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AUDIT OBJECTIVE 
 
Our objective was to determine whether fees 
for Park Use Permits were properly charged, 
collected, and deposited by the Long Island 
Regional Office of the Office of Parks, 
Recreation and Historic Preservation.  
 

AUDIT RESULTS - SUMMARY 
 
Park Use Permits are required for many of the 
recreational, promotional, and other types of 
activities commonly conducted at State parks.  
Each park region is responsible for 
developing a comprehensive fee schedule for 
these permits, and is expected to charge fees 
in accordance with the schedule.  In 2007, the 
Long Island Region reportedly issued 915 
Park Use Permits, 34 of which were 
subsequently voided or cancelled. The Region 
collected $360,110 in fees on 314 permits. No 
fees were charged for 561 permits.  Fees for 
the remaining six permits, which totaled 
$5,000, were not collected as of June 26, 
2008.   
 
We identified significant weaknesses in the 
Region’s controls over fee charges.  In 
particular, the Region’s fee schedule was not 
comprehensive, as no fee was specified for 
many of the activities needing permits.  As a 
result, varying fees were charged for these 
activities.  For example, fees of $200, $50, 
and $0 were charged on three different 
permits for cross-country races in the same 
park.  In addition, in many instances, no fee 
was charged for a permit, even though the 
activity covered by the permit did not meet 
the stated criteria for no-fee permits.   
 
If standard permit fees are not established for 
common park activities, the fees for the 
activities are more likely to be inconsistent; 
and such inconsistencies could give the 
appearance of favoritism.  Also, the State may 
lose potential permit revenue.  We 

recommend that a comprehensive fee 
schedule be established for the Long Island 
Region.  Where there is a need to charge a 
different fee for the same activity, such 
variations should be incorporated in the 
published fee schedule.  We further 
recommend that the Region’s policy on no-
fee permits be clarified, formalized, and 
applied uniformly throughout the Region.   
 
We also identified certain weaknesses in the 
Region’s controls over fee collections.  For 
example, collection records were not always 
complete and accurate; permits were 
sometimes issued before the fees were paid; 
and fee collection and permit issuance 
activities were not closely monitored by 
Regional management.   
 
Permit fee collections are supposed to be 
deposited into certain State accounts.  
However, we found much of the Region’s fee 
revenue was being deposited inappropriately 
into the accounts of a public benefit 
corporation that was created to further public 
programs of parks, recreation, conservation, 
and historic preservation (Natural Heritage 
Trust).  In 2007, such deposits totaled 
$210,300.  According to officials from the 
Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic 
Preservation (OPRHP), the funds deposited 
with Natural Heritage Trust are used for the 
same purposes as the funds deposited in State 
accounts.  However, the practice circumvents 
the State’s normal budgetary controls, 
because the funds are not appropriated, 
reported on, and accounted for like other State 
funds.  We therefore recommend that all State 
revenue collected by the Region be deposited 
into authorized State accounts, as is required 
by law. 
 
Our report contains a total of ten 
recommendations for strengthening the 
Region’s controls over permit fee charges, 
collections, and deposits.  OPRHP officials 
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generally agreed with our recommendations 
and indicated that they have already 
implemented many changes and 
improvements in procedures utilized to issue 
park use permits.   
 
This report, dated November 7, 2008, is 
available on our website at: 
http://www.osc.state.ny.us. 
Add or update your mailing list address by 
contacting us at: (518) 474-3271 or 
Office of the State Comptroller 
Division of State Government Accountability 
110 State Street, 11th Floor 
Albany, NY 12236 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
The Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic 
Preservation (OPRHP) operates and maintains 
a Statewide system of parks and historic sites.  
OPRHP also hosts a variety of cultural, 
recreational, and educational programs.  
OPRHP divides the State into 13 regions, 
each with its own regional office.  The Long 
Island Region consists of Nassau and Suffolk 
counties.   
 
Permits are required for many activities at 
State parks.  For example, permits are 
required to use a park’s pavilions and 
recreational facilities; to hold promotional, 
charitable, or other events; and to photograph 
park sites for commercial purposes.  Fees may 
be charged for these permits in accordance 
with a schedule of fees that is to be updated 
annually.  Each regional office is responsible 
for establishing its own fee schedule, and 
these schedules must be approved by 
OPRHP’s Central Office.   
 
In the Long Island Region, permits for park 
activities are issued by the Regional Permit 
Office (Permit Office), which is located in the 
Regional headquarters in Babylon.  Three 
types of permits are issued by the Permit 

Office: (1) Group Use Permits, which are 
primarily for the use of park pavilions; (2) 
Special Permits, which are pre-printed, pre-
numbered dashboard permits for activities 
such as fishing, metal detecting, and 
stargazing; and (3) Park Use Permits, which 
cover most other activities.   
 
Our audit focused on Park Use Permits.  
According to Regional Office records, a total 
of 915 Park Use Permits were issued in 2007 
in the Long Island Region - 34 of which were 
subsequently voided or cancelled. The Region 
collected $360,110 in fees on 314 permits. No 
fees were charged for 561 permits.  Fees for 
the remaining six permits, which totaled 
$5,000, were not collected as of June 26, 
2008.   The fees charged for individual 
permits ranged from as little as $25 for 
permission to hold pony rides to as much as 
$15,000 for permission to hold a volleyball 
tournament.  According to Regional officials, 
no fees were charged for permits allowing 
religious and environmental events; and no 
fees were charged for permits allowing 
commercial vehicles access to certain State 
Parkways that are normally restricted to 
passenger vehicles. 
 

AUDIT FINDINGS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
Fee Charges  

 
We identified significant weaknesses in the 
Regional Office’s controls over fee charges.  
In particular, standard fees were not 
established for many park activities and, in 
many instances, fees were not charged for 
permits that did not meet the stated criteria for 
no-fee permits.  
 

Incomplete Fee Schedule 
 
OPRHP is authorized by Section 13.15 of the 
Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
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Law to establish fees or other charges for the 
use of “any park, parkway, recreational 
facility or historic site” or for the “furnishing 
of special services with respect thereto.”  It 
has been OPRHP’s practice to establish these 
fees in a Master Fee Schedule for each region.   
 
The Master Fee Schedule is supposed to be a 
comprehensive listing of all the permit fees 
that can be charged in a region.  In a letter to 
Regional Directors approving their 
established fee schedules for 2007, OPRHP’s 
Central Office states that “the Master Fee 
Schedule . . . includes all fees in effect for this 
year and regions may not charge or change 
fees which are not included on the approved 
schedule.” 
 
We reviewed the Long Island Regional 
Office’s Master Fee Schedule for 2007 to 
determine whether it was comprehensive.  We 
also compared the fees on the schedule with 
the fees that were actually charged for 
activities to determine whether they matched.  
We made this comparison for 32 selected 
Park Use Permits for which a fee was 
charged.   
 
We found that the fee schedule was not 
comprehensive.  In particular, the schedule 
does not include fees for many common park 
activities, such as using playing fields and 
holding cross country races.  Permits were 
issued, and fees were charged, for these 
activities; however, the activities were not 
listed on the fee schedule.   
 
As a result of these gaps in the fee schedule, 
only one of the fees charged for the 32 
selected Park Use Permits (a $35 fee for bus 
parking at Bethpage) was even listed on the 
fee schedule (in this instance, the fee charged 
for the permit matched the fee on the 
schedule).  For the other 31 permits, the 
activities covered had not been listed on the 
fee schedule.  It thus appears that the fee 

schedule is not being used to control many of 
the permit fees being charged in the Long 
Island Region.   
 
In their response to our preliminary audit 
findings, OPRHP officials note that the 
Master Fee Schedule is not required by law.  
They also note that there is no statutory 
requirement for permit fees to be based on the 
Master Fee Schedule.   
 
We do not dispute the non-statutory nature of 
the Master Fee Schedule and, indeed, never 
claimed that the fee schedule was required by 
law.  However, it has been OPRHP’s practice 
to require its regions to establish a Master Fee 
Schedule; and such a schedule is a good 
internal control because it provides assurance 
that fees will be charged in a fair and uniform 
manner.  In the absence of such a control, 
permit fees are more likely to be inconsistent 
(i.e., a different fee may be charged for the 
same activity at different times) and such 
inconsistencies could give the appearance of 
favoritism.   
 
To determine whether permit fees were 
generally consistent (i.e., the same fee for the 
same activity at all times), we examined 
activities and fees for all 915 Park Use Permit 
records that were issued by the Region in 
2007.  We found that, in many instances, the 
fees were not consistent.  In one type of 
inconsistency, varying fees were charged for 
the same activity in the same park.  This 
occurred at 15 different parks.  For example: 
 

• At Belmont Lake, three permits were 
issued for cross-country races.  For 
one permit, the fee was $200; for 
another permit, the fee was $50; for 
the other permit, no fee was charged.   

 

• At Montauk, four permits were issued 
for commercial photography.  The 
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four permits were charged fees of $0, 
$250, $500, and $10,000.   

 
In several other instances, varying fees were 
charged for the same activity at different 
parks.  This occurred 25 times (i.e., for 25 
different activities) and involved 254 permits.   
 
For example:  
 

• One permit holder was charged $500 
for a 5-kilometer run at Jones Beach; 
another permit holder was charged 
$100 for a 5-kilometer run at 
Bethpage; and a third permit holder 
was charged $50 for a 5-kilometer run 
at Sunken Meadow.  

 

• In numerous instances, varying fees 
were charged for weddings at different 
parks.  For example, no fee was 
charged for 6 weddings at Jones 
Beach and 12 weddings at Robert 
Moses.  However, a fee of $125 was 
charged for a wedding at Caumset; a 
fee of $75 was charged for a wedding 
at Robert Moses; a fee of $50 was 
charged for a wedding at Robert 
Moses; and a fee of $50 was charged 
for a wedding at Jones Beach.   

 
Such inconsistencies are not necessarily 
inappropriate, because there could be valid 
reasons different fees are charged at different 
times or places.  However, if the reasons for 
the differences are not apparent, there is no 
assurance the differences are, in fact, 
appropriate; and, in the absence of this 
assurance, favoritism could be suspected.  
This assurance would be provided if common 
fee variations were formally incorporated into 
the Master Fee Schedule, because it would be 
clear that a fee for a certain activity would 
typically cost more at one park than at 
another, or during certain peak months.   
 

In their response to our preliminary audit 
findings, OPRHP officials stated that there are 
many reasons different fees would be charged 
for 5-kilometer runs at different parks.  
According to the officials, there are many 
factors to consider, including the park, the 
number of runners, the sophistication of the 
organizing group, the location of the park, 
parking availability, other events occurring at 
the same time, and the park’s accessibility. 
These factors necessitate negotiating a 
specific fee.  The officials cite similar factors 
for weddings. 
  
We acknowledge that there may sometimes 
be a need to charge a different fee in different 
circumstances for the same activity.  
However, in most instances, these variations 
can be incorporated in the published fee 
schedule.  For example, different fees can 
routinely be charged at different parks or at 
different times of the year or for groups above 
a certain number.  In those instances where 
this is not feasible, the reason for charging a 
non-standard fee can be documented and 
authorized by designated park officials.  Such 
documentation and authorization are currently 
lacking; as a result, there is no assurance non-
standard fees are appropriate. 
 

No Fees Charged 
 
OPRHP is required by Title 9 of the New 
York Codes, Rules and Regulations, 
§372.7(l), to issue a permit for all picnics or 
outings in excess of 50 persons in the Long 
Island Region.  The permit provides 
operational control over activities and may or 
may not contribute to revenue generation.  A 
fee was not charged for 561 (61 percent) of 
the 915 Park Use Permits issued in 2007.  
According to Regional officials, no fees are 
charged for religious and environmental 
events; and no fees are charged when permits 
allowing commercial vehicles access to 
certain State Parkways are issued.  
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We asked for a copy of the Region’s written 
policy on no-fee permits, but were not 
provided with any written policy.  In the 
absence of a clear written policy, there is an 
increased risk no-fee permits could be granted 
inconsistently and inappropriately.  In fact, 
when we reviewed the files for the 561 no-fee 
permits that were issued in 2007, we found 
that more than one-quarter of these permits 
had been issued for activities that did not 
meet the stated criteria for such permits:  
 

• 276 of the no-fee permits (49 percent) 
were for Parkway access, and thus met 
the stated criteria for such permits;  

 

• 131 of the no-fee permits (23 percent) 
were for events that could be 
classified as religious or 
environmental, and thus met the stated 
criteria for such permits; and  

 

• 154 of the no-fee permits (28 percent) 
were for events or activities that did 
not appear to be religious or 
environmental, such as sporting events 
(softball, lacrosse, tennis), runs 
(marathons, cross-country, triathlon), 
walks, business promotions 
(broadcast, onsite promotions), 
photography (photo shoots), Geocache 
(a form of treasure hunt), and others.  
As a result, it was not clear why no fee 
had been charged for these permits.  

 
In their response to our preliminary audit 
findings, OPRHP officials stated that, based 
on such factors as the time of year, the 
demands placed on park facilities by the 
activity, the nature of the activity, and its 
impact on park resources, it is up to the 
discretion of park management to determine if 
a permit fee is necessary for an activity.  They 
also noted that 43 of the 154 permits cited 
were issued to public schools and/or 
universities; not-for-profit agencies; and local, 

State, or federal government agencies.  
However, the officials did not indicate that 
such entities were exempt from permit fees.   
We acknowledge that it may sometimes be 
appropriate for park management to issue no-
fee permits in circumstances not specified by 
policy.  However, the reasons for such 
exceptions should be documented and the no-
fee permits authorized by designated park 
officials.  In the examples we cite, there was 
no such documentation and no evidence of 
such authorization.  As a result, there is no 
assurance the lack of fees was appropriate.   
 
We further note that an excessive number of 
no-fee permits may be contrary to the State’s 
revenue needs.  Regional officials have 
acknowledged these needs, as they began 
charging a $50 fee for Parkway access 
beginning in April 2008.   
 
To ensure fairness and uniformity, we 
recommend that the policy for no-fee permits 
be formalized, and the reasons such permits 
are issued be specified in the Region’s 
records.  We further recommend that special 
no-fee permits (i.e., those not covered by the 
policy) be authorized by designated officials.   
 

Recommendations 
 

1. Establish a more comprehensive Master 
Fee Schedule to account for all recurring 
park activities, events, and locations.  
Incorporate common fee variations into 
the published schedule (e.g., higher fees 
for groups above a certain number or for 
activities with unusual demands on park 
resources).   

 
2. Develop a written policy on no-fee 

permits, specifying what kind of events or 
applicants are to be exempt from permit 
fees.  When such permits are issued, 
specify in the Regional Office records 
why no fee was charged.  
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3. Document the reasons a non-standard fee 
is charged for a permit, or a no-fee permit 
is issued in circumstances not meeting the 
stated criteria for such permits. Require 
the transaction to be authorized by 
designated park officials. 

 
Fee Collection  

 
Permit fees are collected by the Regional 
Permit Office.  The Permit Office also issues 
the permits, maintains records about the 
permits and fee payments, and deposits the 
fees in certain designated bank accounts.  We 
examined the controls over the fee collection 
and permit-issuance processes, and identified 
the following weaknesses:  
 
• All three employees in the Permit Office 

collect monies, issue permits, and record 
the information on the Park Use Permit 
database.  These duties should be 
separated among different employees so 
that no single individual can control an 
entire transaction.  In the absence of 
such separation, it is easier for funds to 
be misappropriated without detection.  If 
it is not practical for these duties to be 
separated, compensating controls should 
be added, such as increased oversight by 
employees outside the Permit Office.   

 

• To ensure that all fee revenue is 
properly accounted for, fee collections 
are reconciled daily to the permits that 
were issued that day (the fee charged for 
each permit is recorded on the Permit 
Office’s copy of the permit).  This 
reconciliation is performed by the 
Permit Manager (one of the three 
employees in the Permit Office).  
However, the reconciliation should be 
performed by an independent employee 
whose duties are not related to the 
permit-issuance or fee-collection 
processes.   

• The permits are numbered sequentially 
to facilitate their accountability.  
However, the integrity of the numbering 
sequence is not ensured, because the 
permits are neither pre-printed nor pre-
numbered.  Rather, they are created on a 
template word processing document 
when they are needed.  As a result, 
some permits could be numbered out of 
sequence and numbers could be skipped 
or repeated.  If a permit were created 
automatically when it was entered on 
the Park Use Permit database, an auto-
numbering software feature could be 
used to ensure the integrity of the 
numbering sequence.   

 

• Permits should not be issued until the 
fee has been fully paid.  Otherwise, it 
may be difficult to collect the unpaid 
amounts.  However, we found permits 
are sometimes issued before the fee is 
paid.  For example, $11,700 in permit 
fees were owed as of February 5, 2008, 
on 15 permits that had been issued in 
2007.  Fourteen of the permits, totaling 
$11,200, had been outstanding for more 
than 90 days.  Subsequent to the 
completion of our audit field work, 
OPRHP officials reported that the fees 
for nine of the permits had been 
collected, reducing the outstanding 
balance to $5,000.  

 
We also determined that the information in 
the Park Use Permit database, which was 
created in 2007, was not complete, as the 
transaction date, form of payment received, 
and initials of the person making the entry 
were not recorded.  In addition, the permits 
were not always numbered sequentially in the 
database (e.g., there were three duplicates and 
three unnumbered permits).  We further 
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determined that fee amounts were not always 
entered correctly on the database, as 2 of the 
55 entries we examined had the incorrect 
amount.   
 
We also note that permit activities (the 
number of permits issued, fees collected, etc.) 
are not reported to Regional park 
management.  In the absence of such reports, 
management is less able to monitor permit 
activities and ensure that the activities are 
performed in accordance with management 
expectations.  We recommend such reports be 
provided to Regional Office management on a 
regular basis.   
 
It should also be noted that written policies 
and procedures have not been developed for 
permit-issuance and fee-collection activities.  
Such policies and procedures are needed to 
help ensure that these activities are performed 
in accordance with management expectations.   
 

Recommendations 
 
4. Separate the permit issuance, fee 

collection, and related recordkeeping 
duties among different employees; or add 
compensating controls, such as increased 
oversight or an independent reconciliation 
of fees charged to fees collected.   

 
5. Take action to ensure the integrity of the 

numbering sequence on issued permits.   
 
6. Adopt a Regional policy that Park Use 

Permits will not be issued until the fees 
have been fully paid.  Allow exceptions to 
the policy only when the reasons are 
documented and the exceptions have been 
approved by an authorized park official.   

 
7. Improve the accuracy, completeness, and 

reliability of the Park Use Permit 
database.   

 

8. Provide reports of permit activities (the 
number of permits issued, fees collected, 
etc.) to Regional park management on a 
regular basis.   

 
9. Develop comprehensive policies and 

procedures governing Park Use Permit 
operations. 

 
Deposit of Fee Revenue  

 
We tested selected fee payments to determine 
whether all the fees charged had been 
collected and all the amounts collected had 
been deposited.  We found that all the fees 
charged had been collected, and it appeared 
that all the collections had been deposited.  
However, we also found that much of the 
Region’s fee revenue was being deposited 
inappropriately into the accounts of a public 
benefit corporation that is closely associated 
with OPRHP.   
 

Verification of Deposits 
 
We reviewed 34 selected permit fee payment 
transactions from 2007 and 2008 to determine 
whether the amounts collected matched the 
amounts charged and the amounts deposited.  
Our sample contained a total of $208,219 in 
fee collections.   
 
We traced the collections to the appropriate 
permits and the appropriate bank deposit slips 
and bank statements.  We were able to verify 
31 of the 34 payment transactions, totaling 
$205,669.  For the remaining three 
transactions, totaling $2,550, we were able to 
trace the collections to the permits to verify 
that all the fees charged had been collected; 
and we were able to trace the collections to a 
deposit transaction.  However, we were 
unable to verify that the funds deposited were 
the same funds that had been collected, 
because the Regional Office did not retain 
detailed deposit information at that time.  
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Deposits into Non-Agency Accounts 
 
Natural Heritage Trust (NHT) is a public 
benefit corporation that was created to receive 
and administer gifts, grants, and contributions 
to further public programs of parks, 
recreation, conservation, and historic 
preservation.  NHT receives funds from 
public and private donors, invests the funds, 
and disburses the funds at the direction of the 
donors. 
 
We found that the Long Island Regional 
Office routinely deposits most of its Park Use 
Permit fees into accounts maintained by NHT.  
The remainder of the fees are deposited into 
accounts maintained by OPRHP.  According 
to the Regional Office’s records, $298,325 of 
the total $360,110 in Park Use Permit fees 
collected in 2007  (83 percent) was deposited 
into NHT accounts and $61,785 (17 percent) 
was deposited into OPRHP accounts.   
 
We asked OPRHP officials why some fee 
payments are deposited into OPRHP accounts 
and others are deposited into NHT accounts.  
They said that fee payments are deposited into 
OPRHP accounts when the fees are listed on 
the Region’s Master Fee Schedule.  Fees that 
are not listed on the fee schedule are generally 
deposited into NHT accounts. The officials 
stated that, in these cases, the patrons are 
instructed to make their checks payable to 
NHT.   
 
However, OPRHP is required by State law to 
deposit all State revenues into authorized 
agency accounts.  It does not matter whether a 
fee is listed in the Master Fee Schedule or not: 
OPRHP is required to deposit all State 
revenues into authorized OPRHP accounts.  
In addition, as was previously noted, the 
incompleteness of the Region’s Master Fee 
Schedule is a matter that needs to be 
addressed.  Standard fees can, and should, be 
established for all common park activities.   

OPRHP officials explained that, by law, 
revenues deposited into OPRHP accounts are 
to be used for the maintenance and 
improvement of State parks and historic sites.  
The officials stated that the permit fees 
deposited into NHT accounts are used for the 
same purposes.  Consequently, the officials 
considered the practical difference between 
depositing the funds into either OPRHP 
accounts or NHT accounts to be “difficult to 
determine.”   
 
While OPRHP officials state that the funds 
are used for the same or similar purposes, 
regardless of which accounts they are 
deposited into, funds deposited into NHT 
accounts are not subject to the State’s normal 
budgetary controls.  They are not 
appropriated, reported on, and accounted for 
like other State funds.  In the absence of this 
accountability, there is less assurance the 
funds will be used for their intended purposes.  
Therefore, we recommend that all OPRHP 
permit revenue be deposited into authorized 
agency accounts, as is required by law.   
 
OPRHP officials added that Park Use Permits 
are sometimes issued for events that are 
sponsored by NHT.  The officials further 
noted that NHT is explicitly authorized by 
law to sponsor such events, and to enter into 
cooperative arrangements with State agencies 
such as OPRHP.  The officials explained that 
the permit fees for these sponsored events 
(which they state were mis-characterized in 
their database as "park use") rightfully belong 
to NHT.  In 2007, such fees accounted for 
$88,025 of the $298,325 that was deposited 
into NHT accounts.  To ensure that fees are 
properly handled, permits for NHT-sponsored 
events should be distinguished from other 
Park Use Permits in the Regional Office’s 
records.  OPRHP officials agreed, indicating 
that they will establish a method for this.    
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Recommendation 
 
10. Deposit all permit fee revenue into 

OPRHP accounts, unless the revenue has 
been collected on behalf of NHT for an 
NHT-sponsored event.  Clearly identify 
the permits for such events in the 
Region’s records.   

 
AUDIT SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

 
We conducted our performance audit in 
accordance with generally accepted 
government auditing standards.  We audited 
selected internal controls over Park Use 
Permits at OPRHP’s Long Island Regional 
Office for the period of January 1, 2007, 
through February 29, 2008.  To accomplish 
our objective, we examined the Park Use 
Permit database, permits, deposit slips, and 
bank statements.  In addition, we visited four 
State parks to review their Park Use Permit 
calendar and files.  We also discussed 
relevant policies and procedures with OPRHP 
officials at the Central Office in Albany, the 
Long Island Regional Office, and the parks 
we visited.   
 
In addition to being the State Auditor, the 
Comptroller performs certain other 
constitutionally and statutorily mandated 
duties as the chief fiscal officer of New York 
State.  These include operating the State's 
accounting system; preparing the State's 
financial statements; and approving State 
contracts, refunds, and other payments.  In 
addition, the Comptroller appoints members 
to certain boards, commissions, and public 
authorities, some of whom have minority 
voting rights.  These duties may be 
considered management functions for 
purposes of evaluating organizational 

independence under generally accepted 
government auditing standards.  In our 
opinion, these functions do not affect our 
ability to conduct independent audits of 
program performance. 
 

AUTHORITY 
 
The audit was performed pursuant to the State 
Comptroller’s authority as set forth in Article 
V, Section 1 of the State Constitution and 
Article II, Section 8 of the State Finance Law. 
 

REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
A draft copy of this report was provided to 
OPRHP officials for their review and 
comment.  Their comments were considered 
in preparing this report, and are included as 
Appendix A.  
 
Within 90 days of the final release of this 
report, as required by Section 170 of the 
Executive Law, the Commissioner of the 
Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic 
Preservation shall report to the Governor, the 
State Comptroller, and the leaders of the 
Legislature and fiscal committees, advising 
what steps were taken to implement the 
recommendations contained herein, and where 
recommendations were not implemented, the 
reasons therefor. 
 

CONTRIBUTORS TO THE REPORT 
 
Major contributors to this report include 
Frank Houston, Cindi Frieder, Myron 
Goldmeer, David Louie, Diane Gustard, Mary 
McManus, Elizabeth Norniella, and Dana 
Newhouse. 
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