b i o l og i ca l  information on 

nongame and threatened and endangered species; es tab l ish ing a special 

team to  develop, manage, and car ry  out Commission po l i c y  on cont rovers ia l  

issues; and increasing i t s  in te rac t ion  w i t h  groups involved w i t h  

cont rovers ia l  issues. 

The Department Needs t o  Step up Its Efforts 
t o  D e v e l o ~  a Comprehensive Planning 
and Evaluation Svstem (See pages 13 through 18 

The Department needs t o  do more t o  implement a comprehensive system o f  

planning and evaluat ion.  Because the Department i s  responsible for  

implementing a broad ar ray o f  programs throughout Arizona, adoption o f  a 

comprehensive planning system would enhance the Department's a b i l i t y  to  

manage i t s  operat ions.  The Department i n i t i a t e d  development o f  a 

comprehensive planning system i n  1985, but the Department s t i  l l does not 

have an ove ra l l  p lan t o  d i r e c t  operations and es tab l i sh  c lear  

p r i o r i t i e s .  As a resu l t ,  regional personnel receive l im i t ed  d i r e c t i o n  

and are forced t o  decide Department p r i o r i t i e s .  I n  developing a 

comprehensive p lan,  the Department needs t o  focus i t s  planning e f f o r t s ,  

t o  involve more personnel departmentwide, and t o  estab l ish  an 

implementation schedule. 

Sianif icant "Span of  Control" Problems 
Exist i n  the Department's Six Reaional 
Offices (See pages 19 through 24 )  

The span o f  con t ro l  between the Department's Regional Supervisors and the 

s t a f f  they supervise i s  excessive and should be addressed.. The Regional 

Supervisors are  responsible f o r  administer ing a wide va r i e t y  o f  



Department programs including w i l d l i f e  management, hab i ta t  conservation, 

game and f i s h  law enforcement, watercraf t  enforcement, and information 

and education serv ices.  However, Regional Supervisors have an average o f  

20 employees repor t ing d i r e c t l y  t o  them--more than they can e f f e c t i v e l y  

supervise. The Department needs t o  add f i e l d  supervisors t o  oversee 

f i e l d  s t a f f .  

The Department Should Modifv I ts 
Watercraft Regulation (See pages 25 through 30) 

Changes are needed t o  Ar izona's watercraf t  regulat ion.  F i r s t ,  Arizona 

should require t i t l i n g  o f  watercra f t .  T i t l i n g  establ ishes proof o f  

ownership, discourages boat t h e f t ,  and al lows l i ens  t o  be recorded by 

f i nanc ia l  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  Current ly,  29 s ta tes and the D i s t r i c t  o f  

Columbia require the issuance o f  a t i t l e ,  and the United States Coast 

Guard s t rong ly  endorses t i t l i n g .  Second, Ar i zona shou I d cons i de r 

e l im ina t ing  regu la t ion fo r  ce r t a i n  types o f  watercra f t .  Arizona i s  one 

o f  on ly  8 s ta tes that  requires a l l  watercra f t  t o  be registered.  Included 

i n  Arizona's requirements are sa i lboats ,  rowboats, canoes, kayaks, 

sai lboards,  and i n f l a t a b l e  r a f t s .  Federal law requires that  only 

motorized boats be registered.  Revenues los t  through the e l im ina t ion  o f  

regu la t ion fo r  these watercra f t  could be recovered through an increase i n  

r eg i s t r a t i on  fees and taxes. 
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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

The O f f i c e  o f  the Audi tor  General has conducted a performance audi t  and 

Sunset review o f  the Arizona Game and F ish Department and Commission, 

pursuant t o  a June 14, 1989, reso lu t ion o f  the Jo in t  Leg is la t i ve  

Oversight Committee. This performance audi t  was conducted as par t  o f  the 

Sunset review set f o r t h  i n  Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) 9541-2351 

through 41-2379. This i s  the f i r s t  performance audi t  o f  the Arizona Game 

and F ish Department conducted by the Auditor General. 

Backaround 

As ear l y  as 1881, concern over the unres t r i c ted  d ra in  on Arizona's 

w i l d l i f e  resources led t o  the formation o f  the Arizona F ish Commission. 

The Arizona Game and F ish Department and Commission were establ  ished, i n  

essen t i a l l y  t h e i r  present form, i n  1929. The Arizona Game and F ish 

Department (AGFD) i s  the State agency charged w i t h  administer ing and 

enforc ing the game and f i s h  laws and the boating and watercra f t  laws. 

The mission statement o f  the Department i s  t o  conserve, enhance, and 

restore Arizona's d iverse w i l d l i f e  resources and hab i ta ts  through 

aggressive p ro tec t ion  and management programs, and t o  provide w i l d l i f e  

resources and safe watercra f t  recreat ion fo r  the enjoyment, appreciat ion,  

and use o f  present and fu tu re  generations. 

The Arizona Game and F ish Commission i s  a five-member body whose members 

are  appointed by the Governor fo r  staggered five-year terms 

(A.R.S. 517-201). The Commission appoints a Di rec tor  (A.R.S. $17-211) 

who acts  as secretary t o  the Commission and serves a five-year term. The 

D i  rec tor  i s  responsible f o r  the supervision and con t ro l  o f  a l  l a c t i v i t i e s  

o f  the Department and enforces a l l  Commission ru les  and orders. 

Oraanization and Prwrams 

AGFD i s  organized i n t o  four d i v i s i ons :  W i  l d l  i f e  Management, F i e l d  

Operations, Special Services, and Information and Education. Each 



d i v i s i o n  i s  comprised o f  special ized branches which handle the a c t i v i t i e s  

that  fa1 l i n t o  t h e i r  categories. Some o f  the programs cu r ren t l y  operated 

by the Department include: f i sher ies  management, game management, nongarne 

management, hab i ta t  management, game and f i s h  law enforcement, 

informat ion and education, research, engineering, hab i ta t  development, 

and watercraf t - - inc luding reg i s t r a t i on  and boat ing education and 

enforcement. 

The Department d iv ides Arizona i n t o  s i x  admin is t ra t ive  regions which 

funct ion as par t  o f  the F i e l d  Operations D iv i s ion .  Regional headquarters 

are located i n  Pinetop, F l ags ta f f ,  Kingman, Yuma, Tucson, and Mesa. 

Regions are d iv ided i n t o  d i s t r i c t s  managed by d i s t r i c t  w i l d l i f e  managers 

who report  t o  the regional supervisor. 

Budaet and Staffing 

AGFD receives no State General Fund monies. The Department receives most 

o f  i t s  operat ing revenue from the sale o f  l icenses, permits,  watercraf t  

r eg i s t r a t i on  fees and taxes, and Federal grants.  Some other sources o f  

revenue include: donations, in te res t  income, f i nes  and c i v i l  penal t ies ,  

and renta l  income.(') A summary o f  AGFD expenditures fo r  f i s c a l  years 

1988-89, 1989-90, and 1990-91 are shown i n  Table 1, page 3. 

The Department's funding w i l l  be s i g n i f i c a n t l y  expanded wi th  the add i t i on  

o f  the Heritage Fund. T i t l e  17, Chapter 2, Arizona Revised Statutes was 

amended by adding A r t i c l e  6  i n  November 1990 due t o  the voter-approved 

Prspos i t ion 200 "Ar izona Her i tage Fund .I' The Department w i  l l receive $10 

m i l l i o n  annually f o r  purposes which include preserving, p ro tec t ing ,  and 

enhancing Arizona's w i l d l i f e ,  w i l d l i f e  hab i ta t ,  endangered and threatened 

species, urban w i l d l i f e ,  and fo r  environmental education. 

For f i s c a l  year 1990-91, AGFD had 398.8 f u l l - t ime  equivalent (FTE) 

pos i t i ons ,  276.0 Game and F ish funded pos i t i ons  and 122.8 Federal a i d  

funded pos i t i ons .  

( 1 )  S ta tu tes  r e q u i r e  t h a t  revenues (except Federal grants)  received by the Department be 
t ransfer red  t o  the  S t a t e  Treasurer  f o r  deposi t  i n t o  special  funds, such as the game 
and f i s h  and the w a t e r c r a f t  l i c e n s i n g  funds. These funds a r e  appropriated t o  the 
Comnission f o r  use i n  c a r r y i n g  out  i t s  d u t i e s .  



TABLE 1 

ARIZONA GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT 
STATEMENTS OF FTEs AND ACTUAL EXPENDITURES 

FISCAL YEARS 1988-89, 1989-90, AND 1990-91 
(Unaudited) 

FTE pos i t i ons  399.3 398.8 398.8 

Personal services $ 9,557,948 $ 9,812,241 $10,641,206 
Employee re la ted 2,795,965 2,726,626 3,160,396 
Prof .  & outs ide services 1 ,395,247 972,457 1 ,752,498 
Travel ,  in-state 48 1 ,637 568,431 571,726 

out-of-state 52,636 62,456 86,200 
Capi ta l  out lay  2,745,935 3,912,057 5,487,870 
Other operating 4.390.078 5,191,978 5,262,083 

TOTAL $21,419,438 $23,245,346 $26,961,979 

Source: Arizona Financial  Information Systems Reports for  the F isca l  
Years Ending June 30, 1989, 1990, and 1991. FTE information 
obtained from AGFD budget requests for  F isca l  Years 1990-91 and 
1991-92. 

Audit Sco~e 

Our aud i t  report  o f  the Arizona Game and F ish Department presents 

f ind ings and recommendations i n  four areas: 

AGFD's involvement i n  controversia l  issues 

The Department's planning and evaluat ion process 

The span o f  con t ro l  o f  Regional Supervisors 

Watercraft  regu la t ion 

In add i t i on  t o  these aud i t  areas, we present a sect ion on other per t inen t  

informat ion which includes information regarding the recent ly  approved 

Heritage funding, and W i l d l i f e  Manager sa lary  and workload informat ion 

(see pages 31 through 39). This report  a lso contains a response t o  the 

twelve sunset fac tors  (see pages 41 through 45). 



Time cons t ra in ts  d i d  not a l low us t o  review the e f f i c i e n c y  and 

e f fec t iveness o f  several Department programs. Some examples o f  these 

programs include game management, f i she r i es ,  hab i t a t ,  game and f i s h  law 

enforcement, research, and data processing . These programs expend 

s i g n i f i c a n t  amounts o f  Federal and State funds and involve many 

Department s t a f f .  

The aud i t  was conducted i n  accordance w i t h  government aud i t i ng  standards. 

The Audi tor  General and s t a f f  express appreciat ion t o  the Arizona,Game 

and F ish Commission Chairman, Commission members, the D i rec to r  o f  the 

Arizona Game and F ish Department, and s t a f f  fo r  t he i r  cooperat ion and 

assistance throughout the aud i t .  



FINDING I 

THE DEPARTMENT CAN IMPROVE ITS EFFECTIVENESS 

IN CONTROVERSIAL WILDLIFE 

MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

"Those searching for  a s ta te  agency that  avoids controversy and 
walks the middle o f  the road w i l l  wish t o  pass the o f f i c e s  o f  
the Arizona Game and F ish Department." (Arizona Republic, 
February 17, 1991) 

As the a r t i c l e  suggests, the Department has been involved i n  many 

cont rovers ia l  issues regarding w i l d l i f e  management over the past few 

years. Several fac tors  have mandated a more expanded w i l d l i f e  management 

r o l e  f o r  the Department beyond that  o f  i t s  t r a d i t i o n a l  focus on hunting 

and f i sh ing .  Along w i t h  t h i s  larger and more ac t i ve  ro l e  managing 

w i l d l i f e ,  the Department has received c r i t i c i s m  fo r  i t s  ac t ions.  

Although some o f  the c r i t i c i s m s  have been addressed, more can be done. 

Dwar tment  's Wildlife Manaaement 
Role Has Expanded 

The Department's r o l e  has expanded beyond i t s  t r a d i t i o n a l  focus on 

prov id ing for  consumptive use o f  w i l d l i f e .  T rad i t i ona l l y ,  the Department 

had focused i t s  e f f o r t s  on managing game and f i s h  species fo r  consumptive 

use (hunting, f i sh ing ,  and trapping) by sportsmen. Managing b i g  game 

herds, s e t t i n g  hunt ing seasons, stocking f i s h ,  enforc ing hunting and 

f i sh i ng  laws, and prov id ing hunter education were and s t i l l  are major 

a c t i v i t i e s  o f  the Department. The Department, however, has augmented i t s  

organizat ion t o  address i t s  expanded ro le .  Habi tat  spec ia l i s t  pos i t i ons  

were establ ished i n  the regions i n  1979. I n  1983, the Department created 

a nongame branch t o  conserve and manage nongame species. I n  1989, the 

hab i ta t  branch was organized t o  fu r the r  emphasize hab i ta t  evaluat ion and 

conservation funct ions.  Further,  the Department has devoted considerable 

resources i n  the past three years t o  research o f  nongame species, and 

increased s t a f f  s i ze  i n  the research branch from 13 t o  60 s t a f f .  



Several fac tors  mandate a broader Department ro le .  

0 Federal reauirements - Federal laws provide fo r  a st rong Sta te  Game 
and F ish  r o l e  i n  the planning and management o f  w i l d l i f e  and hab i ta t  
on Federal land. This i s  espec ia l ly  c r i t i c a l  i n  Arizona where 
one-th i rd o f  the land i s  Federal land managed by the Forest Service 
and the Bureau o f  Land Management (BLM), and much o f  the w i l d l i f e  
hab i t a t  i n  the Sta te  i s  on t h i s  land. The National Forest Management 
Act (NFMA) provides for  a comprehensive process t o  obta in  input  from 
in terested p a r t i e s  inc luding State Game and F ish agencies fo r  the 
development and execution o f  management plans fo r  the nat iona l  
fo res ts .  Although the Act was passed i n  1976, fores t  plans for  
Arizona were not developed and completed u n t i l  the l a t e  1980s. 

Department p u b l i c  lands involvement includes reviews o f  fo res t  and 
range land management p lans,  proposed timber sales, grazing 
a l lo tments ,  and, i n  general,  any proposed a c t i v i t y  which has an 
impact on w i l d l i f e  on Federal land. These reviews can include f i e l d  
s tud ies  t o  provide fu r the r  informat ion and t o  determine e f f e c t s  on 
w i l d l i f e .  Department s t a f f  work w i t h  Forest Service and BLM s t a f f  on 
b i o l og i ca l  p ro jec ts  and a lso  i n  developing plans. 

Direction from Commission - Arizona s ta tu tes  g ive  the Commission 
broad au tho r i t y  t o  manage w i l d l i f e  i n  the Sta te  through the AGFD. 
The Commission establ ishes Department p o l i c y  and gives the Department 
d i r e c t i o n  fo r  i t s  a c t i v i t i e s .  I n  1987, the Commission fo r  the f i r s t  
t ime establ ished a Department mission statement which del ineates the 
Department's expanded r o l e  by d i r e c t i n g  the department t o  conserve, 
enhance, and res tore  Ar izona's d iverse w i l d l i f e  resources and 
hab i t a t s  through aggressive p ro tec t ion  and management programs. 

Heritaae Fund Initiative - The passage o f  the Her i tage Fund i n i  t i a t  ive 
i n  the 1990 e l ec t i on  w i  l l continue t o  expand the r o l e  o f  the 
Department. The i n i t i a t i v e  requires that  the Department assess 
w i l d l i f e  hab i t a t s  statewide, provide increased environmental 
education and informat ion e f f o r t s ,  develop urban w i l d l i f e  programs, 
increase access t o  pub l i c  lands, and a lso acquire sens i t i ve  hab i ta t  
fo r  w i  l d l  i f e .  The i n i t i a t i v e  provides $10 m i  l l i o n  annual ly t o  ca r ry  
out these du t ies .  The Department expects t o  eventua l ly  add 105 s t a f f  
t o  perform Her i tage Fund du t ies .  

Ex~anded Role 
Brinm Controversy 

As a r esu l t  o f  i t s  expanded ro le ,  the Department has been involved i n  

con t rovers ia l  issues re la ted  t o  pub l i c  land use. Pub l i c  land use issues 

are  inheren t l y  cont rovers ia l  due t o  the var ied perspectives o f  those 



e n t i t i e s  w i t h  an in te res t  i n  these issues. Some o f  the larger 

con t rovers i es the Department has pa r t  i c i pated i n  have been issues 

r e l a t i n g  t o  timber harvest ing,  c a t t l e  grazing, and threatened and 

endangered species such as the Mount Graham red s q u i r r e l .  These types o f  

controversies are  not unique t o  Arizona. Other western s ta tes '  Game and 

F ish  departments are experiencing s im i la r  controversies. 

Controversy t o  be expected - Because o f  the nature o f  the issues, 

increased pub l i c  concern about the environment, and the Department's 

mandated ro l e ,  some controversy w i l l  i nev i tab ly  occur over how pub l i c  

lands w i l l  be used. The Department's primary ro l e  i s  t o  manage, p ro tec t ,  

and enhance w i l d l i f e .  However, t h i s  may c o n f l i c t  w i th  the goals o f  other 

pa r t i es  under the Federal concept o f  managing land fo r  m u l t i p l e  use. I n  

add i t i on  t o  the Department, both environmental groups and various 

indust r ies  attempt t o  inf luence how nat ional  forests  w i l l  be managed. 

Overview o f  major controversies - Three o f  the larger w i l d l i f e - r e l a t e d  

controversies i n  which the Department par t i c ipa ted  include the fo l lowing:  

Timber - Much o f  the controversy invo lv ing the Department over the 
past few years has come from i t s  ac t i ve  ro l e  i n  issues concerning 
timber harvest ing i n  the nat iona l  forests  i n  Arizona. The Department 
has appealed or  intervened on several timber sales and forest  
management p lan proposals. Department e f f o r t s  have been c r i t i c i z e d  
by industry as being s ing le  minded i n  t h e i r  concern fo r  w i l d l i f e  
whi le  ignor ing the economic impact on business and communities. 
Comnunity leaders and employees a lso expressed concern i n  l e t t e r s  t o  
both the Governor and the Department. I n  response, the Department 
publ ished a "white paper" which gave i t s  perspective o f  the issues. 
One timber company then published a counter-response t o  the 
Department's whi te paper and a lso sued the Department t o  gain access 
t o  informat ion re la ted  t o  timber issues. The s u i t  was recent ly 
resolved i n  favor o f  the Department and the timber company indicated 
they would not appeal the decis ion.  

Cattle - The Department has been involved i n  cont rovers ia l  issues 
r e l a t i n g  t o  the c a t t l e  industry.  Ranchers are concerned about large 
numbers o f  e l k  grazing on pub l i c  land used fo r  grazing c a t t l e .  The 
Department and the Forest Service have allowed e l k  populat ions t o  
increase i n  Arizona, pu t t i ng  add i t iona l  pressure on the hab i ta t  a lso 
used f o r  c a t t l e  grazing. Another problem has been e l k  grazing and 
damage t o  p r i va te  land used f o r  c a t t l e .  The Department has responded 
t o  some concerns by bui ld ing fences t o  keep e l k  out and a lso  holding 
cont rovers ia l  special hunts t o  reduce e l k  numbers i n  problem areas. 



Another ca t t l e - re la ted  controversy invo lv ing the Department concerned 
bears and mountain l i ons .  Ranchers were k i l l i n g  bears and mountain 
l i ons  t o  minimize t h e i r  a t tacks against c a t t l e .  I n  response t o  
pub1 i c  concern about the number o f  predators taken by ranchers and 
the methods used, the Department worked w i t h  industry t o  pass 
l e g i s l a t i o n  fu r the r  regu la t ing the taking o f  predators. Senate Bi  l l 
1137, passed i n  1990, r es t r i c t ed  ranchers t o  tak ing only the k i l l e r  
animal, r e s t r i c t e d  methods o f  taking,  and required ranchers t o  report 
that  an animal was taken. P r i o r  t o  t h i s  law, ranchers could take 
un l im i ted  numbers o f  predators and had no r e s t r i c t i o n s  on methods 
used. 

Mount Graham Red Sauirrel - The Department was a lso  involved i n  the 
cont rovers ia l  issue regarding the Mount Graham red s q u i r r e l .  The 
Department and many env i ronmen t a  l groups were concerned that  the 
bu i l d i ng  o f  a telescope s i t e  on Mount Graham would ser ious ly  threaten 
the hab i ta t  o f  the squ i r r e l  t o  the po in t  o f  possib le ex t i nc t i on .  The 
issue was heated and involved several e n t i t i e s  i n  add i t i on  t o  the 
Department and p o l i t i c a l  and environmental groups including the 
Governor, the Un ive rs i t y  o f  Arizona, and most o f  the congressional 
delegat ion.  

Other western s ta tes  ex~er ienc inc l  s im i l a r  controversies - W i l d l i f e  and 

hab i ta t  controversies i n  Arizona are not unique. Many western states 

have experienced s im i l a r  controversies. Timber-cutting controversies 

have been raging i n  the Northwest, p i t t i n g  the timber industry against 

w i l d l i f e  departments and environmental ists over the issue of  

t imber-cut t ing 's  impact on w i l d l i f e  hab i t a t .  Further,  several states 

reported controversies a r i s i n g  from c a t t l e  grazing. 

Additional Measures Needed 
t o  Better Address Controversies 

The Commission and the Department should both consider add i t iona l  

measures t o  be t t e r  address t h e i r  involvement i n  controversia l  issues. I n  

response t o  c r i t i c i s m ,  the Commission has taken several steps t o  help 

ensure e f f e c t i v e  p o l i c y  development and Department ac t ion  i n  i t s  and the 

Department's involvement i n  cont rovers ia l  issues. Some addi t iona l  

measures, however, may fu r ther  improve ef fect iveness.  

Comnission has addressed c r i t i c i s m  - I n  response t o  c r i t i c i s m  about the 

Department's r o l e  i n  cont rovers ia l  issues, the Commission has taken 

several steps t o  improve p o l i c y  development and guidance f o r  the 

Department. Although the Commission i s  charged by s ta tu te  t o  es tab l i sh  

p o l i c y  f o r  the Department, i t  was a t  times not informed o f  ac t ions being 

taken by the Department. However, as a resu l t  o f  t imber-related 

controversies i n  1990 and the resu l t i ng  c r i t i c i s m ,  the Commission took 
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several ac t ions t o  help ensure i t s  involvement i n  decisions re lated t o  

cont rovers i a  I issues. F i r s  t , the Comi ss ion deve loped and approved a 

process fo r  appealing Forest Service decisions. This process includes 

Department presentat ion o f  re la ted information fo r  review by the 

Commission and the State Forester .  The Commission w i l l  then determine 

whether an appeal w i l l  be pursued. Second, the Commission a lso 

establ ished a p o l i c y  statement supporting the concept o f  mu l t i p l e  use 

management on pub l i c  lands administered by the Forest Service and the 

BLM. I n  t h i s  po l i c y  the Commission d i r ec t s  the Department t o  continue t o  

be an ac t i ve  partner w i th  Federal land management agencies and the pub l i c  

i n  the design and app l i ca t ion  o f  mult iple-use p resc r ip t ions  for  resource 

management. Th i rd ,  the Commission has devoted time a t  monthly Conunission 

meetings t o  ob ta in  updates and information on pub l i c  land issues. 

A d d i t i ~ n a l  measures needed - The Commission and Department should 

consider add i t i ona l  ac t ions t o  improve t h e i r  handl ing o f  cont rovers ia l  

issues on pub l i c  lands. These include: (1) developing more b i o l og i ca l  

information, ( 2 )  developing a special team t o  address, manage, and 

respond t o  cont rovers ia l  issues; and (3)  estab l ish ing more task forces o r  

committees t o  s o l i c i t  input and he lp  develop concensus on cont rovers ia l  

i ssues . 

Several respondents t o  our survey o f  e n t i t i e s  that  in te rac t  w i t h  the 

~ e ~ a r t m e n t ( ' )  s ta ted that  the Department needs t o  develop more b i o l og i ca l  

informat ion on nongame and threatened and endangered species. 

Informat ion i s  needed on these and other species t o  be t te r  determine the 

impact pub l i c  land use decis ion making has on these species. For 

example, not enough b io l og i ca l  information has been gathered t o  date on 

the Goshawk populat ion on the North Kaibab Ranger D i s t r i c t  on the Kaibab 

National Forest. Information i s  needed because t h i s  b i r d  o f  prey has 

been designated as an ind icator  species for  that  forest .  (An ind icator  

species i s  one that  i s  most l i k e l y  t o  show the t yp i ca l  e f f e c t s  o f  forest  

management ac t ions on w i l d l i f e  and the ecosystem.) The North Kaibab has 

( 1 )  We surveyed 139 i n d i v i d u a l s  represent ing agencies and organizat ions t h a t  i n t e r a c t  w i t h  
the  Department. Seventy-three responded t o  the survey which contained questions about 
the  Department's e f fec t iveness .  



been one o f  the most controversia l  o f  a l l  Arizona pub l i c  land disputes, 

w i th  debate focusing on whether the Goshawk w i l l  be adversely impacted by 

add i t i ona l  timber c u t t i n g  proposals. 

The Department u n t i l  recent ly has devoted few resources t o  nongame 

species. However, Heritage Fund requirements w i l l  increase s t a f f  and 

he lp  address the b i o l og i ca l  information need. The Heritage Fund requires 

that  the Department address nongame hab i ta t  and species and makes funding 

ava i lab le  for  b i o l og i ca l  studies.  The Department's Heritage Fund program 

proposals c a l l  f o r  an add i t iona l  105 s t a f f ,  many o f  which w i l l  be hab i ta t  

and research or iented.  

The Department should a lso cong . ? r  organizing a special team t o  develop, 

manage, and car ry  out Comrniss i l l i c y  on controversia l  issues. Several 

e n t i t i e s  we surveyed c r i t i c i z - .  the Department's a b i l i t y  t o  act as a 

coordinated u n i t .  These e n t i t i e s  were concerned tha t  pos i t i ons  on issues 

vary among regions, and f e l t  that  the cent ra l  o f f i c e  i s  not involved 

enough i n  the issues. New Mexico's Game & F ish Department has 

establ ished a special  team comprised o f  cent ra l  o f f i c e  management and 

supervisors that  meet monthly t o  discuss issues, reach concensus and set 

p o l i c i e s .  

Another measure the Commission and Department should consider i s  

es tab l ish ing add i t i ona l  task forces or  committees comprised o f  interested 

pa r t i es  t o  receive input and develop consensus on cont rovers ia l  issues. 

Some e f f o r t s  towards t h i s  have already begun. The Governor has recent ly 

establ ished a pub l i c  land use advisory counci l  comprised o f  State agency 

d i r ec to r s  w i t h  environmental ly-related respons ib i l i t i e s .  I n  add i t i on ,  

the Commission has establ ished or  has pa r t i c i pa ted  i n  working groups that  

include industry,  environmental and other groups. Although some e f f o r t  

has taken place, the Commission agreed more proact ive use o f  task forces 

i s  needed t o  address cont rovers ia l  issues. Some other western s ta te  game 

and f i s h  agencies have establ ished task forces o r  committees t o  help 

ensure that  input i s  received from a l l  pa r t i es .  For example, Utah uses 

task forces t o  obta in  concensus on b i g  game management p o l i c i e s .  

Membership includes ranchers, sportsmen, l eg i s l a to r s ,  Federal agency 

personnel, l i vestock associat ion representat ives and agency personnel. 

Washington has a standing committee t o  address, m i t iga te ,  negot iate and 



reach agreement on controversial issues such as timber cutting. The 

cormittee is comprised of representatives of state and Federal agencies, 

Indian tribes, industry, land owners, sportsmen and environmental groups. 

RECOMMENDATION 

The Commission and Department should consider: 

a. continuing to strengthen their research efforts towards nongame 
species so that additional biological information can be provided for 
public land use decision making, and 

b. continuing to develop a process to better coordinate and address 
controversial issues. 



FINDING I1 

THE DEPARTMENT NEEDS TO STEP UP ITS EFFORTS TO DEVELOP 

A COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING AND EVALUATION SYSTEM 

The Arizona Game and Fish Department needs to  do more to  implement a 

comprehensive system of planning and evaluation. Although the Department 

started developing a comprehensive planning system i n  1985, c r i t i c a l  

components o f  the system are not yet i n  place. As a resu l t ,  management 

i s  l imi ted i n  i t s  a b i l i t y  t o  provide clear d i rec t ion  to  Department s t a f f ,  

and p r i o r i t i e s  are of ten determined a t  the regional level .  The 

Department should consider several measures to  f a c i l i t a t e  completion of 

i t s  comprehensive planning and evaluation system. 

Comprehensive Planning 
and Evaluation Needed 

Sound planning and evaluation are needed t o  ensure that the AGFD operates 

i n  an e f fec t ive  and e f f i c i e n t  manner. The Department i s  responsible for 

implementing a broad array o f  programs throughout Arizona. Adopting a 

comprehensive planning system could enhance the Department's a b i l i t y  to 

manage i t s  operations. 

Department operations s i ~ n i  f icant and wides~read - The nature of  AGFDts 

organizational structure and operations increases the need for 

comprehensive planning and evaluation w i th in  the Department. 

The Department operates a wide range of programs including f isher ies 
management, game management, nongame management, habitat  management, 
game and f i s h  law enforcement, watercraft law enforcement, research, 
and information and education. 

The Department's f i e l d  a c t i v i t i e s  are widespread, wi th  approximately 
300 s t a f f  i n  s i x  regional o f f i ces  and i n  f i e l d  assignments throughout 
the State. These employees are responsible for a var ie ty  o f  
a c t i v i t i e s  including enforcement, w i l d l i f e  management, and research. 

AGFD1s organizational structure i s  di f fused, having a l i ne  and s t a f f  
structure that separates responsibi l i t y  for program planning and 
program implementation. 



Figure 1 presents the Department's current organizational structure. 

FIGURE 1 
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Source: Arizona Game and Fish Department 

Comrehensive plannina could o f f e r  several benef i ts  t o  AGFD - The 

Department could benef i t  from the establishment o f  a comprehensive 

planning system. As shown i n  Figure 2, page 15, comprehensive planning 

i s  an integrated system o f  management that involves ongoing evaluation o f  

objectives and monitoring o f  progress. I t s  components include st rategic  

planning, operational planning, implementation, and evaluation. 





AGFD Has Init iated Develmment 
of  a Com~rehensive Plannina Svstem. However, 
Some Crit ical Plans Are Not Yet in  Place 

Despite the Department's e f f o r t s  t o  develop a comprehensive planning 

system, key p l ann i ng and eva l ua t i on componen t s have yet  t o  be deve loped. 

AGFD has beuun develoment o f  a comprehensive system - The Department 

began deve lop i ng a comprehens i ve p l ann i ng and eva l uat ion system i n 1985 

and has made progress i n  several areas. 

S t ra teg ic  p lanning - The Department has developed an ove ra l l  mission 
statement, general goals and ob ject ives,  and s t r a teg i c  plans for  i t s  
game, f i she r i es ,  and nongame programs. 

Operational ~ l a n n i n g  - Operational plans, such as program narra t ives 
and annual work plans, have been prepared for  programs and funct ional  
areas that  receive Federal funding. The Department has a lso 
attempted t o  l i n k  ob ject ives t o  a c t i v i t i e s  i n  the planning process 
fo r  Heritage funds. 

* Evaluat ion - Annual progress reports are prepared fo r  Federal ly  
funded programs. AGFD has a lso i ns ta l l ed  a computerized cost 
accounting system t o  t rack the cost o f ,  and manhours a l located t o ,  
Department programs and funct ions.  

C r i t i c a l  system components have ve t  t o  be deve lo~ed  - A l  though some 

progress has been made, the Department s t i l l  needs t o  complete important 

tasks i n  each area o f  the comprehensive planning system. These include: 

S t ra teu ic  p lanning - The Department s t i  I I needs t o  in tegrate  
organizat ional  goals and ob ject ives for  programs and funct ional  
areas. 

O ~ e r a t i o n a l  Planning - AGFD needs t o  develop department-wide 
ob ject ives and t rans la te  the object ives i n t o  spec i f i c  a c t i v i t i e s ,  
resource requirements, and p r i o r i t i e s .  

Evaluat ion - The Department needs t o  develop a comprehensive system 
t o  evaluate Department operations and determine whether ob ject ives 
are being met. 

I n  add i t i on ,  the Department needs t o  adopt plans t o  guide several 

c r i t i c a l  programs and funct ions.  For example, although employees i n  the 

Department's F i e l d  Operations D i v i s i on  spend approximately 38 percent o f  

t h e i r  time performing enforcement dut ies ,  AGFD lacks a department-wide 

p lan f o r  i t s  law enforcement funct ion.  



Decisions Resardina Priorities 
Are Often Lef t  t o  the Recrions 

I n  the absence o f  a comprehensive planning and evaluat ion system, 

decisions concerning work p r i o r i t i e s  f requent ly must be made a t  the 

regional l eve l .  Four o f  the s i x  Regional Supervisors we interviewed 

indicated that  they receive l i t t l e  d i r e c t i o n  from management concerning 

overa l l  organizat ional  p r i o r i t i e s .  As indicated e a r l i e r ,  the region 

s t a f f  are responsible fo r  performing work assignments i n  a va r i e t y  o f  

programs inc lud ing f i sher ies  management, game management, nongame 

management, hab i ta t  management, game and f i s h  law enforcement, watercraf t  

enforcement, and information and education. Regional Supervisors may 

receive work assignments d i r e c t l y  from the various program s t a f f  i n  the 

Department's cent ra l  o f f i c e .  When these work assignments from cent ra l  

o f f i c e  c o n f l i c t ,  Regional Supervisors must e i t he r  seek d i r e c t i o n  from the 

Associate D i rec to r  for  F i e l d  Operations a t  the cent ra l  o f f i c e  or 

determine p r i o r i t i e s  themselves. As a resu l t ,  regions can vary 

considerably i n  t h e i r  approach and p rac t i ce  t o  various a c t i v i t i e s .  For 

example, the Invest igator  i s  used as a uniformed o f f i c e r  i n  one region, 

fo r  special  p ro jec ts  i n  another, and fo r  Operation Game Thief  

invest igat ions i n  a t h i r d .  Some regions w r i t e  t i c k e t s  fo r  ce r t a i n  

offenses, whereas others on ly  g ive warnings fo r  the same offenses. Some 

regions focus enforcement e f f o r t s  on ce r t a i n  v i o l a t i ons  such as hunting 

from a veh ic le ,  whereas others focus on repeat of fenders.  According t o  

the Department, regions may a lso have t o  choose between hunt pa t ro l  

verses watercra f t  pa t ro l ,  hunt pa t ro l  verses State Fa i r  duty ,  l icense 

issuance verses f i e l d  a c t i v i t y  and road k i l l  response verses hab i ta t  

pro tect  ion. 

Additional Stem Could Be Taken 
t o  Faci l i tate lm~lementat ion 

Although the Department i s  making progress towards developing i t s  

planning and evaluat ion system, i t  should consider several steps t o  help 

f a c i l i t a t e  system development and implementation. 

focus in^ o f  plannina e f f o r t s  w i t h i n  a u n i t  - Current plans are 
developed by program areas w i t h i n  the organizat ion.  No 
organizat ional  u n i t  has respons ib i l i t y  f o r  developing and 
implementing the comprehensive system. The Department's Funds 
Coordinator has suggested estab l ish ing a u n i t  w i t h i n  the d i r e c t o r ' s  



o f f i c e  that  i s  responsible fo r  development o f  ove ra l l  s t r a teg i c  and 
operat ional  p lans.  A group such as t h i s  could b r i ng  together plans 
from a l l  funct iona l  areas and meld them i n t o  comprehensive 
documents. I n  add i t i on ,  the group could a lso monitor and evaluate 
program progress. Placing the u n i t  w i t h i n  the d i r e c t o r ' s  o f f  ice  
would a lso  he lp  ensure that  emphasis i s  placed on completing the 
management system. 

a Develooing an implementation schedule - I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  the tasks 
that  remain t o  be done, and the expected completion dates for  these 
tasks, would help focus the Department's e f f o r t s  t o  implement these 
components. I n  add i t i on ,  establishment o f  such a schedule would 
a l low the Commission and the pub l i c  t o  evaluate the Department's 
progress i n  t h i s  area. 

a Invo lv ina ~ e r s o n n e l  throuahout the Deoartment - AGFD's management 
team, inc lud ing Branch and Regional Supervisors, should be involved 
i n  the i n i t i a l  development, and ongoing operat ion o f  the Department's 
comprehensive planning process. 

RECOMMENDATION 

The Department should continue i t s  e f f o r t s  t o  develop a comprehensive 

planning and evaluat ion system. To he lp  develop t h i s  system AGFD should 

take the fo l lowing act ions:  

a. cen t ra l i ze  respons ib i l i t y  for  system development and implementation 
i n  the D i r e c t o r ' s  o f f i c e ,  

b .  es tab l i sh  an implementation schedule that  i d e n t i f i e s  components that  
remain t o  be developed and includes target  dates for  the development 
o f  these components, and 

c .  u t i l i z e  the Department's management team, including Branch and 
Regional Supervisors, i n  the development and ongoing operat ion o f  the 
comprehensive planning system. 



FINDING Ill 

SIGNIFICANT S P A N  OF CONTROL" PROBLEMS EXIST 

I N  THE DEPARTMENT'S SIX REGIONAL OFFICES 

The span o f  cont ro l  between AGFD Regional Supervisors and the s t a f f  they 

supervise i s  excessive. The Department needs to  add f i e l d  supervisors to  

oversee W i l d l i f e  Managers. 

The S ~ a n  o f  Control in the Department's 
Resional Offices Is Excessive 

The a b i l i t y  o f  the Department's Regional Supervisors t o  d i r e c t  employee 

work e f f o r t s  i s  i nh ib i t ed  by the extreme span o f  cont ro l  that  ex i s t s  a t  

the regional leve l .  Regional Supervisors must oversee a large number o f  

employees who are dispersed throughout large geographical areas. As a 

r e s u l t ,  they are unable t o  provide adequate supervision. 

AGFD Regional Supervisors oversee too manv e m ~ l o ~ e e s  - AGFD's Regional 

Supervisors p lay  a key r o l e  i n  the Department. They are responsible f o r  

administer ing a wide va r i e t y  o f  Department programs including w i l d l i f e  

management, hab i ta t  conservation, game and f i s h  law enforcement, 

watercra f t  enforcement, and information and education serv ices.  

Regional Supervisors serve as d i r e c t  supervisors for  an average o f  20 

employees. As Table 2 on page 20 shows, the Department's Regional 

Supervisors t y p i c a l l y  are  responsible for  supervising a Game Spec ia l i s t ,  

a F isher ies  Spec ia l i s t ,  one or  more Habi tat  Spec ia l i s ts ,  a Law 

Spec ia l i s t ,  an Invest igator ,  an O f f i ce  Manager, and nine t o  f i f t e e n  

d i s t r i c t  W i l d l i f e  Managers. They may a lso supervise a Regional Assistant  

and s t a f f  who are responsible f o r  managing Department-operated w i l d l i f e  

areas. Figure 3 on page 21 depicts the ex i s t i ng  span o f  cont ro l  fo r  an 

average region. The supervisory r espons ib i l i t i e s  o f  AGFD Regional 

Supervisors w i l l  increase even fu r ther  w i t h  the add i t i on  o f  new s t a f f  

needed t o  implement Her i tage I n i t i a t i v e  programs. 



TABLE 2 

ARIZONA GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT 
NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES SUPERVISED BY 

REGIONAL SUPERVISORS 

Rea i on 

W i l d l i f e  Managers 9 11 12 10 15 15 12.0 
Reg i ona l Spec i a l i s t  s ( ~ )  5 5 4 4 5 4 4.5 
Invest igators  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 .O 
O f f i ce  Manager 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 .O 
Other - 1 - 3 - 1 - 1 - 1 - 1 - 1.3 

Total s t a f f  supervised 

(a )  S p e c i a l i s t s  ass igned t o  each o f  t h e  Depar tment 's  s i x  r e g i o n s  i n c l u d e  a  Game 
Speci a1 i s t ,  F i s h e r i e s  Speci a1 i s t ,  Law Speci a1 i s t ,  and one t o  two Habi t a t  
S p e c i a l i s t s .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  an I n f o r m a t i o n  and Educat ion S p e c i a l i s t  i s  ass igned t o  
Region 5.  

Source: AGFD personnel roster  fo r  A p r i l  1991. 

The d i f f i c u l t i e s  associated w i t h  supervising such a large number of  

employees i s  exacerbated by the s i ze  o f  AGFD regions. These regions vary 

i n  s i ze  from 10,920 t o  30,788 square mi les .  Each region contains a 

number o f  d i s t r i c t s  that  are overseen by W i l d l i f e  Managers. I n  some 

instances, i t  may take the Regional Supervisor several hours t o  reach a 

W i l d l i f e  Manager's d i s t r i c t  by car .  For instance, the Region 2 

Supervisor indicated he would need t o  d r i ve  210 mi les from the F lags ta f f  

regional o f f i c e  t o  v i s i t  h i s  W i l d l i f e  Manager assigned t o  Fredonia on the 

Arizona S t r i p  ( the Arizona lands nor th  ci  the Colorado R i ve r ) .  

S im i l a r l y ,  the Region 5 Supervisor indicated - a t  the Tucson regional 

o f f i c e  i s  approximately 170 mi les  from the Por ta l  d i s t r i c t  i n  

southeastern Arizona. 



FIGURE 3 

ARIZONA GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT 
CURRENT STRUCTURE OF A TYPICAL REGION 

Source: Prepared by Auditor General s t a f f  based on the current AGFD 
regional s t ructure.  

The excessive soan o f  control has resul ted i n  l im i ted  s u ~ e r v i s i o n  - 
Regional Supervisors seldom see many of  the employees that they are 

required t o  supervise. Although regional s t a f f  t yp i ca l l y  have quar ter ly  

meetings i n  the regional o f f i ces ,  Reg i~na l  Supervisors spend l i t t l e  time 

i n  the f i e l d  w i th  t he i r  s t a f f .  One Regional Supervisor we interviewed 

said he rare ly  gets out t o  h i s  W i  Id1 i f e  Managers' d i s t r i c t s  unless there 

i s  a problem or a special p ro jec t .  Another Regional Supervisor said that 

he t r i e s  to  v i s i t  h i s  W i l d l i f e  Managers on the Arizona S t r i p  once per 

year, but may be unable to  make the t r i p  t h i s  year because of  time 

constraints.  W i l d l i f e  Managers we surveyed agree that t he i r  Regional 

Supervisors seldom v i s i t  them i n  the i r  d i s t r i c t s .  Of the 67 W i l d l i f e  



Managers who responded t o  our survey,( ')  39 percent indicated that  t he i r  

Regional Supervisor v i s i t s  them i n  t h e i r  d i s t r i c t  less than once per year. 

Because Regional Supervisors are unable t o  spend time i n  the f i e l d  w i th  

t h e i r  s t a f f ,  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  adequately supervise and evaluate s t a f f  i s  

adversely impacted. Regional Supervisors we interviewed indicated that  

they cannot provide c lose supervision t o  a l l  o f  t h e i r  subordinates and 

that  i t  i s  a lso d i f f i c u l t  t o  adequately evaluate s t a f f  performance. 

Field Su~ervisors Needed 

The supervisory r espons ib i l i t i e s  o f  the Department's Regional Supervisors 

could be reduced through the add i t i on  o f  f i e l d  supervisors. Most other 

western s ta tes we contacted use mid-level supervisors t o  provide d i r e c t  

oversight  o f  f i e l d  s t a f f .  I n  Arizona, f i e l d  supervisor pos i t ions 

( c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  W i l d l i f e  Manager I l l s )  could be added t o  each region 

t o  oversee d i s t r i c t  W i l d l i f e  Managers. Figure 4 on page 23 shows what 

impact t h i s  would have on the t yp i ca l  Regional Supervisor 's span o f  

con t ro l .  

( 1 )  A l l  72 d i s t r i c t  W i l d l i f e  Managers were sent a w r i t t e n  quest ionna i re  as p a r t  o f  our 
eva luat ion  o f  t he  Department. 



FIGURE 4 

ARIZONA GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT 
PROPOSED STRUCTURE OF A TYPICAL REGION 
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Source: Prepared by Auditor General s t a f f  based on proposed AGFD 
regional s t ructure.  

During the course o f  our aud i t ,  the Commission developed a l eg i s l a t i ve  

budget proposal for  f i s ca l  year 1992-93 which contains a proposal to  

establ ish 14 W i  Id1 i fe  Manager I I I pos i t  ions w i th in  the ~epar tment .  These 

W i l d l i f e  Manager i l l s  would be u t i l i z e d  as f i r s t  l i n e ,  working f i e l d  

supervisors, and would be responsible for  providing d i rec t i on  and support 

to  an average o f  f i v e  d i s t r i c t  W i l d l i f e  Managers. The f i e l d  supervisors 

would be involved i n  planning a c t i v i t i e s ,  d i r ec t i ng  subordinates, and 

monitoring and evaluating progress toward program object ives.  They would 

also be responsible for  evaluating the performance o f  employees under 

the i r  supervision. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

The Department should continue t o  pursue e f f o r t s  t o  develop a f i e l d  

supervisor p o s i t i o n  t o  reduce the number o f  s t a f f  d i r e c t l y  supervised by 

Regional Supervisors. 



FINDING 1V 

THE DEPARTMENT SHOULD MODIFY 

ITS WATERCRAFT REGULATION 

Changes are needed t o  improve Arizona's watercraf t  regu la t ion.  F i r s t ,  

Arizona should require t i t l i n g  o f  watercraf t  t o  es tab l i sh  ownership and 

discourage t h e f t .  Second, s ta tu tes should be revised t o  exempt some o f  

the types o f  boats cu r ren t l y  regulated, and reg i s t r a t i on  fees should be 

increased t o  recover los t  revenues. 

AGFD i s  responsible fo r  reg is te r ing  watercra f t .  Watercraf t ,  per 

A.R.S. $5-301, includes any boat designed t o  be propel led by machinery, 

oars, paddles, or  wind act ion,  or  as may be defined by regu la t ion o f  the 

Commission. Owners o f  watercraf t  requ i r ing reg i s t r a t i on  must submit a 

r e g i s t r a t i o n  app l i ca t ion  t o  the Department. Upon reg i s t r a t i on ,  the 

Department provides the owner decals contain ing the owner's r eg i s t r a t i on  

number, and a reg i s t r a t i on  c e r t i f i c a t e .  The owner i s  required t o  a f f i x  

the decals t o  both sides o f  the watercraf t  p r i o r  t o  use. Watercraft 

r eg i s t r a t i ons  are t o  be renewed annually. There were 143,334 registered 

watercra f t  i n  Arizona dur ing calendar year 1990. 

Arizona Should Issue 
T i t l e s  f o r  R e ~ u l a t e d  
Watercraft  

Arizona should requ i re  issuance o f  a t i t l e  for  regulated watercra f t .  

T i t l i n g  establ ishes ownership, discourages t h e f t ,  and al lows f o r  l i ens  t o  

be recorded. 

A t i t l e  establ ishes   roof o f  owners hi^. I n  the same respect as i s  
done f o r  automobiles, t i t l e s  would o f f e r  boat owners proof o f  
ownership.(') Under the current system, boat owners have only t h e i r  
r eg i s t r a t i on  as proof o f  ownership. However, a boat need only be 
reg is tered i f  i t  i s  t o  be taken out on the water. Thus, an owner may 
have no current  r eg i s t r a t i on  i f  the boat i s  not  used. With a t i t l i n g  

(1)  Boat t r a i l e r s ,  which are  o f ten  worth on ly  a f r a c t i o n  o f  the va lue of a boat, are 
t i t l e d  i n  Ar izona.  



system, a l l  regulated boats are t i t l e d  t o  show proof o f  owners, 
whether or  not the boat i s  taken out on the water. To tran:- 
ownership, the new owner must have a signed-off t i t l e  from 7;33 
previous owner. 

T i t l i n a  discouraaes boat t h e f t  and launderina o f  s to len  boats. 
T i t l i n g  could discourage the t h e f t  o f  boats w i t h i n  Arizona. Although 
the Department has no comprehensive f igures o f  s to len boats, the 
Department's Boating Safety Coordinator estimates that  the Department 
cu r ren t l y  has 400 t o  500 outstanding cases. Because Arizona has no 
t i t l i n g ,  the boats can be taken out o f  s ta te  and so ld .  Further,  
t i t l i n g  would discourage the use o f  Arizona as a "laundering" s ta te  
fo r  boats s to len  i n  other s ta tes.  Lack o f  t i t l i n g  makes i t  
r e l a t i v e l y  easy t o  reg is te r  s to len boats. An ind iv idua l  could 
reg is te r  a s to len  boat i n  Arizona by using a "dummied up" b i l l  o f  
sale.  The reg i s t r a t i on  can then be used t o  obta in  a t i t l e  i n  another 
s ta te .  

A t i t l e  a l lows recordina o f  l iens.  T i t l i n g  would a lso bene f i t  
f i nanc ia l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  by al lowing l i ens  t o  be recorded against 
boats. Current ly ,  when an automobile i s  t i t l e d ,  f i nanc ia l  
i n s t i t u t i o n s  are able t o  record l i ens  d i r e c t l y  on the t i t l e .  
However, because boats are not t i t l e d ,  f i nanc ia l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  are 
unable t o  do the same. Instead, they f i l e  a Uniform Commercial Code 
1 (UCC1) w i t h  the Secretary o f  S ta te ' s  O f f i ce .  When a f i nanc ia l  
i n s t i t u t i o n  i s  processing loan appl ica t ions fo r  used boats, they must 
submit a w r i t t e n  request t o  the Secretary o f  S ta te ' s  O f f i ce  t o  
determine i f  a l i e n  i s  on the boat. The request requires a 
processing per iod o f  3 t o  5 work days and then a w r i t t e n  response i s  
mailed t o  the requestor. I f  the l i e n  were on the t i t l e ,  i t  could 
a l e r t  a po ten t i a l  purchaser tha t  a loan may s t i l l  be outstanding. 

Both boat dealers and the Coast Guard support a move t o  t i t l i n g .  

According t o  Marine Trade Associat ion o f f i c i a l s ,  dealers favor t i t l i n g  

due t o  the added p ro tec t ion  i t  would o f f e r  them. Current ly ,  when 

trade-ins are accepted, the dealers have no immediate proof they are not 

taking s to len  boats or  boats which may s t i l l  have l i ens  against them. 

The Coast Guard i s  a lso encouraging s ta tes t o  move t o  t i t l i n g .  

Current ly ,  29 s ta tes and the D i s t r i c t  o f  Columbia requ i re  the issuance o f  

a t i t l e  f o r  regulated watercra f t .  

Although there i s  support f o r  a move t o  t i t l i n g ,  a Department o f f i c i a l  

expressed concern w i t h  the cost o f  implementing a t i t l i n g  system. 

However, as w i t h  automobiles, any add i t iona l  cost f o r  t i t l i n g  could be 

covered through a t i t l i n g  fee. For example, New Mexico charges a $10 fee 

t o  t i t l e  boats. 



A r i zona Shou l d D i scon t i nue 
Reais t ra t  ion o f  Cer ta in  
Boat Cat eao r i es 

Arizona should discontinue reg is te r ing  ce r t a i n  watercra f t .  Arizona 

requires a l l  watercraf t  t o  be registered,  however, Federal regulat ions do 

not require t h i s ,  and only a few s ta tes are as s t r i c t  as Arizona. 

Exempting some watercraf t  from reg i s t r a t i on  requirements would resu l t  i n  

a loss o f  revenues, but i f  necessary, los t  revenues could be recovered 

through a fee increase fo r  remaining boats. 

Arizona's r eg i s t r a t i on  reauirements are  s t r i c t e r  than reauired - Arizona 

i s  one o f  only e ight  s ta tes which require that  all watercraf t  be 

reg is tered. ( ' )  Included i n  Arizona's requirement are nonmotorized 

sa i lboats ,  rowboats, canoes, kayaks, sai lboards, and i n f l a t a b l e  

r a f t s . ( 2 )  Although Arizona reg is te rs  a l  I  wa te rc ra f t ,  Federal law 

requires that  only motorized boats be registered.  Per Federal law, 

s ta tes must reg is te r  "each vessel equipped w i t h  propuls ion machinery o f  

any type used on waters subject t o  the j u r i s d i c t i o n  o f  the United 

States and on the h igh seas . . ." Most s ta tes (41) reg is te r  only 

motorboats or motorboats and sa i lboats .  

AGFD o f f i c i a l s  provided vary ing reasons for  the need t o  reg is te r  a l l  

wa te rc ra f t .  According t o  two o f f i c i a l s ,  reg is te r ing  a l l  watercraf t  

ensures that  a l  l users o f  the S ta te ' s  lakes share i n  the cost o f  boating 

safe ty  enforcement and lake ~mprovements.(~) However, another o f f i c i a l  

indicated that  e l im ina t ing  the nonmotorized boats and smaller sa i lboats  

would bene f i t  the Department because: (1) r eg i s t r a t i on  o f  these 

watercra f t  tends t o  generate the most pub l i c  complaints (e.g. ,  why do we 

need t o  reg is te r  an i n f l a t a b l e  r a f t ? ) ,  and (2) these watercra f t  tend t o  

have documentation problems such as no b i l l  o f  sale.  Register ing a l l  

watercra f t  does appear t o  inconvenience the pub l i c .  For example, i f  

( 1 )  Three o f  t h e  e i g h t  s t a t e s  have except ions;  f o r  example, Iowa excludes i n f l a t a b l e s  
under seven f e e t  i n  l e n g t h  and canoes/kayaks under 13 f e e t  i n  l e n g t h .  

( 2 )  The Department i s  c u r r e n t l y  amending i t s  r u l e s  t o  e l i m i n a t e  i n f l a t a b l e  r a f t s  l e s s  than 
12 f e e t  i n  l e n g t h  w i t h  no motor from r e g i s t r a t i o n  requirements.  

( 3 )  Per  A.R.S. 55-323.55 percent  o f  l i c e n s e  taxes c o l l e c t e d  on boat  r e g i s t r a t i o n s  a r e  
deposi ted by AGFD i n t o  two funds--15 percent  t o  the  S t a t e  Lake Improvement Fund, and 
85 percent  t o  the  Law Enforcement and Boat ing  Safe ty  Fund. 



someone purchased an i n f l a t a b l e  r a f t  from a department s tore ,  the receipt  

alone i s  not adequate proof o f  ownership t o  reg is te r  the r a f t .  Instead, 

the owner i s  required t o  re turn  t o  the s tore  w i t h  a b i l l  o f  sa le  form, 

and have the s to re  complete the form. Further,  many inexpensive boats 

are so ld  a t  garage sales, again making i t  u n l i k e l y  that  the new owner 

w i l l  have proper proof o f  ownership. 

E l im ina t ion  o f  some watercra f t  would have a f i nanc ia l  i m ~ a c t  - I f  Arizona 

el iminates some boats from reg i s t r a t i on  requirements, revenues would be 

l os t .  The extent o f  impact would depend on what boats were el iminated 

from reg is te r ing  requirements. During calendar year 1990, Game and Fish 

reg is tered 143,334 watercra f t .  As o f  August 1991, AGFD registered 19,636 

watercra f t  that  were not required to  be registered per Federal law. The 

breakdown o f  these watercraf t  i s  shown in  Table 3. I f  a l l  watercra f t  

shown i n  Table 3 were t o  be el iminated from reg i s t r a t i on ,  approximately 

$216,000 i n  revenues co l  lected from reg is t  ra t  ion fees and taxes would be 

l os t . ( ' )  I n  add i t i on ,  the Department would lose approximately $38,000 

from the Coast Guard from monies i t  receives based on the number o f  boats 

reg i s tered and do l la rs  expended on boat i ng programs. 

TABLE 3 

NUMBERS OF NONMOTORIZED WATERCRAFT 
REGISTERED IN ARIZONA AS OF AUGUST 1991 

Type o f  watercra f t  

Ut i l i t y  (e.g.,  rowboats) 
Sai lboats 
Catamarans 
Sai lboards 
Canoedkayaks 
l n f l a t ab les  
Other boats 

Total  

Source: Arizona Game and F ish Department 

Number 
rea is tered 

( 1 )  The revenue impact would be shared among the rec ip ien ts  o f  r e g i s t r a t i o n  monies; the 
Department would l o s e  approximately $145,500, the State Lake Improvement Fund would 
l ose  approximate1 y $10,500, and the  Law Enforcement and Boat ing Safety Fund would l ose  
approximate1 y $60,000. 



As an a l t e rna t i ve ,  the State may wish t o  continue t o  reg is te r  some 

sa i lboats .  Ten s ta tes reg is te r  a l l  motorboats, p lus  sa i lboats  over 

ce r t a i n  lengths (e.g., boats over 12 feet long). Seven other s ta tes 

require a l l  motorboats and sa i lboats  t o  be registered.  Arizona cur ren t l y  

reg is te rs  approximately 3,100 sa i lboats  and catamarans, which generate 

about $38,000 i n  revenues. 

Lost revenues could be recovered w i t h  increased fees - I f i t i s  deemed 

necessary t o  recover revenues los t  through the e l im ina t ion  o f  ce r t a i n  

watercra f t  from reg i s t r a t i on  requirements, fees fo r  remaining boats could 

be increased. I n  calendar year 1990, Arizona registered approximately 

143,000 boats. Based on our analysis,  approximately $254,000 and 20,000 

boats would be el iminated through narrowing o f  the laws t o  focus on 

motorized wate rc ra f t .  Increasing fees by $2.00 for  the remaining 

estimated 123,000 boats should make up for  the los t  revenues. 

An increase o f  $2.00 per boat should not unduly burden boat owners. 

According t o  Department o f f i c i a l s ,  Arizona fees have not been raised i n  

a t  least  10 years. Per A.R.S. 55-321, the current  fee fo r  Arizona 

residents i s  a $4.00 reg i s t r a t i on  fee p lus  a l icense tax o f  50 cents per 

foot up t o  18 feet i n  length, and 75 cents per foot fo r  each foot  over 18 

fee t . ( ' )  These fees are r e l a t i v e l y  low. For example, to  reg is te r  a 

16-foot boat, regardless o f  value, the current  fee would be $12.00. 

However, several other s ta tes assess a reg i s t r a t i on  fee p lus  a property 

tax. 

I f  fees are  increased, both reg i s t r a t i on  fees and l icense taxes should be 

increased. Current ly,  the Department re ta ins  a l l  monies co l lec ted  

through the r e g i s t r a t i o n  fee. However, as noted e a r l i e r ,  the State Lake 

Improvement Fund, and the County Law Enforcement and Boating Safety Fund 

receive a por t ion  o f  the l icense taxes. Thus, t o  ensure no pa r t i es  are 

negat ive ly  impacted, the reg i s t r a t i on  fee as wel l  as the l icense taxes 

would need t o  be increased. 

( 1 )  For nonresidents,  t h e r e  i s  a  r e g i s t r a t i o n  fee of $10 p lus  a  l i c e n s e  tax  of 65 cents 
p e r  f o o t  up t o  18 f e e t  i n  l e n g t h ,  and $1.25 f o r  each f o o t  over  18 f e e t .  



RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1. The Leg is la tu re  should consider amending A.R.S. T i t l e  5 t o  require 

that  watercra f t  be t i t l e d ,  and t o  es tab l i sh  a  fee t o  cover the cost 

o f  t i t l i n g .  

2.  The Leg is la tu re  should consider amending A.R.S. T i t l e  5 t o  reduce the 

scope o f  watercra f t  regulated i n  Arizona. S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  the 

Leg is la tu re  should consider l i m i t i n g  r e g i s t r a t i o n  (and t i t l i n g ,  i f  

implemented) t o  include only motorized boats, and, i f  desired, some 

o r  a l l  sa i l boa ts .  

3. The Department should revise i t s  ru les  and regulat ions t o  coincide 

w i t h  any rev is ions t o  s t a tu te .  



OTHER PERTINENT lNFORMATlON 

During the audit  we developed other pert inent information regarding the 

Department's implementation of programs funded by Heritage monies, and 

information regarding W i l d l i f e  Managersf salary and workload. 

The Arizona Game and Fish Department 
Besins - Heritaae Fund Implementation 

Heritaae fund adds $10 m i l  l i o n  annual IY for  w i l d l i f e  procjrams - I n  

November 1990, Arizona voters passed an i n i t i a t i v e  measure that provides 

$20 m i l l i o n  o f  l o t t e ry  proceeds annually to be used for preserving, 

protect ing, and enhancing Arizona's natural and scenic environment. 

One-half o f  the funds goes to the Arizona Game and Fish Commission and 

the other one-half goes to  the Arizona State Parks Board. I n  general, 

the State Parks por t ion w i l l  be used for the development o f  State, local ,  

and regional parks, the development o f  natural areas, and State/h is tor ic  

preservation; while the Game and Fish funds w i l l  be used for the w i l d l i f e  

programs that are described i n  Figure 5 on page 32. Both the d e f i n i t i o n  

of  the w i  l d l  i f e  programs t o  be funded and the do1 la r  a l  lotment for each 

are speci f ied i n  the i n i t i a t i v e .  

The Heritage Fund w i l l  generate changes w i th in  the budget, programs, and 

constituencies o f  the Arizona Game and Fish Department. The annual 

infusion o f  $10 m i  l l i o n  in to  the Department's budget represents a 33 

percent increase over the Department's expenditures i n  f i sca l  year 

1990-91. This funding w i  l l a l  low s ign i f i can t  enhancement of  a var ie ty  of  

programs that,  according to  the Department, had been severely underfunded 

i n  the past. Pr io r  to  Heritage funding, programs focusing on the 

protect ion and management of  threatened and endangered w i l d l i f e  and other 

nongame species were supported by l imi ted do l la rs  coming pr imar i l y  from 

sportsmen's license fees and State income tax checkoff monies. Heritage 

monies w i l l  fund new and expand ex is t ing w i l d l i f e  programs. Figure 5 on 

page 32 presents the amounts al located by the i n i t i a t i v e  t o  the f i v e  

program areas. A descr ipt ion o f  each program area i s  also provided. 



FIGURE 5 

HERITAGE FUND ALLOCATION 
TO GAME AND FISH PROGRAM AREAS 

Identification, Inventory, Acquisition 
Protection and ~an&embnt of 

Sensitive Habitat 
/I\ ($6 million) 

Environmental 
Education Public 
($.5 million) Urban Access 

Habitat Evaluation 
& Protection 
($1.5 million) 

Wildlife 
($1.5 million) 

($5 million) 

Iden t i f i ca t ion .  inventorv. acauisi t ion.  ~ r o t e c t i o n ,  and manaaenent o f  sens i t ive 
hab i t a t  - A t  l eas t  40 percent ($2.4 m i l l  ion)  i s  required t o  be spent on acquis i t ion 
of hab i ta t  used by endangered, threatened, and candidate species. Funds e f f o r t s  t o  
prevent Ar izona's loss o f  dec l in ing  species and thei  r habi ta ts .  

Habi ta t  evaluat ion and ~ r o t e c t i o n  - Funds for  the assessment o f  the status, 
condi t i on, and ecological value o f  habi t a t  and subsequent r e c m e n d a t i  ons o f  
management, conservation, o r  other protect ion or  m i t iga t ion  e f f o r t s .  Also funds 
e f f o r t s  t o  protect  the qua1 i ty, d i ve rs i t y ,  abundance, and se r v i ceab i l i t y  o f  habitats 
f o r  the purpose o f  maintaining o r  recovering populations o f  Arizona w i l d l i f e .  

Publ ic  accesp - Funds e f f o r t s  t o  provide increased publ ic  access t o  pub l i c l y  held 
lands. This could be f i s h i n g  access o r  access for  other recreat ional users. This 
might be achieved by a gate o r  c a t t l e  guard, a road, or  purchase o r  lease o f  p r i va te  
property. (Eminent domain cannot be used w i th  Heritage funds, i . e . ,  the Department 
must purchase land from a w i l l i n g  par ty . )  

urban w i l d l i f e  - Funds f o r  conservation, enhancement, and establishment o f  w i l d l i f e  
populations and hab i ta t  c c u r r i n g  w i th in  the l i m i t s  o f  an incorporated area or  i n  
proximity t o  one. A goal a f  the Department i s  t o  increase the opportuni ty w i th in  the 
urban comnuni t y  f o r  pos i t i ve  in te rac t ion  w i t h  wi ld1 i fa. Programs may include working 
w i th  developers t o  preserve habi ta t ,  providing education, coordinat ing watchable 
w i l d l i f e  s i tes,  enforcement, etc. 

Environrental education - Funds f o r  educational programs deal ing wi th  basic 
ecological p r inc ip les  and the e f fec ts  o f  natural  and man re la ted processes on natural  
and urban systems and programs t o  enhance publ ic  awareness o f  the importance of 
safeguarding natura l  resources. 

Source: Prepared by Auditor General s ta f f  based on Heritage i n i t i a t i v e  
requi rements. 



Status o f  the Department's implementation o f  Heritaae proqrams - FuI I 

implementation of the Heritage-funded programs w i l l  occur over the next 

two years. The Department has just  recently completed the planning 

needed for implementation. These plans c a l l  for approximately one-third 

of  the Heritage programs to  be base programs, s taf fed and conducted by 

Department employees. During the planning e f f o r t s ,  the Department 

sol i c i  ted pub1 i c  input, and i t  w i  l l be developing addit ional  strategies 

for ongoing communication wi th  the publ ic  regarding Heritage programs. 

Although the i n i t i a t i v e  was passed i n  1990, f i sca l  year 1992-93 w i l l  be 

the f i r s t  year of  f u l l  funding. The $10 m i l l i o n  i n  funds was prorated 

for f i sca l  year 1990-91 and the Department received $5.9 m i  l l ion. 

Because Heritage program planning d id  not s t a r t  u n t i l  a f t e r  the 

i n i t i a t i v e  passed and because the Department wants to have the monies i n  

hand before any expenditure, the Department w i l l  not spend the funds 

received i n  one f i sca l  year u n t i l  the fol lowing f i sca l  year (estimated to  

be a six-month lag time). Thus, the Department plans expenditures of  

$5.9 m i l l i o n  i n  f i sca l  year 1991-92 and $10 m i l l i o n  i n  f i sca l  year 

1992-93. 

I n  preparation for the f i sca l  year 1991-92 implementation schedule, the 

development of  Heritage program plans began i n  January 1991 and i s  almost 

complete. Planning teams were charged wi th  developing 5-year strategies, 

annual working plans, and one-year budgets for the Heritage program 

segments. As o f  August 1991, the Commission has approved a l  l of  the 

Heritage program pieces. 

Some Heritage funds w i l l  be passed through t o  other groups i n  the form of 

grants and some funds w i l l  be used t o  acquire habitat  and publ ic  access. 

However, approximately one-third of  AGFD Heritage monies w i l l  remain 

w i th in  the Department to  s t a f f  functions that w i l l  be conducted 

in te rna l l y .  The Department plans u l t imate ly  to  fund 105 FTEs (16.75 i n  

administrative and support and 88.25 i n  the program areas) wi th  Heritage 

monies i n  f i sca l  year 1992-93, the f i r s t  year of  f u l l  funding. Almost 

three-fourths o f  the 88 program s t a f f  w i l l  be dedicated to  the two 

program areas focusing on w i l d l i f e  habi ta t .  Examples of Heritage 

a c t i v i t i e s  planned t o  begin i n  f i sca l  year 1991-92 are presented i n  Table 

4, page 34. 



TABLE 4 

EXAMPLES OF HERITAGE ACTIVITIES 
PLANNED IN FISCAL YEAR 1991-92 

Proqram ~rea( ' )  Planned Her i taae A c t i v i t i e s  

I d e n t i f i c a t i o n ,  - Maintain Heritage data base t o  a l low 
Inventory, Protect ion,  analysis o f  data essent ia l  t o  p ro tec t ion  
Acqu is i t i on  & Management planning fo r  sens i t i ve  hab i ta t  
o f  Sens i t ive  Habi tat  - Acquire sens i t i ve  hab i t a t ,  p r ima r i l y  

through purchase o f  deed r e s t r i c t i o n  and 
easements 

Habi tat  Evaluation - Add Habi tat  Coordinators and Spec ia l i s ts  to  
and Protect  ion the regions 

- Add Environmental Compliance pos i t i ons  

Publ ic  Access - Develop pub l i c  access database 
- l den t i f y  access needs 
- Acquire new access agreements 

S ta f f  the two regions housing Phoenix and 
Tucson metro areas fo r  urban programs (14 
FTEs) 
Award $349,282 o f  $853,600 budget i n  grants 
inventory and research o f  urban w i l d l i f e  
occurrence, hab i t a t ,  and behavior 
Provide technical assistance t o  developers 
Develop "watchable w i  Id1 i fe" s i t e s  

Environmental 
Educa t i on 

- Provide $100,000 t o  Department o f  Education 
t o  ass is t  i n  implementing Environmental 
Education Act 

- Improve and develop pub l i c  information 
p ro jec ts ,  inc luding production o f  13-week 
audio v i sua l /  t e l ev i s i on  program 

(a) The Department has es tab l ished another program area t o  prov ide  admin i s t ra t i ve  and 
support a c t i v i t i e s  t o  the f i v e  program areas es tab l ished by the  I n i t i a t i v e .  These 
support a c t i v i t i e s  w- ' be funded by i n t e r e s t  earned on Fund monies. Planned 
admin i s t ra t i ve  a c t i v i  3s f o r  f i s c a l  year 1991-92 inc lude h i  r i n g  15.75 FTEs and 
purchasing approximate1 y $80,000 i n  equipment. 

Source: Summary o f  Heritage Program planning documents by Auditor 
General s t a f f .  



Wildlife Manacjer Sala 
and Workload Informaron 

Current ly ,  Arizona's W i l d l i f e  Manager sa la r ies ,  when compared t o  others 

who perform s im i l a r  work, are low. Further,  the W i l d l i f e  Manager's 

r espons ib i l i t i e s  have grown t o  the po in t  that  W i l d l i f e  Managers must 

regu la r l y  work extensive overtime t o  complete the i  r du t ies  . ( ' I  The 

Department i s  explor ing measures to  address these areas. 

The Arizona Game and F ish Department has d iv ided the State i n t o  s i x  

regions comprised o f  72 d i s t r i c t s .  Each d i s t r i c t  i s  assigned a W i l d l i f e  

Manager. The W i l d l i f e  Manager performs a va r i e t y  o f  technical w i l d l i f e  

management f i e l d  a c t i v i t i e s  such as conducting game and f i s h  surveys, 

making hunt recommendations, performing hab i ta t  evaluations, and game and 

f i s h  enforcement. The W i l d l i f e  Manager i s  required t o  have a Bachelor's 

degree i n  w i l d l i f e  science and must obta in  Arizona Law Enforcement 

O f f i ce r  Advisory Council c e r t i f i c a t i o n  as a peace o f f i c e r .  

W i l d l i f e  Manaaers receive low pav i n  comparison t o  other oraanizat ions - 
W i l d l i f e  Managers receive r e l a t i v e l y  low pay based on comparisons w i t h  

other s t a te  and Federal agencies we surveyed. AGFD should continue t o  

pursue increases i n  W i l d l i f e  Manager sa la r ies  t o  b r i ng  the sa la r ies  more 

i n  l i n e  w i t h  others performing s im i l a r  work. 

Arizona's W i l d l i f e  Managers' sa la r ies  are lower than those i n  most other 

s ta tes we surveyed. We contacted the game and f i s h  departments i n  ten 

western s ta tes and requested sa lary  information per ta in ing  t o  pos i t i ons  

equivalent t o  Arizona's W i l d l i f e  Manager I and 1 1 .  For the W i l d l i f e  

Manager I ,  Ar izona's s t a r t i n g  sa lary  o f  $18,555 was $3,094 below the 

$21,649 average o f  the other western s ta tes.  Further,  Arizona's W i  l d l  i f e  

Manager I I sa lary  o f  $21,481 was $3,929 less than the $25,410 average o f  

other western s ta tes.  Table 5, page 36, summarizes the resu l t s  o f  our 

comparison. 

( 1 )  Our review was l i m i t e d  t o  W i l d l i f e  Manager p o s i t i o n  sa la r i es  and workload on ly .  
According t o  Department o f f i c i a l s ,  s i m i l a r  problems occur w i t h  o ther  p o s i t i o n s  w i t h i n  
the  Department. 



TABLE 5 

SALARY INFORMATION OF OTHER WESTERN 
STATES FOR POSITIONS EQUIVALENT TO 

WILDLIFE MANAGER I AND 11 POSITIONS(~) 

W i l d l i f e  
Sta te  Manaaer I 

C a l i f o r n i a  
l daho 
Colorado 
Nevada 
0 r egon 
Washington 
New Mexico 
Utah 
Montana 
Arizona 
Wyom i ng 

W i  Id1 i f e  
Sta te  Manaqer I I 

Ca l i f o rn i a  
Nevada 
Washington 
Co l o  rado 
1 daho 
New Mexico 
0 r egon 
Wyom i ng 
Utah 
Montana 
Arizona 

( a )  On ly  two s t a t e s ,  Colorado and New Mexico, have a  W i l d l i f e  Manager who per forms b o t h  
b i o l o g i c a l  and enforcement r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  as i s  done i n  Arizona. None o f  t h e  o t h e r  
western s t a t e s  combine these r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ,  and i n  these cases, we used t h e  s a l a r y  
i n f o r m a t i o n  o f  t h e  b i o l o g i s t  pos i  t i o n  f o r  comparison purposes. 

Source: Telephone survey o f  ten western s ta tes.  

Federal agencies have a lower s t a r t i n g  pay but salary increases are more 

rapid.  Several Federal agencies were requested t o  provide sa lary  

information. As noted above, exact comparisons to  Arizona's W i l d l i f e  

Managers could not be made because o f  va r ia t ions  i n  r espons ib i l i t i e s .  

However, four Federal agencies (Bureau o f  Land Management, Nat i ona l Park 

Service, U.S. F ish and W i l d l i f e ,  and Forest Service) provided pay 

informat ion f o r  pos i t i ons  somewhat comparable t o  the W i l d l i f e  Manager 

pos i t i on .  The s t a r t i n g  pay fo r  a l l  four pos i t i ons  i s  $16,973. Only the 

National Park Service d i d  not require a four-year degree. While the 

Federal employee s t a r t i n g  pay o f  $16,973 i s  less than the $18,555 base 

pay f o r  a W i l d l i f e  Manager I ,  a f t e r  tws years o f  serv ice the Federal 

employee can expect t o  receive $25,717. By comparison, AGFD'S W i l d l i f e  

Manager I l s  have been w i t h  the Department an average o f  9.5 years w i t h  an 

average pay o f  $26,335. 

Although there appears t o  be no comparable pos i t i ons  i n  other Arizona 

s ta te  agencies, a review o f  four pos i t i ons  that  had some s i m i l a r i t i e s  was 

made and i s  compiled i n  Table 6, page 37. State Parks employs Park 



Operations O f f i ce r s  who work i n  park se t t i ngs  and are responsible for  

enforc ing park ru les .  The State Land Department employs Natural Resource 

Managers who are responsible for  administer ing spec ia l ized land 

management or natura l  resource conservation programs. The Department o f  

Environmental Qua l i t y ' s  Environmental Health Spec ia l i s ts  are  responsible 

fo r  s c i e n t i f i c  environmental cont ro l  work which includes gathering data 

and conducting f i e l d  samples. AGFD W i l d l i f e  Managers perform s im i l a r  

dut ies  t o  these pos i t i ons  by overseeing f i e l d  operations, gathering data 

and conducting studies for  conservation programs. 

TABLE 6 

WILDLIFE MANAGER SALARY IN COMPARISON 
WITH OTHER ARIZONA STATE AGENCIES 

4-Yea r 
Pay Base deg ree 

Pos i t  ion a rade sa la ry  reau i red? 

W i  I d l  
Park 
Env i r 
Na t u r 

i f e  Manager 
Operations O f f i ce r  
-onmental Health Spec. 
? a l  Resource Manager 

15 $18,555 YES 
15 $18,555 NO 
17 $21,481 NO 
17 $21,481 NO 

Source: Audi tor  General compi lat ion o f  informat ion received from DEQ, 
State Parks, and State Land. 

We a lso obtained sa lary  informat ion fo r  Department o f  Publ ic  Safety (DPS) 

o f f i c e r s  fo r  comparison purposes--DPS o f f i c e r s '  base sa lary  i s  $26,391. 

Although the enforcement work performed by DPS o f f i c e r s  and W i l d l i f e  

Managers d i f f e r s ,  both pos i t i ons  require ALEOAC c e r t i f i c a t i o n .  

On June 20, 1991, the Department submitted a l e t t e r  t o  the Department o f  

Administrat ion,  Personnel D iv i s ion ,  o f f i c i a l l y  requesting a 

C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Maintenance Review o f  the W i l d l i f e  Series w i t h i n  AGFD 

which includes the W i l d l i f e  Manager. W i l d l i f e  Manager sa la r ies  have not 

been formal l y  revi  ewed s i nce 1984. 

W i l d l i f e  Manaaers' increased r e s ~ o n s i b i l i t i e s  have cont r ibuted t o  

add i t i ona l  work hours - Not on ly  are W i l d l i f e  Managers pa id  r e l a t i v e l y  

low wages, they a lso  need t o  work extensive hours t o  perform t h e i r  



required a c t i v i t i e s .  Increases i n  W i l d l i f e  Managers' du t ies  and 

respons ib i l i t i e s  have resul ted i n  these ex t ra  hours. However, the 

Department i s  considering several measures t o  address t h i s  issue. 

W i l d l i f e  Managers work extensive hours. Department records ind icate  

W i l d l i f e  Managers rou t ine ly  work longer than the standard 40-hour work 

week. A survey o f  W i l d l i f e  ~anagers( ' )  indicates they work add i t iona l  

hours which are not reported on time records. Some W i l d l i f e  Managers 

have los t  leave, both annual and ho l iday,  because o f  the demands on t he i r  

time. 

Most W i l d l i f e  Managers + .! i t  necessary t o  work add i t iona l  hours to  

perform required du t ies  and most o f  these hours are  not reported. 

W i l d l i f e  Manager time records fo r  f i s c a l  year 1989-90(~) ind icate  that  

they reported an average o f  119 hours o f  overtime. However, AGFD time 

records do not r e f l e c t  the extent o f  overtime worked as W i l d l i f e  Managers 

do not report  a l l  hours worked. A l l  67 W i l d l i f e  Managers responding t o  

our survey indicated that  they worked more hours dur ing the year than 

they reported. Sixty- three o f  67 W i l d l i f e  Managers (4 d i d  not provide 

informat ion) estimated they averaged 8.5 hours per week not o f f i c i a l l y  

reported on t h e i r  time records. This equates t o  an ex t ra  27,846 hours 

per year or  13 FTEs. When combined w i t h  the reported hours, t o t a l  

add i t i ona l  hours worked equate t o  approximately 17 FTEs. 

The most f requent ly  c i t e d  reason fo r  not recording time worked was the 

lack o f  ava i lab le  overtime pay (72 percent).  W i l d l i f e  Managers receive 

the regular hour ly  pay ra te  fo r  the f i r s t  6 hours o f  overtime i n  a pay 

per iod (from 80 t o  86 hours). They are granted compensatory time f o r  any 

work over 86 hours a t  a ra te  o f  1.5 hours fo r  every hour worked. 

Overtime i s  approved on ly  when funds are ava i lab le ;  consequently, 

compensatory time can only be earned i f  there are  s u f f i c i e n t  funds 

( 1 )  We conducted a  survey o f  a l l  72 W i l d l i f e  Managers who had worked i n  one o f  the S t a t e ' s  
72 d i s t r i c t s .  Si xty-seven Wild1 i f e  Managers responded. 

( 2 )  S i x t y - f i v e  o f  72 d i s t r i c t  W i l d l i f e  Managers were i d e n t i f i e d  as having worked the 
e n t i r e  f i s c a l  year .  



avai lab le  t o  pay fo r  the f i r s t  6 hours o f  overtime. According t o  

W i l d l i f e  Managers, t h i s  curb on overtime has a f fec ted  the number o f  hours 

reported. 

Not only are W i l d l i f e  Managers not being compensated fo r  hours worked, 

some W i l d l i f e  Managers f o r f e i t  annual leave and ho l iday time. A review 

o f  the Department's "year-end maximum leave adjustments" for  calendar 

year 1990, disclosed that  37 W i l d l i f e  Managers los t  a t o t a l  o f  1,303 

hours o f  leave(') (869 hours o f  annual leave; 434 hours o f  hol iday leave). 

The Department i s  taking steps t o  reduce the W i l d l i f e  Manager workload. 

These act ions include: 

lncreas in~ the number of districts - According t o  Department o f f  i c i a l  s , 
the possib i  l i t y  o f  reducing d i s t r i c t  s i ze  i s  cu r ren t l y  being 
considered. Over 60 percent o f  survey respondents f e l t  that  reducing 
the s ize  o f  a t  least  some o f  the d i s t r i c t s  would help reduce t h e i r  
work load. 

Decreasina habitat related demands - The Department i s  planning t o  use 
Heritage Funds t o  add hab i ta t  spec ia l i s t s  t o  i t s  regional o f f i c e s .  
The add i t i on  o f  these spec ia l i s t s  may reduce the workload o f  the 
current  W i l d l i f e  Managers. According t o  survey respondents (47 
percent) ,  much o f  t h e i r  expanding du t ies  are a resu l t  o f  add i t i ona l  
hab i ta t  work. Many o f  the respondents f e l t  that  hab i ta t  work could 
be handled more completely by personnel who spec ia l ize  i n  the area. 
The Department i s  planning t o  use Heritage Funds t o  add hab i ta t  
spec ia l i s t s  t o  i t s  regional o f f i c e s .  The add i t i on  o f  these 
spec ia l i s t s  may reduce the workload o f  the current  W i l d l i f e  Managers. 

Addina Wildlife Manaaer Il ls - As noted i n  Finding I I I ,  page 17, the 
Department i s  requesting the add i t i on  o f  14 W i l d l i f e  Manager I l l  
pos i t i ons  t o  provide supervision and f i e l d  support t o  W i l d l i f e  
Managers. The addi t ion o f  these posi t ions may he lp  reduce a por t  ion 
o f  the W i l d l i f e  Manager's workload. 

( 1 )  Lost l e a v e  i s  not  unique t o  W i l d l i f e  Managers. The 1,303 hours of l o s t  leave  
represents l e s s  than one-half o f  the t o t a l  hours l o s t  department-wide. However, due 
t o  time const ra in ts ,  we l i m i t e d  our ana lys is  t o  W i l d l i f e  Manager pos i t ions .  



SUNSET FACTORS 

I n  accordance w i t h  A.R.S. 941-2354, the Leg is la ture  should consider the 

fo l lowing 12 fac tors  i n  determining whether the Arizona Game and F ish 

Department and Commission should be continued or terminated. 

1. Obiective and ~ u m o s e  in  establishina the Aaency 

The Arizona Game and F ish Department and Commission were establ ished 

i n  1929 t o  oversee the management, preservat ion,  and harvest o f  

w i l d l i f e  i n  Arizona. The five-member Commission i s  responsible for  

prov id ing d i r e c t i o n  and oversight t o  the Department through the 

Department d i  rec to r .  The Department d i r ec to r  i s  charged w i th  

supervising the Department and ensuring that  Commission p o l i c i e s  are 

ca r r ied  ou t .  The Department ca r r ies  out a wide range o f  programs to  

f u l f i l l  i t s  w i l d l i f e  management r o l e .  Major Department programs 

include game, f i sher ies ,  nongame, hab i t a t ,  research, watercra f t ,  

informat ion and education, and enforcement. The recent ly  passed 

Her i tage Fund I n i t i a t i v e  w i l l  expand the r o l e  o f  the Department i n  

f i v e  areas: pub l i c  access; urban w i l d l i f e ;  environmental education; 

hab i t a t  evaluat ion and protect ion;  and hab i ta t  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n ,  

inventory, p ro tec t ion ,  acqu is i t i on ,  and management. 

2. The effectiveness w i t h  which the Aaencv has met i ts  obiective and 
purpose and the e f f  iciencv w i t h  which the Aaencv has operated 

The Commission and the Department appear general ly  e f f e c t i v e  i n  

meeting t h e i r  ob jec t i ve  and purpose. Our review o f  e n t i t i e s  that  

in te rac t  w i t h  the Department found that  most ra te  the Department 

"very e f f ec t i ve t '  i n  car ry ing out i t s  r espons ib i l i t i e s .  

Our review d id ,  however, i d e n t i f y  several areas i n  which the 

Department could improve i t s  e f f i c i ency  and ef fect iveness.  

The Department could improve i t s  involvement i n  w i l d l i f e - r e l a t e d  
controversies (see Finding I ,  page 5). 



The Department could improve i t s  organizat ional  and program 
ef fect iveness through estab l ish ing a comprehensive planning and 
eva I uat ion process that  encompasses a l l Department programs (see 
Finding i i ,  page 13). 

The Department could improve supervision o f  f i e l d  s t a f f  by 
estab l ish ing f i e l d  supervisor pos i t i ons  w i t h i n  each region (see 
Finding l l I ,  page 19). 

The Department could be t te r  pro tect  boat owners through t i t l i n g  
o f  boats. I n  add i t ion,  the Department should e l iminate  
reg i s t r a t i on  requirements fo r  some or a l l  nonmotorized 
watercra f t  (see Finding IV, page 25). 

3. The extent t o  which the Aaencv has operated wi th in the public interest 

The Commission and Department have operated w i t h i n  the pub l i c  

in te res t  by performing a va r i e t y  o f  functions re la ted to  t he i r  

mandate t o  manage, preserve, and harvest w i l d l i f e .  The Commission 

and Department es tab l i sh  hunting and f i sh i ng  seasons; determine 

harvest numbers; enforce hunting and f i sh i ng  laws; manage boating 

r e g i s t r a t i o n  and enforcement functions; manage game, nongame, and 

f i she r i es  programs; manage w i l d l i f e  research and hab i ta t  programs; 

provide w i l d l i f e  information t o  the pub l i c ;  conduct pub l i c  education 

programs; and provide w i l d l i f e  management information and concerns 

f o r  the pub l i c  lands management planning process. 

Several e n t i t i e s  we contacted were concerned that  the Department d i d  

not s u f f i c i e n t l y  take i n t o  considerat ion the economic impact o f  some 

o f  i t s  ac t ions r e l a t i n g  t o  timber issues on the nat ional  forests . ( ' )  

We address the Department's involvement i n  t h i s  issue i n  Finding I ,  

see page 5. I n  that  Finding we note that  (1) the Department has a 

leg i t imate r o l e  i n  pub l i c  land management issues; (2) the Commission 

has taken several steps t o  help ensure that  the Department i s  

proper ly  addressing pub l i c  lands issues; and (3) the Commission has 

provided recommendations fo r  the Department t o  improve i t s  a b i l i t y  t o  

manage pub l i c  lands issues. 

( 1 )  I n  1991, the Legis la ture  passed SB 1431 which states tha t  the Department may consider 
the adverse and bene f i c ia l  economic impact of  i t s  act ions.  



4. The extent t o  which rules and reaulations ~ romu lsa ted  bv the Aqencv 
are consistent w i t h  the leuislative mandate 

According t o  the Department's Attorney General representat ive,  ru les  

and regulat ions promulgated by the Commission are consistent  w i t h  

l e g i s l a t i v e  mandate. The Commission i s  empowered t o  promulgate ru les  

and regu I a t  ions needed t o  carry out Agency responsi b i  I i t i es. 

A.R.S. 541-1054 requires that  a l l  State agencies review and, i f  

necessary, revise a l l  ru les  w i t h i n  a five-year timeframe. As pa r t  o f  

the rule-making process, the Department must assess the economic 

impact o f  i t s  r u l e  changes. The Department began comprehensive ru les  

rev is ion  i n  1987 and i s  now completing rev is ion  o f  the f i n a l  sect ion 

o f  ru les  (those r e l a t i n g  t o  wa te rc ra f t ) .  They have a lso  begun ru les  

review fo r  the next f ive-year cyc le  and are addressing hunting and 

f i sh i ng  ru les  and a lso ru les  o f  p rac t i ce  before the Commission. 

5. The extent t o  which the Aaencv has encouraaed input f rom the ~ u b l i c  
before promulaatinq i ts  rules and re~ulat ions and the extent t o  which 
it has informed the public as t o  i ts  actions and their ex~ec ted  i m ~ a c t  
on the public 

The Commission and Department use a va r i e t y  o f  methods t o  encourage 

input and inform the pub l i c  about proposed ru les  and regulat ions.  

According t o  the Commission and Department, they inform the pub l i c  o f  

proposed ru les  by (1) ma i l i ng  Commission meeting agenda not ices t o  

approximately 300 e n t i t i e s ;  (2) plac ing a r t i c l e s  i n  i t s  magazine 

Arizona W i  l d l  i f e  Views, c i r c u l a t i o n  13,500; and (3)  prov id ing news 

releases a t  least  weekly t o  approximately 300 members o f  the media. 

A t  Commission meetings, time i s  provided fo r  pub l i c  input on proposed 

ru les  and other act  ions. The Commission and Department a lso  sponsor 

pub l i c  meetings around the State t o  obta in  input on s p e c i f i c  issues 

and programs, and a lso  t o  promote communication. 

6. The extent t o  which the Aaencv has been able t o  investiaate and resolve 
complaints that  are wi th in i ts  iurisdiction 

We were not able t o  analyze the Department's complaint handl ing 

because complaints are not f i l e d  c e n t r a l l y ,  but are  located w i t h  

whomever responded t o  the complaint. Complaints are received a t  both 



the cen t ra l  o f f i c e  and the regional o f f i c e s  and are assigned t o  the 

person or  sect ion w i t h i n  the Agency that  can best respond t o  the 

p a r t i c u l a r  concern. The Department does not keep a complaint log, 

and i t  does not have a system t o  t rack complaint response and 

reso lu t ion.  

7. The extent t o  which the Attornev General or anv other applicable 
A ~ e n c v  o f  State government has the authoritv t o  prosecute actions 
under enablinq leaislation 

The Attorney General provides legal support f o r  the Commission and 

Department and represents them i n  l i t i g a t i o n  concerning t h e i r  

a f f a i r s .  County Attorneys have responsibi 1 i t y  fo r  prosecuting 

v i o l a t i ons  o f  s ta tu tes.  A.R.S. T i t l e s  5 and 17 provide for  the 

reso lu t ion  o f  c r imina l  proceedings through prosecution by the County 

Attorneys. Both t i t l e s  a lso prescr ibe penal t ies  fo r  c r imina l  

v i o l a t i o n s .  As c e r t i f i e d  peace o f f i c e r s ,  Department W i l d l i f e  

Managers have enforcement au tho r i t y .  T i t l e  17 al lows fo r  c i v i l  

proceedings and penal t ies  t o  recover fo r  losses o f  w i l d l i f e .  The 

Commission i s  empowered t o  rescind l icense p r i v i  leges and can assess 

f ines  and c i v i l  penal t ies  fo r  persons convicted o f  v i o l a t i n g  Agency 

s ta tu tes .  

8. The extent t o  which the Aaesqy has addressed deficiencies in  the 
enablinq statutes which prevent iC -om fulf i l l ina i ts  statutorv mandate 

The Commission over the past several years has cons is tent ly  sought 

l e g i s l a t i o n  r e l a t i n g  t o  i t s  enabling l eg i s l a t i on .  For example, i n  

1990 the Legis la ture  passed l eg i s l a t i on  r e l a t i n g  t o  w i  Id1 i fe  

v i o l a t i o n s ,  pioneer game and f i s h  l icenses, and w i l d l i f e  predators. 

According t o  the Department's Attorney General representat ive, the 

Commission s u f f i c i e n t l y  addressed de f i c ienc ies  i n  i t s  enabling 

s ta tu tes  through i t s  annual l e g i s l a t i v e  package. 

9. The extent t o  which chanaes are necessary i n  the laws of  the Aaencv 
t o  adeauatelv complv w i t h  the factors listed in the sunset law 

Based on our aud i t  work, we recommend that  the Leg is la ture  consider 

r equ i r i ng  t i t l i n g  o f  watercra f t  and e l im ina t ing  r e g i s t r a t i o n  o f  some 

o r  a l l  nonmotorized watercra f t  (see Finding I V ,  page 25). 



10. The extent t o  which the termination of  the Aqencv would siqnificantlv 
harm the Dublic health, safetv or welfare 

Terminating the Commission and Department could cause s i gn i f i can t  

harm t o  the pub l i c ' s  hea l th  and safe ty .  The Department has primary 

respons ib i l i t y  i n  the State fo r  w i l d l i f e  management and watercra f t  

regu la t ion.  Comnission ru les  and Department programs promote and 

enforce safe hunting, t rapping,  and watercraf t  operation. No other 

pub l i c  e n t i t y  addresses these functions, except for  some l im i t ed  

county watercra f t  enforcement. I n  add i t i on ,  pub l i c  wel fare would be 

impacted as i t  per ta ins  t o  the continued existence o f  w i l d l i f e .  No 

other e n t i t y  i n  the State i s  charged w i t h  the management, 

preservat ion,  and harvest o f  w i l d l i f e .  Through i t s  w i l d l i f e  

management programs, the Department helps ensure the v i a b i l i t y  o f  

var ious w i l d l i f e  species whether fo r  hunting and f i sh i ng ,  fo r  

nonconsumptive enjoyment by the pub l i c ,  or  fo r  the preservat ion o f  

threatened and endangered species. 

11. The extent t o  which the level of re~u la t ion  exercised bv the Auencv is 
a ~ ~ r o p r i a t e  and whether less or more strinqent levels of  requlat ion 
would be a ~ ~ r o ~ r i a t e  

We recommend that  the Leg is la ture  consider e l im ina t ing  the 

requirement t o  reg is te r  some or a l l  nonmotorized watercraf t  and 

requ i r ing  t i t l i n g  o f  appropriate watercraf t  (see Finding I V ,  page 25). 

12. The extent t o  which the Aqencv used ~ r i v a t e  contractors i n  the 
performance of  i ts  duties and how effective use of  private contractors 
could be accom~lished 

The Department contracts fo r  a va r i e t y  o f  services from the p r i v a t e  

sector .  For example, the Department contracts f o r  maintenance, major 

const ruct ion,  secur i t y  systems, heavy equipment repa i r ,  engineering 

and land surveys, temporary s t a f f ,  p r i n t i n g  and publ ica t ions,  mai l  

serv ices,  f l e e t  maintenance and repa i rs ,  and many other serv ices.  
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September 25, 1991 
B 

Mr. Douglas R. Norton 
Auditor General 
2700 North Central Avenue, Suite 700 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

D 
Dear Mr. Norton: 

The Arizona Game and Fish Commission and Department have completed 
review of the revised preliminary report draft of the recently completed 
performance audit. 

B 
The revised preliminary draft report incorporates a great many of the 
agreed upon changes which resulted from our meeting with your staff on 
September 13, 1991 in Springerville, Arizona. 

The Audit Team is to be commended for their diligence and understanding 
@ in making the recommended revisions, as well as for the basic accuracy 

in compiling the overall preliminary draft report. Their openness and 
cooperation with the Commission and the Department is reflected in the 
revised preliminary draft report and has been greatly appreciated by all 
who worked with them. 

In the way of a final response to the revised preliminary draft report 
we offer the following considerations. 

The rapid urbanization of Arizona has truly expanded the Commission's 
G and Department's roles in addressing the complex concerns relating to 

the interfacing of wildlife resources to Arizona's human population. 

Efforts to address nontraditional nonconsumptive wildlife 
responsibilities as well as managing such traditional wildlife 
considerations as big game populations have presented challenges that 

8 did not exist in former years. 

In an attempt to increase the effort to gather nongame information, the 
Commission, in recent years, has authorized the Department to increase 
the number of positions in the Research Branch from 13 to 60 through 
Federal Grant funding. 

D 
Additional emphasis in the area of nongame and endangered species 
inventory and habitat needs, have been made by the Commission, to the 
Department, in the authorization of approximately 88 non administrative 



positions which are to be funded by the recently passed Heritage 
Initiative. 

SI 
The Heritage Initiative provides the Department uz, to $10 million 
annually for five specific program areas identified within the 
Initiative. 

The Department has also developed a Commission approved Crisis 
Management Team in its continuing efforts to be responsive to the needs @ 
of the public as it regards the public's interfacing with both rural and 
urban wildlife concerns. 

The Commission, its members appointed by the Governor and with each 
member confirmed by the Senate, continues to hold open public meetings 
as a forum for public input into its decision making process. These (I 
meetings are normally held monthly and at various locations within the 
State. 

While considerable resources have been expended to allow for a greater 
exchange of information between the public and the Commission and 
Department, we concur with the audit finding and recommendation. a 
The Commission and the Department will continue to further the effort of 
communications with its many diverse publics. 

The Commission and Department will also continue to seek legislative 
assistance in this effort as exemplified in the cooperative effort with r) 
the livestock industry which saw the passage of Senate Bill 1137 in 
1990. This bill helped resolve public concerns over the indiscriminate 
killing of various predatory animals which were negatively impacting the 
livestock industry. (reference to S.B. 1137 is made in Sunset Factor #8 
as "wildlife predatorsn). 

The Commission and Department concur that comprehensive planning can be 
pursued with greater resolve and is being continued in that mode. 

By policy, the Deputy Director of the Department is charged with the d 
development and implementation of such a comprehensive plan. 

Elements of the plan are in place but the entire plan has not yet been 
implemented. This continues to be a priority of the Deputy Director and 
is reflected by the contracting of a special planing consultant to bring 
this effort to fruition. @ 

The Commission and Department concur with the finding regarding span of 
control in the Department's six Regional Offices. We ask for 
legislative support for the budgetary appropriations necessary to a 
address this organizational consideration. 



The Commission and Department concur with the recommendation that if 
legislation is introduced requiring the titling of certain watercraft; 
that a fee mechanism be concurrently established within that legislation 
to administer that program. 

The commission and Department concur with the rationale developed 
regarding wildlife Manaser Salary and Workload Information. We feel 
that the information presented with regard to this topic is symptomatic 
of a Department wide problem. At a Director's Staff briefing the Audit 
Team indicated that they would mention in its report that, although 
other series in the Department were not fully evaluated, it is probable 
that many work units (within the Department) suffer similar problems to 
those of the Wildlife Manager's (i.e. loss of annual leave, working 
excessive over time, unrecorded hours etc.). 

We ask legislative assistance in budgeting, as well as Department of 
Administration (DOA), Personnel Division assistance, in the Commission's 
and Department's request to conduct a Department-wide Classification 
Maintenance Review (CMR) of all Department positions. 

The topic of Commission form of Department oversight, as expressed by a 
few outside interests, was discussed early in the performance audit 
process.  his topic was not mentioned in the preliminary report draft 
or the revised preliminary report draft. 

Dialogue continues to surface regarding the possibility of a change in 
the  omm mission form of Department oversight. The implications are that 
the duties and responsibilities of the Commission could be reduced and 
the ~irector appointed by the Governor. The five person   om mission, as 
appointed and confirmed within the purview of Arizona Revised Statutes, 
has proven to function and serve the public and the wildlife resources 
of Arizona very well since 1929. The Commission continues to serve 
Arizona well as evidenced by the response to the Sunset Factors. 

One of the functions of the c om mission is to hire a Department Director. 
This system has allowed for wildlife management through a process which 
has been able to maintain biological and scientific continuity over the 
many years of its existence. 

The Audit Team had previously informed the Director's Staff that they 
had received considerable input to this issue from the public as well as 
from various organizations and interests. The Audit Team also stated 
that they had not had sufficient time to survey other states and their 
various forms of oversight. 



The Commission and Department feel that even though the Audit Team did 
not have sufficient time to totally survey the other states, the 
sensitivity and importance of this issue warrants, at a minimum, the 0 
inclusion of their findings within Arizona. 

At a briefing of the Department Director on May 20, 1991 the Director 
was told that a summary of the survey of the 139 individuals (agencies, 
associations) would be published as a finding in the performance audit 
report (see footnote (1) on page 9 of the revised preliminary report ir 
draft) .) The results of this survey would be indicative of how well the 
Department, as overseen by the Commission, does business in North 
America. 

a 
Again the Commission and Department wish to express their gratitude to 
the Audit Team for their objective assessment of this Commission and 
Department in the performance audit. In their findings and 
informational items, they have pointed out ways to improve the operation 
of the Commission and Department. They have confirmed a number of this 
agency's own recognized needs and have provided additional reinforcement • 
to this agency in terms of future approaches to the legislature for 
program and personnel relief. 

We greatly appreciate the opportunity to comment on the revised a 
preliminary report draft and to have our comments incorporated into the 
final performance audit report. 

Sincerely, - 

Chairman 
Arizona Game and Fish Commission 


