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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
OFFICE OF PARKS, RECREATION AND 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
 
HIRING, TRAINING AND DEPLOYMENT OF STATE 
PARK POLICE OFFICERS AND RANGERS 

 
SCOPE OF AUDIT 

 
he Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (OPRHP) operates 
and maintains 168 parks and 35 historic sites statewide.  To meet the 

security and public safety needs of these parks and sites, OPRHP employs about 
240 Park Police officers (officers) and about 220 public safety rangers (rangers) 
in its Park Police unit (Park Police).  Officers are year-round employees who 
must pass a civil service examination.  They can make arrests and are 
authorized to carry firearms.  Rangers are seasonal summer employees who 
assist the officers on patrols and perform other non-police duties.  Rangers are 
civilians and are not authorized to carry firearms.  Our audit addressed the 
following question about the hiring, training and deployment of officers and 
rangers for the period January 1, 2000 through December 5, 2004:  
 

• Do OPRHP’s practices provide reasonable assurance that (1) recruitment 
activities result in a sufficient number of qualified individuals applying for 
the positions of officer and ranger, (2) individuals hired as officers and 
rangers meet the job qualifications, (3) officers receive all required 
training, (4) officers and rangers are appropriately deployed both among 
and within OPRHP’s eleven regions, and (5) officers and rangers are 
deployed with appropriate equipment? 

 

AUDIT OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 
 

e found that OPRHP Park Police has established recruitment procedures 
that have resulted in a sufficient number of applicants to fill authorized 

positions.  However, improvements are needed in certain hiring, training and 
deployment practices.  
 
Because of its high rate of officer attrition, Park Police has an ongoing need to 
hire new officers.  If this need is to be met, Park Police must establish and 
maintain recruiting practices that result in applicants to fill the vacancies in the
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officer and seasonal ranger positions.  We found that Park Police has been 
active and effective in its recruiting efforts, as both the number of individuals 
taking the officer civil service examination and the number applying for ranger 
positions far exceeded the numbers needed to fill vacant positions.  We also note 
that Park Police has attempted to reduce its officer attrition rate by seeking a 
salary upgrade for the position.  According to Park Police officials, officers often 
resign to take higher paying positions with municipal police forces, especially in 
the downstate regions.  Park Police was not granted the full salary upgrade it 
requested, but we noted that future requests might be more successful if as part 
of their request Park Police quantifies and includes the costs (for additional 
recruitment and training) and effects (fewer patrols are made in the parks 
because new officers must be accompanied by experienced officers) of the high 
attrition rate. (See pp. 13-19)  
 
Applicants for the positions of officer and ranger must undergo a background 
check that is intended to verify their qualifications and suitability for their jobs.  
We found the required documentation for background checks was not always on 
file to show that individuals who had been hired as officers and rangers met the 
qualifications for the positions.  We also found that improvements are needed in 
ranger hiring practices to ensure fairness.  For example, objective criteria, such 
as a structured scoring system for assessing job applications, are not used in the 
ranger hiring process.  We recommend that such criteria be developed. (See pp. 
19-23) 
 
Officers are to receive a certain number of hours of training each year, some of 
which must be in mandatory subjects such as firearms and the review of the use 
of force and deadly physical force.  We examined Park Police training records for 
a sample of 60 officers and found that, according to the records, 19 of the 60 
officers did not meet their training requirements in calendar year 2003, because 
they did not attend a mandatory course relating to workplace safety and accident 
prevention.  We found that officer training is not effectively monitored by Park 
Police because monitoring responsibilities are not clearly defined and training 
records are not maintained in a manner that facilitates effective monitoring.  We 
recommend a number of improvements in the maintenance and monitoring of 
officer training records.  (See pp. 25-29) 
 
We examined the management processes used by Park Police in its deployment 
of officers and rangers.  We found that a deployment process has been 
developed for large special events, such as concerts and festivals, as similar 
prior events are studied and a detailed written deployment plan is developed for 
each special event.  However, improvements are needed in the management 
processes used in deploying public safety staff for the day-to-day activities.  In 
particular, a strategic statewide deployment plan needs to be developed and the 
reasons for specific deployment decisions need to be documented.  In the 
absence of such a plan and such documentation, there is less assurance that all 
relevant factors are appropriately taken into account in the deployment process.  
We also found that officers and rangers are not always adequately equipped with 
radios and vehicles.  As a result, the coverage provided by public safety patrols 
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may be limited to some extent and officers and rangers may not always be in a 
position to respond quickly to emergencies and other serious situations.  (See 
pp. 31-39) 
 

COMMENTS OF OPRHP OFFICIALS 
 

 draft copy of this report was provided to OPRHP officials for their review and 
comment.  We have considered their comments in preparing this final report. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 
Background 

 
he Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
(OPRHP) operates and maintains 168 parks and 35 historic 

sites located throughout New York State.  These parks and 
historic sites are reportedly visited by more than 65 million 
people a year.  Many different types of recreational facilities are 
available at State parks, including cabins, campsites, nature 
centers, hiking trails, golf courses, beaches, swimming pools, 
marinas, and performing arts centers.  The parks also host a 
number of special events, such as concerts, fairs, festivals, 
athletic programs, boating and snowmobiling programs, and 
nature study programs.   
 
To meet the security and public safety needs of its facilities, 
OPRHP employs park police officers and public safety rangers.  
Park police officers are year-round employees who perform 
regular patrols and respond to calls for assistance.  They are 
police officers, and thus are authorized to carry firearms.  Public 
safety rangers are seasonal employees who assist park police 
officers during the peak season between Memorial Day and 
Labor Day.  Public safety rangers are civilian employees who 
are not authorized to carry firearms.  Park police officers may 
coordinate their efforts with outside local police officers when 
the circumstances warrant such coordination.    
 
As of July 2004, OPRHP reported it employed 235 park police 
officers (officers) and 222 public safety rangers (rangers).  Most 
of the officers were assigned to patrols, and some of the officers 
were assigned to supervisory and administrative functions.  The 
rangers were assigned to patrols and other duties, and were not 
assigned to supervisory or administrative functions.  Prior to 
2004, OPRHP used seasonal part-time officers instead of 
rangers.   
 
To be hired as an officer, an applicant must pass a civil service 
examination, be between 20 and 35 years of age, pass a 
physical fitness test, and meet certain other requirements. To be 
hired as a ranger, an applicant must be at least 18 years of age,
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pass a physical fitness test, and meet certain other 
requirements.  
 
Once they are hired, officers must complete certain basic 
training courses at the Park Police Academy.  Officers who 
successfully complete their initial one-year probationary period 
are required to receive at least 21 hours of in-service training a 
year.  Some of these in-service training courses are optional, 
while others are mandatory.  Mandatory courses include 
firearms training, legal updates, and a review of the use of force 
and deadly physical force.   
 
Rangers must complete 80 hours of training including 24 hours 
of training mandated under the Security Guard Act that has 
been endorsed by the Division of Criminal Justice Services and 
two days of field training.  Both types of training must be 
completed within 90 days of the date they are hired.  Examples 
of training courses provided to rangers include first aid, CPR, 
and the use of automated external defibrillators.   
 
OPRHP’s activities are administered and overseen by eleven 
regional offices.  The activities of the officers and rangers in 
each region are directed by a Regional Commanding Officer, 
who is responsible for assigning the officers and rangers to 
specific parks and historic sites within the region.  The eleven 
Regional Commanding Officers report to Park Police 
Headquarters, which is located in OPRHP’s central 
administrative office in Albany.   
 
OPRHP’s total workforce consists of about 1,500 year-round 
employees and more than 4,000 temporary and seasonal 
employees.  In the 2003-2004 fiscal year, OPRHP was 
appropriated about $217 million, of which about $18.3 million 
was spent for public safety operations in the Park Police unit.   
 

Audit Scope, Objectives and Methodology 
 

e audited the practices used by OPRHP in hiring, training 
and deploying officers and rangers for the period January 

1, 2000 through December 5, 2004.  The objectives of our 
performance audit were to determine whether OPRHP’s 
management practices provide reasonable assurance that  (1) 
recruitment activities result in a sufficient number of qualified 
individuals applying for the positions of officer and ranger, (2) 
individuals hired as officers and rangers actually meet the job 
qualifications, (3) officers receive all required training, (4) 
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officers and rangers are appropriately deployed both among and 
within the regions, and (5) officers and rangers are deployed 
with appropriate equipment.  Prior to 2004, OPRHP used 
seasonal part-time officers during the peak seasons.  We did 
not audit the practices used by OPRHP in hiring, training and 
deploying seasonal part-time officers.   
 
To accomplish our objectives, we reviewed applicable laws, 
rules, regulations, and OPRHP policies and procedures.  We 
interviewed OPRHP officials in the central administrative office 
and in the regions.  We reviewed and analyzed various OPRHP 
records related to the hiring, training and deployment of officers 
and rangers, and in some instances selected random and 
judgmental samples of these records.   
 
We visited a total of nine regions: Central, Finger Lakes, Long 
Island, New York City, Niagara, Saratoga/Capital District, 
Palisades, Taconic, and Thousand Islands.  During our visits, 
we interviewed officials, reviewed records and observed 
operations.  We did not visit the Allegany and Genesee regions.  
 
We conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted 
government auditing standards.  Such standards require that we 
plan and perform our audit to adequately assess those 
operations of OPRHP that are within our audit scope.  Further, 
these standards require that we understand OPRHP’s internal 
control structure and its compliance with those laws, rules and 
regulations that are relevant to the operations included in our 
audit scope.  An audit includes examining, on a test basis, 
evidence supporting transactions recorded in the accounting 
and operating records and applying such other auditing 
procedures as we consider necessary in the circumstances.  An 
audit also includes assessing the estimates, judgments, and 
decisions made by management.  We believe that our audit 
provides a reasonable basis for our findings, conclusions and 
recommendations. 
 
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, several of which are 
performed by the Division of State Services.  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 of certain boards, commissions and public authorities, 
some of whom have minority voting rights.  These duties may 
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be considered management functions for the purposes of 
evaluating organizational independence under generally 
accepted government audit standards.  In our opinion, these 
management functions do not affect our ability to conduct 
independent audits of program performance. 
 

Comments of OPRHP Officials to Audit 
 

 draft copy of this report was provided to OPRHP officials for 
their review and formal comment.  Their comments were 

considered in preparing this final report and are included as 
Appendix B.  In addition, the State Comptroller’s Notes to 
OPRHP’s response are included as Appendix C. 
 
Responding to our draft report, OPRHP officials highlighted that 
the Homeland Security responsibilities of the State Park Police 
are significant, yet they were not mentioned in the audit report.  
They indicate that steps have been taken to implement several 
of the recommendations in our report.    However, they believe 
that several of the recommendations address practices or 
procedures that are already in place. 
 
We agree that the issues related to public safety and security 
have changed for all since September 11, 2001, and that 
OPRHP has changed the operations of the State Park Police to 
meet these new responsibilities.    In addition, we are pleased 
that OPRHP officials have started to implement the 
recommendations such as the use of alternative employee 
identification numbers, a standard format for deployment 
analysis reporting and decisions related to public safety staffing 
and the development of a plan and a pilot dispatch system in 
the Central region.   However, we urge OPRHP officials to 
reassess their position regarding the other recommendations in 
our report such as establishing an objective process for the 
ranger hiring process. 
 
Within 90 days after 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. 
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HIRING 

 
etween January 1, 2000 and July 14, 2004, an average of 
29 officers a year retired, resigned or were terminated.  

Because of this high rate of officer attrition, Park Police has an 
ongoing need to hire new officers.  If this need is to be met, 
Park Police must establish and maintain effective recruiting 
practices.  Park Police also needs recruiting practices that result 
in a sufficient number of qualified applicants to apply for the 
seasonal position of ranger.  We found that Park Police has 
been active and effective in its recruiting efforts, as both the 
number of individuals taking the officer civil service examination 
and the number applying for ranger positions far exceeded the 
numbers needed to fill vacant positions.  
 
The high rate of officer attrition is costly to Park Police, as 
replacement officers must be recruited, hired and trained, and 
these activities are labor-intensive processes.  Patrol coverage 
is also affected, because new officers must be accompanied on 
patrols by experienced officers until they are more experienced 
themselves.  Park Police has attempted to reduce its officer 
attrition rate by seeking a salary upgrade for the position.  
According to Park Police officials, officers often resign to take 
higher paying positions with municipal police forces, especially 
in the downstate regions.  In addition, Park Police was not 
granted the full salary upgrade it requested.  We noted that any 
future such requests might be more successful if the costs and 
effects of the high attrition rate were quantified and 
incorporated.   
 
Applicants for the positions of officer and ranger must undergo a 
background check that is intended to verify their qualifications 
and suitability for the jobs.  We found that documentation to 
support that background checks were done was not always 
available.  We also found that improvements are needed in 
ranger hiring practices to ensure fairness.   
 

Recruitment 
 

ecruitment activities are performed by the regional offices 
and Park Police Headquarters.  The recruitment activities in 
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each region are coordinated and supervised by a Recruitment 
Coordinator, who is an officer thus designated by the Regional 
Commanding Office.  Each month, the Recruitment 
Coordinators are expected to report their recruitment efforts to 
Park Police Headquarters.  In addition, staff at Headquarters 
post job information on OPRHP’s website, post job 
announcements in State office buildings, and perform other 
statewide recruitment activities.   
 
We examined the recruitment practices developed by Park 
Police to determine whether they were effective.  Our review of 
the monthly recruitment reports submitted to Park Police 
Headquarters for 2003, indicated that the following recruitment 
activities were done by the regions during that year: 

• Presentations at high school and community college 
job fairs or other career-oriented functions.   

 
• Presentations at gatherings such as local fairs, boat 

and snowmobile classes, and during Law 
Enforcement Memorial Week activities.  

 
• Contacted and informed local Department of Labor 

offices, military officials, and local constituent groups 
about officer and ranger job opportunities.   

 
• Job advertisements in newspapers and on radio 

stations.  
 

• Displayed recruitment brochures and posters in State 
parks and other locations.   

 
• Contacted individuals who expressed an interest in Park 

Police employment.   
 
We also noted that, according to records maintained by 
OPRHP, between January 2000 and July 2004, Park Police 
contacted nearly 6,900 individuals who had passed the civil 
service examination for officer and asked the individuals 
whether they were interested in interviewing for the position.   
 
We conclude that Park Police have been very active in its efforts 
to recruit officers and rangers and that the number of individuals 
submitting applications for these positions have far exceeded 
the numbers needed by OPRHP to fill vacancies.  For example, 
in the first six months of 2004, nearly 1,000 individuals passed 
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the officer examination and 39 new officers graduated from the 
Academy to fill vacancies in officer positions.  In addition, in 
2004, more than 1,000 applications for the position of ranger 
were filed and 239 were hired.  In fact, Park Police officials said 
that they stopped accepting ranger applications after they 
received over 1,000 applications.  
 
While recruitment efforts have been successful, we note that 
three of the regions did not submit all of their monthly 
recruitment reports for 2003.   Specifically, 10 of the 12 required 
reports were not submitted by Niagara, 6 of the 12 required 
reports were not submitted by Finger Lakes, and 3 of the 12 
required reports were not submitted by Saratoga/Capital District.  
If these reports are not submitted as required, the adequacy of 
the regions’ recruitment activities cannot be fully assessed by 
Park Police Headquarters.  Moreover, best practices may not be 
identified that can be shared with other regions.  We 
recommend Headquarters follow up with those regions not 
submitting the required monthly recruitment reports and attempt 
to obtain information about these regions’ recruitment activities 
for those months.  (In response to our preliminary audit findings, 
Park Police officials indicated that they had issued a memo in 
which they reinforced the need for the regional offices to submit 
their recruitment reports each month.)   
 
It should be noted that, while a large number of individuals took, 
and passed, the civil service examination for the position of 
officer, many of these individuals were not willing to pursue the 
position.  As is shown in the Table 1, when they were contacted 
by Park Police, only one of every three individuals passing the 
examination between January 1, 2000 and July 14, 2004 
indicated they were interested in applying for the position, and 
only half of these interested individuals actually applied (in order 
to apply for the position, applicants are interviewed and asked to 
take various tests, such as a physical fitness test, a polygraph 
test and a psychological evaluation.) 
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Table 1 

Year 

Contacted 
After 
Exam 

Interested 
in 

Applying 
Actually 
Applied 

2000 335 80 54
*2001 4,205 1,193 203
2002 453 275 268
2003 921 330 242

**2004 983 446 306
Total 6,897 2,324 1,073
Percent 100 34 16

 
* The civil service examination was given twice in 2001.  Park 
 Police officials were not aware of any specific reason for the 
 high number taking the test and interest in applying. 
** Through July 14, 2004. 

 
Park Police officials indicated to us that individuals passing the 
civil service examination do not pursue the job for several 
reasons.  In fact, 84 percent of the applicants who passed the 
exam were not interested for reasons including: the individuals 
may find another job or lose interest when they learn more 
about the Park Police officer position.  In particular, the officials 
noted that, because the salary and benefits of the officer 
position are lower than the salary and benefits of positions in 
other police agencies, OPRHP’s ability to hire and retain officers 
is constrained to some extent, particularly in the downstate 
regions.  
 
To determine whether OPRHP may in fact be at a competitive 
disadvantage in the downstate regions when it comes to hiring 
and retaining officers, we analyzed information relating to Park 
Police’s officer attrition.  Table 2 shows that between January 1, 
2000 and July 14, 2004, Park Police experienced fairly steady 
attrition each year.  (The table also shows that Park Police was 
able to replace these departing officers with new officers.) 
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Table 2 

Year 
Attrition 

(Resignations, 
Retirements, 

etc.)  

Graduated 
from 

Academy 

Officer 
Gain (or 

Loss)  

2000 15 13 (2)
2001 30 37                7 
2002 30 27 (3)
2003 32 32                0 

*2004 15 39              24 
Total 122 148              26 

 * Through July 14, 2004. 
 
To assess the attrition rates in the different regions, we focused 
on officer resignations.  We took this approach because a 
resignation is more likely to be prompted by a better job offer in 
the area, while a retirement or other type of termination is less 
likely to be prompted by such an offer.  During calendar years 
2001 through 2003, a total of 66 officers resigned, while 26 
officers retired or were terminated for other reasons.  We 
determined that the three downstate regions accounted for 45 of 
the 66 resignations (68 percent).  Since these three regions 
account for about 45 percent of the total officer workforce (112 
of 250), the number of officer resignations in the three 
downstate regions was disproportionately high.  While officer 
resignations may be prompted by a number of reasons, officials 
in the Palisades region told us many of the resigning officers in 
that region take police jobs with local municipalities which offer 
much higher salaries.   
 
In an effort to be more competitive with other police agencies, 
on three occasions between December 1997 and March 2000, 
OPRHP asked the New York State Department of Civil Service 
to upgrade the officer position from salary grade 13 to grade 16, 
and to increase the position’s geographic pay differential (i.e., 
the difference between downstate and upstate pay rates).  In 
response to these requests, in July 2001, the Department of 
Civil Service upgraded the position, but only by one step, to a 
grade 14.  The geographic pay differential was not increased.  
 
We reviewed OPRHP’s requests for an upgrade and found that 
they effectively presented some relevant information in support 
of the upgrade.  For example, the requests noted that the 
officers’ responsibilities were comparable to the responsibilities 
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of other police positions in the Palisades region (such as 
municipal police), but the officers’ salaries were significantly 
lower than the salaries of these other police positions.  
 
To update some of the information in these requests, in January 
2003, Park Police gathered salary data for police in the 
Palisades region.  The data in Table 3 shows that in both 
Rockland and Orange Counties, the starting salary for Park 
Police officers was near the low end compared to ten municipal 
police forces and the State Police.   
 

Table 3 

Rockland County Orange County 
Police Force Starting 

Salary Job Rate
Police Force Starting 

Salary Job Rate

Park Police $35,942 $44,234 Park Police $34,742 $43,034
State Police 56,246 73,589 State Police 48,907 66,251
Stony Point 37,080 83,205 Newburgh 33,864 43,587
Clarkstown 42,771 85,541 New Windsor 40,014 51,913
Ramapo 36,252 81,735 Woodbury 39,421 53,485
Orangetown 31,099 82,599 Highland Falls 35,558 47,185
Suffern 35,816 79,369 Walden 33,506 49,659
County  
Average* $39,877 $81,006

County 
Average* $38,545 $52,013

 
* Excludes Park Police salaries 
 
For example, the starting salaries for municipal police in 
Rockland County ranged from $31,099 to $42,771, while 
starting salaries at the State Police was $56,246.  In 
comparison, starting salaries for Park Police officers was 
$35,942.  Salaries for experienced staff were also higher at the 
other police agencies, as State Police job rates (i.e., the 
maximum rates for each salary grade) was $66,251 in Orange 
County and $73,589 in Rockland County.  The job rates for 
municipal police were about $49,000 in Orange County and 
about $82,000 in Rockland County.  In comparison, Park Police 
job rates ranged was $43,034 and $44,234 in Orange and 
Rockland counties, respectively.   
 
Park Police officials told us that, when trained officers resign, 
OPRHP loses the value of the training it invested in those 
officers and must incur new costs to train their replacements 
(additional recruiting and hiring costs are also incurred.)  
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OPRHP identified the costs incurred for new recruits before they 
are on the job as about $36,000 per recruit and additional 
$104,000 invested in training costs over the next few years in 
each park patrol officer. However, we noted that additional 
factors that could have further improved OPRHP’s case were 
not included.  For example, officials noted that OPRHP loses 
patrol coverage when trained officers resign, because their 
replacements must go on patrol with experienced officers until 
they are experienced enough to go out on their own.  OPRHP 
may also incur higher overtime to cover for departed officers.  
We recommend that these factors be quantified and cited in 
future upgrade requests (e.g., the cost of overtime to cover 
shifts and the number of patrol hours lost could be quantified).  
We also recommend that any such requests include specific 
information about officers who leave for higher salaries in other 
police agencies, such as the number of such officers and the 
differences in salaries.   
 

Hiring Practices for Rangers 
 

 civil service examination is not required for the seasonal 
position of ranger.  Instead, applications from interested 

individuals are reviewed by OPRHP, interviews are conducted 
with certain of the applicants who appear to meet the job 
requirements, and background checks are done to verify the 
qualifications of promising applicants.  The decisions to 
interview certain applicants rather than others, and to hire 
certain applicants rather than others, are made by Park Police 
officials, with the Regional Commanding Officers having the 
final say.   
 
We examined the ranger hiring process and found that written 
procedures have not been developed describing the steps in the 
processes to be followed in reviewing the applications, selecting 
the individuals to be interviewed, conducting the interviews, and 
selecting the individuals to be hired.  In particular, objective 
criteria have not been developed for assessing the applications 
and the applicants’ performance in their interviews.  In the 
absence of such criteria, preferential treatment could appear to 
be given to the individuals who are granted interviews or hired. 
To help ensure the hiring process is consistently followed, and 
to offset appearances of preferential treatment, we recommend 
that OPRHP develop written procedures with objective criteria 
for the ranger hiring process.  For example, OPRHP could 
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develop a structured scoring system for assessing job 
applications and the performance of applicants in job interviews.   
 

Qualifications 
 

efore they can be hired, applicants for the positions of 
officer and ranger must undergo a background check.  In 

this procedure, the qualifications claimed on their applications 
are verified and their personal life histories are examined to 
determine whether they are suitable for the jobs.  
 
The background check consists of a separate interview and 
subsequent review that is performed by a designated officer in 
each region (the investigator).  In the interview, the investigator 
asks the applicant a set of standard questions and summarizes 
the applicant’s responses.  Subsequent to the interview, the 
investigator reviews certain documentation provided by the 
applicant (e.g., a college transcript for officer applicants) and 
performs certain other steps to review the applicant’s 
background.  The investigator documents the results of the 
interview, documentation review and background review, and 
uses his or her professional judgment to determine whether the 
applicant is qualified to hold a position on the force.  To 
complete the background check, the investigator prepares a 
detailed synopsis supporting his or her recommendation to hire 
or reject the applicant.  
 
The documentation obtained and produced by the investigator 
in the course of the background check is to be maintained in a 
special background check folder.  This folder is to be reviewed 
for completeness by the Regional Commanding Officer and the 
Internal Affairs Lieutenant.  All applications and folders are to be 
maintained at Park Police Headquarters.   
 
To determine whether the background check documents were 
appropriately maintained, we selected a sample of folders for 
review.  To select our sample, we obtained a listing of the 
officers and rangers who were on the payroll as of May 2004, 
and randomly selected 100 of the 489 names on the list.  Our 
sample consisted of 52 officers and 48 rangers.   
 
The background check folders were on file for all 48 rangers in 
our sample.  However, the folders were not on file for 22 of the 
52 officers in our sample, all of whom had been hired prior to 
2000.  Park Police officials told us that background check 
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folders were maintained in the regions until 2000, at which time 
the regions were instructed to send the folders to Park Police 
Headquarters.  According to the officials, some of the requested 
folders were not submitted and the officials assumed they had 
been lost or discarded.  To determine whether any of these 22 
officers had an offense that would have disqualified them during 
the background check, we requested a new criminal history 
check. This check determined that none of the 22 officers had a 
disqualifying criminal offense.  Overall 78 of the 100 officer and 
ranger background check folders sampled were on file.   
 
We randomly selected 60 of the 78 available folders, including 
23 officers and 37 rangers, to determine whether they contained 
all the required documentation.  We found that required 
documentation was missing from 2 of the 23 officer folders and 
from 4 of the 37 ranger folders, as follows: 
 

• Two ranger folders were missing documentation from the 
Department of Motor Vehicles confirming that the 
applicants had a valid driver’s license (the official duties 
of rangers and officers include driving Park Police 
vehicles).   

 
• One officer folder was missing the applicant’s college 

transcript (officers are required to have at least 60 hours 
of college credit, 30 of which may be waived if the 
applicant has had valid active military duty within the last 
two years).  The investigating officer rejected the 
applicant and the Regional Commanding Officer agreed 
with the recommendation, but the applicant was 
nevertheless sent a letter of acceptance.  There was no 
documentation explaining why the applicant was hired 
despite there being insufficient evidence of adequate 
college credits.  

 
• Two ranger folders were missing a copy of the applicant’s 

high school diploma (rangers are required to have a high 
school diploma or its equivalent).   

 
• One officer folder was missing the checklist of actions 

required for the background check, which is to be 
completed by the investigator and provides some 
assurance the investigator took all required actions.   
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In the absence of this required documentation, there is less 
assurance the background checks for these applicants were as 
thorough as they should have been and the applicants met the 
job requirements. Park Police officials later obtained the missing 
documentation and provided us with copies, but the 
documentation should have been obtained when the 
background checks were originally performed for the six 
individuals.   
 
Park Police also performs an annual limited review of its 
officers’ qualifications.  In this review, the officers are required to 
complete a questionnaire that updates their firearms certification 
and certain other special skills.  The questionnaire also asks 
whether the officer’s driver’s license is suspended or revoked, 
and whether the officer has been arrested or charged with a 
crime.  The Regional Commanding Officers and Assistant 
Director of Law Enforcement review and approve each 
questionnaire, and meet with each officer.   
 
As part of this ongoing effort to ensure that its officers are 
appropriately qualified, Park Police registers all its officers with 
the Department of Motor Vehicles’ Licensee Event Notification 
System (LENS).  LENS tracks the status of the driver’s license 
and vehicle registration for every individual who is registered 
with it, and reports any changes in status to the individual’s 
employer.  Thus, if an officer’s driver’s license is suspended or 
revoked, the Department of Motor Vehicles would notify Park 
Police.  We note that rangers are not similarly registered with 
LENS.  Since rangers, like officers, are required to drive park 
vehicles as part of their job, they, too, should be registered with 
LENS. 
 

Recommendations 
 
1. Follow up with any regions that do not submit their 

monthly recruitment reports and obtain information about 
these regions’ recruitment activities for those months. 

 
2. Collect information on the impact of officer turnover 

including the reasons for officer resignations, the cost of 
training replacement officers, and the patrol coverage lost 
when new officers are accompanied on patrols by 
experienced officers.  Use this information as part of the 
request for additional upgrades in officer salaries. 
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Recommendations (Cont’d) 
 
3. Develop and document procedures for the ranger hiring 

process that include objective criteria, such as a 
structured scoring system, for assessing ranger job 
applications and the performance of ranger applicants in 
job interviews. 

 
 (OPRHP officials replied to our draft report they will 

continue to improve the process but do not directly agree 
with the recommendation to develop and document 
procedures including objective criteria.)   

 
 Auditor’s Comments:  The OPRHP response takes issue 

with our call for a structured scoring system for Public 
Safety Rangers.  Officials indicate that the position is not 
competitive and therefore does not need a competitive 
examination.   However, we recommend that OPRHP 
establish an objective process for selecting the 
candidates to be interviewed and for selecting new hires 
from those individuals interviewed.   These steps are not 
a competitive examination, but do provide for less 
appearance of favoritism. 

 
4. Ensure that background checks for officer and ranger 

applicants are performed and documented, and the 
documentation is retained, in accordance with OPRHP’s 
policies and procedures. 

 
5. Register all rangers with LENS. 
 
 (OPRHP officials indicate that it is impractical to manually 

place rangers on the LENS.  They are looking at doing 
this on an automated basis.  They agree with the 
concept.) 
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TRAINING 

 
fficers are to receive a certain amount of training each year.  
We examined the 2003 training records for a sample of 60 

officers and found that, according to the records, 19 officers did 
not meet their training requirements that year, mainly because 
they did not attend a mandatory course relating to workplace 
safety and accident prevention.  We also noted that officer 
training is not effectively monitored by Park Police because this 
responsibility is not clearly defined and training records are not 
maintained in a manner that facilitates effective monitoring.   
 
Officers carry firearms and may be required to use physical 
force in the performance of their duties, thus it is important that 
they are properly trained.  If officers are not properly trained, 
park visitors and staff may not be adequately protected and 
OPRHP could be exposed to legal liabilities if visitors or staff are 
injured.  To ensure that officers are properly trained, OPRHP 
requires that officers receive a certain amount of training each 
year, some of which must be in mandatory subjects such as 
firearms and the review of the use of force and deadly physical 
force.   
 
Basic officer training is provided at the Park Police Academy 
and subsequent in-service training is provided at the regions.  
The training is initially documented on a training class 
attendance form that is to be signed by the attending officers.  
Copies of these forms are to be submitted to Park Police 
Headquarters by the Regional Training Coordinators.  The 
information on the forms is then entered on the Park Police 
Training Database, which is intended to be a complete record of 
all officers’ training.  The maintenance of the Training Database 
is overseen by the Statewide Training Coordinator, who is also 
responsible for overseeing the Regional Training Coordinators.   
 
We selected a judgmental sample of 60 out of 133 officers from 
seven of the nine regions we visited: Central, Finger Lakes, 
Long Island, New York City, Niagara, Taconic, and Thousand 
Islands.  We selected these seven regions because their 
variations in physical size, geographic location, number of 
visitors annually, and number of reported security incidents 
annually made them representative of all 11 regions.  In two of 
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the selected regions, each of which employed eleven or more 
officers, we randomly selected ten officers for our sample.  In 
the other five regions, each of which employed ten or fewer 
officers, we selected all the officers for our sample.  We initially 
selected a total of 62 officers from the seven regions, but two of 
the officers had to be eliminated from the sample because they 
were first-year officers in 2003 and therefore required no in-
service training that year.   
 
We found that, according to copies of the training class 
attendance forms maintained by the seven regions for 2003, 19 
of the 60 officers in our sample did not attend a mandatory 
training class that year relating to workplace safety and accident 
prevention.  In addition, 3 of the 60 officers did not receive the 
total required number of in-service training hours in 2003.  
Usually, at least 21 hours a year is required, but this 
requirement was reduced to 16 hours in 2003 to enable the 
officers to respond to homeland security concerns, which were 
elevated at that time.  However, these three officers received 
only 8.5, 9.5 and 11.5 hours of in-service training, respectively, 
in 2003.  On the basis of our sample results, we conclude that 
the officers did not always receive all of the required in-service 
training.   
 
We further determined that, for 35 of the 60 officers, at least one 
of the training courses recorded on the Training Database for 
2003 was not supported by a training class attendance form 
signed by the officer.  In addition, for 13 of the 60 officers, the 
Training Database did not have a record for training courses 
supported by a signed attendance form.   
 
The results of our review are summarized in Table 4:  
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Table 4 

Region 
Officers 
Sampled

Did Not 
Attend 

Mandated 
Course 

Did Not 
Receive 
At Least 

16 
Hours 

Training 

Course in 
Training 
Database 

Not 
Supported

Course 
Not 

Recorded 
in 

Training 
Database 

Central   7  1 0  2  3 
Finger Lakes   9  2 0  6  1 
Long Island 10  2 1  9  3 
New York City   9  5 2  9  0 
Niagara 10  6 0  6  2 
Taconic   6  1 0  1  3 
Thousand 
Island   9  2 0  2  1 
Totals 60 19 3 35 13 

 
Park Police officials told us that the Statewide Training 
Coordinator was responsible for monitoring officers’ compliance 
with in-service training requirements.  However, from our 
conversations with the Statewide Training Coordinator and the 
Regional Training Coordinators in three regions it was apparent 
that it was not clear who was responsible for monitoring officers’ 
compliance with training requirements.  We note that the Park 
Police Manual does not clearly indicate who is responsible for 
this monitoring.  (In response to our preliminary audit findings, 
Park Police issued a directive clearly assigning the monitoring 
responsibility to the Regional Commanding Officers.)  
 
The Training Database, which can be viewed by both regional 
and central office staff, could facilitate the monitoring of officer 
training.  However, we found that the usefulness of the Training 
Database is undermined by the following factors:   
 

• The information on the Training Database is often 
inaccurate or incomplete.  For example, as was 
previously noted, information recorded on the Training 
Database may not be supported by related training 
course attendance forms and training that is 
supported by the forms may not be recorded on the 
database.  We also noted that, in some instances, 
courses are not recorded on the database in a timely 
manner because only two of the eleven regions 
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(Palisades and Long Island) submit training class 
attendance forms to Park Police Headquarters for 
posting on a regular basis.  The other nine regions 
hold the forms and submit them at the end of the 
year. We also identified other inaccuracies when we 
analyzed the information on the Training Database.  
Specifically, training provided in 2002 was incorrectly 
recorded as being provided in 2003 and the same 
training course was often recorded twice for the same 
officer.   

 
• The Training Database is cumbersome to use.  For 

example, it does not produce routine reports to assist 
management in monitoring training activities, such as 
reports identifying officers who are at risk of not 
meeting training requirements or whose firearms 
certifications are about to expire.  In addition, the 
same officer may be recorded more than once under 
different names (we identified 22 such officers) and 
former officers are included on the Database along 
with current officers.  The Statewide Training 
Coordinator told us that, because of the various 
difficulties he has encountered in trying to use the 
Training Database, it is too time consuming for him to 
determine the amount of training received by each 
officer during a given time period.   

 
There is no written manual explaining how the Training 
Database works.  The Statewide Training Coordinator told us 
that, because he does not fully understand the functions and 
capabilities of the database, he may not be using it to its fullest 
potential.   
 
We recommend that the information in the Training Database be 
subject to an ongoing or periodic quality control process.  We 
also recommend that training class attendance forms be 
submitted for posting on an ongoing basis.  (In response to our 
preliminary audit findings, Park Police issued a directive 
requiring the regions to submit these forms on a timely basis.)  
We further recommend that management reports and a written 
manual be developed for the Training Database.   
 
In addition, officers are required to enter their Social Security 
number (SSN) on the training class attendance form; the SSNs 
are then used as officer identification numbers on the Training 
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Database.  The Statewide Training Coordinator told us that 
some officers enter an incorrect SSN on the training class 
attendance form to reduce the potential for identity theft, and 
these incorrect numbers are part of the reason why some 
officers are recorded more than once under different names on 
the Training Database.  We recommend that Park Police 
develop an alternative identification number for officers and stop 
using the SSN for this purpose.  (In response to our preliminary 
audit findings, Park Police officials told us that they have 
developed alternative employee identification numbers.)   
 

Recommendations 
 
6. Review officer training records to determine whether 

any officers are at risk of not meeting their annual 
training requirements (for both total hours and 
mandatory courses), and provide the required training 
to these officers.  Update the Park Police Manual to 
clearly indicate who is responsible for these actions. 

 
7. Correct the inaccuracies in the Training Database that 

are noted in this report, and develop a quality control 
process to provide reasonable assurance information in 
the Training Database is accurate, complete and up-to-
date. 

 
8. Require the regions to submit training class attendance 

forms to the Statewide Training Coordinator on an 
ongoing basis. 

 
9. Develop management reports and a user’s manual for 

the Training Database. 
 
10. Use the alternative employee identification number for 

officer training courses and other administrative 
purposes. 
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DEPLOYMENT 

 
e examined the management processes used by Park 
Police in the deployment of its officers and rangers.  We 

found that a process has been developed for staff deployment 
at large special events.  Before public safety staff are deployed 
for these events, similar prior events are studied and a detailed 
written deployment plan is developed for each event. However, 
improvements are needed in the management processes used 
to deploy public safety staff for ordinary day-to-day activities.  In 
particular, a strategic statewide deployment plan needs to be 
developed and the reasons for specific deployment decisions 
need to be documented.  In the absence of such a plan and 
such documentation, there is less assurance that all relevant 
factors are appropriately taken into account in the deployment 
process.   
 
In addition, in our visits to the regions, we noted that officers 
and rangers were not always adequately equipped with short-
wave radios and vehicles.  As a result, the coverage provided 
by public safety patrols may be limited to some extent and 
officers and rangers may not always be in a position to respond 
quickly to emergencies and other serious situations.  
 

Deployment Among Regions 
 

ublic safety positions (officers and rangers) should be 
assigned to the regions on the basis of need, which can be 

indicated by a number of factors.  For example, need can be 
indicated by the size of the areas to be patrolled, the types of 
facilities in those areas, the number of visitors to these facilities, 
the number and types of special events, the number of security 
incidents and requests for public safety assistance, and the 
urgency of these incidents and requests for assistance.  
Generally, larger regions with more facilities, more visitors, more 
special events or security incidents may need more public 
safety positions than regions with fewer facilities, fewer visitors, 
fewer special events or fewer security incidents. 
 
Park Police Headquarters is responsible for assigning public 
safety positions to the regions.  To determine whether these 
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assignments were based on a systematic and comprehensive 
consideration of need, we asked officials at Park Police 
Headquarters if public safety positions were allocated to the 
regions on the basis of a strategic statewide deployment plan.  
The officials stated that they had not developed such a plan.  
 
Public safety positions are assigned to the regions by managers 
at Park Police Headquarters.  Each year, the Regional 
Commanding Officers submit a deployment analysis report to 
these managers.  In these reports, the Regional Commanding 
Officers are expected to justify their current level of public safety 
staffing and any requests for additional positions.  
 
We examined the deployment analysis reports that were 
submitted to Park Police Headquarters in 2003 by the regions.  
We found that it was difficult to assess the appropriateness of 
the current staffing levels in the regions and the reasonableness 
of their requests for additional positions, because the reports 
were prepared in varying formats with varying amounts of detail.  
In addition, information relevant to the issue of public safety 
staffing was not always included in the reports.  For example, 
the reports generally did not indicate how officers were 
deployed at present or would be deployed in the future, and did 
not always indicate why the additional positions were needed or 
how these new positions would be used.  The reports also did 
not show how much overtime was incurred at present, or how 
overtime could be reduced if additional positions were added 
(as is noted later in this report, overtime levels for officers in the 
peak season appeared to be very high in the regions we 
visited).  Also, none of the reports included the number and 
types of security incidents in the regions.   
 
To make the reports more useful to decision-makers in the staff 
deployment process, we recommend the reports be required to 
include detailed information about certain critical subjects, such 
as the public safety coverage provided by current staffing levels, 
the coverage that would be provided by increased staffing 
levels, the overtime incurred by current staffing levels, the 
overtime that would be reduced by increased staffing levels, and 
the extent of security incidents and other requests for public 
safety assistance.  In addition, to help ensure the reports are 
complete and comparable to one another, we recommend that a 
standard report format be developed.   
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In the deployment analysis reports that we reviewed, the 
regions requested a certain number of officer and ranger 
positions for 2004.  We compared the number of positions 
requested to the number that was approved by Park Police 
Headquarters.  As is shown in Table 5, the regions generally 
received fewer officers, but more rangers, than they requested:   
 

Table 5
Officer Positions Ranger Positions 

Region Requested Received Difference Requested Received Difference
Allegany 14 13 (1) 3 7              4 
Central 17 10 (7) 38 25            (13)
Finger Lakes 18 9 (9) 4 24            20 
Genesee 1 N/A 8 N/A N/A 16          N/A 
Long Island 87 55 (32) 51 49             (2) 
New York City 37 29 (8) 4 16           12 
Niagara 48 31 (17) 5 32           27 
Palisades 40 28 (12) 18 21            3 
Saratoga/ 
Capital District 18 12 (6) 22 25            3 
Taconic 16 10 (6) 6 11            5 
Thousand 
Islands 17 10 (7) 19 13            (6) 
Undeployed 
Officers2 N/A 13 N/A N/A N/A         N/A 
Total  312 228 (105) 3 170 239 533

1 Officials at Park Police Headquarters did not provide us with a 2003      
 deployment analysis report from Genesee.   
2 New officers awaiting deployment.  
3 Does not total across due to unavailable figures for Genesee and 

undeployed officers. 
 
We asked Park Police managers how staff deployment 
decisions are made.  They stated that they review the 
deployment analysis reports submitted by the regions and 
consider regional and park data that is collected for other 
purposes, such as attendance data.  They also indicated that 
they rely on their own knowledge of the regions and parks, 
taking into account such factors as park locations, visitation 
rates, and whether the parks are open days, nights or 24 hours.   
 
The decision-making process described by Park Police 
managers sounds reasonable.  To determine whether the 
process was appropriately followed when staff deployment 
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decisions were made for 2004, we asked to review 
documentation supporting the decisions made for that year.  For 
example, we wanted to know what specific factors were 
considered in deciding that the Finger Lakes region should have 
nine officer positions and 24 ranger positions, rather than the 18 
officer positions and four ranger positions that were requested.  
However, we found that Park Police managers do not document 
the reasons for their deployment decisions.  We recommend 
that these reasons be documented and the documentation be 
maintained.  In the absence of such documentation, there is 
less assurance that all relevant factors were appropriately taken 
into account in the deployment process.   
 
We also examined the process used by Park Police in deploying 
public safety staff for large special events such as concerts at 
the Saratoga Performing Art Center and Jones Beach.  We 
found that written deployment plans are developed for each 
special event in each region.  The plans identify the number of 
officers needed for each event, and indicate whether officers 
need to be temporarily deployed from other regions.  The plans 
also indicate whether officers’ normal work hours will need to be 
rescheduled and whether assistance will be requested from 
State and local police agencies.   
 
We reviewed two such plans from each region we visited and 
found that these plans were comprehensive and thorough.  For 
example, research was performed to determine how large the 
audience was likely to be for each event and what kind of 
people were likely to attend.  In addition, sites previously hosting 
the events were contacted to determine whether there were any 
problems that needed to be taken into account.  We were told 
that, if an event was previously held at a park facility, the 
success or failure of the prior public safety plan is reviewed and 
any necessary adjustments are made.  We conclude that Park 
Police has developed a process for deploying staff at special 
events.   
 
In the course of our review of public safety staff deployment 
among the various regions, we obtained a summary, by region, 
of public safety incidents and the arrests resulting from such 
incidents for 2003.  The summary had been prepared by Park 
Police Headquarters for submission to the New York State 
Division of Criminal Justice Services.  To determine whether the 
information in the summary report was accurate, we compared it 
to incident reports that had been prepared by the regions for 
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2003 and submitted to Park Police Headquarters.  As is shown 
in the following table, we identified numerous discrepancies 
between the summary report and the individual regional reports: 
 

Table 6 

Reported Arrests Reported Incidents 

Region 
By 

Region 

In 
Summary 

Report Variance 
    By 
Region 

In 
Summary

Report Variance 
Allegany     42    35              7    370   512 (142)
Central     64    61              3    540   476           64 
Finger Lakes    57    51              6    475    401           74 
Genesee    92 101              (9)    695    661           34 
Long Island 156 114            42 2,102 1,938         164 
New York City     6 129            (93)    724    888 (164)

Niagara 
not 

available 166               -    327   824 (497)
Palisades  14 205          (191)    892   900     (8)
Saratoga/ 
Capital District 306 288            18 1,480   425      1,055 
Taconic   71   62              9    558   245         313 
Thousand 
Islands   83  79              4    227   188           39 

 
Park Police officials told us that the summary report did not 
agree with the regional reports because the summary report 
included only one incident or arrest for each event reported, 
while the regions reported more than one incident or arrest 
when an event resulted in multiple offenses (e.g., driving at an 
excessive speed and assaulting an officer).  We believe this 
explanation may account for some of the discrepancies, but it 
cannot account for the seven instances (indicated by the 
negative variances in Table 6) in which the number of arrests or 
incidents in the summary report was higher than the number in 
the regional report.  Since incident information may be used in 
staff deployment decisions, it is important that the information 
be accurate.  We recommend Park Police identify the reasons 
for the discrepancies we identified and take corrective action to 
ensure future incident reports are accurate.  
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Deployment Within Regions 
 

he officers and rangers within each region are assigned to 
patrols and other duties by the Regional Commanding 

Officer (Commander).  These assignments are made on the 
basis of the Commander’s assessment of the workload in that 
region.  We evaluated this assignment process at seven of the 
nine regions we visited: Central, Finger Lakes, Long Island, 
New York City, Niagara, Taconic, and Thousand Islands.  We 
selected these seven regions because their variations in 
physical size, geographic location, number of visitors annually, 
and number of reported security incidents annually made them 
representative of all 11 park regions.  
 
We found that the process used by the Commanders in 
assigning staff within each region appears to be reasonable, but 
the reasons for each particular patrol or other assignment are 
not documented by the Commanders.  As a result, there is less 
assurance all relevant factors were appropriately taken into 
account in the assignment process.  We recommend that 
documentation supporting staff assignments be maintained at 
each region.  We also recommend that the reasons for the 
assignments be included in the annual deployment analysis 
reports, since these reports are supposed to justify current 
staffing levels in each region.  
 
As part of our examination, we interviewed the seven 
Commanders, accompanied officers on patrols, and reviewed a 
two-week deployment schedule in each region.  All seven 
Commanders told us they needed more officers to properly 
cover their regions.  They noted that some parks are not 
patrolled at all, and further noted that many calls are handled by 
other police forces because Park Police officers are responding 
to other calls or are too far away to respond in a timely manner.   
 
The Commanders also noted that officers in five regions are 
routinely scheduled to work long hours during the peak season 
(9 to 16 hour shifts), and officer vacations in six regions are 
generally limited to one week or less during the peak season.  
Commanders at three regions (Palisades, Finger Lakes, 
Thousand Islands) told us their officers work so many hours, 
that they fear officer burnout.  Two of these Commanders told 
us that they were short handed because they have a small force 
to begin with and had officers out on workers’ compensation 
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leave.  When we accompanied officers on patrols, they told us 
that they were expected to work a lot of overtime, and that many 
officers were exhausted.   
 
When we reviewed the deployment schedules, we found that 
officers were generally scheduled to work 8 to 15 hours per 
shift. During holidays and special events, some officers were 
scheduled to work 10 to 16 hours per shift.  In two regions 
(Taconic and Thousand Islands), officers were scheduled to 
work 21 to 25 hours of overtime per pay period, with two officers 
scheduled for 40 hours of overtime each during one pay period.  
The Commanders stated that these deployment schedules were 
typical for the busy summer season.   
 
We note that officers may become fatigued and not be able to 
respond appropriately to emergency situations if they are asked 
to work excessive amounts of overtime.  To ensure that officers 
are not routinely scheduled to work excessive amounts of 
overtime during the peak season, we recommend that officer 
overtime levels be evaluated at the end of each peak season to 
determine whether alternative deployment arrangements should 
be considered for any of the regions.  For example, if overtime 
levels were found to be excessive in any of the regions, 
additional officers could be hired or temporarily reassigned from 
a larger region with more officers during the peak season.     
 
Six of the seven Commanders told us that, in their opinion, the 
officers’ workload had increased since OPRHP decided to use 
seasonal rangers instead of seasonal officers during the peak 
season.  All seven Commanders stated that the rangers were 
helpful in patrolling some parks, provided a police-like presence 
in the parks, and handled matters such as looking for missing 
persons and property that used to divert officers from other 
police duties.  However, they noted that rangers do not possess 
the same qualifications as officers and thus cannot be entrusted 
with police duties.  As a result, a region’s police duties must be 
administered by a smaller number of officers during the peak 
season.   
 
Park Police officials told us that a formal evaluation of the 
ranger program was planned, but had not yet been completed at 
the time of our audit.  We note that 2004 was the first year of the 
program.  We recommend that Commanders and other officers 
be consulted during the evaluation process.  We also 
recommend that officer work schedules and overtime levels be 
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analyzed to determine whether overtime increased significantly 
because of the program.  
 

Allocation of Equipment 
 

fficers and rangers are often responsible for covering large 
areas on their patrols.  During these patrols, they may be 

required to respond quickly to distant calls for help and may be 
required to make such calls themselves.  For these reasons, 
officers and rangers are equipped with radios and officers are 
generally equipped with vehicles.    
 
During our visits to the nine regions, we noted that officers and 
rangers were not always adequately equipped with radios and 
vehicles.  For example, the Saratoga/Capital District region had 
several unused vehicles that were previously assigned to 
seasonal officers, while Finger Lakes officials told us they had 
only seven patrol vehicles for eight officers (an additional two 
officers were assigned to the region after our visit).  As a result 
of this shortage of vehicles in the Finger Lakes region, officers 
have to transport rangers to their assignments during their 
shifts, when officers need vehicles for court appearances or 
training, or when a vehicle is down for repairs or maintenance.  
We also observed a ranger in that region who may have been at 
risk of an accident, because he used a small, slow electric car 
on a main highway to travel between two parks.   
 
We note that Park Police does not have a comprehensive 
inventory of its equipment.  As a result, officials in Park Police 
Headquarters are less able to identify equipment surpluses and 
shortages in the regions.   
 
We also found that four of the regions had problems with their 
radios.  For example, in the Finger Lakes region, Park Police 
have been unable to obtain a wide-band frequency license.  As 
a result, officers in the region’s more distant parks cannot make 
radio calls to regional headquarters; they can only make short-
range calls to local police and ask the local police to contact the 
regional headquarters for them.  Most of the rangers in the 
region are not even equipped with radios.  They must instead 
call the local police from a gatehouse phone, which could cause 
a delay during an emergency.  
 
In the Thousand Islands region, the Park Police does not 
dispatch its own calls instead their calls are dispatched by the 
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State Police.  Also, officers and rangers are equipped with 
radios that have limited range and are shared with the OPRHP 
maintenance crew.  Therefore, the officers in the region have 
additional radios that connect them with other police forces in 
the region.  If the officers need assistance, they call the State 
Police or local police, who may call other Park Police officers in 
the region or provide the assistance themselves.  In exchange 
for this outside assistance, the officers sometimes provide 
assistance to the other police agencies in matters occurring 
outside the parks.  Regional officials told us they have tried to 
use Department of Environmental Conservation towers to 
improve the range of their radios, but these efforts have not 
been successful.   
 
In the Taconic and Palisades regions, officers and rangers have 
radio reception problems in their patrol areas due to the 
mountainous terrain, and therefore have to rely on the phone at 
the park’s entrance.  We recommend that Park Police 
Headquarters perform a comprehensive survey of the regions’ 
radio needs, and develop a plan for addressing all unmet needs.   
 

Recommendations 
 
11. Develop a strategic statewide deployment plan for 

public safety positions and allocate the positions to the 
regions on the basis of the plan. 

 
  (OPRHP officials replied that the plan is the actual 

 deployment of officers.) 
 
 Auditor’s Comments:  The plan should be formulated 

and documented beforehand based on what is needed 
statewide.  If less staff is actually available, the plan 
should document priorities for each region. 

 
12. Develop a standard format for the deployment analysis 

report, and require that certain detailed information 
relevant to the issue of public safety staffing be 
included in the reports. 

 
13. Maintain documentation at Park Police Headquarters 

supporting the allocation of public safety staff to the 
regions. 
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Recommendations (Cont’d) 
 
14. Identify the reasons for the discrepancies we identified 

between the summary incident report and the regional 
incident reports, and take corrective action to ensure 
that future incident reports are accurate. 

 
15. Require that the Commanders maintain documentation 

supporting staff assignments in each region. 
 
16. At the end of each peak season, evaluate officer 

overtime levels to determine whether any alternative 
deployment arrangements are needed to prevent 
officers from being routinely scheduled to work 
excessive amounts of overtime during the peak season. 

 
 (OPRHP officials replied to our audit report that they 

use overtime appropriately and will continue to do so to 
provide a safe experience for all park patrons and 
employees.) 

 
 Auditor’s Comments:  We did not question the 

appropriateness of the overtime, but OPRHP officials 
should determine whether alternative deployment 
methods could possibly reduce overtime the following 
year. 

 
17. Obtain comments from the Commanders and other 

officers when evaluating the ranger program, and 
analyze officer work schedules and overtime levels to 
determine whether overtime increased because of the 
program. 

 
18. Maintain a comprehensive inventory of Park Police 

equipment. 
 
 (OPRHP officials replied that Police equipment 

inventories are maintained on a statewide basis for all 
vehicles, computer equipment, radio communication 
equipment, weapons and uniforms.  Other, smaller 
police equipment inventories are maintained on a 
regional basis.  An inventory database for smaller Park 
Police equipment items is being developed and will be 
maintained on a statewide basis.) 
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Recommendations (Cont’d) 
 
 Auditor’s Comments:  OPRHP replied that it has a 

statewide inventory system for Police equipment 
including vehicles, however, as stated in our report, 
when we visited the Finger Lakes region they were in 
need of a vehicle yet the Saratoga/Capital District 
Region had several unused vehicles.   We were 
advised that they did not have a comprehensive 
equipment inventory. 

 
19. Perform a comprehensive survey of the regions’ radio 

needs, and develop a plan for addressing all unmet 
needs. 

 
20. Allocate the unused vehicles in the Saratoga/Capital 

District region to regions that do not have enough 
vehicles for their officers. 
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1. We agree that the Homeland Security responsibilities of the Park Police are significant.  

They are included in the report although not always mentioned outright.  For example, in 
the Training section, we note that the number of in-service training hours were reduced to 
enable the officers to respond to homeland security needs.  Also, the deployment analysis 
reports from the Regional Commanding Officers reflect their need for officers, many of 
which included comments regarding their Homeland Security and maritime security 
responsibilities.  We comment on these reports in the Deployment section.   

 
2. The salary information in Table 3 was given to us by Park Police in the Palisades region.  

Although slightly higher than the figures cited in the response to our draft report, they 
still demonstrate the salary disparity with other police departments in that region. 

 
3. We have revised the report to reflect information provided in OPRHP’s response. 
 
4. The training figures cited on page 16 are not undocumented as OPRHP officials indicate 

in their response.  They are from documents that OPRHP submitted to the Department of 
Civil Service in its requests for upgrades of the Park Police officers.  We cite them in the 
report to describe past efforts by OPRHP to obtain salary upgrades for its officer position.   

 
5. We agree that the Public Safety Ranger position does not require a competitive 

examination.  Our point is that because there is not an objective system for selecting 
individuals for interviews and selecting from the individuals who are interviewed, there is 
a risk of favoritism. 

 
6. The documentation referred to by OPRHP was not in the file at the time of our review 

nor was it provided when we brought to the attention of Park Police officials during the 
audit.  

 
7. We disagree that the actual assignment of the officers to the regions is the same as a plan 

which is something formulated and documented beforehand.  We maintain that a plan is 
based on the specific posts that need to be filled on each shift in each region.   

 
8. During our audit we requested a statewide equipment inventory listing.  Park Police 

officials told us that each Region had its own inventory, but a comprehensive statewide 
inventory did not exist. 

 
9. We do not question the propriety of the overtime or imply that it is not based on security 

needs.  Our recommendation calls for OPRHP to determine if realignment of officers 
could potentially reduce the amount of overtime officers are now required to work.  
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