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Introduction 

In November 2022, Utah Department of Natural 

Resources (DNR) Executive Director Joel Ferry 

empaneled a committee to evaluate the feasibility of 

consolidating the four disparate law enforcement 

programs within the Department into a single 

organization, stating, “I believe now is an ideal time to 

evaluate our law enforcement practices, and to ensure 

that we are operating in the most efficient way possible in 

how we serve the public and use tax payer resources.” 

 

Chaired by DNR Law Enforcement Director Todd Royce 

and composed of DNR staff, the various members of the 

committee collectively possess over 125-years of 

conservation law enforcement and traditional police 

service experience.  

ies available to them.” 

Consolidation Feasibility Committee members met twenty 

times between January and June of 2023. Additionally, 

sub-committees were designated to conduct additional 

research, compile related cost estimates and to meet with 

representatives from Utah Retirement Systems and the 

Utah Attorney General’s Office or to keep their respective 

division leadership informed of committee progress. 

 

Leveraging information gleaned from studies and internal 

communications dating to the mid-1990’s, combined with 

a critical review of the department's law enforcement 

programs, the Committee feels this to be the most 

comprehensive and well-informed study of DNR law 

enforcement operations, ever performed.  

 

The Committee's findings and recommendations are 

rooted in our lengthy and widely varied experience in law 

enforcement leadership, our extensive training and 

collective desire to better serve as stewards of the 

treasured natural resources that immeasurably improve 

the quality of life in Utah, and better provide for the safety 

of those who recreate in our fine state. 

  

 

 “My intent with this study is to ensure that 
we are serving the public and representing 
the department in the most efficient and 
cost-effective manner possible. It's also 
important to me that our rangers, 
conservation officers and fire investigators 
have the best training, equipment, and 
opportunities available to them.” 
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A History of Audits and Reviews 
 

 
Law enforcement efforts at the Utah Department of Natural 
Resources have been comprehensively studied at frequent 
intervals over the past thirty-years. In some instances, 
studies were initiated and conducted internally.  
 
Notable internal reviews have been conducted by 
department law enforcement directors, Brant Johnson and 
Sidney P. Groll in the mid-1990’s and in 2011, respectively. 
The latter being primarily in response to the performance 
audit of the Division of State Parks and Recreation. 
 
Additionally, audits and reviews have occurred at the 
direction of the Utah Natural Resources Appropriations 
Subcommittee, in 2003 and 2011. 
 
The Consolidation Feasibility Committee reviewed reports and summaries drafted in response to each review process and 
related internal communications of departmental and divisional decision-makers at the time. 

 

 

2003 
Natural Resources Appropriations Subcommittee 
A Study of Law Enforcement in Utah's Department of 
Natural Resources and a Comparison to Other States  
 
Creation of Division of Law Enforcement at DNR is 
recommended for consideration. 
 
2011 
Natural Resources Appropriations Subcommittee 
Utah Division of State Parks and Recreation 
Performance Audit 
Creation of Division of Enforcement at DNR is 
recommended for consideration.  
 
Efficient and appropriate tasking of personnel is 
identified in this performance audit. 
 
2011 
Law Enforcement Efficiency Task Force at the Request 
of the Utah State Department of Natural Resources, 
Agriculture and Environmental Quality Appropriations 
Subcommittee 
 
Law enforcement consolidation is dismissed due to 
perceived cost during times of economic instability 
in the state. Task force reasons that opportunities for 
improvement could be realized “if other bullet points 
are implemented”, only some of which are. 

“Because of the higher cost of POST-certified rangers, 
it makes sense for them to specialize more in pure 
policing duties, which means fewer officers would be 
needed. In order to use that POST training effectively, 
the Department of Natural Resources could centralize 
the law enforcement functions for all divisions in a 
single department level unit.” 

 

2011 Utah State Parks Performance Audit 

Early 1980’s 
 
Division of Wildlife Resources and Utah State 
Parks cross-train to enforce each other's 
regulations to address efficiency issues. The 
program ends due to “differences in 
philosophy”. 
 
1995 
DWR Regional Law Enforcement Programs 
Evaluation, Review and Recommendations 
 
The need for line authority granted to the DWR 
law enforcement section chief is identified. This 
authority is eventually granted, nearly 25-years 
later. 
 
1996  
A Report of the Status of Law Enforcement Policies 
and Practices in the Department of Natural 
Resources And Recommendations for 
Improvement 
 
First mention of creation of Division of Law 
Enforcement at DNR. 
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Consistent Recommendations from Past Studies 
Though each review and audit have been unique, resultant recommendations have had consistent threads: 

1. Line authority within law enforcement ranks. 

2. Costly sworn staff should efficiently focus their time and effort upon law enforcement responsibilities. 

3. Consolidation of the disconnected law enforcement programs into a single department-level 

unit should be considered. 

In fact, the recommendation to consider consolidation was suggested in every major review or audit 

report reviewed by law enforcement consolidation feasibility committee members. 

 

Departmental Responses 
Facing consistent opposition from affected Division leadership unwilling to relinquish control of their 

respective sworn staff, the departmental response has also been consistent.  

 

Decision-makers have repeatedly opted to implement a combination of lesser options, oftentimes 

emphasizing, not defining or mandating increased 

interagency or intra-agency coordination.  

 

Lacking permanence, program staff at the divisional 

level implement recommendations for a period of 

time, before resuming the status quo, generally in the 

wake of the departure of the Executive Director. 

 
A contributing factor to this tendency is the fact that 

most law enforcement executive leadership within 

the department, and its divisions, perform in an 

advisory capacity. Command staff are generally not 

fully empowered with the authority necessary to 

affect organizational change, demand standards of 

performance, accountability and bring about the 

paradigm shift necessary to modernize the disparate 

enforcement programs at DNR.   

 

Yet Another Call for Coordination… 
 
It is my expectation that all law enforcement 
personnel will communicate and solve problems 
together. If one division has a good idea, I want the 
idea shared with the other division and unite in its 
implementation. I want all law enforcement personnel 
to continue to work together in the field especially 
during heavy use periods like seasonal hunts and 
traditional holiday weekends. I expect to see 
consistent training together in the CORE curriculum 
and other specialized training and it is imperative that 
law enforcement policies be consistent throughout the 
department. Let's work together to develop the 
highest level of professionalism in law enforcement 
possible. 
 
- DNR Director Kathleen Clarke, 2000 
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Committee members collectively agree that the department is at a critical inflection point in regard to law enforcement 

operations. The issues that have historically created a compelling argument for consolidation of departmental law 

enforcement efforts are still present and more complicated than ever.  

 

Continually evolving professional practices and standards, demographic shifts, 

societal expectations, expanding legislative mandates and internal factors 

have further exacerbated the situation. Whereas previous studies questioned 

the wisdom and efficiency of housing two disparate law enforcement 

programs at DNR; there are now four. 

 

While each has strengths and weaknesses, every law enforcement program at 

DNR varies significantly in operation. Decision-making and oversight 

authorities granted to command staff are drastically different. Consequently, 

work priorities and performance expectations of field staff are inconsistent.  

 

A professional law enforcement program is not a product to be built and 

forgotten. It is a process; a rapidly evolving and highly specialized 

governmental function, requiring continual adaptation to ensure services are 

provided in a manner that is consistent with lawful requirements, assures civil 

liberties and thereby preserves public trust.  

 

At DNR, the decentralized supervisory structure, generalist approach to sworn 

staff tasking, and ancillary role of law enforcement services have combined to 

stymy forward progress in the best case and stagnate and atrophy programs 

in the worst-case scenario. 

 

Consistent interpretation, application and adherence 

to accepted law enforcement industry best-practices 

across the divergent programs, is a significant 

challenge. Subsequently, DNR law enforcement 

programs are generally functional at the surface, but 

outdated at the foundational level.   
 

Public expectations of law enforcement officers and 

governmental organizations have evolved 

dramatically over the past thirty years. Today there 

are higher expectations and less public trust in both. 

Why Now? 
 

Referenced throughout this 
review process, accompanying 
documentation and organized 
meetings, law enforcement best 
practices are widely accepted 
profession-specific practices and 
standards considered to be vital 
to the orderly operation of a law 
enforcement program. The 
widespread failure to adopt and 
adhere to law enforcement best 
practices at DNR is a grave 
concern to committee members. 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 
BEST PRACTICES 

Sworn staff employed by the various divisions at 
DNR are among the most dedicated law 
enforcement professionals in the state. They are 
well educated and take pride in safeguarding the 
treasured cultural, natural, and recreational 
resources of our state; arguably succeeding in 
spite of, not as a result of, the convoluted 
organizational structure within which they 
operate. 
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In many cases, these societal shifts have resulted in additional legislative mandates; not suggested best practices, but 

state and federal law to which every law enforcement agency must adhere.  

 
The majority of the legal requirements compel specific administrative action, such as annual training requirements, after-

incident reviews, reporting requirements to various state governing bodies and the inclusion of specific language in the 

policy implementation process. Examples include, but are not limited to: 

 
1. Agency response to officer involved critical incidents (OICI) and related policy 

2. Lethality assessment requirements for first responders 

3. Pursuit policy requirements and related review process 

4. De-escalation and arrest control training requirements 

5. Autism spectrum disorder training requirements 

6. Mental health/crisis intervention training requirements 

7. Peer support and wellness programs for active and retired officers 

8. Duty to investigate and report certain officer conduct to POST 

9. Use of force standards and reporting requirements 

10. Duty to intervene or report officer misconduct requirement 

11. Brady Giglio requirements 

12. Governmental Records and Management Act (GRAMA) 

13. Utah Expungement/Clean State Act 

14. Body camera use requirements 

15. Unmanned aerial system (UAS) use, data storage and reporting requirements 

16. Law Enforcement Officer Safety Act (LEOSA) requirements 

 
These requirements have created a significant 

administrative workload for law enforcement staff at DNR. 

Compliance is not optional and failure to adhere creates 

significant civil and political liability and threatens the loss 

of public trust. 

 

Law enforcement administrators at the various enforcement 

programs are complying to the extent possible, though much of 

the work is duplicative and often could be done by less-costly non-sworn staff. At this time, only the Division of Wildlife 

Resources law enforcement section employs full-time non-sworn staff to accomplish many administrative tasks.  

In recent years, a much-needed review process of 
law enforcement policies has occurred. Many high-
liability policies now reflect evolving professional 
best practices and legal mandates.  

However, much of the work remains undone 
because vast differences exist in authorities 
extended to individuals in equivalent personnel 
assignments across division lines. Finding 
consensus has proven difficult and there is no 
clear authority to resolve issues. 
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Internal Factors 
Previous reviews of DNR law enforcement efforts identified duplicative, inefficient work effort or 

responsibilities inappropriately tasked to costly sworn staff. 

 
Committee members agree that the current structure, consisting of four disparate law enforcement programs 

creates organizational inefficiencies, resulting in duplicative administrative efforts, competition for limited 

resources and personnel, and mandates frequently going unfulfilled. 

 
Duplicative administrative tasks frequently completed by costly management level sworn staff include, but 

are not limited to: 

  

1. Records management and maintenance 

a. Governmental Records and Management Act (GRAMA) compliance 

b. Utah Expungement/Clean State Act  

c. State Archives records retention schedule maintenance (Agency Records Officer) 

d. Records management system (RMS) oversight and maintenance 

2. Administrative Office of the Courts liaison 

a. Bail schedule maintenance 

b. Shared master offense table maintenance 

3. Evidence management  

a. Evidence audits 

b. Evidence facility management 

c. Evidence disposal 

4. Property and Equipment 

a. Procurement 

b. Inventory management  

c. Property disposal/surplus process 

d. Patrol vehicle procurement, upfitting and disposal 

5. Officer recruitment and hiring process 

6. Field training program and related records management  

7. Inservice training and related records management 

8. Peer support teams 

9. Professional standards and internal affairs investigations 

10. Policy development and management 

 

These fundamental and duplicative programmatic efforts receive highly variable funding, priority and 

bandwidth within the four disparate programs, causing further programs divergence. Exacerbating the 

situation, those divisions lacking adequate support staff atrophy as the highest-ranking members of the 

organization are preoccupied with administrative tasks that detract from their ability to provide effective 

governance, a clear vision for the future, and make the proactive management decisions to get there. 
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Superficially, this divergence is most apparent in the form of variation in equipment, uniforms, vehicles and 

training. However, committee members uniformly agree the most fundamental threats are below the surface, 

foundational in nature and most likely to manifest themselves when the organization is under stress or close 

inspection, such as in the case of a critical incident or a legislative audit.  
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Organizational Culture 
The unique organizational culture at DNR enshrines decentralized control and a chain of command that is 

diffuse and complex. 

 

Supervision is often entrusted to generalists while subject matter experts serve in an advisory capacity.  

Non-sworn park managers oversee sworn staff at State Parks. Until recently, non-sworn regional supervisors 

at DWR had supervisory responsibility of conservation officers assigned to the region. This aspect of DNR 

organizational culture has unquestionably influenced the current status of law enforcement. While normal at 

DNR and some surrounding western state natural resource programs, it is far from a law enforcement best 

practice. 

 

Traditionally, the two largest law enforcement programs at DNR, housed within the then-Division of State 

Parks and Recreation and the Division of Wildlife Resources are siloed and narrowly focused upon their 

unique mission. Each is generally dismissive of the other agency’s respective priorities, personnel and their 

professional capabilities. 

 

Though the relationship is stronger today than ever 

before, this narrow perspective threatens to limit 

department relevance as new constituents flood 

into our rapidly growing state. This failure to adopt 

a holistic view creates negative customer service 

interactions with staff that are ill equipped to serve 

the needs of constituents outside the traditional 

role of their respective agency and creates need 

for additional patrol staff. The divergence, in 

certain aspects, is still present today.  

 

While not insurmountable, cultural change can be challenging and will not happen instantly.  

THE DECENTRALIZED ORGANIZATIONAL 
STRUCTURE AND DIFFUSE CHAIN OF 
COMMAND AT DNR MEANS THAT SENIOR 
LAW ENFORCEMENT LEADERS ARE 
OFTEN HELD RESPONSIBLE FOR 
PROGRAM PERFORMANCE WHILE NOT 
BEING FULLY VESTED WITH THE 
AUTHORITY NECESSARY TO DELIVER 
UPON THAT CHARGE. 

“Law Enforcement Consolidation strengthens the “Department” vision. The 

Department of Natural Resources has been working for years to strengthen its 

position as one department rather than a combination of seven different divisions. 

Having all peace officers be department employees, rather than division 

employees, would further the department’s goal. “ 

 
Legislative Audit, 2003 
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Demographics 
Recent studies have shown that Utah was the fastest-growing state in the union, between 2010 and 2020, 

adding an average of 121,000 new residents annually, between 2015 and 2019.   

 

In August 1996, the Division of Wildlife employed 79 sworn staff members. 27 years and 1.42 million 

additional Utah citizens later, DWR employs 81 sworn staff.  

 

As the population increases, so does the 

workload for sworn staff. 

 

DWR statistics show that unobligated patrol 

time, those hours spent proactively interacting 

with the public, protecting the resource and 

ensuring a safe recreational environment is 

only about forty percent of a conservation 

officer’s workday. The majority of their work 

hours, sixty percent, are spent responding to 

calls, completing investigative or administrative 

duties or assisting other sections.  

Increasing unobligated time for patrol staff 

requires law enforcement leadership be vested 

with the authority to prioritize duties, cut 

inefficient or duplicative effort and proactively 

adjust resource allocation where necessary. 

Absent such decision-making authority, this 

goal has proven unattainable within the 

existing organizational structure where law 

enforcement and public safety duties are an 

ancillary role and law enforcement leadership, 

generally, have limited operational influence. 

In looking at all the factors surrounding this issue, I have 
come to the conclusion that (law enforcement 
consolidation) is best suited to adequately protect ALL of 
the states' natural resources and provide quality service 
to its citizens. This option may not be the best for the 
Division of Wildlife Resources, but it is best for the 
people of Utah. I do not feel that the Division is presently 
prepared or qualified to assume the responsibility of 
protecting the states' natural resources as we move into 
the 21st century.  

Experts project that the states' population will expand to 
three million in the next fifteen years. (DNR Executive 
Director) Ted Stewart is in a position where he needs to 
start developing a law enforcement program to meet the 
varied needs of the future……ultimately (consolidation) 
is the answer. 

KEVIN CONWAY, 1997 
Fmr. Director, Division of Wildlife Resources 
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Change 
The consolidation feasibility committee has spent 

significant time and effort reviewing numerous 

documents produced pursuant to previous studies and 

law enforcement program reviews. We have closely 

examined resultant recommendations and the various 

agency responses to those recommendations.  

 
Most importantly, we have evaluated the effectiveness of 

those agency responses after the passage of time and 

how those responses have affected the current state of 

law enforcement programs at the department and the 

delivery of services to the people of Utah. 

 
It is the opinion of the consolidation committee that 

previous programmatic change enacted pursuant to 

program reviews have had negligible long-term impact. In 

many cases, there has been negligible short-term impact.  

 
Today, our growing number of programs are as divergent 

as ever, providing near duplicative services in much the 

same manner that we have for decades. 

 
Based upon the demonstrated history of inaction, another 

externally driven law enforcement review could well 

result in externally driven change, an uninformed 

solution, and significant likelihood of a negative outcome. 

A different approach can bring about a different outcome. 

 
We believe that realistic opportunities exist for proactive, 

department-driven change that will vastly improve the 

delivery of law enforcement and public safety services to 

the internal, and external customers we serve— while 

allowing us to better safeguard the treasured cultural, 

natural, and recreational resources that contribute 

immeasurably to our quality of life in Utah. 

 

We believe that consolidation of law enforcement 

programs at the department is not just feasible, it is the 

fiscally responsible decision for Utah and the appropriate 

decision for our constituents who entrust their natural 

resource heritage to our stewardship.  

 

 

“The (Brant Johnson) report reviews problems 

and possible solutions to the issues and 

challenges of law enforcement in the 

Department. These issues and challenges 

include:  

 

1. Existing law enforcement services are too 

costly. 

2. The Department and Parks are not in 

compliance with Utah Code concerning 

Peace Officers status. 

3. Need for clearly defined, consistent, 

professional standards, policy and training, 

and personnel availability. 

4. Lack of cooperation and coordination of law 

enforcement efforts across division lines. 

5. The scope of law enforcement authority with 

the department is vague and inconsistent 

across divisions and within divisions. 

6. No independent internal affairs board exists 

to review public complaints, law 

enforcement policy violations, covert 

operations, etc. 

7. The special function officer role is unclear. 

8. POST certified law enforcement 

professionals express concern about being 

supervised by managers who do not 

understand law enforcement.” 

 

John Kimball, Director 

Division of Wildlife Resources 

January 23, 1997 

Some Things Never Change 
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The quality of DNR field staff has largely allowed DNR to avoid catastrophic consequences of the 

decentralized, hands-off approach to law enforcement supervision by non-sworn staff. We’ve been lucky. 

Consolidation of DNR law enforcement programs provides an organizational structure and the administrative 

resources necessary to support, train and equip the capable, hardworking, and dedicated cadre of law 

enforcement professionals who represent DNR every day. 

  

EXCERPT FROM 

THE UNIQUE ROLE OF LAW ENFORCEMENT ORGANIZATIONS IN A DEMOCRATIC SOCIETY — 

IMPLICATIONS FOR ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE, JANUARY 2007 
Randy Stark, Chief Warden – Retired 

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 

Division of Public Safety and Resource Protection 

 

The purpose of organizational structure, both in law enforcement and non-law enforcement organizations, is to put order 
to the conduct of operations, establish formal and uncomplicated communication pathways, to allow organizations to 
clearly delegate responsibility and authority, and at the same time ensure there is accountability in the system for the 
intended results.  In government organizations, an added function of an organizational structure is to clearly identify 
responsibility and create accountability in the interest of maintaining public trust. 

At the same time, rigid adherence to structure for the sake of structure is counterproductive.  It is equally important that a 
structure does not squelch the individual spirit for initiative, creativity, flexibility, or the ability to adapt to evolving 
situations.  The goal is to efficiently and effectively channel energies into a creative environment that contributes to 
overall achievement of Department goals.  Success lies at the intersection of fidelity to structure for the sake of order and 
accountability and allowing creative freedom to channel energies toward actions that achieve Department goals. 
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Vision 
Consolidation committee members are unified in belief that the systemic shortcomings of DNR law 

enforcement programs that create agency liability, inefficiencies and related service delivery issues, can only 

be fully rectified if the law enforcement programs are excised from the resource and recreational 

management divisions and unified under a simple, linear and nimble command structure. 

While committee members believe there will be fiscal benefits to the department in the form of fewer costly
sworn staff, the consolidation of law enforcement programs into the DNR Law Enforcement Division would 
also provide critically important intangible benefits.   

Synergistically, all serve to increase organizational capacity and decrease liability while enhancing 

department relevance, improving agency accountability, responsiveness and ultimately building public trust 

and support for the department’s mission. 

Committee Recommendation 

Consolidation is the only solution that will address inefficiencies, mitigate 
liabilities, improve officer proficiency, ensure accountability, and 
increase organizational capacity — while empowering law enforcement 
professionals to stay abreast of rapidly evolving best practices and 
comply with legal mandates. 

They include: 

1. Adherence to law enforcement best practices
2. Agency compliance to law
3. Improved employee proficiency
4. Increased employee accountability and adherence to professional standards
5. Improved customer service delivery through mission unification
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Mission 
The unification of DNR law enforcement programs will not deviate 
from the collective mission of the disparate programs; rather it will 
consolidate the mission. Resultant services will be delivered in a 
manner that is more effective, more efficient, consistent with 
evolving public expectations of sworn public servants and done in 
accordance with legal mandates. 

Leaders of the DNR Law Enforcement Division will contribute to the success of natural resource managers 

from stakeholder divisions, by providing firm, fair and consistent law enforcement services in accordance 

with Lexipol policy DNR102, The Role of Law Enforcement Within the Department of Natural Resources. 

 

Additionally, Law Enforcement Division officers will take a holistic perspective, fully embracing our broader 
role as stewards of Utah’s natural resources and cementing our position as the natural resource law 
enforcement authority in Utah. 

  

DEPARTMENT LAW ENFORCEMENT 
OFFICERS ARE FIRST AND 
FOREMOST PUBLIC SERVANTS, WHO 
ARE RIGHTFULLY OBLIGATED TO BE 
RESPONSIVE AND ACCOUNTABLE TO 
OUR DIVERSE STAKEHOLDERS AND 
CONSTITUENTS. 
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Organization 

Unified under a simple, linear and nimble command structure, the 

DNR Law Enforcement Division will utilize an enhanced 

deployment strategy to leverage existing resources as we 

streamline and modernize into a consolidated organization that 

aligns with professional best practices, complies with legal 

mandates and better serves internal and external stakeholders. 

Consolidation committee members agree that three generalized 

areas of specialization exist in the current DNR enforcement 

programs: 

1. Conservation Law Enforcement 

a. Currently provided by conservation officers. 

2. Boating/Off-Highway-Vehicle/On-Park Law Enforcement 

a. Currently provided by State Park rangers and Outdoor 

Recreation rangers. 

3. Fire Investigations and Sovereign Lands Patrol 

a. Currently provided by Forestry, Fire and State Lands 

investigators. 

Members acknowledge that there is some overlap and the responsibility for the delivery of public safety 

services span both areas of specialization. While previous recommendations for consolidation failed to 

acknowledge the unique skills required to succeed within the unique disciplines, the consolidation committee 

embraces the distinction and urges decision-makers to consider the value of establishing three distinct 

sections within a newly created Law Enforcement Division.  

This unique approach solidifies the “primary” role of each Law Enforcement Division officer and ensures the 

ongoing connection to related resource management issues. Officers assigned to the Conservation or 

Ranger Sections will possess the trained ability and 

understand the supervisory expectation sworn staff 

will provide for the service needs of all constituents, 

regardless of section affiliation.  

Having both section chiefs report to a single 

individual, the Law Enforcement Division Deputy 

Director, and working within a unified command 

structure will ensure mutual aid and appropriate 

support across sections. 

UCOPA 
The Committee recommends 
DNR should utilize the Utah 
Chiefs of Police Association 
(UCOPA) accreditation standards 
as a road map for success.  

Bringing the Law Enforcement 
Division into full compliance with 
UCOPA accreditation standards 
is expected to be a five-to-seven-
year process. 

“A long-standing law enforcement 

management principle prescribes 

that law enforcement personnel 

and law enforcement programs are 

best served and more successful 

when managed by professionals, 

trained, and experienced in law 

enforcement applications. Failure 

to adhere to this principle is at the 

root of many problems within the 

Utah Department of Natural 

Resources.” 

  

-DNR Law Enforcement Director 

Brant Johnson from 1997 State of 

DNR LE report 
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Further, consolidation committee members recommend:  

1. Sworn supervisory staff continue to participate in the management division leadership or regional 

coordination meetings appropriate for their section assignment, and 

2. Field supervisors remain embedded within existing regional office facilities around the state 

To ensure the necessary understanding of resource management issues and open communication with 

resource management personnel continues. 

  



115 

Draft  Organizat iona l  Chart  
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Efficiencies 
One of the most obvious shortcomings of the disconnected law enforcement effort at DNR is the volume of 

duplicative administrative tasks completed within each program, oftentimes at significantly and unnecessarily 

increased cost by sworn staff. 

 

Committee members uniformly agree that the creation and appropriate staffing of an administrative, or 

pooled services section, will streamline processes, minimize agency reliance upon costly sworn staff to 

perform administrative functions and enable law enforcement executives to focus upon program governance 

and ensure compliance with legislative and administrative obligations. 

Sworn staff at the Division of State Parks are frequently tasked with park operation efforts. Duties vary, but 

can include equipment, facility and grounds maintenance, supervision of seasonal employees, and entrance 

fee collection. 

The current level of on-park law enforcement effort equates to eleven FTEs. The Committee recommends 

that twenty-six state park rangers could be assigned to the Boating/Off-Highway-Vehicle/On-Park Law 

Enforcement Section of DLE, with 26 funded by the Division of Outdoor Recreation and 11 by Division of 

State Parks. This shift represents a potential recapture of 2.4 million dollars in Division of State Parks funds, 

with no decrease in on-park law enforcement effort.  Additional savings are likely to be realized over time, as 

various sworn park management staff are replaced with non-sworn personnel, and the number of public 

safety retirement-eligible employees are reduced. 

 

Utah Retirement Systems staff suggest that divisions, such as State Parks, may choose to incentivize park 

management salaries with funds recaptured as retirement costs decrease due to fewer costly public safety 

“Increased efficiency. With law enforcement personnel being more expensive 

than civilian personnel, a smaller number of officers results in savings to 

taxpayers. Currently Park officers and Wildlife officers spend time on non-law 

enforcement projects…. Having a smaller cadre of officers who do nothing 

but full-time enforcement should result in some budgetary savings. “ 

 
Legislative Audit, 2003 

The average annual cost of a sworn state park ranger is approximately $160,000.00. A 
non-sworn employee, appropriately tasked and capable of carrying out such park 
operation duties, costs 30% less at minimum. 
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retirement eligible staff members. The respective divisions may also choose to retain the funds for 

programmatic use. 

 

The Division of Wildlife Resources funds the vast majority of FTEs identified for transfer into the pooled 

services section. DWR stands to recapture some of the related funds as other management divisions cost 

share a representative percentage of pooled services personnel costs. The Committee recommends the law 

enforcement division should seek general fund monies, specifically to finance the pooled services section in 

future years. DNR could seek to secure additional general funds moving forward, which would free-up 

additional restricted dollars and further benefit management divisions. 

 

The creation of the Division of Law Enforcement and adoption of data-driven approach to effort prioritization 

would increase organizational capacity and allow enforcement staff to better serve Utah citizens without 

additional personnel.  

 

Law enforcement staff could also provide enforcement services to stakeholder divisions where limited ability 

currently exists. Examples include: 

 

1. Water rights and oil, gas and mining violations  

2. Antiquity and paleontology violations 

3. Additional capacity to address criminal violations on state and sovereign lands, 

such as arson, timber theft, destruction of property, marijuana cultivation and resultant 

environmental damage and hazardous material dumping. 

  

Multiple opportunities exist to share technologies or expand programs to wider segments of our constituency. 

For example, the Utah Turn in a Poacher (UTiP) hotline and TIP411 generate approximately one-quarter of 

DWR investigative caseload. The program could be expanded to allow for citizen reporting of boating, off 

highway vehicle and fire closure violations.   
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Funding 
The Committee is committed to a net-neutral creation of the law enforcement division. 

 

Field operations will be funded through an effort-driven billing model, with patrol staff recording work effort 

and Law Enforcement Division administrative staff billing management divisions for related costs. 

 

Consolidation committee members acknowledge the critical importance of accurate time accounting, as 

allowable restricted fund expenditures are codified in law and significant federal matching funds could be at 

risk if not accurately accounted for.  

 

Committee members recommend that the pooled services section be funded through a combination of funds 

recaptured through a reduction of total sworn FTEs, made possible through efficient tasking of sworn staff, 

and an increased reliance upon general fund monies. 
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Oversight 
Management of operations, including budget, policy, procedure and personnel decisions within the Law 

Enforcement Division will be the responsibility of the POST-certified division director. This FTE, currently the 

department law enforcement director, would be transferred to the Law Enforcement Division. 

 

Recreation and resource management divisions will continue to have significant administrative, budgetary 

and operational input. Formalized input from stakeholder divisions will be provided through the respective 

division director’s involvement in an advisory governing body, the DNR Law Enforcement Division 

Administrative Control Board. 

 

The Committee recommends that the Administrative Control Board membership should minimally include: 

1. Forestry, Fire and State Lands Director, or designee 

2. State Parks Director, or designee 

3. Recreation Director, or designee 

4. Wildlife Director, or designee 

 

The role of the Administrative Control Board is to: 

1. Develop specific goals and objectives that address resource protection, management and 

enforcement priorities. 

2. Manage division non-law enforcement budget and administer related appropriations. 

3. Provide recommendations regarding personnel and program expansion or modification. 

4. Identify and proactively seek to resolve perceived service gaps with Law Enforcement Division 

command staff. 

5. Seek redress for unresolved service issues through the department's executive leadership team. 

 

Law enforcement division staff will provide frequent, quantitative, report management system (RMS)-derived 

statistical analysis briefings to ensure individual resource priorities are receiving appropriate attention. This 

will provide stakeholder divisions with significantly enhanced operational awareness, allowing decision 

makers to stay abreast of emergent resource and recreator trends, adjust and prioritize efforts accordingly. 

 

Informal peer-to-peer input will be encouraged through law enforcement division staff’s continued 

participation in local coordination and leadership team meetings and a continued staff presence in shared 

office facilities. 
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Culture 
The law enforcement officers employed at the various divisions of the 

Department of Natural Resources are justifiably proud of the unique 

service they provide. Each division has cultivated a distinct brand and 

workplace culture, some aspects are positive and some not.  

 

While the shift in organizational structure will allow the Law 

Enforcement Division to “put order to the conduct of operations, 

establish formal and uncomplicated communication pathways, and 

clearly delegate responsibility and authority”, necessary cultural change will be a longer-term process. 

Priority areas identified by consolidation committee member that require immediate attention include 

improved employee proficiency and increased emphasis placed upon professional standards of conduct and 

accountability. 

 

As members of the once siloed programs consolidate, building and fostering mutual respect and support 

within the newly formed division will be critically important. Consolidation committee members agree this 

esprit de corp will undoubtedly develop under a unified mission, linear command structure and consistent 

standards for training, staff accountability and performance.  

The organic elements of any 

organization are where the real 

potential lies – in the hearts and 

minds of the people in it - not in man-

made structures.  Oftentimes the 

organic elements make an 

organization successful despite a 

structure, not because of it.  I believe 

that a structure should be put in 

place not to control, but to put order 

to its operations and to provide 

efficient and effective delivery of the 

type of service the public wants 

delivered.  An organizational 

structure should be designed to bring 

out the best in people and the 

organization, enable efficient and 

effective achievement of Department 

goals, and best position the agency 

to be accountable for results the 

public expects.  A structure must be 

designed to achieve all these 

outcomes, because ultimately these 

are what result in public support for 

the mission of the agency.  

Chief Randy Stark 

Retired Wisconsin Department of 

Natural Resources 
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Consolidation committee members, law enforcement subject-matter experts with more than a century of 
collective experience, believe we can do better for Utah.  

Opportunities abound which will allow leadership to leverage the collective strength of sworn personnel 
throughout the ranks, improve the quality and efficacy of service we deliver to our constituents and become 
more efficient in the process.  

It seems appropriate to defer the final summary to DNR’s first law enforcement director, the late Brant L. 
Johnson who wrote in 1996: 

“The Department of Natural Resources Law Enforcement responsibilities is analogous to the 

delivery of a needed substance through a pipeline. Within the Department of Natural Resource, there 
are two relatively independent pipelines delivering natural resources law enforcement services to 
Utah's citizens. The pipelines of the Division of Wildlife Resources and the Division of Parks and 
Recreation are running, for the most part, parallel to each other, competing for the same resources 
and providing the same service. Their operations are traditional, implementing the status Quo in a 
dynamic and changing environment, worn thin and subject to outside risk of breakage (if it) were 
exposed to stress. These lines can be continued as they are but that will require two separate 
maintenance crews to continue to patch, repair and keep them running. The flow to Utah's citizens is 
slowed by the problems with the infrastructure and the buildup of deposits over time within the lines. 

It is time to ask if we should continue to pay the maintenance costs with the existing delivery 
system; knowing that even if we haven't had a major rupture, the system's condition is such that one 
could occur at any place and at any time, or should we put the money into a shiny new single line, 
engineered to meet the needs of the future with one set of supervisors and the economy of proper 
scale.” 

Director Johnson’s words are as true today as they were when written in 1996, though the risks associated 
with a failure to heed them today are unquestionably higher.  

The Committee believes this is the optimal time for implementation. Doing so will create clarity of purpose, 
build alignment of mission, and generate movement on a paradigm shift deemed necessary nearly 30 years 
ago. 

  

Summary 
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to Other States 

2005 DNR Law Enforcement Goals and Action Plan Process 

 Proposed Goals and Action Plans for DNR Law Enforcement Services  

2011 Utah State Parks Performance Audit  

Report to the Utah Legislature Number 2011-03: A Performance Audit of Utah State 
Parks 

2011 Law Enforcement Eff ic iencies Task Force 

 Department of Natural Resources Law Enforcement Efficiencies Report 

 Law Enforcement Efficiency Task Force Recommendations 

2023 Law Enforcement Feasibi l ity  

 Memo: Request to Study Internally the Feasibility of Law Enforcement Consolidation 
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Department of Natural Resources 

Reference Materials 
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Division of Wildlife Resources Policy 158: Law Enforcement Staff, Regional 
Responsibilities and Expectations 

Utah Chiefs of Police Association Accreditation Standards 2021 

DWR Specific  Internal Law Enforcement Documents 

Wildlife Law Enforcement, A Responsibility to the Environment (T. Dean Spackman, 
Assistant Chief, DWR Law Enforcement) 

Utah’s Conservation Officers: Their Role and Their Effectiveness 

Reduction Enforce Memo: Law Enforcement Program (Robert Elswood, Law Enforcement 
Coordinator) 

Memo: Section Status for Law Enforcement (Robert G. Valentine, DWR Director) 

Regional Law Enforcement Programs Evaluation, Review and Recommendations 
(Evaluation and Review Committee, November 1995) 

Memo: Adopting a New Rank Structure for Wildlife Law Enforcement (Robert G. 
Valentine, DWR Director) 

DWR Law Enforcement Job Titles and Related Duties 

Memo: Responsibilities When Called Out or Notified of Problems While Off Duty (Robert 
Elswood, Chief, Law Enforcement) 

Memo: Law Enforcement Morale and Attitudes (Robert Elswood, Chief, Law 
Enforcement) 

DWR Law Enforcement Excerpt from Richard Krannich Report — USU 

The Perception of Division of Wildlife Resources Law Enforcement By Local, County and 
Municipal Law Enforcement Agencies (Wyatt Bubak, Conservation Officer, 2018) 

Law Enforcement Organizat ional Structure 

The Unique Role of Law Enforcement Organizations in a Democratic Society — 
Implications for Organizational Structure (Randy Stark, Chief Warden, WDNR) 

Consol idat ion Related Internal Memos 

DNR Law Enforcement Consolidation (John Kimball, DWR Director, January 23, 1997) 

Centralization of All Law Enforcement Functions into a New Department Division (William 
Woody, DWR Captain, February 5, 1997) 

DNR Law Enforcement Consolidation Proposal (Kevin Conway, DWR Captain, February 
6, 1997) 
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Department of Natural Resources’ Statement Pertaining to Public Safety and the 
Restructuring of Law Enforcement – Spring 1997 (Ted Steward, Executive Director, DNR, 
April 15, 1997) 

Department Law Enforcement (Kathleen Clarke, Executive Director, DNR, September 11,  
2000) 
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LE CONSOLIDATION STUDY
A RECKLESSLY GOOD OPPORTUNITY


Utah Department of 
Natural Resources







IT IS AN HONOR AND PRIVILEGE TO SHARE OUR INSIGHT INTO CURRENTLY
ACCEPTED BEST PRACTICES OF THE LAW ENFORCEMENT COMMUNITY. OUR
INTENT IS TO PROVIDE AN HONEST ASSESSMENT OF THE STRENGTHS AND
WEAKNESSES OF THE DISPARATE LAW ENFORCEMENT PROGRAMS HOUSED
WITHIN THE DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES.
AS YOU ARE LIKELY AWARE, LAW ENFORCEMENT UNIFICATION HAS BEEN AT THE
FOREFRONT OF THE MINDS OF DEPARTMENT LAW ENFORCEMENT LEADERS FOR
DECADES. WE APPRECIATE YOUR FORWARD-LOOKING MANAGEMENT STYLE AND
ARE THANKFUL FOR THIS OPPORTUNITY FOR A CANDID AND OPEN
CONVERSATION.
MEMBERS OF THIS COMMITTEE COLLECTIVELY POSSESS OVER 125-YEARS OF
CONSERVATION LAW ENFORCEMENT AND TRADITIONAL POLICE SERVICE
EXPERIENCE.
WE BELIEVE THAT REALISTIC OPPORTUNITIES EXIST FOR PHASED, PROACTIVE, 
AGENCY-DRIVEN CHANGE THAT WILL VASTLY IMPROVE THE DELIVERY OF LAW
ENFORCEMENT AND PUBLIC SAFETY SERVICES TO THE CUSTOMERS WE SERVE —
WHILE SAFEGUARDING THE TREASURED CULTURAL, NATURAL, AND
RECREATIONAL RESOURCES THAT CONTRIBUTE IMMEASURABLY TO OUR QUALITY
OF LIFE IN UTAH.
THANK YOU.
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• CONSOLIDATION OF LAW ENFORCEMENT
PROGRAMS HAS BEEN RECOMMENDED IN
EVERY MAJOR REVIEW OR AUDIT OF LAW
ENFORCEMENT EFFORTS AT THE DEPARTMENT
DATING BACK TO THE MID-1990S.


• DECISION-MAKERS HAVE PREDICTABLY OPTED
TO PRIORITIZE INCREASED COORDINATION
AND/OR CREATION OF NEW LAW
ENFORCEMENT COORDINATOR POSITIONS AT
THE DEPARTMENT LEVEL.
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https://www.cbsnews.com/news/lance-
arellano-named-person-of-interest-in-
shooting-of-utah-park-ranger-brody-


young/


https://www.officer.com/investigations/
news/20976219/missouri-trooper-


anthony-piercy-sentenced-for-
misdemeanor-in-2014-handcuffed-


drowning


https://www.fox43.com/article/news/loc
al/contests/spring-grove-man-sues-
state-conservation-officers-game-
commission-officials-for-unlawful-


arrest/521-639f0852-d01b-411b-bdef-
586639e07b35


https://www.cbsnews.com/colorado/ne
ws/colorado-officers-held-hostage-
before-suspect-fatally-shot-near-


dinosaur/


LANCE ARELLANONAMED 
PERSON OF INTEREST IN 
SHOOTING OF UTAH PARK 
RANGER BRODYYOUNG


MISSOURI TROOPER 
SENTENCED IN 2014 


HANDCUFFED DROWNING


SPRING GROVE MAN SUES 
STATE CONSERVATION 


OFFICERS, GAME 
COMMISSION OFFICIALS FOR 


UNLAWFUL ARREST


COLORADO OFFICERS 
HELD HOSTAGE BEFORE 
SUSPECT FATALLY SHOT 


NEAR DINOSAUR







LE INDUSTRY BEST 
PRACTICES


We got some catching up to do…







THE DEPARTMENT ROAD MAP TO SUCCESS







STRUCTURAL AND PROCEDURAL CHANGE CAN
HAPPEN QUICKLY, BUT CULTURAL CHANGE IS
CRITICALLY IMPORTANT AND TAKES TIME







…LAW ENFORCEMENT PROGRAMS ARE BEST
SERVED AND MORE SUCCESSFUL WHEN
MANAGED BY PROFESSIONALS TRAINED AND
EXPERIENCED IN LAW ENFORCEMENT
APPLICATIONS. FAILURE TO ADHERE TO THIS
PRINCIPLE IS AT THE ROOT OF MANY PROBLEMS
WITHIN THE UTAH DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL
RESOURCES.
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COMPOSITION
i. FFSL Director or designee
ii. State Parks Director or designee
iii. Recreation Director or designee
iv. Wildlife Director or designee


FUNCTION LESSONS LEARNED AT 
DWR 


(DWR158)i. Data-driven reports and resulting 
directed efforts


ii. DNR internal audit model for 
addressing resource-management 
concerns regarding DLE Efforts
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 DNR Law Enforcement Unification 
 A Recklessly Good Opportunity 


 INTRODUCTION 


 Deseret News Opinion excerpt: Being ‘recklessly good’ in state government 
 Governor Spencer Cox 


 Utah’s 18  th  Governor 


 Government has the reputation of being cumbersome, slow and full of red tape, and that’s 


 partly by design. But that doesn’t mean we can’t think of ways to improve, streamline and open 


 doors to opportunity…. 


 Are there ways we can streamline the public’s experience online? Can we reduce wait times or 


 eliminate travel? Can we connect folks to needed services more efficiently? 


 From applying for driver licenses to making reservations at a state park to paying taxes, we’re 


 asking state employees to challenge the status quo and be “  recklessly good  .” 


 By that we mean thinking outside the box to solve customer problems. Being bold in 


 implementing new solutions. Not being afraid to fail…. 


 These principles…include starting from a mindset of “yes” and working toward “how”; 


 expecting change and nimbly adapting to it; learning from our mistakes quickly and scaling 


 good ideas; and implementing improvements with excellence and fidelity to our missions and 


 values. 


 Changing the status quo can be scary and hard. Fear of failure and fear of backlash can 


 undermine our willingness to try new things. 


 But we want all state employees to take responsible risks. We’re challenging state employees 


 to bring their ideas and creativity to work everyday. 







 DNR Law Enforcement Unification 
 A Recklessly Good Opportunity 


 COMMITTEE  MEMBERS 


 It is an honor and privilege to share our insight into currently accepted best practices of the law 


 enforcement community.  Our intent is to provide an honest assessment of the strengths and 


 weaknesses of the disparate law enforcement programs housed within the Department of 


 Natural Resources. 


 As you are likely aware, law enforcement unification has been at the forefront of the minds of 


 Department law enforcement leaders for decades.  We appreciate your forward-looking 


 management style and are thankful for this opportunity for a candid and open conversation. 


 Members of this committee collectively possess over 125-years of conservation law 


 enforcement and traditional police service experience. 


 We believe that realistic opportunities exist for phased, proactive, agency-driven change that 


 will vastly improve the delivery of law enforcement and public safety services to the customers 


 we serve — while safeguarding the treasured cultural, natural, and recreational resources that 


 contribute immeasurably to our quality of life in Utah. 


 Thank you. 







 DNR Law Enforcement Unification 
 A Recklessly Good Opportunity 


 AGENCY  COMPARISON 


 UTAH POLICE DEPARTMENT OF COMPARABLE PERSONNEL COMPLEMENT 


 Based upon 2021 Statistics 


 AGENCY  OFFICERS 


 Utah Department of Natural Resources  140 Officers/Rangers/Investigators 


 Cache County Sheriff’s Office  133 


 Sandy Police Department  110 


 West Jordan Police Department  115 


 Utah County Sheriff’s Department  169 


 St. George Police Department  120 


 Ogden Police Department  125 
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 STATUS  OF  DNR  LAW  ENFORCEMENT  ,  A  RECURRING  THEME 


 Excerpt from 
 A Report of the Status of Law Enforcement Policies and Practices in Department of 
 Natural Resources And Recommendations for Improvement, November 1996 


 Brant L. Johnson 
 Director, Law Enforcement 
 Utah Department of Natural Resources 


 The Department of Natural Resources Law Enforcement responsibilities is analogous to the 


 delivery of a needed substance through a pipeline. Within the Department of Natural 


 Resource, there are two relatively independent pipelines delivering natural resources law 


 enforcement services to Utah's citizens. The pipelines of the Division of Wildlife Resources and 


 the Division of Parks and Recreation are running, for the most part, parallel to each other 


 competing for the same resources and providing the same service. Their operations are 


 traditional, implementing the status Quo in a dynamic and changing environment, worn thin 


 and subject to outside risk of breakage (if it) were exposed to stress. These lines can be 


 continued as they are but that will require two separate maintenance crews to continue to 


 patch, repair and keep them running. The flow to Utah's citizens is slowed by the problems 


 with the infrastructure and the buildup of deposits over time within the lines. 


 It is time to ask if we should continue to pay the maintenance costs with the existing delivery 


 system; knowing that even if we haven't had a major rupture, the system's condition is such 


 that one could occur at any place and at any time, or should we put the money into a shiny 


 new single line, engineered to meet the needs of the future with one set of supervisors and the 


 economy of proper scale. 
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 IMPLICATIONS  FOR  ORGANIZATIONAL  STRUCTURE 


 Excerpt from 
 The Unique Role of Law Enforcement Organizations in a Democratic Society – 
 Implications for Organizational Structure, January 2007 


 Randy Stark, Chief Warden – Retired 
 Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 
 Division of Public Safety and Resource Protection 


 The purpose of organizational structure, both in law enforcement and non-law enforcement 


 organizations, is to put order to the conduct of operations, establish formal and uncomplicated 


 communication pathways, to allow organizations to clearly delegate responsibility and 


 authority, and at the same time ensure there is accountability in the system for the intended 


 results.  In government organizations, an added function of an organizational structure is to 


 clearly identify responsibility and create accountability in the interest of maintaining public trust. 


 At the same time, rigid adherence to structure for the sake of structure is counterproductive.  It 


 is equally important that a structure does not squelch the individual spirit for initiative, creativity, 


 flexibility, or the ability to adapt to evolving situations.  The goal is to efficiently and effectively 


 channel energies into a creative environment that contributes to overall achievement of 


 Department goals.  Success lies at the intersection of fidelity to structure for the sake of order 


 and accountability and allowing creative freedom to channel energies toward actions that 


 achieve Department goals. 
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 AUTHORITY  OF  THE  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 


 79-2-204 Division directors -- Appointment -- Removal -- Jurisdiction of executive director. 


 (1) 


 (a) The chief administrative officer of a division within the department is a director appointed 


 by the executive director with the concurrence of the board having policy authority for the 


 division. 


 (b) The director of a division may be removed from office by the executive director. 


 (c) The appointment and term of office of the state engineer, notwithstanding anything to the 


 contrary contained in this section, shall be in accordance with Section 73-2-1. 


 (2) 


 (a) The executive director has administrative jurisdiction over a division director for the 


 purpose of implementing department policy as established by the division's board. 


 (b) The executive director may: 


 (i) consolidate personnel and service functions in the divisions to effectuate efficiency and 


 economy in the operations of the department; 


 (ii) establish a departmental services division to perform service functions; and 


 (iii) employ law enforcement officers and special function officers within the department that 


 have all of the powers of a conservation officer and law enforcement officer, with the 


 exception of the power to serve civil process. 


 Renumbered and Amended by Chapter 344, 2009 General Session 
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 PROACTIVE  ,  AGENCY  -  DRIVEN  CHANGE 


 We recognize that the decision to unify Department law enforcement efforts comes with 


 political risk. Our intent is, to where possible, identify those challenges in advance and work to 


 mitigate their impact before they arise. 


 DNR LAW ENFORCEMENT POOLED SERVICES 


 LEGAL  RECORDS 
 Assistant Attorney General to handle liability, contract 
 and GRAMA issues  Record Requests GRAMA 


 NIBR 


 UCR 


 UCJIS 
 Brady 
 Body Camera 


 PROPERTY  INVESTIGATIONS 


 Fleet Management  SIU 


 Radio  Regional 


 Technology  Investigators 


 Supplies  Internal Affairs 


 OICI 


 Intelligence 


 Forensics 


 EVIDENCE  ADMINISTRATION 


 Storage  Human Resource 


 Retrieval  Early Intervention 


 Destruction  EAP 


 Supply Delivery  Fiscal 


 Unique Storage  Training 


 Policy & Procedure 
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 Proposed Phase-One 


 1.  Transfer responsibility for duplicative administrative or investigative effort, associated 


 personnel and budget identified as Pooled Services, into a newly created Division of 


 Law Enforcement Services. 


 2.  Initiate a soft hiring-freeze for recruitment of external candidates into vacant sworn 


 positions Department-wide and closely evaluate the promotion of sworn staff into park 


 management positions at Division of State Parks. 


 3.  Support the transfer of sworn staff remaining at Division of State Parks to the newly 


 created Division of Law Enforcement Services. 







 DNR Law Enforcement Unification 
 A Recklessly Good Opportunity 
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The Role of Law Enforcement Within the
Department of Natural Resources
102.1   PURPOSE AND SCOPE
To establish and clarify the role of law enforcement programs within the Department of Natural
Resources and to assist in the prioritization of work efforts involving sworn staff.


102.2   LAW ENFORCEMENT PHILOSOPHY
The Department of Natural Resources is statutorily mandated to protect Utah's most-treasured
cultural, natural, and recreational resources for the benefit of current and future generations. The
Department's charge is as diverse as the constituency it serves. Department law enforcement
officers are first and foremost public servants, who are rightfully obligated to be responsive and
accountable to our diverse stakeholders and constituents.


(a) The primary responsibility of a Department officer is to serve tirelessly as the protector
and guardian of the people's resources by providing firm, fair and consistent law enforcement
services with the focused emphasis of attaining voluntary compliance to law.


1. Department officers shall not shirk their responsibility to hold violators accountable for
their actions, but should responsibly, and within the law, use the discretion vested in the
position to reasonably exercise the lowest level of police authority necessary to protect
the public, protect the resource, affect behavioral change, and attain compliance to law.


2. Unlike traditional policing entities, the vast majority of citizens contacted by
Department officers are simply engaged in recreational pursuits which the Department
has statutory authority to manage; and not in violation of the law. As such, Department
officers are expected to overtly assume a positive and pro-active approach in non-
custodial public interactions, taking the time to educate and explain any regulations
being addressed, while maintaining control and practicing good officer safety skills.


3. Department officers shall understand that the long-term protection of the state's
natural resources is contingent upon citizens who care passionately about resource
issues and support Department law enforcement efforts. As such, Department officers
will constantly strive to build and strengthen relationships within the communities they
police, user groups they serve, and allied agencies they work alongside.


(b) Department officers are among the most well-educated, highly-trained and capable law
enforcement professionals in the state. They will prioritize the proficient delivery of public
safety services to the recreating public, thereby increasing public confidence and trust.


1. Department officers shall ensure required certifications remain current and strive to
develop new competencies and skills that will better allow them to fulfill their role as
public servants.
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2. The nature of the natural resource law enforcement dictates that Department officers
will possess skills, equipment and capabilities that are unique within the public safety
community. Officers should assist allied agencies as requested and where appropriate.


(c)  Department officers have a duty to protect the resource and a duty to protect our
constituents as they enjoy the resource. As such, officers will seek to provide a safe
recreational experience for our stakeholders by actively enforcing safety-related law and
promoting and presenting boating, hunting and off-highway vehicle safety programs.


(d) Law enforcement officers are the most visible and widely recognized representatives
of the Department. It is imperative that officers embrace and excel in this ambassadorial
role, delivering excellent customer service and portraying a professional public image while
serving as the face of the agency.
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LAW ENFORCEMENT STAFF, REGIONAL
RESPONSIBILITIES AND EXPECTATIONS
158.1   PURPOSE AND SCOPE
The Division of Wildlife Resources (Division) recognizes that strong leadership, clearly
communicated expectations and a well-defined chain of command are basic tenets of an effective
organization. Further, the Division recognizes that law enforcement officers face a unique and
challenging work environment that demands decision-makers be well-versed in law enforcement
procedures, currently accepted industry best-practices and the liability issues unique to the law
enforcement/public safety community.


The Division also understands that the non-enforcement job duties of a conservation officer
are frequent, widely-varied, and though they involve less civil liability, are no less critical to the
successful completion of the agency's mission.


This policy is intended to help the Division achieve its mission by defining expectations and lines of
communication between law enforcement supervisory personnel, regional supervisors or program
managers, and law enforcement Headquarters staff.


158.2   TEAM WORK
The critical nature of our work, our limited staffing levels and the unpredictable nature of our
workload make it imperative that the Division utilize a team approach to accomplish the agency's
mission.


As with any team, each member plays a different role, and understandably brings a different skill
set to the table. Administrative services personnel, aquatics, wildlife and habitat managers, law
enforcement officers and conservation outreach staff all play crucial, though distinctly different
roles within the Division - none more critical than the next.


As such, Division employees shall support each other in meeting agency expectations, goals and
objectives. The Division understands that each section has defined performance measures and
specific areas of responsibility, but it is unacceptable to fail to aid any other section, absent an
articulable reason.


158.3   POLICY
All law enforcement field personnel of the Division are expected to take an active role in wildlife
management. The nature of assigned tasks will vary by area of responsibility, but will generally
include handling non-enforcement calls for service as assigned, collection of biological data and
samples, assisting with capture projects and wildlife surveys, etc.


Regional lieutenants and sergeants are expected to be in constant communication with their non-
enforcement counterparts to ensure they are receiving appropriate law enforcement support as
staffing levels allow.
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Officers who fail to carry out their assigned responsibilities, absent an articulable reason, will be
held accountable by supervisory personnel.


158.4   PROCEDURES
In the event that management section issues and concerns are not being addressed by in-
region law enforcement supervision, program managers shall present the issue to the appropriate
regional supervisor who should address it directly with the responsible lieutenant. If this fails
to bring about the desired change, the regional supervisor should go directly to the captain
responsible for the oversight of the region for consideration and redress, as appropriate.


In the rare instance where a regional supervisor and law enforcement command staff are unable
to come to a consensus on any issue involving sworn personnel, their responsibilities, programs
and personnel they oversee and/or their performance in a regional setting, the Director's Office
should be consulted for final resolution.


158.5   RESPONSIBILITIES
Though not directly in the law enforcement chain of command, the regional supervisor is fully
empowered to make requests for assistance directly to sworn staff through the highest ranking
member of the section available in the region.


In-region law enforcement supervisors shall do everything possible to prioritize and complete
these tasks, as staffing and workload allows.


In the event that properly routed requests are going uncompleted by law enforcement section
staff, the regional supervisor should go directly to the captain responsible for the oversight of the
region for consideration and redress, as deemed appropriate.


158.6   LAW ENFORCEMENT REQUESTS FOR ASSISTANCE OF NON-SWORN STAFF
In-region law enforcement section staff will occasionally require the assistance of non-sworn staff.
Those requests should be routed through the regional supervisor, or a designee, as appropriate.


In the event that properly routed requests are going uncompleted by non-sworn staff, the lieutenant
should go directly to the captain responsible for the oversight of the region for consideration and
redress through the regional supervisor, as deemed appropriate.


158.7   WORK PLANS, LIEUTENANT PERFORMANCE PLANS AND ASSOCIATED
REVIEWS
Regional work plans and lieutenant performance plans should generally be consistent across
the state. The majority of this "baseline" content will be developed by Headquarters staff, in
coordination with regional lieutenants. These plans are expected to diverge somewhat to allow
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for Region-specific work plan priorities, and employee performance improvement (in the case of
performance plans). Region and employee-specific content will be developed by the appropriate
regional supervisor and the captain assigned to the specific region, working in close coordination.


Work plan progress reviews and lieutenant performance reviews should occur biannually, at
minimum, be conducted in-person, and include the appropriate regional supervisor, the captain
assigned to the specific region and the lieutenant being reviewed.
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The Unique Role of Law Enforcement Organizations in a Democratic Society – 
Implications for Organizational Structure 


Randy Stark – Chief Warden 
January 11, 2007 


 
Introduction 
 
I have been asked to participate on a working group to evaluate the current organizational 
structure of the law enforcement program.  In formulating an opinion on this issue, I have 
done the following: 
 


• Researched this issue and reviewed historical documents in an effort to gain an 
understanding of the evolution of this issue over time. 


• Reflected on my experience in state service and DNR in the following roles in 
the law enforcement program for over 23 years:  Field Warden, Warden 
Supervisor, Regional Warden, Training Director, and Chief Warden. 


• Considered what I have learned in formal training, education and networking on 
a national level. (BS in Biology, BA Management of Criminal Justice Agencies, 
Northwestern University School of Police Staff and Command, FBI National 
Academy, National Conservation Leadership Institute, etc.) 


• Listened to other people’s perspectives – pro and con.  
• Consulted with my peers in other states. 
• Reflected on this issue for a considerable amount of time. 
  


I wrote this paper in an effort to communicate my perspective on this issue.  I fully 
recognize there may be differing views on this issue.  I respect those views, the people 
who hold them, and the reasons they feel how they do.  It is inescapable that when there 
are conflicting viewpoints on an issue people feel strongly about, there will be tension, 
anxiety, and/or the potential for conflict.  This is normal and not unexpected, provided it 
does not manifest in emotions that cloud judgment and personalize the issue. 
 
This is a decision that must ultimately be made by the Secretary.  Regardless of outcome, 
I want to make it clear that my commitment to the public, the agency, the resources, my 
peers or superiors will not change.   Once a decision is made, I will execute that decision 
to the best of my ability. 
 
Analysis 
 
The purpose of organizational structure, both in law enforcement and non-law 
enforcement organizations, is to put order to the conduct of operations, establish formal 
and uncomplicated communication pathways, to allow organizations to clearly delegate 
responsibility and authority, and at the same time ensure there is accountability in the 
system for the intended results.  In government organizations, an added function of an 
organizational structure is to clearly identify responsibility and create accountability in 
the interest of maintaining public trust. 
 







At the same time, rigid adherence to structure for the sake of structure is 
counterproductive.  It is equally important that a structure does not squelch the individual 
spirit for initiative, creativity, flexibility, or the ability to adapt to evolving situations.  
The goal is to efficiently and effectively channel energies into a creative environment that 
contributes to overall achievement of Department goals.  Success lies at the intersection 
of fidelity to structure for the sake of order and accountability and allowing creative 
freedom to channel energies toward actions that achieve Department goals. 
 
Before I go into the following portion of this paper, I want to clearly communicate that 
organizational structure is only one component of a successful organization.  The organic 
elements of any organization are where the real potential lies – in the hearts and minds of 
the people in it - not in man-made structures.  Often times the organic elements make an 
organization successful despite a structure, not because of it.  I believe that a structure 
should be put in place not to control, but to put order to its operations and to provide 
efficient and effective delivery of the type of service the public wants delivered.  An 
organizational structure should be designed to bring out the best in people and the 
organization, enable efficient and effective achievement of Department goals, and best 
positions the agency to be accountable for results the public expects.  A structure must be 
designed to achieve all these outcomes, because ultimately these are what result in public 
support for the mission of the agency. 
 
In order to understand some dimensions of the issues involved in this decision and how I 
frame some them, it is important to make a distinction between what “leadership” is and 
what an “authority figure” does.  They are different things.  Leadership is a set of 
behaviors that anyone can exert at anytime, regardless of position in an organization.  It is 
not related to a position; again, it is a set of behaviors.  While we may expect leadership 
from an authority figure, it does not mean they have the ability or will to exercise 
leadership.  The best case scenario is when an authority figure actually exercises 
leadership, particularly adaptive leadership during times of change.   
 
Authority figures are created to fulfill necessary and required roles in an organization.  
The authority formally granted to an authority figure is held by virtue of position they 
hold.  Authority figures play important roles in any social system.  Authority figures 
perform vital functions in an organization such as orientation, direction, norm setting, 
conflict resolution, and protection; and in government, authority figures are seen as the 
one accountable for the actions of the organization they are responsible for administering.  
These functions of the authority figure create a sense of direction, maintain equilibrium in 
an organization, and create a means of accountability to the public.    
 
With this framework in mind, there are three central questions associated with this issue 
we are presented with: 
 
What position(s) in the Department should play the authority figure role for the warden 
service?  
 







If that person is the chief warden, should that position be given the authority along with 
the responsibility to administer the program? 
 
Which law enforcement program organizational structure best achieves integration, 
orderly conduct of operations,  accountability and delivery of public service in pursuit of 
the Department’s mission?    
 
History 
 


• The pre-1967 Conservation Department was entirely a line organization.  Law 
Enforcement was a Division and the Bureau Director was a civil servant Division 
Administrator. 


• In the 1967 Kellet Reorganization of state government, the Conservation 
Department was overhauled and the DNR was created.   


• After reorganization, law enforcement was a Bureau with the Division of 
Resource Management (LE, Forestry, Wildlife, and Parks).   The Chief Warden 
went from being the executive line officer to being staff for the Secretary, the 
District Wardens became staff to the District Director, and the warden supervisors 
were staff for the Area Director.  There was no chain of command in law 
enforcement. 


• The Area Director was the supervisor for all DNR functions at the area level, 
generally a 3-4 county area.  The warden supervisor reported to an area director, 
not the District Warden.  The District Warden had supervisory authority solely 
over the equivalent of the RSW today, but not over field wardens.   They 
performed staff functions for the District Director.   


• In 1973, Tony Earl, then a legislator, sponsored Assembly Bill 87 to grant 
Division status and line authority to the warden service.  AB 87 was supported by 
over 90% of the warden service.  Walt Zelinski was the chief warden at the time 
and was an advocate for line authority for law enforcement.  He saw the 
inconsistencies the line staff structure produced across the state. 


• The Administration of Secretary Les Voight was concerned that moving law 
enforcement to a line organization would unravel the Kellet Reorganization that 
took place a few years earlier.  Secretary Voight and his staff were also concerned 
about the morale of the wardens, given the important role the wardens played in 
the organization and the extent to which wardens where involved with all DNR 
programs.   


• Voight, in an effort to seek middle ground on this issue and be responsive to the 
concerns expressed, offered an alternative to the line organization component of 
bill 87A (See April 3, 1973 memo from Deputy Sec. John A Beal and April 11, 
1973 memo from Chief Warden Walt Zelinske).   


• Ultimately, Voight moved the Bureau of Law Enforcement out of the Division of 
Resource Management and attached it directly to his office (See April 27, 1973 
memo from Sec. Les Voight – “Department Law Enforcement Organization”).   


• The legislature passed Bill 87A and a new Law Enforcement Division was 
created, but Voight’s alternative to line prevailed and the line authority element of 







87A was tabled.  Correspondence indicates the legislature stated that 
organizational structure was an internal Department decision.     


• A Division of Enforcement was created.  Andy Damon was the first Division 
Administrator, Rick Prosise was Deputy Administrator.  Water Regulation and 
Zoning and BEAR (Bureau of Environmental Analysis and Review) were 
included in the new Law Enforcement Division. George Meyer eventually 
became the Enforcement Division Administrator. 


• However, field staff still reported to the District Director at the District level and 
Area Directors at the area level.   


• Area Directors were eliminated in 1988 and warden supervisors then reported to 
the District warden.  At this point law enforcement was line from the District 
Warden to the field within the region.   


• 1995 Reorganization – Regional warden positions created to supervise and  
administer the Law Enforcement, Environmental Enforcement, and 
Environmental Analysis and Review Programs in the regions.  


• In 1999 a Legislative Council Study was commissioned by Senator Dale Schultz 
and Assemblyman DuWayne Johnsrud.  One of the recommendations from this 
study was establishing line authority in the Bureau of Law Enforcement.  The 
reasons cited for this proposal were to promote operational consistency, to create 
accountability, and to address a lack of uniformity with regard to personnel 
decisions, disciplinary actions, and the investigation of complaints by citizens 
about wardens.  


• In 2001, a line organization concept was put in the budget.  Then Secretary of 
DNR Darrell Bazzell met with Gov. McCallum.  Gov. vetoed the line bill based 
on Bazzell recommendation that the Governor makes such decisions in the 
Executive Branch, not the legislature.   


• 2004 - Environmental Analysis and Review Program was removed from Regional 
Warden and placed under Regional Directors.   


• 2005 – A proposal to create a line organization in the warden service was 
introduced into the 05-07 budget package by Senator Schultz again.  This was 
vetoed by Governor Doyle upon recommendation from the agency.  However, an 
accompanying veto message directed the Department to review this issue.    


• December 2006 – Secretary Hassett assigned a work group to examine the law 
enforcement organizational structure in response to Governor Doyle’s veto 
message.  


 
A review of the history is somewhat illustrative of the uniqueness of the law enforcement 
role.   Continued calls for this organizational arrangement over the past 40 years since the 
Kellet reorg are in part grounded in aligning the warden service like the vast majority of 
other law enforcement organizations in the United States.  Upon review of the reasons 
historically cited for a line organization, those reasons tend to fall into a few general 
categories that reflect the recognition that law enforcement organizations have a different 
role in society and consequently need to operate somewhat differently from other 
organizations.  In general terms, the historical arguments for going to a line organization 
structure are grounded in the following arguments: public accountability, efficiency of 
operations, the need to frequently operate as a paramilitary organization, the recognition 







that the law enforcement function is unique, and the desire for law enforcement personnel 
to be supervised by an executive with law enforcement experience who ultimately reports 
to civilian authority.  
 
The Law Enforcement Role in Society is Unique  
 
Any discussion regarding a law enforcement organization or its officers must start with 
the recognition the law enforcement organizations perform unique roles in society.  This 
makes a law enforcement organization unique within its larger operating context, be that 
a city, a county, or a state regulatory agency.  Law enforcement organizations must be 
capable of responding to emergency situation or high profile investigations rapidly, 
safely, and effectively in an organized fashion anywhere in their jurisdiction 24 hours a 
day 7 days a week. This has become even more the case since 9/11, with much more 
focus being placed on emergency preparedness and response.   
 
Because of the unique authority invested in law enforcement organizations, the high 
profile of its operations, and the elevated public expectations in terms of competency and 
public trust, there is logically an greater public and organizational desire for enhanced 
accountability in law enforcement organizations.  Law enforcement officers can take 
away a person’s freedom, and ultimately take someone’s life.  The manner in which law 
enforcement responds may make the difference between life and death, a favorable or 
unfavorable outcome, enhanced or tarnished Department reputation, a lawsuit or a 
satisfied or angry citizen.  Consequently, the public expects law enforcement 
organizations to understand, train and execute operations in a uniform, consistent, 
competent, and trustworthy manner that comports with policing in a democratic society.    
 
Creating an organization that can perform effectively in these situations requires a high 
level of training, a short and clear chain of command that enables quick communication 
and decision making, and discipline to execute plans in an orderly fashion – all the while  
maintaining a healthy dose of common sense and allowing for discretion within limits 
and the ability to integrate effectively with other programs, functions, and agencies in 
pursuit of the overall mission.  
 
The Law Enforcement Subculture 
 
Sociologists have long known that law enforcement officers, and consequently law 
enforcement organizations, because of the unique role they play in society, have a clearly 
recognized occupational subculture.  This culture is created and honed by experiences of 
officers while carrying out their jobs throughout their careers.  This is a unique 
occupational experience, and it is difficult for someone who is not a law enforcement 
officer to understand and appreciate.   
 
The law enforcement subculture is the result of many aspects of a career in law 
enforcement.  It develops from an over exposure to the 10% of people in society who 
have extreme dislike for law enforcement (see The Law Enforcement Subculture, and 
psychologist Kevin Gilmartin’s work), constantly being in the public eye and being 







evaluated, and continuously being in a state of alertness for danger, the impacts on family 
life, and the public demands and expectations of officers.   
 
Additionally, law enforcement officers tend to be over invested in their work and derive 
their identity from their work (Yes – I too am guilty).  They believe in what they do, take 
pride in it.  This of course is no different than many other occupations - the difference lies 
in that officers are asked, and expected, on a daily basis to put themselves in harms way 
and jeopardize their lives for the job.  The job inevitably breeds a healthy skepticism that 
becomes a survival instinct; in fact officers are trained to be this way.  There are well 
known psychological and physiological implications of officers managing the ability to 
“turn this off and on” on a daily basis.   
 
All this results in a perspective or “lens” in terms of the way officers perceive the world, 
management, and society.  Officers have a strong desire to be lead by an authority figure 
who understands these issues and can exercise the type of leadership that will be accepted 
by virtue of the executive’s law enforcement experience.  This is not to say that officers 
do not want or expect accountability, or that other authority figures cannot exercise 
leadership.  To the contrary, in general most all officers want accountability - they just 
want it imposed and wielded by someone who understands their work and what they are 
up against in getting it done.  The law enforcement job can result in unhealthy cynicism if 
not managed, and this can result in a decline of both individual and organizational 
performance.  This culture is real; it can be an asset and a liability.   
 
In any event, these cultural dimensions must be intimately understood and managed in 
any law enforcement organization, and this is best accomplished by a law enforcement 
executive being the authority figure for the organization, and that executive ultimately 
being accountable to civilian authority, hence the reason the vast majority of agencies are 
organized in this manner.  Because of the unique role law enforcement plays in society, 
and the need to understand and lead in the context of the law enforcement occupational 
subculture, law enforcement organizations are organized in a paramilitary line 
organization fashion with a clear chain of command and are lead by people with law 
enforcement expertise and experience.   This also creates a clear and single point of 
accountability to the public and the Administration for law enforcement operations and 
for how the authority and trust placed in law enforcement organizations is exercised.  It 
also clarifies both supervisor and employee expectations, and avoids employees having to 
choose between conflicting sets of directions.  
 
Virtually all law enforcement agencies in the country, and the vast majority of 
conservation law enforcement organizations with natural resources agencies, are 
organized with line authority.  See the attached summary of responses from conservation 
law enforcement chiefs from across the country. 
 


State Line Organization Rank Structure 
Alabama Yes Chief, Assistant Chief, Captain, Lieutenant, Sergeant 







Alaska 
Yes, Combined with 


State Troopers 


Colonel of State Troopers, Captain of Game Wardens, 
Lieutenant, Marine Section & Aircraft Section  (This 
structure may change within the next couple of weeks, 
they may possibly revert back to the "old way" of having 
wardens separate from state troopers. 


Arkansas Yes 
Colonel, Major, Captain, Lieutenant, Sergeant, Corporal, 
Wildlife Officer 1st Class, Wildlife Officer 


California Yes Chief, Assistant Chief, Captain, Lieutenant, Warden 
Connecticut Yes Colonel, Captain, Sergeant, Officer 


Delaware Yes 
Chief, Captain, Lieutenant, Sergeant, Senior Corporal, 
Corporal, Agent First Class 


Florida Yes  Colonel, Lt. Colonel, Major, Captain, Lieutenant, Officer 


Georgia Yes 


Colonel, Lt. Colonel, Captain, Conservation Sergeant, 
Conservation Corporal, Conservation Ranger 1st Class, 
Conservation Ranger, Cadetts 


Hawaii Yes 
Chief, Assistant Chief, District Managers (County Chiefs), 
Field Supervisors, Conservation Enforcement Officers 


Illinois Yes 
Director of Law Enforcement, Deputy Chief of Field 
Operations, Captains, Sergeants, Conservation Officers 


Indiana Yes 
Colonel, Lt. Colonel, Major, Captain, Lieutenant, First 
Sergeant, Field Officer 


Kansas Yes 
Division Director, Regional Supervisor, District 
Supervisor, Field Officer 


Lousiana Yes 
Colonel, Lt. Colonel, Major, Captain, Lieutenant, Senior 
Agent, Agent, Cadet 


Maine Yes 
Colonel, Major, Captain, Lieutenant, Sergeant, Field 
Game Warden 


Maryland Yes 
Colonel, Lieutenant Colonel, Major, Captain, Lieutenant, 
Sergeant, Corporal, Officer First Class, Officer 


Massachusetts Yes 
Colonel, Lt. Colonel, Major, Captain, Lieutenant, 
Sergeant, Environmental Police Officer 


Michigan Yes 
Chief, Assistant Chief, Captain, Lieutenant, Sergeant, 
Conservation Officer 


Minnesota Yes 
Chief, Major, Captain, Lieutenant, 2nd Lieutenant, 
Conservation Officer 


Mississippi Yes 


Colonel, Lieutenant Colonel, Major, Captain, Lieutenant, 
Sergeant Major, Master Sergeant, Sergeant, Corporal, 
Private, Cadett 


Missouri Yes 
Protection Division Chief-Field Chief, Regional 
Supervisor, District Supervisor, Conservation Agent 


Montana Yes 
Chief, Assistant Chief, Field Captain, Sergeant, Field 
Warden 


Nebraska Yes Colonel, Captain, Lieutenant, Officer 


New Hampshire Yes 
Colonel, Major, Captain, Field Lieutenant, Administrative 
Lieutenant, Field Sergeants, Conservation Officers 


New Jersey Yes 
Chief, Deputy Chief, Captain, Lieutenants, Field Officers, 
Detectives, Training Officers 







New Mexico Yes 


Assistant Director, Area Supervisors (Chief for a given 
area), Assistant Area Supervisor, Sergeant, Conservation 
Officer 


New York Yes 
Director, Assistant Director (Colonel), Major, Captain, 
Lieutenant, Environmental Conservation Officer 


North Carolina Yes 
Colonel, Major, Captain, Lieutenant, Sergeant, Corporal, 
Officer 


North Dakota Yes Director, Chief Warden, Supervisor, Warden 


Ohio Yes 


Chief, Assistant Chief, Executive Administrator, Program 
Administrator, District Law Supervisor, Investigator, Field 
Supervisor, Wildlife Officer 


Oklahoma Yes Chief, Assistant Chief, Captain, Lieutenant 


Oregon 
Yes, Combined with 


State Police 
Captain, Lieutenant, Region Lieutenant, Sergeant, 
Trooper 


Rhode Island Yes Chief, Deputy Chief, Lieutenant, Sergeant, Officer 


South Carolina Yes 


Colonel, Lieutenant Colonel, Major, Captain, Lieutenant, 
Sergeant, Buck Sergeant, Corporal, Private First Class, 
Officer 


South Dakota Yes 
Assistant Director, Regional Supervisor, Conservation 
Officer Supervisor, Conservation Officer 


Tennessee No 
4 Regions each managed by a Regional Manager.  
Regional Manager reports to an Assistant Director 


Texas Yes 
Colonel, Lieutenant Colonel, Major (Regional Director), 
Captain (District Supervisor), Game Wardens 1-6 


Utah No 
Director, Assistant Director, Regional Supervisor, 
Lieutenant, Sergeant, Field Officer 


Vermont Yes 
Colonel, Major, Lietenant, Sergeant, Senior Warden, 
Warden, Warden Trainee 


Virginia Yes 


Colonel, Major, Captain, Staff Lieutenant, Sergeant, 
Game Warden Master Officer, Game Warden Senior 
Officer, Game Warden 


Washington Yes 
Chief, Deputy Chief, Captain, Lieutenant, Sergeant, 
Detective, Officer 


West Virginia Yes 


Colonel, Lieutenant Colonel, Major, Captain, Lieutenant, 
Sergeant, Corporal, Senior Conservation Officer, 
Conservation Officer 


Wyoming Yes 
Division Chief, Assistant Division Chief, Regional 
Supervisor, Game Warden 


 
 
The Importance of Integration and Integrating LE within the Department 
 
The current Department organizational structure was designed to facilitate integration and 
geographically decentralized operations, which are both critical to the Department’s 
work.  The decision to organize in the current structure was a conscious decision – people 
recognized that organizing in this way to an extent does so at the expense of 
accountability and orderly conduct of operations.  The question becomes a philosophical 
one: what organizational structure best provides for the aggregate functions of 
integration, the orderly conduct of operations, consistency, efficiency, effectiveness, 







accountability and delivery of public service for law enforcement program within a 
decentralized Department?   
 
In terms of decentralization, the warden service has existed and operated in a 
decentralized fashion in providing public service for over 128 years, longer than any 
program in the current DNR, and prior to the existence of the Conservation Department.  
Community connectedness has been one of the cornerstones of success in the warden 
service throughout its history, and will be critical to Department success in the future.  
The warden service has no intention of ever being anything other than a decentralized 
organization.   
 
Integration is an organic function; it has to be learned in an organization and take place 
organically similar to symbiotic relationships in an ecosystem.  Simply establishing a 
certain structure will not do it – history is replete with examples where a silo effect can 
exist despite a structure designed to avoid it.  Integration requires an organizational 
culture that intrinsically values integration and understands the need to work in this 
manner.  This comes from leadership (modeling it) and authority figures exercising their 
roles (how they use their convening power and who they convene to deal with an issue) 
to create that culture and default setting.  However, communicating the value of 
integration, setting an expectation that it take place, making it part of the performance 
evaluation process, and evaluating the degree to which it is or is not happening and 
rewarding people when it does and holding people accountable when it does not, is how 
an intangible function like integration becomes a reality in the organizational culture.  
These are all ultimately functions of leadership, coupled with the authority figure 
function of creating accountability for integration, and to a lesser extent the function of 
the organizational structure. 
 
With respect to the authority figure role question posed earlier, it has been my experience 
that the public, other agencies, the warden service, and the administration see the Chief 
Warden position as the authority figure in terms of the warden service.  However, from 
an organizational structure standpoint, the Chief Warden is a staff position and does not 
have the direct authority to carry out the roles expected of an authority figure, but is 
nevertheless expected to fulfill this role.  In essence, the Chief Warden is widely expected 
to be responsible for the law enforcement program, yet lacks the organizational authority 
to do so.  This is contrary to public expectations, chain of command principles, principles 
of public accountability, efficiency and effectiveness.   
 
The Chief Warden is responsible for Union negotiations and programmatically 
implementing the Union Contract and local agreements.  In addition, the employing unit 
for conservation wardens is statewide and not regionally like most other programs.   
 
In a line organization, one person ultimately has the authority, but is balanced by the fact 
the same person is also ultimately responsible and accountable.  A line organizational 
structure is designed to put order to the conduct of operations, to establish formal 
communication pathways, to allow organizations to clearly delegate responsibility and 
authority, and at the same time to ensure there is accountability in the system for the 







intended results.  This is consistent with the principle of unity of command – the principle 
that everyone reports to only one person in the chain of command.  This structure does 
not take away from the cooperative relationships that would continue to be expected 
across program lines. 
 
In a line organization, lines of authority and responsibility are clear, distinct, and 
understandable.  Currently, there is confusion and misunderstanding both internally and 
in the public regarding responsibilities and who has authority under the current 
organizational arrangement. 
 
The line organization provides for better administrative control over the law enforcement 
function.   
 
A line organization produces better and quicker communication in a law enforcement 
function. 
 
A line organization allows for faster and more flexible response to emergencies due to a 
shorter and more direct chain of command, administration by law enforcement 
administrators, and faster communication through fewer communication pathways.  
Getting control of an emerging emergency quickly is an important factor in determining 
outcome.  Historically, in emergency situations, law enforcement functions as a line 
organization. 
 
The line organization sets up for a high degree of operational order and discipline, yet 
allows for integration with other programs outside the chain of command – and actually 
may facilitate integration as everyone (the Chief Warden included) can be held 
accountable for it happening throughout the organization.  
 
Communication and decision making can be done quickly in an emergency situation (it 
should be noted that historical documents in the Line Organization file suggest that in 
emergency situations such as during the truckers strike and tribal spearfishing LE was 
ordered to a line organization).  In non-emergency situations, a more leisurely and 
inclusive decision making process involving all stakeholders is used. 
 
Operational inconsistencies potentially encountered in the law enforcement program can 
be solved directly at the Bureau level and involve fewer high level administrative staff. 
 
Personnel actions would go through the Chief Warden to ensure consistency.  This would 
speed up the process and save staff time as regional directors would need to be informed 
but not involved in the decision making process. 
 
During the major reorganization in the mid-90’s, Grant Thornton, the consultant hired to 
conduct the organizational review for DNR, recognized there may be exceptions to its 
overall recommendation.  The consultants reported:  
 
“We recommend that the department largely maintain its line-staff structure….”.   







 
The word “largely” is suggestive that the consultants knew that a “one size fits all” 
organizational structure may not be the way to go in all cases.  If there is any one 
function in the Department that should be considered an exception to this general 
recommendation – that is to be a line organization within an otherwise line/staff 
organization – it is my perspective that it would be the law enforcement program for the 
reasons cited above. 
 
Closing 
 
The purpose of organizational structure, both in law enforcement and non-law 
enforcement organizations, is to put order to the conduct of operations, establish formal 
and uncomplicated communication pathways, to allow organizations to clearly delegate 
responsibility and authority, and at the same time ensure there is accountability in the 
system for the intended results.  In government organizations, an added function of an 
organizational structure is to clearly identify responsibility and create accountability in 
the interest of maintaining public trust. 
 
At the same time, rigid adherence to structure for the sake of structure is 
counterproductive.  It is equally important that a structure does not squelch the individual 
spirit for initiative, creativity, flexibility, or the ability to adapt to evolving situations.  
The goal is to efficiently and effectively channel energies into a creative environment that 
contributes to overall achievement of Department goals.  Success lies at the intersection 
of fidelity to structure for the sake of order and accountability and allowing creative 
freedom to channel energies toward actions that achieve Department goals. 
 
In my opinion, a line organization is best for the law enforcement program.    There has 
been a gradual evolution back towards a line organization over the past 40 years, in large 
part in recognition of the many advantages of the line structure.  I believe this structure is 
best designed to bring the best out in the people and the organization, enable efficient and 
effective achievement of law enforcement related Department goals, and best positions 
the agency to be accountable for results the public expects in its law enforcement 
program, and best supports the law enforcement contribution to the mission of the 
agency.  
 
I recognize there are attendant concerns for the potential loss of program integration, 
political intervention, other programs wanting to follow suit, and sensitivities about law 
enforcement being different.  In the end, it is my opinion these issues can be effectively 
managed, and the potential exists for the same thing to happen now as we are currently 
structured. 
 
Respectfully submitted 
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Part 2
Department Creation and Administration


79-2-201 Department of Natural Resources created.
(1) There is created the Department of Natural Resources.
(2) The department comprises the following:


(a) Board of Water Resources, created in Section 73-10-1.5;
(b) Board of Oil, Gas, and Mining, created in Section 40-6-4;
(c) Board of State Parks, created in Section 79-4-301;
(d) Office of Energy Development, created in Section 79-6-401;
(e) Wildlife Board, created in Section 23-14-2;
(f) Board of the Utah Geological Survey, created in Section 79-3-301;
(g) Water Development Coordinating Council, created in Section 73-10c-3;
(h) Division of Water Rights, created in Section 73-2-1.1;
(i) Division of Water Resources, created in Section 73-10-18;
(j) Division of Forestry, Fire, and State Lands, created in Section 65A-1-4;
(k) Division of Oil, Gas, and Mining, created in Section 40-6-15;
(l) Division of State Parks, created in Section 79-4-201;
(m) Division of Outdoor Recreation, created in Section 79-7-201;
(n) Division of Wildlife Resources, created in Section 23-14-1;
(o) Utah Geological Survey, created in Section 79-3-201;
(p) Heritage Trees Advisory Committee, created in Section 65A-8-306;
(q) Utah Outdoor Recreation Infrastructure Advisory Committee, created in Section 79-7-206;
(r)


(i) an advisory council that includes in the advisory council's duties advising on state boating
policy, authorized by Section 73-18-3.5; or


(ii) an advisory council that includes in the advisory council's duties advising on off-highway
vehicle use, authorized by Section 41-22-10;


(s) Wildlife Board Nominating Committee, created in Section 23-14-2.5;
(t) Wildlife Regional Advisory Councils, created in Section 23-14-2.6;
(u) Utah Watersheds Council, created in Section 73-10g-304;
(v) Utah Natural Resources Legacy Fund Board, created in Section 23-31-202; and
(w) Public Lands Policy Coordinating Office created in Section 63L-11-201.


Amended by Chapter 68, 2022 General Session


79-2-202 Executive director -- Appointment -- Removal -- Compensation -- Responsibilities.
(1)


(a) The chief administrative officer of the department is an executive director appointed by the
governor with the advice and consent of the Senate.


(b) The executive director may be removed at the will of the governor.
(c) The executive director shall receive a salary established by the governor within the salary


range fixed by the Legislature in Title 67, Chapter 22, State Officer Compensation.
(2) The executive director shall:


(a) administer and supervise the department and provide for coordination and cooperation
among the boards, divisions, councils, and committees of the department;


(b) approve the budget of each board and division;







Utah Code


Page 2


(c) participate in regulatory proceedings as appropriate for the functions and duties of the
department;


(d) report at the end of each fiscal year to the governor on department, board, and division
activities;


(e) ensure that any training or certification required of a public official or public employee, as
those terms are defined in Section 63G-22-102, complies with Title 63G, Chapter 22, State
Training and Certification Requirements, if the training or certification is required:


(i) under this title;
(ii) by the department; or
(iii) by an agency or division within the department; and


(f) perform other duties as provided by statute.
(3) By following the procedures and requirements of Title 63J, Chapter 5, Federal Funds


Procedures Act, the executive director, may accept an executive or legislative provision that
is enacted by the federal government, whereby the state may participate in the distribution,
disbursement, or administration of a fund or service from the federal government for purposes
consistent with the powers and duties of the department.


(4)
(a) The executive director, in cooperation with the governmental entities having policymaking


authority regarding natural resources, may engage in studies and comprehensive planning for
the development and conservation of the state's natural resources.


(b) The executive director shall submit any plan to the governor for review and approval.
(5) The executive director may coordinate and enter agreements with other state agencies


regarding state conservation efforts as defined in Section 4-46-102.


Amended by Chapter 68, 2022 General Session


79-2-203 Policy board members.
(1) Members of a policy board within the department shall be appointed consistent with the


following criteria:
(a) geographical distribution;
(b) expertise or personal experience with subject matter;
(c) diversity of opinion and political preference; and
(d) gender, cultural, and ethnic representation.


(2) The governor may remove a member at any time for official misconduct, habitual or willful
neglect of duty, or for other good and sufficient cause.


(3) No member of the Legislature may serve as a member of a division policy board.
(4)


(a) In addition to the disclosures required by Section 67-16-7, a board member shall disclose any
conflict of interest to the board.


(b) Notwithstanding Section 67-16-9, a board member with a substantial conflict may serve on
the board if the member refrains from voting on a board action when the conflict involves:


(i) a direct financial interest in the subject under consideration; or
(ii) an entity or asset that could be substantially affected by the outcome of board action.


Renumbered and Amended by Chapter 344, 2009 General Session


79-2-204 Division directors -- Appointment -- Removal -- Jurisdiction of executive director.
(1)
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(a) The chief administrative officer of a division within the department is a director appointed
by the executive director with the concurrence of the board having policy authority for the
division.


(b) The director of a division may be removed from office by the executive director.
(c) The appointment and term of office of the state engineer, notwithstanding anything to the


contrary contained in this section, shall be in accordance with Section 73-2-1.
(2)


(a) The executive director has administrative jurisdiction over a division director for the purpose
of implementing department policy as established by the division's board.


(b) The executive director may:
(i) consolidate personnel and service functions in the divisions to effectuate efficiency and


economy in the operations of the department;
(ii) establish a departmental services division to perform service functions; and
(iii) employ law enforcement officers and special function officers within the department that


have all of the powers of a conservation officer and law enforcement officer, with the
exception of the power to serve civil process.


Renumbered and Amended by Chapter 344, 2009 General Session


79-2-205 Procedures -- Adjudicative proceedings.
          Except as provided by Sections 40-10-13, 63G-4-102, and 73-2-25, a division, board, council,


or committee referred to in Section 79-2-201 shall comply with the procedures and requirements of
Title 63G, Chapter 4, Administrative Procedures Act, in an adjudicative proceeding.


Renumbered and Amended by Chapter 344, 2009 General Session


79-2-206 Transition.
(1) In accordance with Laws of Utah 2021 Chapter 280, the Department of Natural Resources


assumes the policymaking functions, regulatory, and enforcement powers, rights, and duties of
the Office of Energy Development existing on June 30, 2021.


(2)
(a) Rules issued by the Office of Energy Development that are in effect on June 30, 2021, are


not modified by Laws of Utah 2021 Chapter 280, and remain in effect until modified by the
Department of Natural Resources, except that the agency administrating the rule shall be
transferred to the Department of Natural Resources in the same manner as the statutory
responsibility is transferred under Laws of Utah 2021 Chapter 280.


(b) Rules issued by the Board of Parks and Recreation that are in effect on June 30, 2021,
are not modified by Laws of Utah 2021 Chapter 280, and remain in effect until modified by
the appropriate entity within the Department of Natural Resources, except that the agency
administrating the rule shall be transferred to the appropriate entity within the Department of
Natural Resources in the same manner as the statutory responsibility is transferred under
Laws of Utah 2021 Chapter 280.


(c) Rules issued by the Office of Outdoor Recreation that are in effect on June 30, 2022, are
not modified by Laws of Utah 2022 Chapter 68, and remain in effect until modified by the
Department of Natural Resources, except that the agency administrating the rule shall be
transferred to the Department of Natural Resources in the same manner as the statutory
responsibility is transferred under Laws of Utah 2022 Chapter 68.
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(3) A grant, contract, or agreement in effect on June 30, 2021, that is entered into by or issued by
the Office of Energy Development remains in effect, except that:


(a) the agency administrating the grant, contract, or agreement shall be transferred to the
Department of Natural Resources in the same manner as the statutory responsibility is
transferred under Laws of Utah 2021 Chapter 280; and


(b) the grant, contract, or agreement is subject to its terms and may be terminated under the
terms of the grant, contract, or agreement.


(4)
(a) A grant that is entered into or issued by the Utah Office of Outdoor Recreation remains in


effect, except that:
(i) the agency administrating the grant shall be transferred to the Division of Outdoor Recreation


in the same manner as the statutory responsibility is transferred under Laws of Utah 2021
Chapter 280 and Laws of Utah 2022 Chapter 68; and


(ii) the grant is subject to the terms of the grant and may be terminated under the terms of the
grant.


(b) In accordance with Laws of Utah 2022 Chapter 68, the Department of Natural Resources
assumes the policymaking functions, regulatory, and enforcement powers, rights, and duties
of the Office of Outdoor Recreation existing on June 30, 2022.


Amended by Chapter 68, 2022 General Session
Revisor instructions Chapter 68, 2022 General Session
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CHAPTER 1 


Law Enforcement Role and Authority 
  


1.1 DEPARTMENT AUTHORITY AND JURISDICTION 


 


Standard 


 


 a) A written directive/policy requires all personnel, prior to assuming sworn status, to take an  


  oath of office containing, at a minimum, the elements found in the oath of office set out in  


  the Utah Constitution Article IV § 10. 


 b) A written directive/policy states the Department’s Code of Ethics.  
 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of written directive/policy that states that the Oath of Office is required and lists the 


elements mentioned in the standard.  


• Copy of Oath of Office, preferably one that has been executed or proof of same. 


• Copy of Code of Ethics adopted by the department. 


 


 


1.2 AGENCY JURISDICTION 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy or map designates the jurisdiction, to include any concurrent 


jurisdiction of the agency and specifies its responsibilities and authorities therein. 


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of applicable directive/policy or map as described above. 


• Mutual aid agreements, if any. 


• Copy of interlocal cooperation act agreement, if any. 


• Copy of memorandum of understanding, if any. 


 


1.3 FIREARMS AND AMMUNITION 


 


Standard 


 


 a) The use and possession of firearms and ammunition, both on and off duty, are limited to  


  those authorized by written directive/policy.   


 b) A written directive/policy defines the legal authority to carry and use weapons by agency  


  members in performance of their duties. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directives/policies. 
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1.4  USE OF FIREARMS/DEADLY FORCE 


 


Standard  


 


 a) A written directive/policy governs the use of force by agency personnel that at minimum  


  adheres to all applicable Federal, State, and local laws, adheres to or exceeds the legal   


          standards set by the Supreme Court of the United States, and specifies that: 


 


  i) Only the force necessary to effect lawful objectives will be used; 


  ii) An officer may use deadly force only when: 


 


A. Effecting an arrest or preventing escape from custody following an arrest, if the officer 


reasonably believes that deadly force is necessary to prevent the arrest from being 


defeated by escape; and 


a. The officer has probable cause to believe that the suspect has committed a felony 


offense involving the infliction or threatened infliction of death or serious bodily 


injury; or 


b.  The officer has probable cause to believe the suspect poses a threat of death or 


serious bodily injury to the officer or to an individual other than the suspect if 


apprehension is delayed; or 


B. The officer reasonably believes that the use of deadly force is necessary to prevent 


death or serious bodily injury to the officer or an individual other than the suspect. 


 


  iii) The discharge of warning shots is prohibited; 


 iv) All sworn personnel receive, and demonstrate understanding of, such directive before  


      being authorized to carry any firearm. 


 


 b) A written directive/policy requires that officers, prior to any use or possession of firearms,  


  demonstrate specified proficiency in the use of that firearm, and such requirement be met at  


  least annually as a condition of continuing use and possession of such firearm. 


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of applicable directive/policy in accordance with Utah State Code Annotated 


76-2-404. 


• Copy of distribution sheet of above described policies (policy manual receipt). 


• Copy of firearms training record from within the last twelve months. 


• Recertification Note: Recertifying agencies must provide copies of the firearms training 


records from every year following the last date of accreditation. 


 


1.5 LESS-LETHAL WEAPONS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy governs the use, training, and possession of less-lethal 


weapons by agency personnel, both on and off duty. 
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Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


• Copy of latest training record(s) concerning less-lethal weapons. 


• Recertification Note: Recertifying agencies must provide copies of less-lethal training 


from every year following the last date of accreditation. 


 


1.6 FIREARMS DISCHARGE AND THE USE OF LESS-LETHAL WEAPONS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes an internal process for the documentation, review 


and disposition of any incident wherein an officer: 


 


 a) Discharges a firearm other than in training or for lawful recreational purposes; 


 b) Takes an action that results in, or allegedly results in, the injury or death of another person; 


 c) Applies force to the person of another through the use of a lethal or less-lethal weapon. 


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


• Copy of a completed, signed use of force and/or firearms discharge report from the last 


twelve months (These reports must have area for review and disposition by supervisors 


and CEO). 


 


1.7 POST-USE OF DEADLY FORCE 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy requires the removal of any officer from a line duty 


assignment, pending administrative review, when such officer uses force that is considered as 


deadly force. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


1.8 POST USE OF FORCE, FIRST AID 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy specifies procedures for first aid after use of lethal and less-


lethal force. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


1.9 USE OF FORCE REPORTING 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy specifies what qualifies as a use of force incident. Includes 


how use of force incidents will be reported, evaluated and tracked and complies with all 


requirements of federal, state, and local law, including the state law requirement to file a report if, 


in the performance of the officer’s duties, the officer points a firearm at an individual or aims a 


conductive energy device at an individual and displays the electrical current. 
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Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


• Copy of completed use of force report from the last twelve months. 


• Copy of use of force tracking record. 


• Recertification Note: Recertifying agencies must provide copies of completed use of force 


reports and use of force tracking from every year following the last date of accreditation. 


 


1.10 CHOKEHOLD PROHIBITION 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy prohibits the use of chokeholds (a physical maneuver that 


restricts an individual’s ability to breathe for the purposes of incapacitation) except in those 


situations where the use of deadly force is allowed by law.  


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy.  


 


1.11 “KNEE ON NECK” PROHIBITION 


Standard: A written directive/policy dictates that an officer may not restrain a person by the 


application of a knee applying pressure to the neck or throat of a person pursuant to the 


requirements of Utah State Code 53-13-115. 
 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy.  
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CHAPTER 2 
Legal Advice and Liability 


 


 


2.1 LEGAL ADVICE 


 


Standard: The agency has legal counsel through employment or contract of a police legal advisor 


or by the office of its city attorney and/or county attorney. 


 


Required Documentation: City Ordinance and/or Certification letter providing proof of 


compliance with standard. 


 


2.2 LIABILITY INSURANCE 


 


Standard: The agency provides liability insurance or indemnification for its personnel. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of cover of liability policy, declaration must be dated and in 


force. 
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CHAPTER 3 


Organization 
 


3.1 ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 


 


Standard: The organizational structure of the agency is described by written statement and/or 


organizational chart, which is updated and made available to all personnel. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of current organizational structure chart. 


 


3.2 PERSONNEL RESPONSIBILITIES 


 


Standard: The duties and responsibilities of each position within the agency, including entry-level 


requirements, are specified in a written job/position description. The descriptions are current and 


made available to all personnel. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of job descriptions referenced above (job descriptions must have 


the most current review or revision dates). 


 


3.3 DIVISION RESPONSIBILITIES 


 


Standard: The responsibilities of each division within the agency are set forth by written 


statement. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of divisional responsibilities with the above area highlighted 


(responsibilities listed must be current). 


 


3.4 COMMAND PROTOCOL 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes command protocol in situations involving 


personnel of different organizational components of the agency engaged in a single operation. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy.  
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CHAPTER 4 


Command 
 


4.1 CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER AUTHORITY 


 


Standard: The chief executive officer of the agency is designated as having full authority and 


responsibility for the management, direction, and control of the operations and administration of 


the agency, by written statement issued by the local government, by law or ordinance, or by a 


combination of the two. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of statement and/or ordinance with the above area highlighted.  


 


4.2 CHAIN OF COMMAND 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy designates the order of command authority in the absence of 


the chief executive officer of the agency. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy.  


 


4.3 SUPERVISOR ACCOUNTABILITY 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes the accountability of supervisory personnel of the 


agency for the performance of employees under their immediate control. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy.  


 


4.4 DUTY TO OBEY LAWFUL ORDERS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy requires employees to obey any lawful order of a superior, 


including any order relayed from a superior by an employee of the same or lesser rank, and 


specific procedures to be followed by an employee who receives inconsistent or conflicting 


orders. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 
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4.5 WRITTEN DIRECTIVES 


 


Standard: The agency adheres to an established system for the development and implementation 


of written directives, including agency policies, procedures, rules, and regulations, and which: 


 


 a) Provides for the formatting, indexing, purging, updating, and dissemination of written  


  directives; 


 b) Vests in the chief executive officer of the agency the authority to issue, modify, or approve  


  written directives; 


 c) Identifies by name or position any individual, other than the chief executive officer,  


  authorized to issue written directives; 


 d) Requires availability of the directive to personnel and subsequent placement of directive  


  into a manual or accessible database. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of an example of a written directive/policy. 
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CHAPTER 5 
General Management 


 


5.1 ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTING PROGRAM 


 


Standard: The agency has an administrative reporting program which requires the collection of 


daily, monthly, and annual information for reports of the agency activities, and statistical and data 


summaries based upon such reports. 


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Recent copy of daily report. 


• Recent copy of monthly report. 


• Recent copy of annual report. 


• Recertification Note: Recertifying agencies must provide copies of the documentation 


required above from every year following the last date of accreditation. 
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CHAPTER 6 
Planning and Research 


 


6.1 MULTI-YEAR PLAN 


 


Standard: The agency has a multi-year plan, which includes: 


 


 a) Goals and operational objectives; 


 b) Anticipated workloads and population trends; 


 c) Anticipated personnel levels; 


 d) Anticipated capital improvement and equipment needs. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of multi-year plan (five-year program preferred). 


 


6.2 MISSION AND VALUE STATEMENTS 


 


Standard: The agency has written mission and value statements, or guiding principles posted 


within the agency. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of the same and proof that they are posted within the agency. 
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CHAPTER 7 
 Allocation and Distribution of Personnel and Personnel Alternatives 
 


7.1  RESERVE OFFICERS 


 


Standard: If the agency has a part-time/reserve officer program, the reserve officers of the agency: 


 


 a) Are commissioned with general peace officer authority, consistent with applicable law; 


 b) Meet similar selection criteria as those for regular officers of the agency; 


 c) Are commissioned only after successful completion of a basic training program approved 


  by the Utah Peace Officer Standards and Training; 


 d) Reserve officers receive the same or equivalent in-service training as statutorily required 


     for full-time officers consistent with their responsibilities and functions; 


e) Wear the same uniform as regular officers; 


f) Have access to the same equipment as regular officers performing like functions; 


 g) Are tested and evaluated for firearms proficiency with the same frequency and in the same  


      manner as regular officers performing like functions; 


 h) Are provided liability protection in the same manner as regular officers performing like 


     functions. 


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of part-time/auxiliary/reserve written directive/policy. 


• Copy of part-time/reserve officer training record from last 12 months. 


 


7.2 NON-SWORN PERSONNEL 


 


Standard: The non-sworn personnel of the agency: 


 


 a) Are not commissioned as law enforcement officers; 


 b) Are not assigned to duties requiring sworn officer status; 


 c) Perform duties described and governed by appropriate written directive and receive training  


  in the proper performance of such duties; 


 d) Wear no uniform, or wear a uniform clearly distinguishable from that of a regular 


           officer. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of non-sworn job descriptions. 
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CHAPTER 8 
Fiscal Management 


 


8.1 ACCOUNTING SYSTEM 


 


Standard: The agency has an accounting system, which includes the preparation and provision for 


at least quarterly status reports showing: 


 


 a) Initial appropriation for each account or program; 


 b) Balances at the commencement of each period; 


 c) Expenditures and encumbrances made during the period; 


 d) Unencumbered balances. 


 


Required Documentation: Most current copy of agency’s budget.  


 


8.2 AUDITS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes procedures for monitoring and auditing of the 


agency’s budgets. 
 


Required Documentation 


• Copy of department’s most recent budget audit or proof of same. 


• Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


8.3 CASH 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes procedures for collecting, safeguarding and 


disbursing cash, which may include: 


 


 a) Maintenance of an allotment system or, alternatively, records of appropriations among 


  organizational components; 


 b) Preparation of financial statements; 


 c) Internal audits; 


 d) Identification of persons by name or position authorized to accept or disburse funds. 


 


Required Documentation 


• Copy of applicable directive/policy.  


• Copy of a daily cash report from within the last 12 months. 


 


8.4 INVENTORY CONTROL 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes procedures for inventory control of agency 


property, equipment, and other assets. 


 


Required Documentation 


 


• 3-5 examples of current departmental inventory of agency equipment/property. 


• Copy of applicable directive/policy.
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CHAPTER 9 


Classification and Assignment 
 


9.1 ASSIGNMENT OPENINGS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy requires that specialized assignment or unit openings and 


promotional opportunities within the agency that are opened up for general application be 


advertised by written agency-wide announcement, and all qualified individuals will be allowed to 


apply and compete for positions. 


 


Required Documentation:  


 


• Copy of promotional announcements. 


• Copy of applicable directive/policy. 
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CHAPTER 10 
Compensation, Benefits, and Conditions of Work 


 


10.1 COMPENSATION 


 


Standard: Accurate information is available to all personnel regarding: 


 


 a) Entry-level salaries; 


 b) Salary differential within ranks; 


 c) Salary levels for personnel with special skills; 


 d) Compensatory time policy; 


 e) Overtime policy; 


 f) Benefits. 


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of contracts or collective bargaining agreements if applicable. 


• Copy of City ordinances/policy reflecting the above standard. 


 


10.2 LEAVE 


 


Standard: Accurate information is provided to all personnel regarding: 


 


 a) Administrative Leave; 


 b) Holiday Leave; 


 c) Sick Leave; 


 d) Vacation Leave; 


 e) Compensatory Leave. 


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of contracts or collective bargaining agreements if applicable. 


• Copy of City ordinances/policy reflecting the above standard. 


 


10.3 INSURANCE/RETIREMENT 


 


Standard: Accurate information is provided to all personnel regarding: 


 


 a) Retirement program(s); 


 b) Health insurance program(s); 


c) Disability and death benefits (including beneficiary enrollment, which is made available to 


officers on an annual basis and which may include the option to elect line of duty death 


notification and clergy preferences); 


 d) Professional liability protection provided by the agency. 


 


Agencies should consider the importance of giving officers the opportunity to elect line of duty 


death notification and clergy preferences.  
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Required Documentation  


 


• Copy of contracts or collective bargaining agreements if applicable. 


• Copy of City ordinances/policy reflecting the above standard. 


• Copy of current liability insurance coverage declaration. 


• Copy of annual beneficiary enrollment form(s) made available to officers.  


 


10.4 UNIFORMS/EQUIPMENT 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy governs the provision of clothing and equipment used by 


employees in performing law enforcement functions. 


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of approved clothing list. 


• Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


10.5 MEDICAL EXAMINATIONS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy requires that physical, medical, and psychological 


examinations required by the agency be provided at no cost to the employee. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


10.6 OFF-DUTY EMPLOYMENT 


 


Standard: The agency has a directive/policy regarding off-duty employment that complies with 


state and federal law, to include an agency approval/review process.  


 


Agencies should consider the importance of addressing loss coverage (i.e. workers compensation, 


disability coverage) for off-duty officers working in uniform for other entities (this is a suggestion 


and is not required to achieve compliance with this standard).  


  


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy.  


 


10.7 PEER SUPPORT 


 


Standard: If the agency utilizes a peer support team, the agency shall have a directive/policy 


regarding the peer support team that complies with state law, including guidelines for the peer 


support team and its members and a requirement that peer support team members receive POST 


approved training.  


  


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy.  
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10.8 POLICE IDENTIFICATION 


 


Standard: The agency issues an identification document, such as an identification card, to all of its 


sworn officers, which at a minimum identifies the issuing agency and establishes the identity of 


the officer.  


 


Required Documentation: Copy or example of identification cards that are issued to sworn 


officers.  
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CHAPTER 11 
Complaint Process 


 


11.1 COMPLAINT PROCESS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes procedures for the receiving and investigating of 


complaints relating to employee misconduct, which includes: 


 


 a) Procedure for receiving a complaint; 


 b) Evaluating complaint and assignment for investigation to include: 


 


  i) Categorize complaints regarding severity; 


  ii) civil vs. criminal - parallel investigations. 


 


 c) Investigation Procedures; 


 d) Resolution and Documentation; 


 e) Tracking; 


 f) Storage and Access to Internal Affairs files; 


 g) Mandatory notifications to POST as required by state law; 


h) Mandatory completion and reporting of internal investigations to POST as required by state 


law. 


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of applicable directive/policy.  


• Example of complete/processed complaint from the past 12 months. 
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CHAPTER 12 
Employee Grievance Procedures 


 


12.1 GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes an employee grievance procedure, including: 


 


 a) Identifying matters that are grievable, i.e., scope; 


 b) Establishing time limitations for filing a grievance; 


 c) Establishing procedural steps and time limitation at each step in the grievance procedure; 


 d) Establishing criteria for employee representation; 


 e) Identifies the position or component within the agency responsible for coordination of  


  grievance procedures. 


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


• Copy of applicable Ordinances. 


• Copy of contracts or collective bargaining agreement, if applicable. 


 


12.2 CONTENTS OF EMPLOYEE GRIEVANCE 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy requires that any employee grievance include: 


 


 a) A written statement of the grievance and the information upon which it is based, time and  


  dates of occurrence; 


 b) A written specification of the alleged wrongful act and resultant harm; 


 c) A written description of the remedy, adjustment, or other corrective action sought. 


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


• Most recent example of complete/processed grievance.  
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CHAPTER 13 
Disciplinary Procedures 


 


13.1 CODE OF CONDUCT AND LAW ENFORCEMENT CODE OF ETHICS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy specifies the code of conduct for agency personnel and is 


provided to such personnel. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of law enforcement code of ethics. 


 


13.2 DISCIPLINARY SYSTEM 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishing a disciplinary system. The system should 


include: 


 


 a) Procedures and criteria for corrective action including counseling, oral reprimand, written  


  reprimand, loss of leave, suspension, demotion, and termination of employment; 


 b) Recognition of employment due process rights provided by applicable statutory and case  


  law; 


 c) The agency has a policy regarding the prohibition of sexual and other harassment and  


  provides procedures for reporting and reviewing accusations of harassment; 


 d) The agency conforms to state law regarding mandatory disciplinary P.O.S.T. notifications.  


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of the applicable directive/policy. 


• Copy of an administrative action taken in the last 12 months (name can be blacked out). 


 


13.3 SUPERVISORY AND COMMAND STAFF 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy specifies the role of supervisory and command staff in the 


disciplinary process and the authority of each level relative to disciplinary actions. 


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of an administrative or supervisory action taken in the last 12 months (name can be 


blacked out). 


• Copy of applicable directive/policy.  


 


13.4 MAINTENANCE OF RECORDS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy specifies the procedures for maintenance of records of 


disciplinary actions. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 
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13.5 APPEAL PROCEDURES 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy specifies appeal procedures in disciplinary actions. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy.  


 


13.6 BRADY/GIGLIO INFORMATION 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes procedures governing the identification and 


disclosure of so-called “Brady/Giglio” information (generally any information having bearing on 
an officer’s potential impeachment as a witness in a criminal proceeding) which at a minimum 
must include: 1) a requirement that the Department investigate all officer misconduct allegations 


involving Brady/Giglio information, and 2) a requirement that the Department disclose all 


relevant Brady/Giglio information to the prosecuting attorney. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy.  
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CHAPTER 14 
RECRUITMENT 


  


14.1 SELECTION PROCESS FOR APPLICANTS 


 


Standard: The agency utilizes a formal process for the selection of qualified officer applicants 


incorporating minimum employment standards, which may include: a standardized and 


documented selection process that assesses job aptitude, an in-depth background investigation, 


physical agility or a physical proficiency battery, and psychological, polygraph, and/or medical 


examination.  


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of written directive/policy reflecting compliance with the above standard.  


• Copy of a completed application package and applicable results from the last 12 months. 


 


14.2 EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY 


 


Standard: The agency participates in and supports equal employment opportunity in its recruiting 


and hiring practices. 


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of applicable ordinances or written directive/policy reflecting the standard. 


• Copy of a blank employment application. 


• Copy of employment announcement made in the last 12 months, and distribution list. 
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CHAPTER 15 
Training 


 


15.1 BASIC PEACE OFFICER TRAINING 


 


Standard: Each officer having responsibility for the enforcement of the criminal laws in general, 


will graduate from a basic training program certified by the Utah Peace Officers Standards and 


Training, and the department field training program. 


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of recent recruit’s graduation verification of Utah state certification. 


• Example of field training documentation from within the last twelve months. 


 


15.2 FIRST-LEVEL SUPERVISORS 


 


Standard: Every employee appointed or promoted to a first-level supervisory position successfully 


completes Department-approved supervisory training within three years of such appointment or 


promotion.  


 


Required Documentation: Copy of supervisory training record from the last 12 months. 


 


15.3 MID-MANAGEMENT POSITIONS 


 


Standard: Every employee appointed or promoted to a mid-level management position 


successfully completes Department-approved management training within three years of such 


appointment or promotion. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of management training record from the last 12 months. 


 


15.4 ANNUAL TRAINING 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy specifies that every regular officer having responsibility for 


the enforcement of criminal laws, in general annually completes a minimum of 40 hours of 


certified in-service training, 16 hours of which shall include training focused on mental health and 


other crisis intervention responses, arrest control, and de-escalation training as required by state 


law. 


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of Department’s training records. 


• Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


• Recertification Note: Recertifying agencies must provide copies of Department training 


records from every year following the last date of accreditation. 
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15.5 TACTICAL TEAM TRAINING 


 


Standard: If the agency has a tactical team, those team members engage in training and readiness 


exercises. 


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of tactical team training records. 


• Recertification Note: Recertifying agencies must provide examples of Department tactical 


team training records from every year following the last date of accreditation. 
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CHAPTER 16 
Promotion 


 


16.1 PROBATIONARY PERIOD 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy requires that the agency impose a probationary/trial period of 


at least six months upon all newly promoted personnel. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


  


16.2 WRITTEN PROMOTION ANNOUNCEMENT 


 


Standard: The procedures used by the agency for promotions are job-related and 


nondiscriminatory. The agency provides to each employee a written promotion announcement, 


which includes: 


 


 a) Identification and description of the position or job classification, which is intended to be  


  filled through promotion; 


 b) A schedule of all elements of the promotional process; 


 c) Specification of the requirements for participation in the promotional process; 


 d) Description of the process to be used for the testing, evaluation, and selection of personnel 


     within the promotional process. 


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of a written promotion announcement. 


• Copy of written directive/policy or civil service regulations reflecting compliance with the 


standard. 


 


 


16.3 PROMOTION ADMINISTRATION 


 


Standard: The responsibility and authority for administering the promotional process for the 


agency is specified in a written directive/policy. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy or civil service regulations. 


 


16.4 APPOINTED POSITIONS  


 


Standard: A written directive/policy specifies which positions within the organization are 


appointed and exempt from promotion testing policies. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 
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CHAPTER 17 
Performance Evaluations 


 


17.1 ANNUAL PERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes and describes an annual personnel performance or 


review evaluation system for the agency, including measurement definitions and criteria. The 


agency requires that every rater involved with the personnel performance evaluation system 


receive instruction in rating procedures and rate responsibilities as a precondition of such 


involvement.  


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of an employee evaluation completed within the last 12 months. 


• Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


• Recertification Note: Recertifying agencies must provide examples of Department 


employee evaluations from every year following the last date of accreditation. 


 


17.2 PERFORMANCE EVALUATION COUNSELING 


 


Standard: Each employee is counseled at the beginning of the rating period by the individual 


responsible for rating such employee, concerning: 


 


 a) Tasks of the employee’s position; 
 b) Performance expectations of the rater; 


 c) The evaluation rating criteria to be applied. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of an employee evaluation completed within the last 12 months. 


 


17.3 PROBATIONARY EMPLOYEES 


 


Standard: The agency requires a written performance evaluation on all probationary employees, 


which at a minimum shall consist of an evaluation once at the beginning and once at the end of 


the probationary period.  


 


Required Documentation: Copy of completed and signed performance evaluation. 


 


17.4 EVALUATION OF SPECIFIC PERIOD 


 


Standard: Evaluation of the employee’s performance covers a specific period and such evaluation 
is based only on performance during that specific period. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of an employee evaluation completed within the last 12 months. 


 


17.5 SIGNATURE ON PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy specifies that the employee be given the opportunity to 


review the completed performance evaluation. 
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Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


17.6 RATED BY IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy specifies that employees are rated and counseled regarding 


the evaluation by their immediate supervisor. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


17.7 REVIEW OF EVALUATIONS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy states that evaluations shall be reviewed by the rater’s 
immediate supervisor. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


17.8 UTILIZATION OF PERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy governs the agency’s utilization of results of the performance 
evaluations. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


17.9 CONTESTED EVALUATION REPORTS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy requires a review process for contested evaluation reports. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


17.10 RETENTION PERIOD 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes the retention period of the performance evaluation 


report. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


17.11 COPIES OF PERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy requires that a copy of the completed evaluation report be 


provided to the employee. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 
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Chapter 18 
Operations 


 


18.1 COMMUNICATION, COORDINATION AND COOPERATION 


 


Standard: A written procedure is in place to relay information between patrol shifts and other 


components of the agency. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of an example of the written procedure described in the standard. 


 


18.2 SHIFTS/SCHEDULES 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes the procedures to be used in assigning officers to 


shifts, time off, and use of leave, which specifies the applicable criteria and frequency of rotation 


therein. 


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of current officer shift schedules. 


• Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


18.3 SPECIAL PURPOSE VEHICLES 


 


Standard: The operation and utilization of any agency aircraft or special purpose vehicle are 


governed by an appropriate written directive/policy, which establishes control, accountability, and 


prescribes proper usage thereof. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


18.4 ON-SCENE SUPERVISOR 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy describes the circumstances requiring the on-scene presence 


of a supervisor for the purposes of assuming command. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


18.5 INVESTIGATIONS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy prescribes the categories of crimes and incidents wherein 


patrol officers are responsible for initial investigation and/or follow up investigations. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


18.6 SEARCH AND SEIZURE 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy governs search and seizure with or without a warrant which 


complies with applicable federal, state, and local law, to include warrant requirements on 


electronic communications and notification as required by state law. 
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Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


18.7 ARRESTS WITH OR WITHOUT A WARRANT 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy governs arrest with and without a warrant. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


18.8 FIELD INTERVIEWS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy governs field interviews. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


18.9 INFORMANTS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes procedures for the use of informants by officers. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


18.10 RADIO COMMUNICATIONS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes procedures for radio communications. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


18.11 PURSUIT DRIVING 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy governs pursuit of motor vehicles in accordance with state 


laws and guidelines. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


18.12 RESPONSE TO ROUTINE AND EMERGENCY SITUATIONS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes procedures for responding to routine, urgent, and 


emergency calls. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


18.13 SAFETY RESTRAINING DEVICES 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy requires the employee’s personal use of safety restraining 
devices in agency vehicles. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 
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18.14 BODY CAMERAS 


 


Standard: If the agency utilizes body cameras, the agency has a written directive/policy indicating 


the use, application, and dissemination of information from application. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


18.15 PROTECTIVE VESTS OR JACKETS 


 


Standard: The agency has a written directive/policy concerning the purchase and use of protective 


vests. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


8.16 K-9 UNITS 


 


Standard: If police K-9 units are utilized, the agency controls and governs such utilization by 


written directive/policy. The written directive/policy must comply with federal, state, and local 


law, including the state certification requirements for K-9 units set out in state law.  


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


18.17 24-HOUR PER DAY COVERAGE 


 


Standard: Law enforcement response to emergencies is available 24 hours per day, every day of 


the week, within the agency’s service area. 
 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of officer shift schedules. 


• Copy of interlocal agreement or memorandum of understanding. 


 


18.18 ACTIVE SHOOTER PREPARATION AND RESPONSE 


 


Standard: A written policy/directive addresses preparation for and response to active shooter 


events, to include training. 


 


Required Documentation  


 


• Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


• Copy of most recent training. 


• Copy of MOU to handle active shooter events if applicable. 


18.19 FITNESS FOR DUTY 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes standards regarding officer fitness for duty, which 


must, at a minimum: 1) address physical and mental fitness, 2) require immediate supervisory 


action upon receiving any allegation that an officer is not fit for duty, 3) upon finding that an 


officer is not fit for duty, require notification to POST pursuant to state law.  
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Required Documentation : Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


18.20 PHYSICAL STRIP SEARCHES 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes procedures for strip searches which must require, 


at a minimum: 1) supervisory approval prior to each strip search, 2) that personnel of the same 


sex as the arrested person will conduct the search (unless the search is conducted by a medical 


practitioner), and 3) that no strip search shall occur unless there is reasonable suspicion based 


upon specific and articulable facts to believe the individual has a health condition requiring 


immediate medical attention or is concealing a weapon or contraband. 


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


• Proof of receipt of applicable directive/policy by officers. 


 


18.21 PHYSICAL BODY CAVITY SEARCHES 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes procedures for physical body cavity searches 


which must require, at a minimum: 1) supervisory approval prior to each body cavity search, 2) 


that only a physician or an individual approved by a physician may conduct a body cavity search, 


and 3) that no individual shall be subjected to a physical body cavity search without a search 


warrant or approval of legal counsel. 


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


• Proof of receipt of applicable directive/policy by officers. 


 


18.22 IN-CUSTODY SUSPECTS AT MEDICAL FACILITIES 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes procedures for the maintenance of custody of 


suspects checked in for treatment at a hospital or other medical facility. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


18.23 ASSET FORFEITURE 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy that is compliant with federal, state, and local law establishes 


procedures for asset forfeiture, including the identification, tracking, management, and 


safekeeping of seized property, as well as a prohibition on the transfer, sale, or auction of seized 


property to an employee of the agency. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 
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18.24 USE OF FACIAL RECOGNITION SYSTEMS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy that is compliant with federal, state, and local law prohibits 


the agency from using a facial recognition system on an image database except as specified in 


state law.  


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 







32 


 


CHAPTER 19 
Juvenile Procedures 


 


19.1 JUVENILE CONTACT 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy governs the agency’s handling of juveniles as defined by 
state statute. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


19.2 RELEASE OF JUVENILES 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes procedures for the release of juveniles. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


19.3 REFERRAL TO INTAKE/DETENTION 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes criteria governing referral of juveniles. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


19.4 CITATIONS OR SUMMONS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes criteria and procedures for issuing written 


citations or summons to juvenile offenders to appear in the appropriate court in lieu of taking 


them into custody. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


19.5 PROTECTIVE CUSTODY 


 


Standard: The agency has a written directive/policy for taking a juvenile into custody when: 


 


 a) The juvenile is alleged to have engaged in non-criminal misbehavior (a status offense); or 


 b) The juvenile is alleged to have been harmed or to be in danger of harm. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


19.6 JUVENILES IN CUSTODY 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes procedures for juveniles that have been taken into 


custody, including: 


 


 a) Advising the juvenile of his/her constitutional rights prior to custodial interview; 


 b) Taking the juvenile to the intake or juvenile facility without delay unless emergency 


           medical treatment is required, as outlined in state code.  


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 
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19.7 SOCIAL SERVICE AGENCIES 


 


Standard: The agency maintains a listing of social service agencies in its area providing youth 


services. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of listing of social service agencies. 


 


19.8 RECORDS, FINGERPRINTS AND PHOTOGRAPHS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes procedures for the collection, dissemination, and 


retention of records, fingerprints, photographs and other forms of identification pertaining to 


juveniles, including:  


 


 a) Provisions relating to court ordered expungement of records; 


 b) Provisions governing disposition of records when juveniles reach adult age; 


 c) Provisions for access to records on a need-to-know basis only. 


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of records retention schedule. 


• Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


19.9   POSITION ACCOUNTABLE FOR RECORDS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy designates a position accountable for the collection, 


dissemination, and retention of juvenile records. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 
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CHAPTER 20 
Emergency Operations Response 


 


20.1 PLANNING 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy specifies the position in the agency responsible for planning 


the agency’s response to unusual occurrences. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


20.2 NATURAL DISASTERS AND CIVIL DISTURBANCES 


 


Standard: The agency has a written plan for responding to natural and/or manmade disasters and 


civil disturbances, including provisions for incident/unified command. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of disaster response plan. 


 


20.3 INCIDENT REVIEW 


 


Standard: The agency’s emergency operations plans and/or special event plans are reviewed and 


updated as necessary. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of emergency operation plan with revision date. 


 


20.4 EMERGENCY MOBILIZATION PLAN 


 


Standard: The agency has a written emergency mobilization plan. 


 


Required Documentation 


• Copy of Department/City/County emergency operations plan (plans must be easily 


accessible). 


• Copy of any other plan that may be utilized. 


 


20.5 EQUIPMENT INSPECTION 


 


Standard: If applicable, agency equipment designated for use in unusual occurrence situations is 


inspected annually or more often as needed to ensure operational readiness. Equipment should be 


inspected post incident. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of equipment list and record of last inspections, if applicable. 


 


20.6 CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES 


 


Standard: If the agency is involved with a contingency plan concerning an emergency situation at 


a correctional or other institution, it has a written plan for such an occurrence. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of correctional facility plan. 
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CHAPTER 21 
Public Information and Community Relations 


 


21.1 PUBLIC INFORMATION 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy specifies the position(s) in the agency responsible for public 


information. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


21.2 RELEASING INFORMATION 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy identifies by position the individual(s) within the agency who 


may release information to the news media: 


 


 a) At the scene of an incident; 


 b) From agency files; 


 c) Concerning an ongoing criminal investigation. 


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of a media release from the last 12 months. 


• Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


21.3 MEDIA ACCESS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy governs the access of media representatives, including 


photographers, to: 


 


 a) Scenes of major fires, natural disasters, or other catastrophic events; 


 b) Perimeters of crime scenes. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


21.4 SOCIAL MEDIA 


 


Standard: Agency will have a written directive/policy regarding social media. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


21.5 COMMUNITY OUTREACH 


 


Standard: A list of community outreach programs is available to officers. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of community outreach program list. 
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CHAPTER 22 
Vehicles 


 


22.1 VEHICLE POLICY 


 


Standard: The agency has a written vehicle directive/policy to ensure guidelines and directions to 


its personnel regarding the proper use and operation of police vehicles in routine, emergency, off 


duty, and pursuit situations. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


22.2 VEHICLE MAINTENANCE 


 


Standard: The agency utilizes a process for the inspection and maintenance of vehicles used by 


the agency. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of inspection/maintenance forms. 


 


22.3 EMERGENCY EQUIPMENT 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes guidelines for the use of authorized emergency 


equipment, including lights and siren. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


22.4 ACCIDENTS INVOLVING AGENCY VEHICLES 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes guidelines for the reporting, review, and 


disposition of all accidents involving agency vehicles. 


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of accident review report. 


• Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


  







37 


 


CHAPTER 23 
Traffic Enforcement 


 


23.1 TRAFFIC ENFORCEMENT 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy governs the agency’s assignment of the responsibility for its 
traffic enforcement. A written directive/policy establishes uniform procedures for taking 


enforcement action, which may include physical arrest, issuance of citations, and warnings. The 


department’s enforcement policy must include a racial profiling directive.  
 


Required Documentation 


• Copy of applicable directives/policies, including: 


o Copy of racial profiling directive/ policy; 


o Copy of traffic enforcement directive/policy. 


 


 


23.2 TRAFFIC RECORD SYSTEM 


 


Standard: The agency maintains traffic records including traffic accident data and traffic 


enforcement data. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of traffic accident/enforcement data. 


 


23.3 BIASED BASED PROFILING 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy addresses biased based profiling in a manner that complies 


with state code.  


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


  


23.4 REPORTS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy governs preparation and processing of traffic citations, arrest 


reports, and other supplemental reports. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable policy/directive. 
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23.5 SPEED MEASURING DEVICES 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy governs the use of speed measuring devices in traffic law 


enforcement, including: 


 


 a) Operational procedures; 


 b) Equipment specifications, care, upkeep, maintenance, and calibration; 


 c) Operator training and certification. 


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of Radar/Lidar certification. 


• Copy of Radar/Lidar operator certification. 


• Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


23.6 TRAFFIC CITATIONS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy outlines the processing of a citation from issuance to official 


filing, including dismissal.  


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of applicable directive/policy.  


• Copy of citation accountability log. 
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CHAPTER 24 


Traffic Accident Investigation 
 


24.1 REPORTING AND INVESTIGATING ACCIDENTS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes procedures, and assigns responsibility and 


accountability, for responding to, reporting and investigating traffic accidents. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


24.2 ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes guidelines for taking enforcement action for 


violations resulting from traffic accidents. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


24.3 PRIVATE PROPERTY 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy governs the reporting or investigation of traffic accidents 


occurring on private property. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


24.4 ACCIDENT SCENE PROCEDURES 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes accident scene procedures for handling injuries, 


fire hazards, and hazardous materials. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 
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CHAPTER 25 
Traffic Direction and Control 


 


25.1 TRAFFIC DIRECTION AND CONTROL 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy governs the agency’s traffic direction and control, including a 


requirement that personnel wear high visibility clothing when involved with traffic direction and 


control. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


25.2 POLICE ESCORTS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy governs police escorts of civilian and/or commercial vehicles 


to include funeral escorts, medical emergencies, dignitary motorcades, parades, etc. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


25.3 CHECKPOINTS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy describes circumstances warranting the use of sobriety and 


traffic safety checkpoints and specifies procedures for implementation, all of which must be in 


compliance with Utah State Law. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 
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CHAPTER 26 
Traffic Ancillary Services 


 


26.1 EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy governs emergency assistance and protection of highway 


users, which must include: 


 


 a) Procedures for taking action to correct hazardous highway conditions; 


 b) Procedures for hazardous material control or removal; 


 c) Procedures for the handling of abandoned vehicles. 


  


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


26.2 TOWING 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy governs the removal and towing of vehicles and requires that 


a record be maintained of all vehicles removed or towed at the direction of agency personnel. 


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of appropriate impound and inventory forms (blank). 


• Copy of applicable directive/policy. 
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CHAPTER 27 
Police Information 


 


27.1 RECORDS INTEGRITY 


 


Standard: The agency has a written and specific information directive/policy, which maintains the 


integrity of its records and is in compliance with GRAMA. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


27.2 LAW INFORMATION NETWORKS 


 


Standard: The agency maintains full participation in the following networks: 


 


 a) Bureau of Criminal Identification (BCI) 


 b) National Crime Information Center (NCIC) 


 c) Statewide Information and Analysis Center (SIAC) 


 


Required Documentation: Proof of participation in the listed networks. 


 


27.3 WANTED, MISSING, AND RUNAWAY PERSONS 


 


Standard: The agency makes BCI, NCIC, and/or National Center for Missing and Exploited 


Children entries of wanted persons, missing persons, and runaway juveniles within the period of 


time as required. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of directive/policy to be in compliance with Amber Alert  


guidelines. 


 


27.4 UTAH UNIFORM CRIME REPORTING 


 


Standard: The agency maintains full participation in the Utah Uniform Crime Reporting Program 


(UCR) or the National Incident-Based Reporting System (NIBRS). Agencies participating in 


UCR must show that they are taking steps or making plans for the required transition to NIBRS. 


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Documentation showing agency participation in the National Incident-Based Reporting 


System (NIBRS) or Utah Uniform Crime Reporting Program (UCR) within the last twelve 


months. 


• For agencies participating in UCR, documentation showing steps or plans for the required 


transition to NIBRS.  


• Copy of directive/policy reflecting the above standard.  
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27.5 INTERNAL ACCESS TO PROTECTED/CONFIDENTIAL RECORDS 


 


Standard: The agency has a written directive/policy which 1) defines protected/confidential 


records as they relate to internal access by employees, 2) prohibits access to those records by 


employees without a legitimate work-related or law enforcement purpose, and 3) prohibits any 


individual who obtains access to an intimate image (as defined in state law) in the course of a 


criminal action from displaying, duplicating, copying or sharing the intimate image unless it is 


done solely for the purpose of the adjudication, defense, prosecution or investigation of a criminal 


matter involving the intimate image as required by state law.  


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy.  
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CHAPTER 28 
Collection and Preservation of Evidence 


 


28.1 EVIDENTIARY ITEMS 


 


Standard: The agency has a written directive/policy for the collection, identification, preservation, 


and transmittal of evidentiary items. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy.  


 


28.2 CRIME SCENE INVESTIGATORS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes that crime scene investigator(s) are available on a 


24-hour basis to process crime scenes. The crime scene investigator may be a sworn or non-sworn 


individual from your or another agency. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of the applicable directive/policy. 


 


28.3 EVIDENCE CONTROLS 


 


Standard: The agency has established and maintains a property system for the secure and proper 


recording, storage, classification, retrieval, transfer, and disposition of all evidentiary, recovered, 


and found property under the protective custody of the agency. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of a chain of custody document showing the recovery, transfer,  


and final disposition of property. 


 


28.4 INVENTORIES AND AUDITS 


 


Standard: Personnel not charged with the custody of property perform an annual random 


inventory and record audits of property placed within the protective custody of the agency. Audits 


are conducted each time the evidence custodian changes. 


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of most recent property/evidence inventory report. 


• Copy of most recent property/evidence inspection/audit report. 


 


28.5 SECURITY 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy controls access to the evidence storage facilities except by 


designated and authorized personnel. Secure facilities are provided for storage of in-custody 


property or evidence during afterhours. The property system of the agency incorporates special 


security and control measures to safeguard all money, firearms, controlled substances, and high 


value items within the protective custody of the agency. 


 


Required Documentation 


• Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


• Evidence or documentation showing compliance with above standard.  
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CHAPTER 29 
Public Safety Communications 


 


29.1 TELEPHONES 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy governs the agency’s participation in a single access 


telephone system utilizing 911 or other area wide single police emergency number. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


29.2 COMMUNICATIONS SERVICES 


 


Standard: The agency maintains full-time operation communications service either independently 


or through a centralized communication system. Dispatch must have an alternate source of 


electrical power that is sufficient to ensure continued operation of emergency communications 


equipment in the event of a primary power source failure. 


 


Required Documentation: Evidence or documentation of compliance with the above standard.  


 


29.3 MISDIRECTED EMERGENCY CALLS 


 


Standard: The agency has established procedures for the prompt and effective routing of 


misdirected emergency calls. 


 


Required Documentation: Evidence or documentation of compliance with the above standard. 


 


29.4 MAPS 


 


Standard: The agency provides maps of the primary service and specific areas of concern within 


the jurisdiction to the communications center. 


 


Required Documentation: Evidence or documentation of compliance with the above standard.  


 


29.5 PORTABLE RADIOS 


 


Standard: Each enforcement officer on duty has access to a two-way hand carried portable radio. 


 


Required Documentation: Evidence or documentation of compliance with above standard.  


 


29.6 RECORDING 


 


Standard: The agency’s communication center possesses the capability for recording and 
immediate playback of all radio transmissions and all incoming telephone calls. 


 


Required Documentation: Evidence or documentation of compliance with the above standard. 
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29.7 RELEASE OF RECORDED MESSAGES 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes the criteria and procedures for the review and 


release of information recorded within the agency’s dispatch communication system. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


29.8 SECURITY 


 


Standard: If the agency operates a full time telephone service and/or public safety communications 


center, it provides such service from facilities designed to be reasonably secure from physical 


attack or sabotage. 


 


Required Documentation: Evidence or documentation of compliance with the above standard.  


 


 


29.9 FIRST-AID INSTRUCTION 


 


Standard: If the agency allows first-aid instruction to be given over the telephone or radio, 


employees must be trained and have immediate access to approved emergency medical 


guidelines. 


 


Required Documentation: Evidence or documentation of compliance with the above standard.  
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Chapter 30 
Prisoner Transportation 


 


30.1 SEARCH OF PRISONERS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy requires the transporting officer to search the prisoner before 


being transported. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


30.2 TRANSPORTATION OF PRISONERS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy requires that prior to and after the transportation of prisoners, 


an examination of the vehicle interior for safety and suitability of prisoner occupancy and 


transport shall be conducted. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy.  


 


30.3 TRANSPORTING OFFICERS’ DUTIES 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy outlines the transporting officers’ duties as they apply to: 


safekeeping of firearms; restraining devices; applicable documentation between the transporting 


and receiving officers; and advising the receiving agency personnel of any potential medical or 


security risk. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


30.4 ESCAPE DURING TRANSPORT 


 


Standard: Following an escape of a prisoner while being transported, the transporting officer takes 


actions prescribed by a written directive/policy, to include, at a minimum, the following: persons 


to be notified; reports to be prepared; further actions to be taken. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


30.5 RESTRAINING DEVICES 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy describes restraining devices and methods to be used during 


prisoner transportation, including: 


 


 a) Provide procedures for transporting sick, injured, or disabled prisoners; 


 b) Provide procedures for the security and control of prisoners transported to medical care  


  facilities or hospitals for treatment, examination, or admission. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy.  
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Chapter 31 
Temporary Holding Facility 


 


 


TEMPORARY DETENTION  


 


Applies to agencies that have no holding cells per se but may detain or hold persons for a period 


not to exceed two hours in a room, space, or area for the purpose of processing, questioning, or 


testing.  In this instance, the detainee may not be under the continuous control or supervision of 


agency personnel. 


 


 


 31.1 MINIMUM PHYSICAL CONDITIONS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes minimum physical conditions for the temporary 


holding area or room and provides for access to water, restrooms, and other needs. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


31.2 CONTINUOUS CONTROL OR SUPERVISION 


 


Standard: If the temporary holding area is used, the period of time that the detainee may be held 


without continuous control or supervision of agency personnel will not exceed two hours. 


 


Required Documentation: Evidence or documentation of compliance with above standard.  


 


31.3 SECURING DETAINEE 


 


Standard: If detainee is to be secured to an immovable object, it will be designed and intended for 


such use. 


 


Required Documentation: Evidence or documentation of compliance with above standard.  


 


31.4 FIRE PREVENTION PLAN 


 


Standard: There is a plan for fire prevention, fire evacuation, and fire suppression for the 


temporary holding area or room. 


 


Required Documentation: Evidence or documentation of compliance with above standard.  


 


31.5 SECURITY CONCERNS 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy addresses the following security concerns in temporary 


holding areas: 


 


 a) weapons control; 


 b) panic or duress alarms; 


 c) access to area and detainee; 


 d) escape prevention; 
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 e) search of detainee; 


 f) security inspection; 


 g) visual observation of detainee at least every thirty minutes. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy. 


 


31.6 AGENCY STAFF TRAINING 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy requires training for all agency staff with any responsibility 


for detainees in temporary custody. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy.  


 


31.7 SUICIDAL / MENTAL / INCAPACITATED 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy establishes protocol for handling suicidal, mentally ill, or 


incapacitated persons.  


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy.  
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Chapter 32 
Holding Facility (72 hours or less) 


 
The Standards in this chapter apply only to those agencies operating short-term holding facilities 


designed to maintain custody of detainees for periods usually not exceeding 72 hours, excluding 


holidays and weekends.  Also included are facilities under the control of the agency located in the 


court and used by the agency’s court security officer(s) to hold detainees awaiting appearances.  
Not included in this category are holding facilities co-located with and operated as an integral part 


of a jail or other correctional institution whose primary purpose is to house detainees for periods 


exceeding 72 hours. 


 
32.1 IN-CUSTODY PROCEDURES 


 


Standard  


 


 a) A written directive/policy requires a security check, including searching for weapons and  


  contraband, prior to each use of an unoccupied cell. 


b) A written directive/policy prescribes space arrangements and procedures to follow in the  


 event of a group arrest that exceeds the maximum capacity of the holding facility. 


 c) A written directive/policy requires positive identification be made before detainee is  


  released. 


 d) A written directive/policy governs the return of property to detainees upon release. 


 e) If detainees are received from an outside agency, positive identification is made of the  


  person presenting the detainee for detention, including verification of the person’s authority  
  to make the commitment. 


 


 


Required Documentation: Copies of applicable directive/policy for 32.1(a), (b), (c), (d), and  


evidence or documentation of compliance with 32.1(e).  


 


 


32.2 ORGANIZATION, ADMINISTRATION, AND MANAGEMENT 


 


Standard: A written directive/policy requires that personnel receive training on the operations of 


the holding facility, to include fire suppression and equipment provided for use by the agency. 


 


Required Documentation: Copy of applicable directive/policy.  


 


32.3 PHYSICAL PLANT 


 


Standard: Holding facilities provide the following minimum conditions for detainees: 


 


 a) adequate lighting as required by local code or ordinance; 


 b) circulation of fresh or purified air in accordance with local public health standards; 


 c) access to a toilet and drinking water; 


 d) access to wash basin or shower for detainee held in excess of eight hours; 


 e) a bed and bedding for each detainee held in excess of eight hours. 


 


Required Documentation: Evidence or documentation of compliance with the above standard. 
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32.4 SAFETY AND SANITATION 


 


Standard  


 


 a) A written directive/policy prescribes fire prevention practices and procedures to include  


  inspection and testing of fire equipment and fire detection devices as required by applicable  


  fire codes.  


 b) The facility has an automatic fire alarm and head and smoke detection system, and fire  


  equipment approved in writing by state or local fire officials.  


 c) There is a written and posted emergency evacuation plan for the facility and designated and  


  signed emergency exit directing evacuation of persons to hazard-free areas. 


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of applicable directive/policy for 32.4(a). 


• Evidence or documentation of compliance with 32.4(b) and (c).  


 


32.5 SECURITY AND CONTROL 


 


Standard  


 


 a) A written directive/policy specifies that firearms will be secured before entering the holding  


  facility, and if any exceptions or conditions are permitted in emergencies, they are included  


  in the directive/policy. 


 b) A written directive also governs control of tools and culinary equipment. 


 c) The agency has a system in the holding facility to alert a designated control point in the  


  event of an emergency. 


 


Required Documentation 


 


• Copy of applicable directive/policy for 32.5(a) and (b). 


• Evidence or documentation of compliance with 32.5(c). 


 


32.6 DETAINEE PROCESSING 


 


Standard 


 


 a) A written directive/policy establishes procedures for a search of the detainee to include: 


 


 i) An inventory search of the detainee at the time of booking and prior to entry to the  


  holding facility; 


 ii) An itemized inventory of property taken from the detainee. 


 


 b) A written directive/policy requires the secure storage of any property taken from detainees. 
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 c) A written directive/policy requires that an intake form is completed for every person 


booked  


  into the facility and contains the following information to the extent permitted by law: 


 


  i) arrest information; 


  ii) property inventory and disposition. 


 


 d) A written directive/policy requires that if males, females, and/or juveniles are required to be  


  detained at the same time, their holding areas are separated from each other by sight and  


  sound. 


 e) A written directive/policy prescribes methods for handling, detaining, and segregating  


  persons under the influence of alcohol or other drugs or who are violent or self-destructive. 


 f) A written directive/policy requires that if detainees are received from an outside agency,  


  positive identification is made of the person presenting the detainee for detention, including  


  verification of the person’s authority to make commitment. 
 g) A written directive/policy prescribes space arrangements and procedures to follow in the  


  event of a group arrest that exceeds the maximum capacity of the holding facility. 


 h) A written directive/policy requires positive identification be made before detainee is  


  released. 


 i) A written directive/policy governs the return of property to detainees upon release. 


 


Required Documentation: Copies of applicable directives/policies.  


 


32.7 MEDICAL AND HEALTHCARE SERVICES 


 


Standard 


 


 a) A written directive/policy identifies the policies and procedures to be followed when a  


  detainee is in need of medical assistance. 


 b) A written directive/policy requires that detainee “receiving screening” information be  
  obtained and recorded when detainees are admitted to the facility and before transfer to  


  another facility.  Receiving screening must include an inquiry into: 


 


  i)  current health of the detainee; 


  ii) medications taken by detainee; 


  iii) behavior, including state of consciousness and mental status; 


  iv) body deformities, trauma markings, bruises, lesions, jaundice, ease of movement, etc. 


 


 c) A written directive/policy controls distribution and documentation of pharmaceuticals  


  within the facility, to include over the counter medications and medications belonging to  


  the prisoner. 


 d) A first aid kit is available in all facilities and is subjected to 


  inspections and replenished, as necessary. 


 


Required Documentation 


• Copies of applicable directives/policies for 32.7(a), (b), and (c). 


• Evidence or documentation of compliance with 32.7(d). 
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32.8 SUPERVISION OF DETAINEES 


 


Standard 


 


 a) A written directive/policy requires 24-hour supervision of detainees by agency staff,  


  including a count of the detainee population at least once every eight hours, and establishes  


  procedures to ensure that the detainee is visually observed by agency staff at least every  


  thirty minutes. 


 b) If audio and/or visual electronic surveillance equipment is used, a written directive/policy  


  specifies that the equipment will be controlled to reduce the possibility of invading a  


  detainee’s personal privacy. 


 c) If detainees are allowed to receive mail or packages while incarcerated, a written  


  directive/policy regulates procedures, to include: 


 


  i) accepting and inspecting items; 


  ii) listing items which are not authorized; 


  iii) recording received items in the detainees’ property record; 


  iv) distribution to the detainee; 


 


 d) A written directive/policy governs procedures for visiting detainees. 


 


Required Documentation: Copies of applicable directives/policies.  
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TO:  THE UTAH STATE LEGISLATURE 


 


 


 Transmitted herewith is our report, A Performance Audit of Utah State Parks 


(Report #2011-03).  A digest is found on the blue pages located at the front of the 


report.  The objectives and scope of the audit are explained in the Introduction.  


 


 We will be happy to meet with appropriate legislative committees, individual 


legislators, and other state officials to discuss any item contained in the report in 


order to facilitate the implementation of the recommendations.  


 


           Sincerely,  


 


   


 


           John M. Schaff, CIA 


           Auditor General 
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Digest of 
A Performance Audit of  


Utah State Parks 
 


With state park systems across the nation under pressure to reduce use 


of taxpayer funds, this audit was requested by the Natural Resources 


Appropriations Subcommittee to identify strategies for the Utah state 


park system to be more self sufficient and reduce its reliance on the 


General Fund. The Utah Division of Parks and Recreation (division) 


oversees 43 state parks and has responsibility for patrolling thousands 


of miles of off-highway-vehicle (OHV) and snowmobiling trails, as 


well as the state’s waterways.    


 


Division Needs to Develop a More Business Focused Operation 


to Improve Park System Efficiency.  This chapter describes a 


number of business practices and cost cutting strategies that should 


help the division reduce its reliance on the General Fund.  The General 


Fund represents nearly one third of the division’s revenues which are 


used mainly to cover the operating deficits at state parks.  We 


recommend that the Legislature consider gradually reducing the 


division’s General Fund appropriation over the next few years.  The 


division should also begin to manage parks as independent business 


units, adopt better accounting tools for managing the park system and 


consider return on investment before advancing capital projects. 


 


Decreasing Operating Expenses by Reducing the Cost of Park 


Staff Is Achievable. Staffing expenses represent 60% of the division’s 


total costs and the division will need to evaluate the necessity of some 


positions if it is to become less reliant on the General Fund. This 


chapter identifies four strategies to achieve budget reductions and 


improve park efficiency through staffing modifications. First, the 


division relies on full-time staff at parks even though visitation is 


highly seasonal. The division should use a lower-cost staffing 


methodology that emphasizes a reduction of full-time employees and 


supplements peak demands with more seasonal staff. Second, 


additional savings can be created by reducing state and regional 


overhead costs.  Third, downsizing law enforcement at parks where 


there is less need for police power would reduce additional 


unnecessary costs. Finally, consolidating park manager positions will 


enable one manager to oversee multiple parks.  Phasing in a mix of 
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these strategies will move the division toward a more efficient park 


system that is less reliant on the General Fund.    


 


Parks Need to Modify Operations to Align More Closely to 


Public Demand.  We identified three strategies to achieve reductions 


through operational modifications to parks. However, even after all 


cost cutting measures are deployed the revenues generated at some 


parks may not meet expenditures. Scaling back seasonal operations is 


the first area we address. Under this arrangement parks could suspend 


services, programs, and significantly reduce staff presence at parks to 


reduce operating expenses during the winter months when visitation is 


low.  Next, the division should evaluate which parks could generate 


additional savings by modifying hours of operation and days of the 


week parks are open, similar to efforts already made at heritage parks.  


 


Despite the effectiveness of these strategies, some parks suffer from 


persistently low visitation and have large operating deficits.  Unless a 


strategy can be developed to reduce these deficits, the Legislature 


could consider permanently closing some of these parks or transferring 


operations to a local municipality. 


 


Park Privatization Efforts Have Been Limited, But Are Feasible 


with Careful Planning. Privatization of state parks as an operational 


model is feasible, but it is relatively untried. It has primarily been 


implemented under unique circumstances. While other states provide 


few examples of privatized park operations, the United States Forest 


Service (USFS) has had success with privatization of some operations. 


If the Legislature decides to increase the level of privatization in the 


state park system, it would require careful planning and oversight. We 


recommend that if the Legislature decides to pursue privatization of 


state parks, a pilot program be implemented first to gauge success. 


Increased privatization of state parks could be helpful in making the 


state park system more efficient and less reliant on state General 


Funds.  


 


It is essential for the division to address recommendations made 


throughout this report in order to become more efficient and fully 


understand the costs and benefits associated with each park.  For 


privatization to be appealing to the state, the key is whether total 


expenses shifted to private partners are greater than privatized 


revenues to allow for savings while maintaining a quality operation. 
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Chapter I 
Introduction 


 
 State parks agencies in most western states are under pressure to 


reduce their dependence on taxpayer support.  State governments are 


facing tough financial conditions and finding it difficult to pay for 


basic services such as education, human services, and corrections.  For 


this reason, some states are beginning to question the practice of 


subsidizing recreational activities such as camping, golf, and water 


sports.  Many states surrounding Utah have asked their state parks and 


recreation agencies to reduce their budgets and find sources of support 


other than General Fund appropriations.  In response, some states 


have reduced hours of park operation and some have reduced park 


staff.  A few states have even closed some parks. 


 


 The Legislature asked the Legislative Auditor General to examine 


the Division of Parks and Recreation (division) to identify ways to 


reduce the division’s reliance on General Fund support.  This report 


explores several strategies for improving efficiency and reducing the 


cost of state parks.  We also examined the opportunities and potential 


benefits of privatizing state parks. 


 


 


Utah’s Division of Parks and  
Recreation Fills Many Roles   


 


 The Utah Division of Parks and Recreation is a division of the 


Department of Natural Resources with a broadly stated mission:  


 


To enhance the quality of life by preserving and providing 


natural, cultural, and recreational resources for the enjoyment, 


education, and inspiration of this and future generations. 


 


Utah’s state parks system offers many opportunities for recreation, and 


preserves scenic areas and historic landmarks.  The facilities operated 


by the division include museums, marinas, golf courses, campgrounds, 


and historic buildings.  As shown in Figure 1.1, Utah’s 43 state parks 


can be broadly classified in three categories:  recreational, historic, and 


scenic.  Appendix A includes a map showing the location of each state 


Utah’s 43 state parks 
include recreational, 
historic, and scenic 


parks. 
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park.  The division also patrols and maintains some waterways, trails, 


and other resources that are located outside of its parks.   


 


Figure 1.1  Division of Parks and Recreation Manages a Variety of 
Recreational Facilities.  Utah’s state parks are classified as heritage, 
scenic, or recreation parks.  Four state-run golf courses are within parks.  
The division also provides support at other recreation areas.  
 


 Heritage Parks (8)  Recreation Parks (28) 


    Anasazi Bear Lake Millsite 


    Camp Floyd/Stagecoach Inn Coral Pink Sand Dunes Otter Creek 


    Edge of the Cedars Deer Creek  Palisade 


    Fremont Indian East Canyon Piute 


    Frontier Homestead Escalante Petrified Forest Quail Creek 


    Territorial Statehouse Flight Park Red Fleet 


    This Is The Place Great Salt Lake Marina Rockport 


    Utah Field House Museum Green River Sand Hollow 


 Scenic  Parks (7) Gunlock Scofield 
            Antelope Island Historic Union Pacific Rail Trail Starvation 


    Dead Horse Point Huntington Steinaker 


    Goblin Valley Hyrum Utah Lake 


    Goosenecks Jordan River OHV  Willard Bay 


    Kodachrome Basin Jordanelle Yuba 


    Snow Canyon 
 


    Wasatch Mountain 
 


 
  State-Run Golf Courses (4)                Other Recreation Areas (4) 


               Green River     Flaming Gorge 


               Palisade     Gunnison Bend 


               Soldier Hollow     Lake Powell 


               Wasatch Mountain     Monte Cristo 


 


 In addition to its 43 state parks and four golf courses within some 


parks, the Division of Parks and Recreation is responsible for 


recreational areas not directly associated with a state park.  For 


example, the division reports it patrols approximately 50,000 miles of 


off-highway-vehicle (OHV) trails and grooms some 1,200 miles of 


snowmobile trails.  The division also patrols major waterways such as 


Lake Powell and Flaming Gorge.  Of the division’s 220 full-time staff, 


75 are certified law enforcement officers.  


 


Division Relies on General Funds 
To Support Park Operations 


 


 The division’s financial support comes through appropriations 


from two budget line items: an operations line item and a capital line 


The Division of Parks 
and Recreation is also 
responsible for 
maintaining and 
patrolling off-highway-


vehicle trails.   
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item.  For fiscal year 2010, the division spent the following amounts 


for the two line items: 


 


 Operations Line Item:      $ 30,103,596 


 Capital Line Item:                3,755,051 


 


Although we touch lightly on the division’s spending on capital 


projects, the main focus of this report is on maximizing the efficiency 


of the division’s operations budget.  The operations budget is also 


much larger than the capital budget and therefore received greater 


consideration during the audit process.   


 


General Funds Represent Nearly 
One-Third of Division Revenues 


 


 General Fund appropriations represent 31 percent of the division’s 


revenues.  In fiscal year 2010, the division relied on $9.2 million in 


General Funds to pay for 31 percent of its operating costs. As seen in 


Figure 1.2, the remaining revenues are comprised of user-based fees 


and a small amount of federal funds.  


 


Figure 1.2  Users Pay Nearly Two-Thirds of Division Costs.  A 
majority of the division’s costs are paid by users in the form of direct park 
revenues, such as gate fees, as well as registration fees for boats and off-
road vehicles.  General tax funds pay for 31 percent of division costs. 


 


 


Direct Park 
Revenues


40%


Boating 
Registration 
and Gas Tax


OHV 
Registration 
and Gas Tax


Federal and 
Other Grants


5%


General Fund


31%


11% 13% 


The focus of this 
report is on the 
division’s $30 million 


operations budget.  


Park users pay for 64 
percent of the cost of 
operating state parks.  
Taxpayers contribute 
another 31 percent.  
The remaining 5 
percent comes from 


grants.  
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 The division’s revenues include several categories of user-based 


fees.  Direct park revenues consist of the fees paid by campers and day 


use visitors of the state parks as well as green fees at the golf courses, 


revenue from equipment rentals, and retail sales at gift shops.  The 


division also receives registration fees paid by the owners of boats and 


OHVs and a small portion of the state gas tax to support the division’s 


efforts in those two areas. Finally, the division has several restricted 


accounts that contain federal grants and revenues from user groups 


which make up five percent of revenues.   


 


 General Funds Are Mainly Used to Pay for Operating Deficits 


at Utah State Parks.  In 1957, the Legislature authorized the Utah 


State Parks Commission to develop parks and recreation areas and to 


preserve and protect historic sites and scenic treasures.  The division 


reports that the original intent of the Legislature was not for parks to 


be 100 percent self sustaining.  Instead, the division has operated 


under a funding model using a mix of user fees and taxes.   


 


 Over the years, the Legislature has increased the number of state 


parks to 43 and provided tax funds to help support the parks, each of 


which has a unique history.  For example, the Palisade State Park was 


once a private resort known as Funk’s Lake in the 1870s.  In 1959, the 


Utah State Parks and Recreation Commission identified the area as a 


potential state park to “aid in the local economy while providing 


recreation for residents and visitors.”  In 1964, Sanpete County 


donated 62 acres of lakeshore to the state.  In the 1970s, the county 


used a federal grant to construct a golf course and, in 1986, the 


division added the golf course to Palisade State Park.  The division 


reports that until recently, there has been no expectation that state 


parks and golf courses would cover their operating costs with user 


fees. However, the division is now working to become more self-


sufficient. 


 


During fiscal year 2010, the state’s park system required $6.9 


million in General Funds to cover park operating expenses not covered 


by user fees.  That same year the division spent another $2.3 million in 


General Funds on costs not directly associated with park operations.  


These costs included the division’s annual commitment to This Is The 


Place Foundation and the payments on the debt for two state golf 


courses.  Figure 1.3 summarizes how the division spent its General 


Funds in fiscal year 2010. 
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Figure 1.3   The Division Used General Funds Primarily to Support 
State Parks.  For fiscal year 2010, the division spent $9.2 million in 
General Funds.  The list below describes how those funds were used.  
Appendix B.1 includes additional detail for the amounts shown here. 


 


Support of State Park Operations   


       Heritage Parks $2,186,800  


Recreation Parks 2,084,400 


Scenic Parks 1,208,100 


Golf Courses 752,300 


Other Park Units* 681,100 


             Subtotal: $6,912,700  


Other Uses of General Funds   


This Is The Place Foundation  $800,000  


Soldier Hollow Golf Course Bond Payment 1,100,100 


Wasatch Mountain Golf Course Bond Payment 371,400 


             Subtotal: $2,271,500  


   Total:  $9,184,200  


*Includes Lake Powell, Monte Cristo, Antelope Island bison, Flaming Gorge, Gunnison Bend.  
       


Of the nearly $9.2 million of General Funds spent by the division 


in fiscal year 2010, about $6.9 million supported state park operations 


managed by the division.  That amount was needed in addition to fees 


already paid by the users of state parks to pay the operating costs.  If 


the state parks were treated as independent business units, the $6.9 


million would represent the total loss incurred by the state parks. 


 


In this report, the full costs of state parks are usually reported.  The 


full costs include the direct costs of operating a park plus the allocated 


overhead costs.   There are two exceptions, however.  We do not 


report the cost of two bond payments for the Soldier Hollow and 


Wasatch Mountain golf courses as part of the operating expenses.  We 


view those bond payments as a capital cost rather than an operating 


cost. 


 


General Funds Were Used to Pay Park Costs While Park 


Revenues Were Lapsed to the Restricted Accounts.  The $9.2 


million in General Funds used represents the actual amount needed to 


operate state parks.  The division was actually appropriated 


$10,388,700 in General Funds.  However, roughly $1 million of that 


amount was spent in lieu of user-based fees that were left unspent at 


year end and added to the division’s three restricted funds.  In this 


Nearly $7 million in 
General Funds was 
used to support the 
operations of Utah’s 


state parks.   
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report, we recognize only those General Funds that were actually 


needed to cover the cost of park operations.  We assume that all user 


fees were available to cover park operating costs and could have been 


spent first, if authorized in the 2010 budget.   


 


 


State Park Systems Nationwide 
Are Under Pressure   


 


 This audit was conducted at a time when state park and recreation 


agencies everywhere are facing financial challenges.  In many western 


states, the parks and recreation agencies are being asked to reduce their 


reliance on General Funds.  Many have reduced park staff, closed 


parks, and reduced the hours or days of operation.  The following 


describes some specific actions taken by nearby states. 


 


 Arizona has closed two state parks, partially closed four other 


parks, transferred two historical parks to local management, and 


reduced full-time equivalent employees from about 320 to 210. 


 


 Idaho has increased fees and reduced services at state parks, and 


has made seasonal closures of some parks.  Idaho is considering 


a plan that would require state parks to operate without General 


Fund support. 


 


 Colorado has raised park fees, reduced full-time positions, 


implemented unpaid furlough days for employees, reduced state 


retirement contributions for employees, and reduced operating 


hours at some parks. 


 


 Washington has cut management and administrative staff by 25 


percent.  To do this, they grouped some parks into management 


areas where one manager oversees four parks and shares staff.  


The state is considering six more park closures and looking at 


ways to reduce the number of park rangers.   


 


 The Utah Division of Parks and Recreation is well aware of the 


pressures being felt by the nation’s state parks systems.  In recent 


years, the division has been required to make budget cuts of its own.  


The following describes some of the specific actions taken in recent 


years.  The division has:   


Other states are 
requiring their park 
systems to reduce 
their reliance on 


General Funds. 
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 Reduced full-time equivalent staff from 355 in 2007 to 338 in 


2010   


 Closed museums on Sundays 


 Combined some parks under one management team 


 Developed a formal process of drafting park business plans 


 Investigated ways to enhance parks in order to increase revenues 


 Reviewed concessionaire contracts and protocols to increase the 


public-private partnerships at state parks 


 


The division’s administrative staff are preparing to make further cost 


reductions and developing strategies to draw more people to the parks 


to increase park revenues.  


 


 


Audit Scope and Objectives 
 


 The Natural Resources Appropriations Subcommittee asked the 


Legislative Auditor General to identify ways to help the state park 


system become more self-sufficient and reduce its reliance on General 


Funds.  Some committee members also asked us to consider the 


feasibility of privatizing some state parks.  The following points 


describe the specific audit objectives:   


 


 Evaluate the efficiency and effectiveness of state parks 


 Identify opportunities to privatize parks and park services 


 Review other areas of concern that may arise during the course 


of the audit 


 


To accomplish these objectives, audit staff took the following 


measures: 


 


 Conducted interviews with state employees and agency 


directors 


 Surveyed the state park administrations of neighboring states 


 Reviewed financial and cost data 


 Analyzed payroll, policing, and park visitation data 


The Division of Parks 
and Recreation has 
already taken some 
action to reduce costs 


and increase revenues.  
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 Observed park policing and general operations 


 Examined efforts by other state and federal agencies to privatize 


parks  


 


Chapters II, III, and IV describe specific ways to improve the 


division’s business practices, reduce the cost of staff, and adjust park 


operations.  Chapter V describes steps that could be taken if legislators 


choose to privatize a few state parks. 
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Chapter II 
Improved Business Practices Should  


Reduce Reliance on General Fund 
  


 This report describes several business practices and cost-cutting 


strategies that should allow the Division of Parks and Recreation to 


reduce its reliance on General Funds.  In this chapter, we describe 


several business practices that are essential to operating an efficient 


park system.  For example, improving the cost accounting system will 


allow the division to better track revenues and expenditures at the park 


level.  This, in turn, will allow the division to operate parks as 


independent business units.  Preparing a business plan for each park 


and analyzing the return on investment of capital projects will also 


allow the division to minimize park costs while maximizing revenues.  


In later chapters, we suggest ways to reduce the cost of park staff and 


minimize operating costs, particularly when park visitation is low.  We 


believe these strategies will enable the division to make discretionary 


reductions necessary to reduce the cost of the park system. 


 


    


Legislature Should Consider Reducing  
The Division’s General Funds 


 


 To encourage the division to take decisive action towards reducing 


the cost of state parks, we recommend that the Legislature gradually 


reduce the division’s General Fund appropriation.  We offer a scenario 


of a $1.5 million reduction during each of the next three years.  


However, legislators could make larger or smaller cuts, depending on 


how aggressive they wish to reduce the park’s reliance on General 


Fund support.  Gradually stepping down the General Fund 


appropriation should give the division sufficient time to make the 


transition to a more efficient park system. 


 


Most State Parks Require  
Large Taxpayer Support 


 


 Because the State Park system was originally funded with General 


Funds, most of the state’s campgrounds, golf courses, museums, and 


scenic parks rely on an infusion of General Funds to cover their cost of 


operations.  Only 9 of Utah’s 43 state parks and just 1 of the 4 state 


By adopting better 
business practices, we 
believe the division 
should be able to 
reduce its reliance on 


General Funds.  







 


 


A Performance Audit of the Division of Parks and Recreation (January 2011) 10 


golf courses generate sufficient revenues to operate without support 


from the General Fund.  That means that most state parks are not self-


sufficient, but rely on state tax revenues to cover the full cost of 


operations.  By full cost, we mean the direct park costs plus the 


allocated overhead costs. 


 


 Appendix B contains information showing the cost of each state 


park and the amount that each park is subsidized by taxpayers.  


Appendix B.1 compares the revenues and expenses for each park using 


a full costing model that includes overhead.  Appendix B.2 compares 


revenues to the direct costs for each park without an allocation of 


overhead costs.  The financial data show that once overhead and 


support costs are applied, most state parks require significant taxpayer 


support.  Appendices B.3 and B.4 contain additional data showing the 


costs and revenues of each state park. 


 


 Some parks require taxpayer support while others generate excess 


revenues.  For example, the Bear Lake State Park generated excess 


revenues of $289,000 in fiscal year 2010.  In contrast, during fiscal 


year 2010 the expenditures at the Green River State Park exceeded 


revenues by $562,000.  At the Green River Golf Course the state paid 


a $66 subsidy for each round played based on full costs.  Even if 


overhead is ignored, a subsidy of $43 per round in direct costs at the 


golf course was needed.  Legislators should consider, as a policy 


matter, the extent to which taxpayers should subsidize activities such 


as golfing, camping, and other recreational activities.  


 


General Fund Appropriation  
Could Be Gradually Reduced  


 


 By adopting the business tools described in this chapter as well as 


the cost-reduction strategies described in other chapters of this report, 


Utah’s state parks, as a whole, should be able to operate with less 


taxpayer support.  However, the division will need time to make some 


of the recommended changes.  To help guide the division, we 


recommend that the Legislature consider adopting budgetary intent 


language that prescribes a time period during which the General 


Funds will be gradually reduced. 


 


 The future funding of the Division of Parks and Recreation is an 


important policy decision for the Legislature.  As an example, the 


division’s ongoing allocation of General Funds could be reduced by 


The Legislature could 
gradually reduce 
General Fund support 
to give the division 
time to phase in 
significant changes to 


its operations.  
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$1.5 million each year during each the next three years.  Figure 2.1 


offers a timeline for such a reduction.  However, the Legislature may 


choose to make smaller cuts at a less aggressive pace, or make larger 


and more immediate reductions.  


 


Figure 2.1.  Example of How General Fund Appropriation Could Be 
Gradually Reduced Over Three Years.  In fiscal year 2011, the division 
was appropriated $8.5 million.  A reduction of $1.5 million during each of 
the next three years would bring the annual ongoing appropriation to $4 
million by fiscal year 2014.  


    


Fiscal Year General Funds 
Appropriated 


Reduction from 
Prior Year 


2010 $10.4 million  


2011 8.5 million $1.9 million 


2012 7.0 million 1.5 million 


2013 5.5 million 1.5 million 


2014 4.0 million 1.5 million 
 


 
Example of possible General Fund appropriations for future fiscal years. 


     


A One-time Reduction in General Funds During Fiscal Year 


2011 Should Be Made Permanent.  The scenario described in 


Figure 2.1 shows that the division’s fiscal year 2011 appropriation was 


reduced to $8.5 million from the prior year’s $10.4 million 


appropriation.  This $1.9 million reduction represents a $500,000 


reduction in the ongoing General Fund appropriation, plus an 


additional $1.3 million one-time reduction.  The one-time reduction 


was made in order to reduce the division’s growing fund balance in its 


restricted accounts.  Those accounts are used to accumulate revenues 


from park fees and boating and off-highway-vehicle (OHV) 


registrations.  Because the balances have grown faster than the 


amounts expended from those restricted accounts, legislators approved 


a one-time appropriations reduction of $1.3 million in fiscal year 


2011.   


 


We believe that these one-time reductions should be made 


permanent.  The current balance for the division’s three restricted 


accounts still remains above $12 million and the revenues from these 


user-based fees have increased during the past several years.  


Furthermore, the division’s efforts to adopt revenue-enhancing 


strategies should provide further increases in park revenues.  For this 


reason, it appears the one-time reduction could be made permanent.  


The rate and amount of 
possible General Fund 
reductions for state 
parks is an important 
policy decision the 
Legislature should 


consider.  
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If for some reason revenues do not continue to increase, the division 


should be allowed to cover the shortfall by drawing from the $12 


million balance in its restricted accounts. 


 


Legislature Should Consider Adopting Budgetary Intent 


Language.  We recommend that the Natural Resources, Agricultural, 


and Environmental Quality Appropriations Subcommittee consider 


identifying an amount by which the division’s General Fund 


appropriation will be reduced during each of the next few years.  


Legislators could choose the scenario shown in Figure 2.1 of reducing 


General Funds by 1.5 million during each of the next three years, or 


some other scenario.  The subcommittee could adopt language such as 


the following:   


 


It is the intent of the Legislature that the Division of Parks 


and Recreation take steps to reduce its reliance on ongoing 


General Fund appropriations.  It is anticipated that a 


reduction will be made in the ongoing General Fund 


appropriation of $            during each of the next         fiscal 


years.  The division should present a plan to reduce costs to 


the Natural Resources, Agricultural, and Environmental 


Quality Appropriations Subcommittee before November 


2011.  


 


We believe it is important for the Legislature to give the division 


clear guidance, if possible, about planned future General Fund 


appropriations.  A clear legislative directive will make certain the 


division takes decisive action to reduce its reliance on the General 


Fund.  The Legislature certainly has the option to choose a larger 


annual reduction in General Funds or to apply a smaller reduction 


over a longer time period.  The remainder of this report describes 


strategies the division could adopt to reduce its reliance on General 


Funds.  


 


Park System Should Employ  
Good Business Practices 


 


 The Division of Parks and Recreation can operate a more self-


sufficient park system by adopting better business practices.  First, the 


division should improve its ability to track revenues and expenditures 


at the park level.  Once the park-level accounting has improved, then 


The Legislature should 
consider adopting 
budgetary intent 
language describing a 
planned reduction in 
the division’s ongoing 
General Fund 


appropriation.   
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the division can begin to operate its parks as independent business 


units, draft a business plan for each park, and evaluate capital 


investments.  The division has begun efforts to improve its accounting 


for park costs and revenues and to develop business plans for each 


park.  We encourage them to continue their efforts as described below. 


 
Division Must Accurately Account  
For Park Expenditures and Revenues  


 
Historically, the division has not operated its parks as separate 


business units.  As a result, the accounting system is not designed to 


track both the revenues and expenditures at the park level.  To 


accurately measure each park’s financial performance, the revenues and 


expenditures associated with an activity need to be posted to the same 


accounting unit.  In addition, certain operating costs currently charged 


at the division and regional levels should be allocated to the parks. 


 


Boating and OHV Program Costs and Revenues Are Not 


Accounted for at the Same Level.  Although certain program costs 


may be charged to individual state parks, the revenues associated with 


the program may be accrued at the state level.  For example, we found 


that many of the costs associated with the division’s OHV and boating 


programs are charged to individual state parks, but the revenues 


generated by those programs are accrued at the division level.  The 


parks carry the burden of the cost but do not benefit from the 


revenues of those programs.  As a result, the accounting tends to 


overstate the level of taxpayer subsidy required for some state parks. 


 


For our analysis of each park’s financial performance (shown in 


Appendix B), we needed to estimate the amount of OHV and boating 


revenue that should be allocated to each park.  We relied on estimates 


provided by division staff based on each park’s budget allocation for 


the boating and OHV programs.  However the revenue allocations are 


only estimates and some parks reportedly spend more on the OHV 


and boating programs than had been provided in the budget.  Until 


the division makes a full and accurate accounting for its boating and 


OHV activities and other off-park activities, it will not be able to 


identify the true financial performance of individual parks. 


 


The Costs of Some Park Events Have Been Incorrectly 


Charged to Other State Parks.  We found several instances where 


park staff spent time performing activities not directly associated with 


An improved cost 
accounting system 
would enable the 
division to better 
manage the costs and 
revenues of state 


parks.  


The revenues for the 
boating and OHV 
programs should be 
assigned to the same 
park units where the 
program’s costs are 


incurred.    
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the state park where they were assigned.  They spent time off-site 


patrolling OHV trails, providing assistance to other state and local 


agencies, and providing support to other state parks or recreational 


venues.  Their time, however, is often charged to that employee’s 


home park, rather than to the off-site activity or the other park where 


the service was actually provided. 


 


Another example of mismatched expenditures and revenues is the 


treatment of direct services provided to parks by the staff at the state 


and regional offices.  Some staff in the main office and regional offices 


occasionally provide services such as maintenance or law enforcement 


to the individual state parks.  Their time should be considered part of 


the cost of operating the state park, but are often charged to the 


region or division level offices instead of the parks.  Until these direct 


costs are properly accounted for at the individual park level, the 


division will not have an accurate account of each park’s expenditures.  


 


Administrative Overhead Costs Must Be Allocated to State 


Parks.  In order to identify the full cost of park operations, each state 


park must be allocated its share of overhead and support costs.  


0Overhead costs can be found at two levels: the state office and the 


regional offices.  Most of the costs incurred at the state and region 


levels directly or indirectly benefit individual state parks.  It is 


appropriate, therefore, to allocate those costs to the parks in order to 


identify the full cost of park operations.  Figure 2.2 shows the amount 


of overhead costs allocated by state park classification.  Appendix B.3 


shows the overhead allocated to individual parks.  
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Figure 2.2  Direct Cost and Full Cost by Park Classification for Fiscal 
Year 2010.  Administrative support is provided to the state parks by the 
division’s main offices in Salt Lake City as well as by three regional 
offices.  These overhead costs plus the direct park costs equal the full 
cost of operating Utah’s state parks.  


    


Park 
Classification 


Direct Park 
Costs 


Allocated 
Statewide 
Overhead 


Costs 


Allocated 
Regional 
Overhead 


Costs 


Full Cost 


Heritage Parks $2,071,691 $382,403 $346,606 $2,800,701  


Scenic Parks 2,921,414 559,159 418,882 3,899,455  


Recreational 
Parks 


8,335,549 1,650,885 1,128,539 11,114,974  


Golf Courses(1) 2,892,742 515,112 333,018 3,740,872  


 (1)Does not include $1.47 million in annual bond payments. 


 


Several methods can be used to allocate overhead costs to 


individual parks.  We based our allocations on each park’s operating 


expenditures as a percent of the total direct costs.  The results show 


that 25 percent of the overall cost of operating parks is comprised of 


the overhead costs incurred at the state and region levels.  


 


While it is important to allocate overhead costs to determine the 


full cost of operating a state park, for some decisions, it may be best to 


only consider a park’s direct costs.  For example, when considering 


whether to close or to privatize a state park, those decisions should 


hinge on the amount of direct costs the division might avoid.  A park’s 


contribution to overhead costs may have little bearing on the decision 


to close or privatize a state park.  


 


Division Should Operate Parks as  
Independent Business Units  


 


 Once the division has improved its ability to track revenues and 


expenditures at the park level, it should then operate the parks as 


separate business units.  As managers of independent business units, 


park managers can be held accountable for both park revenues and 


expenditures.  Park managers should also be required to develop a 


formal business plan that identifies strategies to minimize expenditures 


and expand revenues.  Capital investments should be evaluated in 


terms of their ability to provide a return on investment. 


 


The full cost of 
operating a state park 
includes allocated 
overhead costs 
incurred by the 
division’s state office 
and three regional 


offices.  
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 Parks Should Be Operated as Unique Business Units.  By 


treating state parks as unique business units, the division can 


encourage park managers to focus on both minimizing costs and 


maximizing revenues.  Instead of operating parks as cost centers, 


where the park manager’s main concern is to keep spending within 


budget, parks should be operated as business units, where revenues are 


largely expected to cover the cost of operations.  If parks are treated as 


business units, park managers will be encouraged to consider how 


their decisions affect the park’s revenues and expenditures.   


 


 In order to operate parks as unique business units, the division will 


need to do three things: (1) provide for park-level accounting  of 


revenues and expenditures, (2) use improvements in park income (or 


reduction in loss) as indicators of a park’s performance, and (3) hold 


park managers accountable for improvements in their park’s financial 


performance.   


 


 We predict that once park managers begin relying on user fees to 


cover the full cost of park operations, they will focus on finding ways 


to increase efficiency and becoming more responsive to the visiting 


public.  Park managers will also focus on identifying new strategies for 


enhancing their park revenues.   


 


 To provide additional motivation, the division should find ways to 


reward park managers who succeed in eliminating or at least reducing 


the losses incurred by their parks.  For example, one incentive used in 


the past has been to allow park managers to use a portion of any 


excess revenues for new capital improvements at the park.   


 


 Develop a Business Plan for Each State Park.  Business plans 


are a basic management tool that should be developed for each state 


park.  The division should require that park managers develop formal 


business plans that include strategies to minimize expenditures and 


expand revenues.  As we visited each state park and spoke with the 


park managers and staff, we discovered that park managers have 


developed creative new strategies to increase revenues and reduce 


costs.  However, few of their ideas have been committed to a formal 


written plan. 


 


Before the division’s management can evaluate park managers’ 


business strategies, park managers must prepare a written description 


By operating state 
parks as unique 
business units, park 
managers will focus on 
increasing revenues 
and reducing 


expenditures.  


A business plan 
should identify 
strategies for 
increasing park 
revenues and reducing 


park expenditures.   







   


 


Office of the Utah Legislative Auditor General 17 


of those strategies that can be supported with a formal cost-benefit 


analysis.  During our audit, the division’s planning director was in the 


process of drafting business plans for two state parks.  The division’s 


stated goal is to have a business plan in place for each state park by 


July 1, 2011.  The planning director or other division administrator 


should review and approve park business plans and strategies.  The 


park managers should then be held accountable for successfully 


carrying out the plans.  


 


 Carefully Evaluate the Return on Investment for Capital 


Projects.  Another business tool the division could use more 


effectively is a return-on-investment (ROI) analysis for capital 


investments.  We found the division does not have a successful track 


record for evaluating the return on investment of its capital projects.  


Improving the accounting system can facilitate such analysis before 


projects are approved and after they are placed in service. 


 


 The Soldier Hollow Golf Course is one example of a major capital 


investment that would have benefitted from more conservative analysis 


of the project’s potential return on investment.  In the summer of 


2000, a task force of state and local officials was formed to evaluate 


the proposed Soldier Hollow Golf Course.  The task force hired a 


consultant to evaluate the potential revenues and expenditures of the 


proposed course.   Both the consultant and the task concluded that 


there would be tremendous growth in the population of Wasatch 


County and in the need for golf courses in the region.  They believed 


the demand for golf would be sufficient to cover both the cost of 


course operations as well as the $1.1 million annual bond payment 


needed to finance the $12 million construction of the new course.   


 


The study has since proven to be far too optimistic.  The number 


of rounds played has been about half of what was forecasted.  As a 


result, the revenues have not been sufficient to cover the course’s 


operating costs, much less the bond payment.  As shown in Appendix 


B.1, during fiscal year 2010 course revenues covered only 74 percent 


of the park’s total costs, with a total operating loss of $309,233.  Due 


to its net operating loss, no funds were available for the annual $1.1 


million bond payment. 


 


 We examined the division’s ROI analysis of several projects 


completed in recent years and some proposed for the future.  The 


A ROI analysis should 
be subjected to an 
independent review to 
avoid overstating the 
benefits of a proposed 


capital investment.  
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division continues to use overly optimistic assumptions regarding the 


potential return on its capital investments.  Several recent proposals 


for capital investments have not recognized all costs associated with 


the projects and overstated the potential income to be generated.  We 


recommend that a more careful process be developed for identifying 


and evaluating capital improvement projects.  Each proposal should 


undergo a careful review by an independent group, such as the 


department’s Finance Director.  Once projects are completed, a 


follow-up analysis should be made to determine if the predicted ROI 


was realized. 


 


    


Recommendations 
 


1. We recommend that the Natural Resources, Agriculture, and 


Environmental Quality Appropriations Subcommittee adopt 


budgetary intent language specifying an annual amount and a 


time period during which the division’s General Fund 


appropriations will be reduced.   


 


2. We recommend that the division monitor the revenues and 


expenditures of each state park, and report the resulting profit or 


loss annually to the Legislature. 


 


3. We recommend that the division find and implement ways to 


reward park managers for improving their park’s financial 


performance.  


 


4. We recommend that the division developed a business plan for 


each state park.  Such plans, which should be updated annually, 


should include strategies for maximizing revenues and minimizing 


expenditures. 


 


5. We recommend that the division prepare careful analyses of the 


potential returns on investment for each proposed capital 


investment.  The analysis should be evaluated by the department’s 


Finance Director before any proposed capital investment is 


approved. 


 


  



http://le.utah.gov/asp/interim/Commit.asp?Year=2011&Com=APPNAE

http://le.utah.gov/asp/interim/Commit.asp?Year=2011&Com=APPNAE
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Chapter III 
Management of Staff Resources  


Must Improve  
 


 Utah’s state park system spends $18 million, or 66 percent of its 


operating budget, on personnel.  For this reason, the division will 


need to seriously evaluate the need for some positions if costs are to be 


reduced.  This chapter identifies four ways the division can reduce its 


personnel costs.  First, the division can replace selected full-time 


positions with seasonal staff.  Second, it can eliminate administrative 


support positions where an overlap of duties exists.  Third, it can 


reduce the number of law enforcement personnel staffed in parks 


where there is little need for a law enforcement presence.  Finally, the 


division can consolidate some management positions by reorganizing 


multiple parks under one manager.   


 


 In addition to the specific areas described in this chapter, there are 


many ways the division can improve the efficiency of its personnel.  


We have found there are an unlimited number of tasks and services 


that park staff could perform. One challenge the division faces is 


distinguishing between those activities which are essential from those 


that are optional, considering the financial constraints under which the 


division operates.  To implement the recommendations in this chapter 


will require the division to make tough decisions regarding how best 


to allocate a declining set of staff resources. 


 


 


Less Reliance on Full-Time Employees 
Can Reduce Park Costs 


 


 Most of the division’s personnel expense goes toward the salaries 


and benefits of its full-time employees.  Because seasonal staff can be 


hired at one-third the cost of full-time staff, the division can reduce the 


cost of its park operations by replacing selected full-time positions 


with lower-cost seasonal staff.  Figure 3.1 identifies the number of 


full-time and seasonal staff at each state park. On a full-time equivalent 


basis, one FTE equals 2,080 hours annually.  


 


  


Seasonal staff can be 
employed at one-third 
the cost of full-time 


staff.   
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Figure 3.1 The Division Employs 220 Full-time Equivalent Staff.  Staff 
are assigned to state parks, 3 regional offices, and the state office.   
 


Park 
Full-time 


Staff 
Seasonal 


Staff 
Total 


Law 
Enforcement 


of Total 


Northern Region Office 11.75 0.1 11.85 1 
Antelope Island 11 5.3 16.3 3 
Antelope Island Bison 2 0.4 2.4   
Bear Lake 5 3.8 8.8 3 
Camp Floyd/Stagecoach Inn 2 0.9 2.9   
Deer Creek 4 2.9 6.9 3 
East Canyon 3 2.4 5.4 3 
Flaming Gorge   0.2 0.2 


 
Great Salt Lake Marina 3 1.1 4.1 2 
Gunnison Bend 0 0.1 0.1   
Hyrum 2 1.6 3.6 2 
Jordan River OHV  1 4.7 5.7 1 
Jordanelle 8 4 12 4 
Rockport 4 2 6 3 
Soldier Hollow Golf 5 10 


 


15   
Utah Lake 5 2.6 7.6 4 
Wasatch Mountain  8 3.5 11.5 2 
Wasatch Mountain Golf 7 10.4 17.4   
Willard Bay 5 3.4 8.4 4 
Yuba 3 3.2 6.2 3 


     
Southeast Region Office 8   8 2 
Anasazi 3 0.9 3.9   
Dead Horse Point 4 1.9 5.9   
Edge of the Cedars 5 0.8 5.8   
Goblin Valley 2 0.8 2.8 1 
Green River 2 1.1 3.1 2 
Green River Golf 2 3.4 5.4   
Huntington 3 1.0 4 3 
Millsite 0 0.6 0.6   
Palisade 3 2.1 5.1 3 
Palisade Golf 3 7.6 10.6   
Red Fleet 0 0.6 .6          1 
Scofield 2 1.6 3.6   
Starvation 3 2.4 5.4 3 
Steinaker 2 1.0 3          1 
Utah Field House Museum 5 1.1 6.1   


     
Southwest Region Office 7   7 1 
Coral Pink Sand Dunes 3 0.4 3.4 3 
Escalante Petrified Forest 2 0.6 2.6 1 
Fremont Indian 4 1.5 5.5          1 
Frontier Homestead 3 1.0 4   
Gunlock 0 0.1 0.1   
Kodachrome Basin 3 0.4 3.4 1 
Lake Powell 4 0.7 4.7 4 
Otter Creek 1 2.7 3.7 


 
  


Piute 
 


0.2 0.2   
Quail Creek 2 0.2 2.2 


 
1 


 Sand Hollow 7 6.1 13.1          5 
Snow Canyon 3 3 6 1 
Territorial Statehouse 1 1.6 2.6   


     
State Office 43 13.8 56.8 3 


     
      TOTALS 219.75 


 
121.8 341.55 


 
75 


The Division of Parks 
and Recreation 
employs 220 full- time 


staff. 
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 Figure 3.1 shows that the division had 220 full-time equivalent 


employees in fiscal year 2010.  The seasonal staff typically work a full 


40 hour week, but only during part of the year.  A seasonal employee 


who works full-time for six months would be counted as 0.5 full-time 


equivalent.   


 
Visitation Is Seasonal, but Parks Are  
Largely Staffed With Year-Round Employees  


 


 Utah’s state parks tend to be crowded during the summer holidays 


and weekends but experience a steep decline in visitation during the 


winter months.  Although the park fees collected are highly seasonal, 


the division’s payroll does not reflect the same seasonal pattern.  


Figure 3.2 below shows the seasonality of park visitation.  


 


Figure 3.2  Park Receipts Show a Highly Seasonal Visitation Pattern.  
The chart shows the monthly entrance fees, camping fees, green fees 
and other fees paid by park visitors.  It reveals a highly seasonal demand 
for park services. 


 


 


 


 In contrast to the highly seasonal visitation described above, the 


division’s payroll costs shows park staffing follows a rather modest 


seasonal pattern.  Figure 3.3, which follows, shows that a majority of 


the division’s payroll expense goes towards the salaries of full-time 


employees (shown in blue) who have a relatively steady, non-seasonal 
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Park visitation drops 
significantly during the 
winter months.  Yet 
most employees are 


full-time staff. 
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work pattern.  We found that a relatively small amount of the payroll 


is used for seasonal workers (shown in red) whose work patterns 


mirror the seasonal nature of park visitation.   


 


Figure 3.3  Payroll Costs for Seasonal and Full-Time Employees.  
The cost of the division’s bi-weekly payroll is shown, revealing less of a 
seasonal pattern than the park visitation data shows. 


 


 


 


 The Division of Parks and Recreation has about 150 full-time 


employees who work at the state parks all year.  During the peak 


summer months, the division employs as many as 350 seasonal 


employees as well, many of whom work only a few hours a week.  


However, the vast majority of the personnel costs at state parks are for 


full-time salaried employees. We question the cost effectiveness of this 


approach to staffing state parks, especially considering the type of 


work being done and the significantly lower visitation to parks during 


winter months. 


 


Lower Cost Staff Could Handle  
More Park Responsibilities 


  


We found that there would be a significant cost advantage to 


shifting more of the division’s resources to seasonal workers.  The 


average payroll cost of a full-time park ranger working at a state park 
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effectiveness of 
employing a year-
round workforce to 
serve a highly 


seasonal park system. 
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is $33.62 per hour, including benefits.  The seasonal employees are 


paid less and have fewer benefits, costing only $11.02 per hour. This 


data indicates you can hire three seasonal workers for the same cost as 


a full-time worker.   


 


Decreasing the Number of Full-Time Workers Could Reduce 


One Park’s Personnel Costs by a Third.  Kodachrome Basin State 


Park offers an example of the savings that could be achieved by 


reducing personnel during the off-season and shifting more of the 


personnel budget, as needed, to seasonal workers.  Even though the 


park experiences very low visitation during the winter months, it is 


staffed with three full-time employees, as shown in Figure 3.4. 


 


Figure 3.4 Kodachrome Basin State Park Is Primarily Staffed with 
Full-Time Employees.  A majority of Kodachrome Basin’s payroll 
expense is for full-time employees. 


 


Figure 3.4 shows that it costs $222,207 annually for personnel 


expenses in fiscal year 2010 at the Kodachrome Basin State Park.  


Figure 3.5 below shows how transitioning two of the full-time staff to 


seasonal workers and reducing staff hours during the winter months 


would allow the park to significantly reduce its payroll costs. 


  


Position Title 
Hours 


Per Year 
Cost Per 


Hour* 
Total 


Compensation 


Park Manager II 2,088 $37.04 $77,349 
Park Ranger II, POST Certified 2,088   36.61 76,434 
Journey Maintenance/Construction 2,088   26.48 55,296 
Park Ranger Aide 1,220   10.76 13,128 


   Sum:  7,484  $222,207 
*Includes the cost of salary and benefits, and rounded to nearest penny. 


Reducing the number 
of staff during the off-
season could produce 


significant savings. 
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Figure 3.5 Replacing Full-Time Staff with Seasonal Workers Reduces 
Costs.   Installing seasonal workers decreases park personnel expenses. 


 


Figure 3.5 describes the combined effect of reducing hours worked 


and the hourly cost of labor.  Fewer hours would be required because 


full-time staff would no longer work during the slow winter months.  


The cost per hour of staff time would also be reduced because seasonal 


staff are paid at a lower rate than full-time staff. The scenario assumes 


that the more complex maintenance projects currently performed by 


the journey maintenance worker would be performed by the region’s 


maintenance crew, as it is for other parks in the region.  The combined 


effect of these changes would reduce the park’s personnel costs by 


$105,474 or 47%. 


 


The scenario in Figure 3.5 assumes that the three seasonal staff 


would be under the direction of a full-time park manager who is 


responsible only for that one park.  Even greater reductions could be 


achieved if the park manager’s duties at Kodachrome Basin State Park 


were assumed by the park manager at the nearby Escalante Petrified 


Forest State Park.  We know this scenario is possible because Millsite 


State Park is staffed entirely by seasonal workers who only work 


during the summer months and are supervised by a park manager at 


the neighboring Huntington State Park.   


 


Kodachrome Basin State Park is but one example of how parks 


could be operated more efficiently with fewer full-time staff.  By 


increasing its reliance on lower-cost seasonal workers, the division has 


an opportunity to greatly reduce its cost of labor. We recommend that 


the division consider using a lower-cost staffing methodology that 


emphasizes the use of seasonal employees. Although the cost of 


employing full-time rangers is the single largest cost of operating a 


Position Title 
Hours 


Per 
Year 


Cost 
Per 


Hour* 


Total 
Compensation* 


Park Manager II 2,088 $37.04 $77,349 
Park Ranger Aide 1,220   10.76 13,128 
Park Ranger Aide 1,220   10.76 13,128 
Park Ranger Aide 1,220   10.76 13,128 


   Sum:  5,748  $116,733 


   Current Staffing:  7,484  $222,207 


 Reduction in Hours/Compensation:   1,736   $105,474 
*includes the cost of salary and benefits, and rounded to nearest penny. 


Increased reliance on 
seasonal employees 
could greatly reduce 
the cost of staffing 


state parks.  
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state park, equally concerning is the cost of the division’s overhead 


burden on state parks, which is the next item to be considered. 


 


 


Division Should Consider  
Reducing Overhead and Other Costs 


 


 The cost of staffing the division’s state and region offices represents 


a large overhead cost that is born by the state parks.  The division 


needs to consider whether some redundancy in staffing at the state, 


region, and local levels could be eliminated.  Some costs for non-park 


units, like Lake Powell and the Antelope Island bison herd, should 


also be reviewed. 


 


Overhead Costs Represents a Large Portion  
Of the Division’s Budget   


 


During fiscal year 2010, support staff at the division’s main office 


in Salt Lake City and at its regional offices made up 32 percent of all 


division staff.  Figure 3.6 describes the number and cost of the 


division’s support staff.  


  


Figure 3.6  Overhead Support Accounts for 32 Percent of Division 
Staff Workload. Of the division’s 220 full-time employees, 70 fill some 
type of an administrative support or other overhead support position.  
       


  Number of FTEs Percent of FTEs 


State Office  43 20% 


Regional Offices 27 12 


State Parks 150 68 


   Total 220 100% 


 


During fiscal year 2010, the personnel expense for the overhead 


functions was $5.7 million.  This amount represents 19 percent of the 


division’s total budget.  The overhead cost is allocated to the parks and 


charged, to some extent, against park revenues.  Therefore, one way to 


help state parks become more self-sufficient is to minimize the 


overhead burden placed on state parks by the state and regional offices’ 


costs.  


 


 


 


A large portion of the 
division’s staff work in 
support functions at its 
state and regional 


offices.   
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Some Redundant Positions Exist at  
State, Region, and Local Levels 


 


 Although the use of regional staff who serve multiple state parks 


can be an effective use of personnel, the existence of redundant 


positions at several levels of the organization is not efficient.   


 


Staff at the state and regional levels may provide special expertise 


that could not otherwise be found among local park staff.  For 


example, a team of maintenance specialists at the regional office 


serving parks in the region is more efficient than having a maintenance 


worker at each park. Addressing a specific need at various parks with 


one regional staff person is an efficient strategy.  There is little need 


for accounting technicians, manager positions, and protective services 


coordinators at each level of the organization.  Providing those 


services at a central location, whether at the main office or the regional 


office, can lead to greater efficiency as opposed to filling those staff 


positions at the local level.  


 


 We question the need for redundant staffing at the state, region, 


and local levels. For example, several individuals at different levels in 


the organization coordinate and supervise the division’s law 


enforcement activities. Specifically, an individual at the department 


level coordinates law enforcement activities across the entire state.  In 


addition, the division’s three regional offices each have an assistant 


regional manager who coordinates law enforcement activities in the 


region.  Finally, at many parks, a park manager or assistant park 


manager oversees local law enforcement activities.   


 


We have observed some redundancy in the responsibilities of these 


law enforcement coordinating staff and believe a streamlining of these 


positions would result in a more efficient operation.  The same 


principle would apply to the park maintenance staff, the heritage 


coordinator, and the accounting support.  We recommend that the 


division examine the overlap of support staff positions at different 


levels in the organization and determine where consolidation should 


occur.   


 


Other Non-park Costs Should Be Reviewed 


 


Besides reviewing overhead costs, other non-park costs should be 


reviewed as well.  As mentioned earlier and shown in Appendix B.1, 


There is some 
redundancy in 
administrative 
positions at the 
division, regional, and 


park levels.   
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other park units that are not included as state parks consumed 


$681,100 in General Fund support in fiscal year 2010.  The two 


largest amounts were $327,100 for Lake Powell and $328,000 for the 


Antelope Island bison herd. 


 


 The division patrols Lake Powell and enforces the State 


Boating Act.  Even though some Boating Restricted Account 


funds were allocated to Lake Powell, a deficit of $327,100 


remained.  Ideally, the restricted funds would fully pay for this 


activity.  The division should evaluate whether costs can be 


reduced or additional restricted funds can be allocated so the 


use of General Funds can be reduced or eliminated.  The 


division reports that more boating and some OHV restricted 


funds are being allocated to Lake Powell in the current fiscal 


year.  That will reduce the deficit there, but leave less restricted 


funds to be allocated for other uses.   


 


 The division manages the bison herd on Antelope Island.  Even 


though the division received revenue from the auction of some 


bison, the deficit shown of $328,000 remained.  The division 


should evaluate whether costs can be reduced or revenue for 


bison herd management increased so the use of General Funds 


can be reduced or eliminated. 


 


In summary, by reviewing and if possible reducing costs incurred 


outside state parks, the overhead burden assigned to parks may be 


decreased. 


 


 


Downsizing Law Enforcement  
Would Reduce Unnecessary Costs 


 


 There appears to be little benefit to having a law enforcement 


presence at many of Utah’s state parks.  At some parks, very few 


citations are written, suggesting there is little need to assign a higher-


cost law enforcement ranger to those parks.  The division could 


achieve significant cost reductions by limiting the number of law 


enforcement officers deployed at its parks.   
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Law Enforcement Presence Offers  
Few Benefits at Some State Parks 


 


According to the police reports prepared by the division’s park 


rangers, law enforcement personnel at many state parks issue very few 


citations.  Arrests and criminal investigations are also extremely rare.  


For this reason, we question whether the added cost of assigning 


POST certified rangers to some state parks is justified.  Figure 3.7 


shows the number of citations issued per officer assigned to the state 


parks during fiscal year 2010. 


 


Figure 3.7. Number of Citations Issued Per Officer Varies from Park 
to Park.  During the year ending August 2010, some park rangers issued 
only a few citations.   


 


 


 


Figure 3.7 shows the 27 state parks which have a law enforcement 


presence.  The officers at half of the parks issued less than 50 citations 


during the past year.  For example, the park manager, assistant park 


manager, and park ranger assigned to Huntington State Park are all 


POST-certified and also provide law enforcement at Millsite and 
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Some park rangers 
certified as law 
enforcement officers 
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The officers at half of 
the state parks issued 
less than 50 citations 


during the past year.   
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Scofield state parks.  From September 2009 through August 2010, 


they issued a total of 28 citations all together.  Most of those citations 


dealt with minor infractions, such as failing to register OHVs and 


helmet violations.  The officers made no arrests and conducted no 


investigations. We question whether the intensive investment in three 


law enforcement officers for that area is necessary. 


 


   On the other hand, the four park rangers assigned to Lake Powell 


are the most active in carrying out a policing function. Unlike officers 


at other state parks, those assigned to Lake Powell do not have regular 


park management responsibilities.  Their major charge is to patrol the 


lake and ensure that boaters are complying with the state’s boating 


regulations. We found that the officers at Lake Powell wrote many 


citations during this period and appear to perform an important public 


safety function at a busy facility.  For this reason, the law enforcement 


presence at Lake Powell appears justified.   


 


 Some State Parks May Be Able to Operate Without a Law 


Enforcement Officer.  The data in Figure 3.7 raises questions 


whether many parks truly need a policing function.  One park missing 


from Figure 3.7 is the Dead Horse Point State Park because the park 


no longer has law enforcement officers.  A decision was made to give 


up the two POST certified positions at the park after an analysis 


conducted by the Southeast Regional Manager showed that the added 


cost of law enforcement at Dead Horse Point was unnecessary.  The 


majority of citations issues by those rangers were considered trivial. 


The park has since replaced the two positions with regular, non law 


enforcement personnel.  The park manager reports that matters 


requiring a response from law enforcement are handled by the county 


sheriff.  


 


Several Options Could Reduce 
Law Enforcement Costs 


 


 Because of the high cost of providing law enforcement services at 


the state parks, we believe the division needs to carefully consider 


whether the added cost of having a law enforcement presence at each 


state park is justified.  The Division of Parks and Recreation spent 


approximately $3.7 million on law enforcement activities during fiscal 


year 2010.  That year, the added cost of retirement benefits for its 75 


law enforcement officers was $492,000 and the cost of equipment and 


vehicles add an additional $256,000 over the cost of employing non-


Some parks should be 
able to operate with 
park rangers who are 
not also law 


enforcement officers.    
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certified park rangers.  To reduce the cost of law enforcement, we 


believe the division should evaluate the feasibility of the following 


options:  


 


1.  Reduce the Number of Law Enforcement Positions.  Some 


savings could be achieved by having non-POST-certified personnel 


conducting much of the operations of those parks with little need 


for a law enforcement presence.  A comparison of salaries shows 


that the average non-POST-certified park manager costs $6,100 


less per year than a POST-certified park manager.  Also, replacing 


a POST certified Park Ranger II with a Park Naturalist II could 


save nearly $9,500 per year. 


 


2. Employ Limited-Status Officers with Compliance Authority 


Only.  Other states, such as Idaho and Oregon, use limited status 


officers at their state parks.  These limited-status officers can issue 


tickets in parks for failure to pay fees, similar to the way port of 


entry officers issue citations.  The cost savings for employing such 


limited status officers would be similar to the previous option of 


replacing officers with non-POST-certified personnel. 


 


3. Create a Separate Entity Responsible for Law Enforcement.  


Estimates vary from park to park, but rangers can spend up to 40 


percent of their time in non-policing duties in the course of a year.  


Because of the higher cost of POST-certified rangers, it makes 


sense for them to specialize more in pure policing duties, which 


means fewer officers would be needed.  In order to use that POST 


training effectively, the Department of Natural Resources could 


centralize the law enforcement functions for all divisions in a single 


department level unit.  This option was suggested in a 2003 Fiscal 


Analyst Report.    


 


4. Reduce Retirement Benefits for New Officers.  A 2003 


Legislative Fiscal Analyst report found that few other states offer a 


20-year retirement for their park rangers.  Despite the more 


generous retirement benefit, our analysis shows that Utah’s park 


rangers: 


 


 Can spend up to  40% of their time in areas other than law 


enforcement activity 


 Deal with a very small number of serious or violent offenses   


Other states have 
found a variety of 
strategies for reducing 
the cost of law 
enforcement in their 


state parks.   
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Given these considerations, increasing the retirement years of service 


for new park rangers from 20 years to 25 or 30 years should be 


considered.  Such a change would reduce the cost differences between 


POST-certified employees and non-POST-certified employees, keep 


more promotion opportunities open for POST-certified personnel, 


and allow the division to maintain a similar force of POST certified 


officers. We believe that the division should evaluate these options and 


report back to the Legislature with possible recommendations. 


 


 
Division Could Consolidate  


Park Management  
 


Another way to improve the efficiency of the division’s staff 


resources would be to consolidate the oversight of multiple state parks 


under a single manager.  In recent years, Utah and several other states 


have recognized that every park does not require its own manager. 


Assigning the oversight of multiple parks to a single park manager will 


organize the oversight of these parks more efficiently. We believe that 


the division should identify other opportunities for management 


consolidation throughout the state. 


 


Utah Has More Park Managers to  
Oversee Staff Than Other States 


 


We are concerned that Utah’s park system may have more 


management positions than necessary. We found that Utah state parks 


have one management position to oversee an average of 2.77 full-time 


park staff. Other states have a more efficient distribution with Idaho at 


3.33 and Arizona with 3.56 staff per park manager.  These figures 


suggest that Utah has a larger portion of its staff in the park manager 


position compared to other states.  In addition, Utah has three 


regional managers, while Idaho has two.  


 


We recommend that the division evaluate the management needs 


of each park and region to promote the consolidation of management 


positions where feasible.  If Utah were to bring the number of park 


and regional managers in line with that of other states, it would result 


in additional reductions in staff costs.   


 


The division should 
consider consolidating 
some of its park 


manager positions.   
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Consolidating Park Management Appears to  
Be an Effective Cost-Cutting Strategy 


 


 The Division of Parks and Recreation has consolidated the local 


oversight of some state parks under a single park manager.  Having 


one park manager oversee multiple parks allows for a more efficient 


use of a park manager’s time and skills.  Under this model, one 


manager can spend more time performing management-level tasks, 


while staff can be assigned to work at the individual parks the manager 


oversees. 


 


Consolidating park management can reduce costs in two ways: (1) 


fewer administrators would be needed, and (2) park managers would 


be able to spend more time managing, rather than doing lower-level 


maintenance and operational tasks.  We have been told that park 


managers assigned to a park with just one or two staff and a few 


seasonal workers will spend a significant amount of their time in day-


to-day tasks. We are concerned that the division is not optimizing the 


skill set of their higher-cost park managers under the current staffing 


methodology. 


 


 Other States Have Assigned Multiple State Parks to One Park 


Manager.  The state park systems in Arizona, Colorado and Idaho 


have begun to assign the oversight of multiple state parks to a single 


park manager.  As part of a cost-cutting effort, Colorado has adopted 


the strategy of grouping several state parks into a single management 


area, thus reducing park staffing requirements.  For example, the Rifle 


Complex in Colorado includes Rifle Gap State Park, Rifle Falls State 


Park, and Harvey Gap State Park.  Other state parks that are grouped 


as a complex include:  Eleven Mile and Spinney Mountain; Sweitzer, 


Crawford and Paonia; Lathrop and San Luis; Steamboat Lake and 


Pearl Lake; Elkhead Reservoir and Yampa River; Mancos and Lone 


Mesa.  Staffing for these parks varies by season and is managed 


collectively by one regional group instead of with separate staff teams 


at individual parks.  State parks officials in Arizona and Idaho also 


report that consolidation of park oversight has enabled them to more 


efficiently deploy park management and staff.   


 


 


 


Several state parks can 
be consolidated under 
the supervision of a 


single park manager.   
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Additional Consolidation of Utah’s  
Park Management Is Needed 


 


 Although consolidation of state park management has already 


started in Utah, more is needed. Currently the state has the following 


complexes: 


 


 Sand Hollow Complex includes Sand Hollow State Park, Quail 


Creek State Park, and Gunlock State Park 


 Fremont Complex includes Fremont Indian State Park, Piute 


State Park, and Otter Creek State Park  


 


These management areas are under the supervision of a single park 


manager. Although they are not designated as complexes, the rangers 


at Goblin Valley, Red Fleet, Scofield and Millsite state parks are under 


the supervision of park managers in adjacent state parks.  


 


In addition, just as the Sand Hollow Complex was created out of 


several adjacent reservoirs, the division could create complexes in other 


regions where it manages several closely located reservoirs.  For 


example, the Jordenelle, Deer Creek, and Rockport are located in close 


proximity to one another.  Similarly, the Starvation, Steinaker, and 


Red Fleet could all be managed as a single complex.  Bear Lake, 


Hyrum, and possibly Willard Bay could also be operated under a 


single park manager and staff.  We believe that there are additional 


parks in the state where management areas could be created, and 


would encourage the division to continue to seek out and determine 


the feasibility of such consolidation. 


 


 


Recommendations 
 


1. We recommend that the division consider using a lower-cost 


staffing methodology that encourages the use of seasonal 


employees. 


 


2. We recommend that the division examine the overlap of 


support staff positions at different levels in the organization 


and determine whether some positions should be eliminated. 
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3. We recommend that the division evaluate the feasibility of the 


following options for reducing the cost of law enforcement 


personnel: 


a. Reduce the number of law enforcement positions 


b. Employ limited status officers with compliance 


authority only 


c. Create a separate entity responsible for law enforcement, 


perhaps at the department level   


d. Reduce retirement benefits for new officers   


 


4. We recommend that the division evaluate the management 


needs of each park and region and consolidate management 


positions where feasible.   
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Chapter IV 
Some Parks Should Reduce Services, 


While Others May Need to Close 
 


 


 Even after some of the changes to staffing mentioned in the 


previous chapter are adopted, some parks will continue to require a 


large draw from the General Fund to remain in operation.  In order 


for the Division of Parks and Recreation (division) to reduce its 


reliance on General Fund appropriations, park operations will need to 


be adjusted to meet funding available. State parks may need to reduce 


staff and suspend services during the off-season or adjust park hours 


and days of operation. Some parks with low visitation and high 


deficits may need to close entirely.   


 


    


Modifying Operations Can Reduce Expenses  
 


We identified two strategies that the division can use to reduce 


the taxpayer contribution to state parks.  These strategies are being 


used in other states and the division has already begun to put some in 


place, but more will be needed. First, the division could do more to 


scale back services and staffing for some parks with low off-season 


visitation. Second, the division could reduce the hours and days of the 


week that some parks are open.  Applying these strategies where they 


make the best business sense will reduce the cost of operating the park 


system as a whole.    


 


Seasonal Reductions  
Can Save on Costs 


 


 Seasonal reductions are one way that state parks can modify 


operations to reduce reliance on General Fund support. Utah’s state 


parks experience large swings in visitation, depending on the season. 


Recognizing that Utah’s parks still see some visitation for a range of 


recreational uses in the winter, parks would need to remain accessible 


to the public year-round. However, park programs, facilities, 


campgrounds, staffing and other services could be suspended or 


significantly scaled back during these seasonal periods of lower 


visitation. While park managers use seasonal staff to adapt to staffing 


demands, we believe that additional flexibility is needed. Eliminating 


Some parks may 
need to close while 
others should modify 


operations. 


Park operations need 
to be scaled back 
during periods of low 


visitation. 
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services and reducing staff presence at parks during periods of low 


visitation will help reduce costs. 


 


 Park Visitation Is Highly Seasonal.  Utah’s state parks are quite 


popular during the summer months.  The parks that offer camping 


and water sports are particularly busy during July and August.  Bear 


Lake State Park is perhaps the most extreme case.  It has as many as 


90,000 visitors in July, but typically less than a few hundred visitors 


during the winter months. Most of Utah’s state parks experience a 


significant reduction in visitors during the winter months.  This 


dramatic shift from the peak summer season to off-season in the 


winter months is evident in Figure 4.1 below, which depicts the 


variation in monthly park entrance fees for another park with highly 


seasonal visitation: Starvation State Park. 


    


 


Figure 4.1  Park Entrance Fees at Starvation State Park Show Strong 
Seasonal Differences.  The collection of entrance fees at Starvation 
State Park drops to nearly zero during the off-season.  
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 Figure 4.1 shows the monthly park revenue generated at 


Starvation State Park, which has consistently brought in at least 


$20,000 per month during the summer.  We found that the park 


revenue is the most reliable measure of park visitation.   


 


 To illustrate the difference in activity during the summer and 


winter periods, we compared the summer expenses and summer 


revenues to the winter expenses and winter revenues at Starvation 


State Park.  See Figure 4.2.  


 


Figure 4.2  Park Revenues Vary Considerably by Season.  This figure 
shows the average expenses and revenues at Starvation State Park for 
the summer and winter months in fiscal years 2007-2010. 


 


 


 


 Figure 4.2 shows that the expenditures at Starvation State Park 


decline significantly during the six off-season months from October to 


March.  However, the revenues generated during the same time period 


amount to only $3,555 or less than 4% of what is generated in the 


summer months.  We question the need to keep some of Utah’s parks 


open and staffed during the off-season months, given the minimal 


revenue that is generated.  We recommend that the division consider 


examining where opportunities exist to scale back park operations 


during the winter.    
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 Peer States Are Moving Toward Seasonal Closures.  We found 


that other peer states close some of their parks in the winter months to 


reduce costs. We believe that the division should better assess where 


seasonal reductions would result in the highest reduction in cost 


during those months that see the lowest visitation.  


 
Modified Hours of Operation  
Should Reduce Some Expenses 
 


 We found that modifying park hours of operations and reducing 


the days of the week they are open is another approach to reduce the 


cost of some parks. The division should determine which parks would 


benefit from a reduction in operating hours or days of the week that 


would minimize the impact on visitation but reduce expenses.  


 


 Heritage Parks Are Already Utilizing This Practice. Utah’s 


heritage parks and museums already close on Sundays in response to 


budget reductions in fiscal year 2010. We were told that the projected 


savings from this decision were approximately $67,700 per year. 


These savings came from reduced hours for seasonal staff. We believe 


that there are likely other parks in the system that could see a cost 


savings by closing during slow hours and days of the week where there 


is typically reduced visitation.  We commend the division for their 


decision to close heritage parks and museums during the least visited 


day of the week when revenue was at its lowest. We encourage them 


to extend this policy to other parks throughout the state as a cost-


saving measure. Although we believe that modifying park operations 


can reduce the cost of some parks, the Legislature may still want to 


consider permanent closure of some parks. 


 


 


Legislature Should Consider 
 Closing Some Parks  


 


 Utah’s state park system is expensive to operate. Different types of 


parks face unique challenges in generating visitor revenue and many 


require a significant subsidy per visitor from the General Fund. We 


believe that the Legislature should consider parks with the highest 


costs and the lowest visitation as candidates for closure or consider 


turning the responsibility of managing these parks to the local 


municipality in which they reside.  


 


 


Other states are 
closing parks in the 
winter to reduce 


expenses. 


Heritage parks are 
seeing cost savings 
from closing on 


Sundays. 
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Expensive Parks with Low Visitation 
Are a Financial Burden on the State  


 


 We identified five parks where revenues have historically have been 


unable to meet expenditures and, at the same time, have poor 


visitation. Of most concern are those parks that have a significant loss 


even when only direct costs are considered without any allocation of 


overhead.  We believe that the Legislature may want to consider 


permanently closing some of these parks or contracting park 


operations out to a private business partner (as discussed in Chapter 


5).  Our analysis, seen in the figure below, shows the five parks with 


the highest loss per visitor.    


 


Figure 4.3  Some Parks Require a Significant Taxpayer Subsidy of 
their Direct Costs.  This table shows the five parks with the highest loss 
per visitor based on direct costs only (no overhead allocated).   


 


Park 
FY 2010  


Loss Per Visitor 
FY 2010  


Contribution Margin 


Green River Golf Course $ 43     23 % 
Edge of the Cedars    30 16  
Territorial Statehouse    15 11 
Frontier Homestead      14  9 
Utah Field House Museum     8 37 


 


As shown in the figure above, the average taxpayer subsidy per 


visitor for the most expensive parks ranges from $8 to $43 per visitor 


after revenues have been added. Compared to other parks, those listed 


in the figure require a substantially higher taxpayer subsidy for every 


visitor that came through the park system in fiscal year 2010.  Figure 


4.3 also shows contribution margin for each park (i.e., the percentage 


of direct park cost paid for by visitors). See Appendix B.2 for a list of 


each park’s profit (loss) per visitor and contribution margin 


considering only direct costs.  The parks with the most challenges are 


heritage parks and golf courses.  We found that these categories of 


parks face unique challenges to being self-sustaining. 


 


Golf Courses Have Mixed Success. We found that golf courses 


had the widest range of profit and loss per visitor. Green River Golf 


Course has low visitation, with only 5,500 nine-hole rounds played in 


fiscal year 2010. Based only on the costs incurred directly at the golf 


course, a subsidy of $235,000 or $43 per 9-hole round was required.  


If state and regional costs are allocated, the net cost of operating the 


Green River Golf Course increases to $66 round.  Conversely, 


Legislature may need 
to close expensive 
parks with low 


visitation. 


Utah tax payers 
subsidize Green River 
golf course $43 for 
each 9-hold round of 


golf played. 
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Wasatch Mountain Golf Course has high visitation, slightly higher 


green fees, and is able to make a profit.  


 


Heritage Parks Require the Largest Subsidy. Utah’s heritage 


parks and museums are among the most expensive parks to operate. In 


addition, persistently low visitation results in a high subsidy per 


visitor. On a per visitor basis, the Edge of the Cedars State Park is the 


most expensive to operate, with a state subsidy of $30 per visitor.  As 


a result, state taxpayers are paying $371,000 each year to support that 


park.  If state and regional costs are allocated, the net cost of operating 


the park increase to $554,000 or $45 per visitor. 


 


Some Scenic and Recreation Parks Also Require a Large 


Subsidy.   In addition to the golf courses and heritage parks, there are 


also some scenic and recreation parks that are costly on a per visitor 


basis considering only direct costs.  Among those classified as scenic 


parks, the Kodachrome Basin State Park has the highest loss per 


visitor at $1.71 and Wasatch Mountain State Park has the lowest 


contribution margin at 39 percent.  At recreation parks, Green River 


State Park has the highest loss per visitor at $4.47 and the lowest 


contribution margin at 56 percent.  


 


The Legislature will need to address the policy question of 


whether or not the state should continue to subsidize these types of 


operations at such a high level.  While having a local state park is 


important to Green River’s community, legislators must decide 


whether they are willing to continue to pay a large subsidy for each 


round of golf played at the course. Unless the division is successful in 


reducing the costs of these parks by using the strategies suggested 


throughout this report, the Legislature may want to close some of the 


most highly subsidized parks or, as we discuss next, transfer the parks 


to local government control.  


 


Municipalities Could  
Share in the Cost  


 


We found that at least one other state, Arizona, has asked 


municipalities to help support the cost of parks located in their areas. 


Arizona, struggling to fund its park system, turned to local 


governments to shoulder some of that cost. Today, three parks in 


Arizona are at least partially financed by local municipalities. 


   


Other states have 
successfully 
transferred the cost 
of select parks to 


municipalities. 


Utah’s museums and 
historic sites require 
significant taxpayer 
subsidy. 
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In the past, park closure in Utah has sometimes meant turning 


parks over to local municipalities.  For example, responsibility for Fort 


Buenaventura was transferred to Ogden City, and Beaver County took 


over Minersville Reservoir. We believe that closing parks or 


transferring the responsibility for managing them to local 


governments will help ensure that the state continues to fund parks 


effectively.  One concern reported is that closing parks in some areas 


of the state will impact the local economy where parks reside. The 


effectiveness of this option is highly dependent on the needs and 


resources available by these local municipalities. 


 


 


Recommendations 
 


1. We recommend that the division continue to modify the hours 


and days of operation at parks to control costs. 


 


2. We recommend that the division identify parks where seasonal 


reductions make good business sense for the state. 


 


3. We recommend that the Legislature consider closing some of 


the state’s high-cost parks with low visitation or transferring 


the oversight of those parks to county or local governments.  
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Chapter V 
Legislature Could Consider  


Privatization of Some Utah State Parks  
 


 


Privatization of state parks as an operational model is feasible but 


relatively untried. It has primarily been implemented in unique 


circumstances. While other states provide few examples of privatized 


park operations, the United States Forest Service (USFS) has had 


success with privatization of park operations. If the Legislature decides 


to increase the level of privatization in the state parks system, it would 


require careful planning and oversight. We recommend that if the 


Legislature decides to pursue privatization of state parks, a pilot 


program be implemented first to gauge success. Increased 


privatization of state parks could be helpful in making the state park 


system more efficient and less reliant on state General Funds.  


 


It is essential for the Utah Division of Parks and Recreation 


(division) to address recommendations made throughout this report in 


order to become more efficient and fully understand the costs and 


benefits associated with each park. For privatization to be appealing to 


the state, the keys are whether total expenses shifted to private partners 


are greater than privatized revenues to allow for savings while 


maintaining a quality operation.   


 


It is important to note our discussion of park privatization does 


not include a transfer of property ownership. For purposes of this 


report, privatization entails the contracting of all operational aspects 


(except public safety) of a state park to private business 


partners/concessioners, with the state maintaining ownership of the 


resources or land.  As the landlord, the state would likely retain some 


responsibility for alterations, repairs, and improvements of park 


facilities. 


 


 


Park Privatization Efforts Have Been Limited,  
But Is Feasible with Careful Planning 


 


While other western states do not provide sufficient privatization 


models for state parks, the United States Forest Service (USFS) has 


privatized almost all recreational activities such as camping and marina 


We recommend that a 
pilot program be 
implemented first to 
gauge success of 


privatization efforts. 


For purposes of this 
report, privatization 
entails the contracting 
of all operational 
aspects (except public 
safety) to private 
business partners, 
while maintaining 


ownership. 
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services on USFS lands. Privatization of state parks appears to be a 


rare occurrence. Instead of privatizing park operations, most states use 


concessions to varying degrees to augment state park operations with 


additional recreational services. This practice is similar to what the 


division currently does. Examples of Utah’s current concessions 


include equipment rentals, general stores, food and other services. If 


privatization is chosen as an operational model for Utah state parks, 


careful planning and oversight are required to ensure the greatest 


possibility for success. 


 


Other Western States Are Not Actively  
Pursuing Privatization of State Parks 


 


Our review found no examples of other western states actively 


pursuing privatization efforts for state parks. We were able to find 


some isolated instances of the operations of entire parks being 


privatized, but overall we found no state seriously considering 


privatization as an alternative operational model to self-management. 


In Utah, the division has recognized the need to reduce reliance on 


General Fund revenues, but full privatization of state park operations 


has not been the primary choice for the division or other western 


states. It appears that Utah’s This Is The Place Heritage Park is an 


uncommon example of fully privatized park management and 


operations, although the state still subsidizes the park by at least 


$800,000 per year.   


 


 This past year, Arizona has been facing the decision of how to keep 


unprofitable parks open with limited funds. Officials report that many 


parks on the closure list were able to remain open because city and 


community partners agreed to help with the cost of operations. At the 


time of our review, only two closed parks without community 


partners were being considered for full privatization. Arizona was 


awaiting response to one active request for proposals (RFP) and the 


second RFP would soon be issued. However, there was some question 


as to whether these parks would be appealing to private partners 


because of limited profitability potential and remote locations.    


 


 Oregon reported that their parks system includes two small, 


independent properties that house historic stagecoach inns. The 


management of these facilities has been contracted out to private 


businesses, but the state retains a great deal of control over 


management decisions and capital investments. Besides these two 


Although still 
subsidized by the 
state, Utah’s This Is 
The Place Heritage 
Park is an uncommon 
example of a fully 


privatized park.   







   


 


Office of the Utah Legislative Auditor General 45 


properties, no other traditional Oregon state park has been fully 


privatized.   


 


Washington officials stated they have contracted out the full 


operation of three state park golf courses within larger park areas run 


by the state. The state is not pursuing any parks for full privatization 


because it is prohibited by labor management agreements.  Likewise, 


Colorado park administrators reported they are not pursuing park 


privatization at this time, but indicated if they did, they might also 


encounter difficulties due to personnel rules. Idaho is currently not 


pursuing any privatization initiatives for its state parks.  


 


 We spoke with the President of the National Association of State 


Park Directors who is also the previous director of Virginia’s state 


parks. He is not aware of any state actively pursuing privatization of 


parks. While our review of other western states revealed that full 


privatization of park operations is not common, the USFS provides a 


model for the privatization of park operations.  


 


Federal Land Owners in Utah Have  
Privatized Public Lands to Varying Degrees 


 


Federal land owners in Utah have pursued some privatization 


initiatives. Of all federal land owners in Utah, the best example of full 


operational privatization is the USFS.  Officials from the USFS report 


it is a common practice in federal forests to allow private businesses to 


manage forest campgrounds and marinas, as well as offer additional 


concession services through the issuance of permits. Yet officials also 


report that the operations of private area managers are highly 


regulated through agreement terms and oversight by a reduced federal 


staff. The USFS typically issues five-year concession permits with a 


possible five-year extension based on performance; however, they also 


consider a longer-term permit if concessioners will utilize their own 


capital goods on forestry land. Typically, the USFS retains 


responsibility for capital projects, unless special terms are negotiated, 


and retains the right to revoke a concession permit at any time. The 


local county sheriff typically provides law enforcement.      


  


In contrast to the USFS, other federal land owners in Utah 


approach privatization differently. The National Park Service (NPS) 


reported it has not contracted out the full management of any parks. 


Instead, the NPS contracts out commercial activities within its parks 
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which a visitor would expect to pay a fee to receive the service, but the 


NPS maintains collection of gate fees. The Bureau of Reclamation 


(BOR) partners with other federal and state entities for administration 


and operation of recreation areas at a 50/50 percent cost sharing for 


capital investments. For example, in Utah, the BOR has partnered 


with the division for the recreational operation of 11 reservoirs in the 


state.  The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) traditionally 


manages, operates, and maintains its recreational areas. The BLM 


maintains a minimal staff presence at most recreation spots and fees 


are collected with the use of self-pay deposit boxes.  While examples of 


park privatization efforts are limited, successful privatization of some 


state parks is possible with careful planning and oversight.  


 


Successful Privatization of State Parks 
Requires Careful Planning and Oversight 


 


 In order for privatization efforts to be successful, it is essential to 


ensure careful planning and oversight. In 1997, the United States 


General Accounting Office (GAO) issued a report titled Privatization: 


Lessons Learned by State and Local Governments that is still pertinent 


today. Although not tailored to state parks, the concepts can be 


applied to the state park privatization issue. The six key points of 


successful privatization are given in Figure 5.1. The GAO derived 


these points after working with six different governments (five state 


governments and one city government) that made extensive use of 


privatization. 
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privatization initiatives; 
these lessons are 


listed in Figure 5.1. 
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Figure 5.1 GAO Issued a Report Addressing Privatization Lessons 
Learned by State and Local Governments. The six lessons presented 
by GAO were generally common to all reviewed governments 
implementing privatization initiatives.  


 


Source: 1997 GAO Report – Privatization: Lessons Learned by State and Local Governments 


 


The following material describes the key points of each lesson as 


explained by GAO to help ensure understanding. 


 


1) Political Champion: Political leaders should anticipate a 


need to develop and communicate a privatization 


philosophy and garner public, business, and political 


support. 


 


2) Implementation Structure: Criteria for selecting activities 


to privatize, an inventory of privatization candidates, cost 


comparison and evaluation methods, and procedures for 


monitoring the performance of privatized activities should 


be determined prior to implementation of privatization. 


 


3) Legislative and Resource Changes: Governments may 


need to enact legislative and/or resource changes to 


encourage or facilitate the use of privatization. These 


changes signal to managers and employees that the move to 


privatization is serious and not a passing fad. 


 


4) Reliable Cost Data: Reliable and complete cost data on 


government activities is needed to ensure a sound 


competitive process and to assess overall performance. 


Reliable and complete data simplify privatization decisions 
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and make these decisions easier to implement and justify to 


potential critics. 


 


5) Strategies for Workforce Transition: Strategies for 


workforce transition will vary, depending on local political 


factors and the relationship between the government’s top 


leaders and employee groups. 


 


6) Monitoring and Oversight: It is important to evaluate a 


private firm’s compliance with the terms of the privatization 


agreement and performance in delivering services. 


Evaluation is necessary to help ensure that the government’s 


interests are protected and that accountability of both the 


government and the private party is maintained. 


 


If the Legislature decides to encourage privatization of Utah’s state 


parks, it should consider incorporating these lessons learned as 


summarized by GAO. In particular, we believe requiring an 


implementation structure, reliable cost data, and monitoring and 


oversight are important in all circumstances.  


 


In addition, many of Utah’s state park lands were either acquired 


through federal partners or developed through federal funding 


programs.  Due to federal involvement, most of Utah’s state parks are 


restricted from ownership transfers or closure to the public. These 


federal encumbrances are not restrictions to increased privatization, 


but must be addressed before entering into any contract involving 


privatization of park operations. These federal encumbrances are 


discussed more fully in Appendix C of this report.  


 


 


Utah State Parks  
Could Be Privatized 


 


Although relatively untried in other states, privatization of state 


park functions is a feasible operational model.  There are potential 


benefits to the state from privatization, including cost savings.  


However, privatization also has potential pitfalls that must be 


addressed. If privatization is chosen as a policy option, it would be 


prudent to start with a pilot program to assess the feasibility of 


implementing privatization successfully on a larger scale. 
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State parks that charge user fees for recreational services such as 


access to campgrounds and marinas appear to be good candidates for 


privatization.  Four golf courses at state parks also appear to be good 


candidates for privatization, as do two other state parks that provide 


specialty recreation services. It is important to note that all discussion 


of cost in this chapter does not include administrative overhead or 


park capital costs, but instead focuses on direct operating costs and 


revenues.  However, as will be discussed later, overhead and capital 


costs may be addressed through privatization by negotiating cost-


sharing terms with private business partners. 


 


Privatization of State Parks Is a Feasible Policy Option.  


Currently, the division contracts with concessioners to provide 


supplemental recreation services at some of Utah’s state parks, but has 


not contracted out any basic park functions such as entrance fee 


collection, camping, or marina services.  There appears to be potential 


benefits to privatizing these basic functions, such as significant cost 


savings for the state and specialization of services, as will be discussed 


in the next section.  However, potential pitfalls must also be 


considered.   


 


Privatization appears to have the potential to result in reduced park 


services if not implemented carefully.  For example, privatizing a 


park’s staff could reduce public safety services and interpretive services 


if highly trained and knowledgeable park rangers would no longer be 


located on site.  Also, private businesses have the incentive to cut costs 


to increase profits; therefore, they may have a tendency to reduce park 


operations.  Because of the potential for negative consequences and 


because privatization has been relatively untried at the state park level, 


the Legislature may want to consider implementing a pilot program 


that would include the operations of only a few state parks.  


 


Parks with Camping and Marina 
Services Could Be Privatized   


 


Private recreation businesses and current Utah state park 


concessioners have shown interest in assuming revenue collection, 


operations, and daily maintenance for camping and/or marina services 


at many Utah state parks.  Camping and marina services include 


campgrounds, cabins, yurts, and boat slip rentals. Contracting for 


these basic services, as well as visitor centers where applicable, could 


essentially privatize the operations of 33 state parks.  However, the 
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state may want to retain operation of the park reservation system that 


allows park visitors to reserve campsites and other services. This 


system could also be used as a monitoring tool over the 


visitation/collections at privatized parks.  If privatization of camping 


and marina services were implemented, this operational model would 


most closely resemble the USFS model discussed earlier in this 


chapter. 


 


 We reviewed the operating costs and revenues at five Utah state 


parks that provide camping and/or marina recreational services and 


found that three out of the five parks operated at a deficit in fiscal year 


2010.  Figure 5.2 lists the operating profit or loss at select parks. 


 


 


Figure 5.2  Operating Profit or Loss at Select State Parks.  Three out 
of five Utah state parks reviewed were operating at a loss in fiscal year 
2010. 
 


FY 2010 
Deer 


Creek 
East 


Canyon 
Rockport 


Great Salt 
Lake Marina 


Goblin 
Valley 


Collections $360,074  $211,301  $250,466  $341,111  $231,517  


Operation 
Costs 


$497,987  $364,162  $390,627  $328,919  $169,083  


Profit/Loss ($137,913) ($152,861) ($140,161) $12,192  $62,434  


Collections 
as a Percent 
of Costs 


72 % 58 % 64 % 104 % 137 % 


Note: State boating and OHV registration revenues are not included in collections in this figure. 
 


Although these five parks have unique differences, one similarity is 


that each park generates revenue through the collection of user fees to 


help cover the cost of providing recreational services.  This practice is 


common at Utah state parks.  However, as is clear from Figure 5.2, 


not all parks are able to successfully operate within the amount of 


collections they receive. Collections include entrance, camping, and 


boating fees as well as retail sales where applicable. It appears that one 


major challenge for funding state parks is personnel costs. Our review 


of these five parks showed that personnel costs comprised anywhere 


from 70 to 79 percent of all operating costs.   


 


 Assuming current park collection levels, one private recreation 


business provided us with an estimate of the expected costs if the 


business managed all operations, including camping and marina 


Private businesses 
have shown interest in 
taking over the 
revenue collection, 
operations, and daily 
maintenance for 
camping and/or marina 
services at many Utah 


state parks.  


Not all parks are 
currently able to 
successfully operate 
within the amount of 
collections they 


receive.  
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services, for Deer Creek, East Canyon, and Rockport state parks. They 


estimated that personnel costs at the parks could be significantly 


reduced, allowing for private profit and payment to the state, as well 


as continuation of a quality operation. In addition to this estimate, the 


division has also been working on a method to gauge the potential 


benefits of privatization. 


 


The Division Has Drafted a Privatization Model Using One 


Park. This model reviews the potential savings of privatizing park 


operations at a park currently employing three full-time rangers. The 


model estimates the division’s potential savings by shifting personnel 


and daily operating costs (current expenses) to private partners. These 


shifted costs are then compared with current park revenue that would 


be lost through privatization. One assumption of the model is that in 


addition to privatizing seasonal staff, one law enforcement FTE 


position could be eliminated at the park.  The division states that the 


other two law enforcement personnel would remain to conduct park 


and off-park responsibilities. We agree that the responsibility for 


public safety services would be difficult to privatize and will likely 


continue to be a state function. However, as an additional reduction to 


the division’s model, we believe that only one officer would be needed 


to provide public safety services.   


 


Our assumption of retaining a ranger per park is one of many 


public safety alternatives the division could consider. Other possible 


arrangements include having one ranger responsible for patrolling 


multiple park areas or contracting with local municipalities to provide 


these services, which could provide additional efficiencies and savings.   


 


Additional Full-Time Staff Reductions Could Increase the 


Savings Under Privatization. Our estimated additional reduction in 


full-time staff under privatization could further reduce the operating 


losses currently experienced at some parks, making privatization a 


more appealing option than the division’s current model. For example, 


under privatization, assuming the state retained the cost for one law 


enforcement ranger, the fiscal year 2010 $138,000 loss at Deer Creek 


would potentially be reduced to somewhere between $54,000 and 


$90,000, depending on the percentage of collections paid to the state 


by private business partners. This loss reduction is estimated by 


shifting responsibility for all personnel (except the current highest paid 


One private recreation 
business estimated 
that it could operate 
some parks with 
significantly reduced 


personnel costs.  


Under the division’s 
privatization model, 
three rangers at one 
park could be reduced 
to two, but we believe 
further reductions are 


possible. 
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law enforcement FTE) and current expenses to private partners, with 


the state receiving a 5 to 15 percent share of collections.   


 


In addition, after privatization, the state would continue to receive 


revenues from the boating restricted account that could be used to 


cover the remaining park loss.  Thus, if Deer Creek’s fiscal year 2010 


boating revenue allocation of about $151,000 was applied to the 


remaining loss following privatization, the overall effect of 


privatization would be a net park profit of about $61,000 to $97,000. 


In effect, boating revenues would pay for the cost of the remaining 


park ranger after most other operating costs are shifted to private 


business partners. The overall potential efficiencies and savings 


obtainable through privatization could reduce the division’s 


dependence on state General Funds.  


  


Regarding the other parks we reviewed, privatization of East 


Canyon and Rockport also appears to have the potential to minimize 


current operating losses and even turn a profit once boating 


registration fees are applied. However, under our assumptions, it 


appears that privatization of the Great Salt Lake Marina and Goblin 


Valley State Park could result in current operating profits being 


reduced to losses for the state, because potential operating cost 


reductions do not exceed revenues lost to private business partners. 


Therefore, these parks may not be good candidates for privatization.  


 


Ultimately, for privatization to be appealing to the state, the key is 


whether the total expenses shifted to private partners are greater than 


the privatized revenues, thus allowing for savings to be realized. The 


state would benefit if the terms negotiated with a private partner made 


a profitable park more profitable or minimized current losses. For the 


state to fully benefit from privatization efforts, the division must 


understand each parks costs and benefits to determine if privatization 


is optimal. 


   


Other Functions Would Likely Remain the State’s 


Responsibility Under Privatization.  In addition to public safety, 


there are other state responsibilities that may be more difficult to shift 


to private business partners and will therefore most likely continue to 


be a cost to the state.  For example, with privatized parks, the state 


would likely need to fulfill landlord responsibilities, including most 


capital maintenance and investment, contract administration, park 


Under privatization, 
when boating 
registration fees are 
accounted for, the 
state could generate 
more profit from some 


recreational parks.    


Some state parks may 
not be suitable 
candidates for 


privatization.    
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oversight, and environmental stewardship. Similar to the USFS, the 


state could implement a process to reinvest payments received from 


private business partners into the capital and facility structures of the 


parks.   


However, many current concessioners and other private recreation 


businesses have suggested the possibility that they could take on 


increased capital maintenance and investment responsibilities if they 


were allowed to operate a park under a long-term contract. They claim 


that a longer-term contract would allow them adequate time to plan, 


execute, and receive compensation for costly and risky capital 


endeavors. 


 


Currently, the division’s preference is to enter into a five-year 


concession contract term with a five-year renewal option. Division 


officials claim this shorter contract term provides the state more 


protection and flexibility to change private partners in the event of 


poor performance; it also encourages healthy competition among 


concessioners.   


 


The responsibility for capital concerns does not need to be shifted 


to privative business partners immediately. If a pilot program 


implementing privatization at a few parks were to be pursued, the 


division could privatize operations first, and then later implement a 


process to negotiate the sharing of capital responsibility with private 


business partners.  


 


However, any privatization of park operations would require 


increased contract management and direct oversight of park operations 


by the division.  This increase in oversight would entail a cost to the 


state with greater resources being allocated to performance reviews.  


However, increased oversight would be vital to avoid or minimize the 


potential for negative or unintended consequences that could be 


associated with privatization. To minimize the costs associated with 


contract oversight, the remaining ranger patrolling a park who is 


already familiar with the layout and acceptable operation and park 


maintenance procedures could conduct the performance reviews. This 


could be particularly favorable because, as mentioned earlier, boating 


restricted account revenues could cover the costs for law enforcement 


officers remaining at privatized parks.             


   


With privatization, the 
state would still have 
responsibilities, 
including capital 
investment, contract 
administration, park 
oversight, and 
environmental 
stewardship; but cost 
sharing could be 
negotiated with private 


partners. 







 


 


A Performance Audit of the Division of Parks and Recreation (January 2011) 54 


Although we applied this privatization model to five parks, it is 


feasible that this model could be applied to other parks that generate 


revenue through camping and marina services. Overall, there are two 


main keys for successful privatization of state parks: (1) operating 


costs shifted to private business partners need to exceed privatized 


revenues, and (2) quality operations need to be maintained. 


 


Four Golf Courses at Utah  
State Parks Could Be Privatized   


 


In addition to implementing a pilot program to privatize parks 


with camping and marina services, four golf courses at Utah state 


parks are also good candidates for privatization.  In fiscal year 2010, 


the revenues at only one course covered its operating expenses; the 


other three operated at losses. Figure 5.3 details the golf courses’ 


operating costs and revenues. 


 


Figure 5.3  Operating Profit or Loss at State Park Golf Courses.  Only 
one of four Utah state park golf courses operated at a profit in fiscal year 
2010.  
 


FY 2010 Green River Palisade Soldier Hollow 
Wasatch 
Mountain 


Collections $71,315 $314,834 $899,261 $1,703,131 


Operating Costs $306,705 $517,093 $969,814
1 


$1,099,131
2 


Profit/Loss ($235,390) ($202,259) ($70,553) $604,000 


Collections as a 
percent of costs 


23 % 61 % 93 % 155 % 


1 - Soldier Hollow Golf Course has a bond payment expense of $1,100,060 annually that was not 
included in the above chart. 


2 - Wasatch Mountain Golf Course has a bond payment expense of $371,407 annually that was not 
included in the above chart. 


 


The profitability at Utah’s state park golf courses is mixed.  On the 


high end, in fiscal year 2010, the golf course at Wasatch Mountain 


State Park was able to cover well over 100 percent of its operating 


costs.  However, at the low end, the golf course at Green River State 


Park only covered 23 percent of its operating expenses in that same 


year.  Low visitation/collections is a primary factor in Green River’s 


operating loss. 


 


For successful 
privatization of state 
parks, operating costs 
shifted to private 
business partners 
need to exceed 
privatized revenues, 
while maintaining a 


quality operation. 


In addition to 
privatizing parks with 
camping and marina 
services, four golf 
courses at Utah state 
parks are also good 
candidates for 


privatization.   
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Private golf management companies claim to be able to increase 


revenues at courses by increasing rounds of golf played through 


effective marketing and by providing a superior recreational 


experience.  However, operation models can vary, depending on the 


potential profitability of the individual courses and their appeal to 


private business.  For example, at less profitable parks, private firms 


could enter into a management agreement with the state in which the 


state pays the contractor to operate the course more efficiently and 


help minimize losses.  Alternatively, private firms could operate with a 


lease contract at more profitable courses, such as Wasatch Mountain 


and Soldier Hollow golf courses, in which the state would be paid a 


lease payment and/or a percentage of gross revenue by the 


management company.   


 


In addition, other municipalities have reported that culinary water 


utility costs can be a significant cost at golf courses, comprising about 


12 to 14 percent of total expenses. The state owns water rights at all 


four state park golf courses, which could be charged to course 


management companies through water utility fees. Although the rate 


charged would have to be negotiated, the water would be used as it is 


now, but it could be used by the division to generate revenue. 


 


Two Other Specialty Parks 
Could Be Privatized 


 


In addition to a privatization pilot program, the Jordan River 


OHV and Flight Park state recreation areas appear to be good 


candidates for privatization. The Jordan River OHV State Recreation 


Area provides two- and four-wheeled off-road riding activities.  The 


OHV Park could be privatized because the specialization of private 


motorsport professionals seems well suited for full privatization of 


park management and operations. Currently, a concessioner, who is 


also a motorsports equipment professional and enthusiast, has 


contracted with the division to provide a high quality, advanced 


motocross riding experience within a portion of the park’s boundaries. 


State services and concessioner services have completely separate 


entrances and operations, but since they are similar, they could be seen 


as a duplication of functions.  


 


In fiscal year 2010, this state park generated about $105,000 in 


collections and spent about $292,000 in operating costs, therefore 


covering only 36 percent of its own costs.  However, OHV restricted 


In addition to a 
privatization pilot 
program, the Jordan 
River OHV and Flight 
Park State Recreation 
Areas appear to be 
good candidates for 


privatization.  
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account revenues helped fund the park with an allocation of about 


$247,000 in fiscal year 2010, resulting in an overall operating profit at 


the park. 


 


Like the state park, the concessioner stated that his track entrance 


fees are not covering his operating costs; however, under his 


management, the track was only recently completed and opened to the 


public beginning in July 2010.  He said he is working to market his 


business and has yet to experience the expected best riding season 


which is in the spring. The concessioner believes that with proper 


maintenance and investment, the park has the potential to be the best 


track in Utah, attracting large races and industry sponsorships. If the 


concessioner could manage the whole park and operate within 


collections, the state could benefit from cost reductions and reallocate 


OHV registration funds to other demands.    


 


Similarly, the Flight Park State Recreation Area provides a 


specialized recreation experience.  The Flight Park is a defined location 


for hang-gliding and paragliding activities as well as a location for 


radio control plane hobbyists. The Utah Hang-Gliding and 


Paragliding Association is contracted to administer and monitor flying 


activities. This park could be privatized because gliding activities are a 


niche activity already regulated by the gliding association, and users 


could be made responsible for the full costs of the activity instead of 


being subsidized from the General Fund.  


 


Currently, state employees of the Great Salt Lake Marina clean and 


care for the minimal facilities on site at the Flight Park as well as 


respond to public safety concerns.  Because of the response time from 


the Great Salt Lake to the park in Lehi City, we believe that local law 


enforcement may be better suited to respond to public safety issues 


and accidents at the Flight Park.  


 


Currently, there is no fee to visit the park and annual costs are 


minimal (about $11,500 in fiscal year 2010).  However, the cost of 


state employee activity at the park is absorbed into the Great Salt Lake 


Marina’s budget, so the full cost is unknown.  For fiscal year 2010, the 


park received an individual budget allocation of $11,800 from the 


General Fund to cover maintenance costs, but the park cannot be self-


sufficient without a constant revenue source, such as a user fee. 
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If privatization were chosen as a policy option, we believe that the 


Legislature would need to take the initiative because, as illustrated in 


Figure 5.1, privatization efforts are likely to be more successful when 


there is a political champion for the initiative.  Privatization as an 


operational model is feasible, but it has been relatively untried or has 


primarily been implemented under unique circumstances at the state 


park level.  Therefore, implementing privatization through a pilot 


program for state parks that have camping and marina services may be 


the most appropriate action at this time. In addition to the pilot 


program, the Legislature could consider privatizing the four state golf 


courses and the two recreation areas. Privatization has the potential to 


provide the state with cost-saving opportunities, but potential pitfalls 


of privatization must be adequately addressed through effective 


contracting and increased oversight.   


 


 


Recommendations 
 


1. We recommend that if the Legislature decides to privatize some 


state parks, they direct the Division of Parks and Recreation to 


submit to them: 


 


 A privatization implementation structure, which would 


include a list of parks that could be successfully privatized 


along with recommendations for a pilot program 


 


 The current revenues and costs of the parks to be 


privatized and the expected savings to the state 


 


 Drafted request(s) for proposals for review 


 


 Plans for continued oversight to ensure that contract terms 


are met and the quality of parks maintained
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Appendix A 
Map of Utah State Parks 
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Appendix B.1  Park Revenues and Expenditures Based on Fully Allocated Costs for FY2010 


State Park 
Total Cost 
(includes 


Allocations) 


Total Park 
Revenues 


Park Revenues 
Less Total Costs 


Total Cost 
Contribution 


Margin 


Reported 
FY2010 
Visitors 


Total Profit 
(Loss) per 


Visitor 


Heritage Parks (1)             
   Anasazi $375,995  $141,003  ($234,992) 38% 24,048  ($9.77) 
   Camp Floyd/Stagecoach Inn $186,571  $21,519  ($165,052) 12% 16,890  ($9.77) 
   Edge of the Cedars $626,259  $71,792  ($554,467) 11% 12,324  ($44.99) 
   Fremont Indian $438,543  $157,422  ($281,121) 36% 93,030  ($3.02) 
   Frontier Homestead $354,599  $23,422  ($331,177) 7% 16,383  ($20.21) 
   Territorial Statehouse $215,562  $17,434  ($198,128) 8% 9,360  ($21.17) 
   Utah Field House Museum $603,171  $181,295  ($421,876) 30% 37,309  ($11.31) 


     Total Heritage Parks $2,800,701  $613,887  ($2,186,814) 22% 209,344  ($10.45) 


Scenic Parks             
   Antelope Island $1,292,901  $851,154  ($441,747) 66% 279,497  ($1.58) 
   Dead Horse Point $528,920  $690,252  $161,332  131% 177,388  $0.91  
   Goblin Valley $242,752  $249,096  $6,344  103% 46,769  $0.14  
   Kodachrome Basin $361,155  $172,409  ($188,746) 48% 52,506  ($3.59) 
   Snow Canyon $430,522  $400,760  ($29,762) 93% 322,446  ($0.09) 
   Wasatch Mountain (2) $1,043,205  $327,706  ($715,499) 31% 360,190  ($1.99) 


     Total Scenic Parks $3,899,455  $2,691,377  ($1,208,078) 69% 1,238,796  ($0.98) 


Recreation Parks             
   Bear Lake $865,971  $1,155,460  $289,490  133% 183,716  $1.58  
   Coral Pink Sand Dunes $387,863  $236,243  ($151,620) 61% 56,297  ($2.69) 
   Deer Creek $629,060  $546,903  ($82,157) 87% 314,259  ($0.26) 
   East Canyon $461,394  $347,923  ($113,471) 75% 88,613  ($1.28) 
   Escalante Petrified Forest $245,114  $105,986  ($139,128) 43% 42,390  ($3.28) 
   Flight Park $15,078  $0  ($15,078) 0% 


 
  


   Great Salt Lake Marina $438,478  $482,453  $43,975  110% 228,464  $0.19  
   Green River $326,190  $126,516  ($199,674) 39% 22,147  ($9.02) 
   Gunlock $8,846  $16,053  $7,207  181% 46,150  $0.16  
   Huntington $344,102  $135,971  ($208,131) 40% 56,451  ($3.69) 
   Hyrum $311,706  $173,601  ($138,105) 56% 63,278  ($2.18) 
   Jordan River OHV $386,814  $397,052  $10,239  103% 18,839  $0.54  
   Jordanelle $1,069,784  $979,489  ($90,295) 92% 271,549  ($0.33) 
   Millsite $45,186  $48,992  $3,806  108% 32,556  $0.12  
   Otter Creek $221,217  $166,629  ($54,588) 75% 64,752  ($0.84) 
   Palisade $450,253  $315,938  ($134,315) 70% 228,902  ($0.59) 
   Piute $25,073  $17,603  ($7,470) 70% 22,230  ($0.34) 
   Quail Creek $61,620  $118,229  $56,609  192% 99,492  $0.57  
   Red Fleet $140,614  $76,279  ($64,335) 54% 27,824  ($2.31) 
   Rockport $497,971  $426,097  ($71,875) 86% 141,794  ($0.51) 
   Sand Hollow $1,207,410  $811,158  ($396,252) 67% 160,212  ($2.47) 
   Scofield $404,297  $183,480  ($220,818) 45% 79,076  ($2.79) 
   Starvation $428,451  $265,661  ($162,790) 62% 62,258  ($2.61) 
   Steinaker $197,751  $164,035  ($33,717) 83% 72,739  ($0.46) 
   Utah Lake $714,797  $530,295  ($184,502) 74% 282,608  ($0.65) 
   Willard Bay $694,747  $798,307  $103,560  115% 315,617  $0.33  
   Yuba $535,187  $404,243  ($130,944) 76% 185,584  ($0.71) 


     Total Recreation Parks $11,114,974  $9,030,599  ($2,084,376) 81% 3,167,797  ($0.66) 


Golf Courses              
   Green River $434,161  $71,315  ($362,846) 16% 5,478  ($66.24) 
   Palisade $732,613  $314,834  ($417,779) 43% 28,718  ($14.55) 
   Soldier Hollow (3) $1,208,494  $899,261  ($309,233) 74% 58,392  ($5.30) 
   Wasatch Mountain (4) $1,365,603  $1,703,131  $337,528  125% 94,623  $3.57  


     Total Golf Courses $3,740,872  $2,988,541  ($752,331) 80% 187,211  ($4.02) 


Other Park Units             
   Antelope Island Bison $474,570  $146,607 ($327,963) 31% 


 
  


   Flaming Gorge $29,014  $23,375  ($5,640) 81% 
 


  
   Gunnison Bend $7,117  $4,303  ($2,814) 60% 


 
  


   Lake Powell $488,000  $160,884  ($327,116) 33% 
 


  
   Monte Cristo $74,344  $56,736  ($17,608) 76% 


 
  


     Total Other Park Units $1,073,046  $391,905  ($681,141) 37%     


(1) Excludes This Is The Place State Park     (2) Includes Soldier Hollow Venue     (3) Excludes Bond Payment of $1,100,060 in FY2010     (4) Excludes Bond Payment of $371,047 in FY2010 
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Appendix B.2  Park Revenues and Expenditures Based on Direct Costs for FY2010 


State Park 
Direct Park 


Expenditures 
Total Park 
Revenues 


Park Revenues 
Less Direct 


Expenditures 


Direct 
Contribution 


Margin 


Reported 
FY2010 
Visitors 


Direct Profit 
(Loss) per 


Visitor 


Heritage Parks (1)             
   Anasazi $263,192  $141,003  ($122,189) 54% 24,048  ($5.08) 
   Camp Floyd/Stagecoach Inn $142,146  $21,519  ($120,627) 15% 16,890  ($7.14) 
   Edge of the Cedars $442,937  $71,792  ($371,145) 16% 12,324  ($30.12) 
   Fremont Indian $321,994  $157,422  ($164,572) 49% 93,030  ($1.77) 
   Frontier Homestead $260,628  $23,422  ($237,206) 9% 16,383  ($14.48) 
   Territorial Statehouse $156,322  $17,434  ($138,888) 11% 9,360  ($14.84) 
   Utah Field House Museum $484,473  $181,295  ($303,178) 37% 37,309  ($8.13) 


     Total Heritage Parks $2,071,691  $613,887  ($1,457,805) 30% 209,344  ($6.96) 


Scenic Parks             
   Antelope Island $965,702  $851,154  ($114,548) 88% 279,497  ($0.41) 
   Dead Horse Point $372,964  $690,252  $317,288  185% 177,388  $1.79  
   Goblin Valley $169,083  $249,096  $80,013  147% 46,769  $1.71  
   Kodachrome Basin $262,346  $172,409  ($89,937) 66% 52,506  ($1.71) 
   Snow Canyon $316,492  $400,760  $84,268  127% 322,446  $0.26  
   Wasatch Mountain (2) $834,826  $327,706  ($507,120) 39% 360,190  ($1.41) 


     Total Scenic Parks $2,921,414  $2,691,377  ($230,036) 92% 1,238,796  ($0.19) 


Recreation Parks             
   Bear Lake $650,548  $1,155,460  $504,912  178% 183,716  $2.75  
   Coral Pink Sand Dunes $280,844  $236,243  ($44,601) 84% 56,297  ($0.79) 
   Deer Creek $497,987  $546,903  $48,917  110% 314,259  $0.16  
   East Canyon $364,162  $347,923  ($16,238) 96% 88,613  ($0.18) 
   Escalante Petrified Forest $179,185  $105,986  ($73,199) 59% 42,390  ($1.73) 
   Flight Park $11,498  $0  ($11,498) 0% 


 
  


   Great Salt Lake Marina $328,919  $482,453  $153,534  147% 228,464  $0.67  
   Green River $225,478  $126,516  ($98,962) 56% 22,147  ($4.47) 
   Gunlock $6,582  $16,053  $9,471  244% 46,150  $0.21  
   Huntington $237,239  $135,971  ($101,268) 57% 56,451  ($1.79) 
   Hyrum $232,700  $173,601  ($59,099) 75% 63,278  ($0.93) 
   Jordan River OHV  $291,979  $397,052  $105,074  136% 18,839  $5.58  
   Jordanelle $845,884  $979,489  $133,605  116% 271,549  $0.49  
   Millsite $31,490  $48,992  $17,502  156% 32,556  $0.54  
   Otter Creek $163,744  $166,629  $2,885  102% 64,752  $0.04  
   Palisade $310,016  $315,938  $5,922  102% 228,902  $0.03  
   Piute $18,654  $17,603  ($1,051) 94% 22,230  ($0.05) 
   Quail Creek $43,012  $118,229  $75,217  275% 99,492  $0.76  
   Red Fleet $112,947  $76,279  ($36,668) 68% 27,824  ($1.32) 
   Rockport $390,627  $426,097  $35,469  109% 141,794  $0.25  
   Sand Hollow $883,382  $811,158  ($72,225) 92% 160,212  ($0.45) 
   Scofield $283,293  $183,480  ($99,813) 65% 79,076  ($1.26) 
   Starvation $336,938  $265,661  ($71,276) 79% 62,258  ($1.14) 
   Steinaker $155,528  $164,035  $8,507  105% 72,739  $0.12  
   Utah Lake $534,913  $530,295  ($4,618) 99% 282,608  ($0.02) 
   Willard Bay $517,752  $798,307  $280,555  154% 315,617  $0.89  
   Yuba $400,246  $404,243  $3,997  101% 185,584  $0.02  


     Total Recreation Parks $8,335,549  $9,030,599  $695,050  108% 3,167,797  $0.22  


Golf Courses              
   Green River $306,705  $71,315  ($235,390) 23% 5,478  ($42.97) 
   Palisade $517,093  $314,834  ($202,259) 61% 28,718  ($7.04) 
   Soldier Hollow (3) $969,814  $899,261  ($70,553) 93% 58,392  ($1.21) 
   Wasatch Mountain (4) $1,099,130  $1,703,131  $604,001  155% 94,623  $6.38  


     Total Golf Courses $2,892,742  $2,988,541  $95,799  103% 187,211  $0.51  


Other Park Units             
   Antelope Island Bison $361,885  $146,607 ($215,278) 41% 


 
  


   Flaming Gorge $23,375  $23,375  $0  100% 
 


  
   Gunnison Bend $5,427  $4,303  ($1,124) 79% 


 
  


   Lake Powell $353,089  $160,884  ($192,205) 46% 
 


  
   Monte Cristo $56,691  $56,736  $45  100% 


 
  


     Total Other Park Units $800,467  $391,905  ($408,562) 49%     


(1) Excludes This Is The Place State Park     (2) Includes Soldier Hollow Venue     (3) Excludes Bond Payment of $1,100,060 in FY2010     (4) Excludes Bond Payment of $371,047 in FY2010 


          







 


A Performance Audit of the Division of Parks and Recreation (January 2011) 64 


Appendix B.3  Park Expenditures Including Direct and Allocated Costs for FY2010 


State Park 
Direct Park 


Expenditures 


Allocation  
of  


Statewide 
Overhead 


Allocation  
of  


Regional 
Overhead 


Total Cost  
(Includes 


Allocations) 


Total Cost  
as Percent of 
Direct Cost 


Heritage Parks (1)           
   Anasazi $263,192  $49,625  $63,178  $375,995  143% 
   Camp Floyd/Stagecoach Inn $142,146  $25,053  $19,372  $186,571  131% 
   Edge of the Cedars $442,937  $78,092  $105,230  $626,259  141% 
   Fremont Indian $321,994  $61,451  $55,097  $438,543  136% 
   Frontier Homestead $260,628  $49,421  $44,551  $354,599  136% 
   Territorial Statehouse $156,322  $32,157  $27,083  $215,562  138% 
   Utah Field House Museum $484,473  $86,604  $32,094  $603,171  125% 


     Total Heritage Parks $2,071,691  $382,403  $346,606  $2,800,701  135% 


Scenic Parks           
   Antelope Island $965,702  $192,953  $134,246  $1,292,901  134% 
   Dead Horse Point $372,964  $67,082  $88,874  $528,920  142% 
   Goblin Valley $169,083  $32,879  $40,789  $242,752  144% 
   Kodachrome Basin $262,346  $53,434  $45,375  $361,155  138% 
   Snow Canyon $316,492  $59,940  $54,090  $430,522  136% 
   Wasatch Mountain (2) $834,826  $152,871  $55,508  $1,043,205  125% 


     Total Scenic Parks $2,921,414  $559,159  $418,882  $3,899,455  133% 


Recreation Parks           
   Bear Lake $650,548  $125,506  $89,916  $865,971  133% 
   Coral Pink Sand Dunes $280,844  $58,289  $48,730  $387,863  138% 
   Deer Creek $497,987  $97,601  $33,472  $629,060  126% 
   East Canyon $364,162  $72,682  $24,550  $461,394  127% 
   Escalante Petrified Forest $179,185  $35,133  $30,796  $245,114  137% 
   Flight Park $11,498  $2,015  $1,566  $15,078  131% 
   Great Salt Lake Marina $328,919  $64,031  $45,528  $438,478  133% 
   Green River $225,478  $45,902  $54,810  $326,190  145% 
   Gunlock $6,582  $1,153  $1,111  $8,846  134% 
   Huntington $237,239  $49,044  $57,819  $344,102  145% 
   Hyrum $232,700  $46,641  $32,365  $311,706  134% 
   Jordan River OHV  $291,979  $54,671  $40,164  $386,814  132% 
   Jordanelle $845,884  $166,977  $56,922  $1,069,784  126% 
   Millsite $31,490  $6,103  $7,593  $45,186  143% 
   Otter Creek $163,744  $29,679  $27,793  $221,217  135% 
   Palisade $310,016  $64,581  $75,656  $450,253  145% 
   Piute $18,654  $3,269  $3,150  $25,073  134% 
   Quail Creek $43,012  $10,866  $7,742  $61,620  143% 
   Red Fleet $112,947  $20,184  $7,482  $140,614  124% 
   Rockport $390,627  $80,847  $26,497  $497,971  127% 
   Sand Hollow  $883,382  $172,331  $151,696  $1,207,410  137% 
   Scofield $283,293  $53,070  $67,934  $404,297  143% 
   Starvation $336,938  $68,716  $22,797  $428,451  127% 
   Steinaker $155,528  $31,701  $10,522  $197,751  127% 
   Utah Lake $534,913  $105,664  $74,220  $714,797  134% 
   Willard Bay $517,752  $104,858  $72,138  $694,747  134% 
   Yuba $400,246  $79,371  $55,570  $535,187  134% 


     Total Recreation Parks $8,335,549  $1,650,885  $1,128,539  $11,114,974  133% 


Golf Courses            
   Green River $306,705  $54,504  $72,952  $434,161  142% 
   Palisade $517,093  $92,419  $123,101  $732,613  142% 
   Soldier Hollow (3) $969,814  $174,378  $64,303  $1,208,494  125% 
   Wasatch Mountain (4) $1,099,130  $193,811  $72,662  $1,365,603  124% 


     Total Golf Courses $2,892,742  $515,112  $333,018  $3,740,872  129% 


Other Park Units           
   Antelope Island Bison $361,885  $63,410  $49,276  $474,570  131% 
   Flaming Gorge $23,375  $4,096  $1,544  $29,014  124% 
   Gunnison Bend $5,427  $951  $739  $7,117  131% 
   Lake Powell $353,089  $73,600  $61,311  $488,000  138% 
   Monte Cristo $56,691  $9,933  $7,719  $74,344  131% 


     Total Other Park Units $800,467  $151,989  $120,589  $1,073,046  134% 


(1) Excludes This Is The Place State Park     (2) Includes Soldier Hollow Venue     (3) Excludes Bond Payment of $1,100,060 in FY2010     (4) Excludes Bond Payment of $371,047 in FY2010 
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Appendix B.4  Park Revenues for FY2010 


State Park 


Park's Share  
of  


Restricted 
Boating Funds 


Park's Share 
of  


Restricted 
OHV Funds 


Direct Park 
Revenues 


Total Park 
Revenues 


Reported 
FY2010 
Visitors 


Total Revenue 
per Visitor 


Heritage Parks (1)             
   Anasazi 


  
$141,003  $141,003  24,048  $5.86  


   Camp Floyd/Stagecoach Inn 
  


$21,519  $21,519  16,890  $1.27  
   Edge of the Cedars 


  
$71,792  $71,792  12,324  $5.83  


   Fremont Indian $33,092  $37,846  $86,484  $157,422  93,030  $1.69  
   Frontier Homestead 


  
$23,422  $23,422  16,383  $1.43  


   Territorial Statehouse 
 


$2,503  $14,931  $17,434  9,360  $1.86  
   Utah Field House Museum 


  
$181,295  $181,295  37,309  $4.86  


     Total Heritage Parks $33,092  $40,349  $540,446  $613,887  209,344  $2.93  


Scenic Parks             
   Antelope Island $137,142  $59,749  $654,263  $851,154  279,497  $3.05  
   Dead Horse Point 


 
$35,280  $654,972  $690,252  177,388  $3.89  


   Goblin Valley 
 


$17,579  $231,517  $249,096  46,769  $5.33  
   Kodachrome Basin 


 
$4,051  $168,358  $172,409  52,506  $3.28  


   Snow Canyon 
  


$400,760  $400,760  322,446  $1.24  
   Wasatch Mountain (2) 


 
$49,397  $278,309  $327,706  360,190  $0.91  


     Total Scenic Parks $137,142  $166,056  $2,388,179  $2,691,377  1,238,796  $2.17  


Recreation Parks             
   Bear Lake $207,494  $164,658  $783,308  $1,155,460  183,716  $6.29  
   Coral Pink Sand Dunes 


 
$93,590  $142,653  $236,243  56,297  $4.20  


   Deer Creek $149,758  $37,072  $360,074  $546,903  314,259  $1.74  
   East Canyon $109,513  $27,109  $211,301  $347,923  88,613  $3.93  
   Escalante Petrified Forest $16,632  $2,717  $86,637  $105,986  42,390  $2.50  
   Flight Park 


  
  $0                  n/a 


   Great Salt Lake Marina $89,922  $51,420  $341,111  $482,453  228,464  $2.11  
   Green River $20,687  $15,209  $90,620  $126,516  22,147  $5.71  
   Gunlock 


  
$16,053  $16,053  46,150  $0.35  


   Huntington $71,375  $22,969  $41,627  $135,971  56,451  $2.41  
   Hyrum $53,014  $24,252  $96,335  $173,601  63,278  $2.74  
   Jordan River OHV  


 
$291,979  $105,073  $397,052  18,839  $21.08  


   Jordanelle $254,380  $31,485  $693,625  $979,489  271,549  $3.61  
   Millsite $9,628  $7,865  $31,499  $48,992  32,556  $1.50  
   Otter Creek $48,964  $39,999  $77,666  $166,629  64,752  $2.57  
   Palisade $42,377  $34,618  $238,943  $315,938  228,902  $1.38  
   Piute $5,610  $4,583  $7,410  $17,603  22,230  $0.79  
   Quail Creek 


  
$118,229  $118,229  99,492  $1.19  


   Red Fleet $25,732  $12,612  $37,935  $76,279  27,824  $2.74  
   Rockport $117,472  $58,159  $250,466  $426,097  141,794  $3.01  
   Sand Hollow $121,768  $86,209  $603,181  $811,158  160,212  $5.06  
   Scofield $85,082  $29,486  $68,912  $183,480  79,076  $2.32  
   Starvation $101,290  $62,684  $101,687  $265,661  62,258  $4.27  
   Steinaker $47,355  $11,722  $104,957  $164,035  72,739  $2.26  
   Utah Lake $194,985  $39,821  $295,489  $530,295  282,608  $1.88  
   Willard Bay $155,702  $69,377  $573,228  $798,307  315,617  $2.53  
   Yuba $136,754  $71,875  $195,614  $404,243  185,584  $2.18  


     Total Recreation Parks $2,065,494  $1,291,470  $5,673,633  $9,030,599  3,167,797  $2.85  


Golf Courses              
   Green River 


  
$71,315  $71,315  5,478  $13.02  


   Palisade 
  


$314,834  $314,834  28,718  $10.96  
   Soldier Hollow (3) 


  
$899,261  $899,261  58,392  $15.40  


   Wasatch Mountain (4) 
  


$1,703,131  $1,703,131  94,623  $18.00  


     Total Golf Courses     $2,988,541  $2,988,541  187,211  $15.96  


Other Park Units             
   Antelope Island Bison 


  
$146,607 $146,607                n/a 


   Flaming Gorge $23,375  
 


  $23,375                 n/a 
   Gunnison Bend $4,303  


 
  $4,303                 n/a 


   Lake Powell $160,884  
 


  $160,884                 n/a 
   Monte Cristo $0  $56,691  $45  $56,736                 n/a 


     Total Other Park Units $188,562  $56,691  $146,652 $391,905                 n/a 


(1) Excludes This Is The Place State Park     (2) Includes Soldier Hollow Venue     (3) Excludes Bond Payment of $1,100,060 in FY2010     (4) Excludes Bond Payment of $371,047 in FY2010 
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Appendix C 
 


In Utah, many state park lands have been acquired through federal partnerships or 


developed with the help of federal funding programs that place requirements on how those 


lands can be used.  Figure C1 details the Utah state parks subject to federal encumbrances. 


While these encumbrances do not restrict the use of private partners, they need to be 


addressed in any privatization initiative that would involve any of these 33 state parks. 


 
 


Figure C1 Number of Utah State Parks Affected by Federal Encumbrances.  33 of 
the 43 state parks in Utah are directly subject to federal use restrictions. There are three 
primary federal encumbrances associated with Utah’s state parks. 


 


State Park 
Land and Water 


Conservation Fund 
Recreation and Public 


Purposes Act 


Bureau of Reclamation 
Memorandum of 


Agreement 


1) Antelope Island •     


2) Bear Lake • •   
3) Coral Pink Sand Dunes   •   
4) Dead Horse Point • •   


5) Deer Creek •   • 


6) East Canyon •   • 


7) Escalante Petrified Forest   •   


8) Flight Park •     
9) Fremont Indian •     
10) Goblin Valley   •   
11) Goosenecks   •   


12) Great Salt Lake Marina •     


13) Green River •     
14) Gunlock   •   
15) Huntington •   • 
16) Hyrum •   • 
17) Jordan River OHV •     
18) Jordanelle     • 
19) Kodachrome Basin   •   
20) Otter Creek • •   
21) Palisade •     
22) Red Fleet     • 
23) Rockport     • 
24) Sand Hollow •     
25) Scofield •   • 
26) Snow Canyon • •   
27) Starvation •   • 
28) Steinaker     • 
29) This Is The Place   •   
30) Utah Lake •     
31) Wasatch Mountain • •   
32) Willard Bay •   • 
33) Yuba •     
Encumbrance Totals 22 12 11 
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Following are the main details for the three main federal encumbrances associated with 


Utah state parks. 


 


1) Land and Water Conservation Fund: 


 Grant program administered by the National Parks Service (NPS) 


 Funded site must be protected forever as a public outdoor recreation area 


 Property cannot be converted to uses other than public outdoor recreation 


without federal approval 


 


2) Recreation and Public Purposes Act: 


 Administered by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 


 Allows the sale or lease of public lands for public purposes to 


governments and qualified nonprofits 


 Under a reverter issuance, title will revert back to federal ownership if 


land is not used for the purposes that it was acquired 


 Title may be transferred only with the consent of the BLM 


 


3) Memorandum of Agreement: 


 Contract with the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) for administration, 


operation, and maintenance of reservoir recreational areas 


 Contracts with 3rd parties allocating state responsibilities for periods 


greater than one year require prior federal approval 


 


Besides these federal restrictions, there are a number of other encumbrances or 


interested land owners (local governments, state division of natural resources, water 


conservancy districts, etc.) that must also be considered when planning park privatization.  


Overall, no encumbrances or restrictions appear to strictly prohibit the transfer of park 


management to private business partners; however, careful navigation of state obligations to 


other interested parties is essential to the successful implementation of privatization. 
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Agency Response 
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January 13, 2011 


 
 
 
Mr. John M. Schaff, CIA 
Auditor General 
W315 Utah State Capitol Complex 
PO Box 145315 
Salt Lake City, UT  84114-5315 
 
 
Dear Mr. Schaff: 
 
This letter contains our response to the Performance Audit of the Division of State Parks and 
Recreation (Report No. 2011-03). 
 
I would like to thank your staff for the professional manner in which they conducted this 
comprehensive review of the state parks and programs.  The auditors have visited with staff 
at most of the state parks, region offices, and within the Salt Lake office. They were willing to 
learn about the state park system and the unique role and responsibilities within the 
Division.  
 
The report generated several recommendations where the Division can improve and we 
appreciate this assistance.  Many of these ideas are in the process of being implemented.  
We have been committed to change and the audit has given us additional opportunity to 
further our efforts.  
 
I will address the recommendations made in Chapters II - V of the audit report. 
 
Chapter II  
 
1. The Utah state park system was created to provide recreation and educational 
opportunities for citizens of Utah and to stimulate local economies.  This was done using a 
public service funding model that relied on general funds to provide support for these 
affordable public services.  The Division recognizes the model is changing.   
 
A reduction in General Fund appropriation of $1.5 million per year for 2012 through 2014 to 
$4 million would come with significant impacts.  Any reduction in general funds at this point, 
as noted by the auditors, will result in seasonal and full closures of parks, reduced  
services and access to state lands, diminished public safety, and limited resource 
protection.  The Division recognizes efficiencies can certainly be made and business 
planning elements implemented to enable a reduction. There must be strategic 
planning to make this significant reduction in a way that accounts for the varied park 
visitor profiles, resources, facilities, and community involvement. 
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If it is the legislature’s desire to decrease general funds, the Division’s recommendation is to 
reduce the general fund appropriation to no less than $6 million and spread the amount 
over fiscal years 2012 through 2015.  This approach can be accomplished with fewer park 
closures, more efficient staffing, better business planning, and legislative supported fee 
increases to boat and OHV registrations.  It also allows the agency and Legislators to work 
together in selecting parks for closure. 
 
2.  The Division agrees that revenues and expenditures for each park should be monitored 
and reported.  A detailed and in-depth revenue and expenditure report is published and 
distributed each month to Department staff as well as the Fiscal Analyst.  The Division 
carefully monitors the contribution margin (the percentage of expenditures covered by fees 
and merchandise sales) which is a primary performance measure.   
 
The Division further agrees with the audit that the “full cost” of each park should be 
identified, reported, and monitored.  Full costing refers to the application of overhead 
(primarily administrative and region maintenance costs) to the direct operating costs of each 
park and to identifying “off-park duty” costs related to OHV or boating activities.  Full cost 
accounting is a good management tool for decision making and is a good business practice.   
 
The Division has developed a full costing model which was used by the auditors as a basis to 
develop the numbers used in this report.  The Division is further refining this model, in 
conjunction with the Department, to find ways to more accurately identify and record costs 
by activity (e.g., OHV, boating, recreation, federal, etc.), and apply the appropriate funding to 
those costs.  A “full-cost” report is being developed and will be published to DNR staff as 
well as the Fiscal Analyst. 
 
3.  The Division agrees and will continue rewarding park managers for their financial 
performance using a system implemented several years ago that provides funding for 
requested projects based on a number of criteria including:  first and foremost the project 
must be of benefit to the park and visitors, it must have a positive return on the investment, 
be part of the park’s business plan, be doable within the time frame available, and the park 
must have exceeded the revenue target and stayed within budget that fiscal year.  The 
Division will also continue using the staff-driven employee incentive award process where 
employees nominate each other to receive financial awards in several categories that 
recognize them for superior work.  As the creation and implementation of business plans 
improve and expand, they will play a larger role in recognizing employees for improving their 
financial performance.  The Division believes that all employees, not just park managers,  
can be rewarded for making their parks more profitable and will work to find ways to reward 
all employees who contribute in this effort. 
 
4. The Division agrees.  The Division’s business plans focus on increasing visitation and 
revenues, reducing costs, and meeting the park’s mission.  Business planning started in 
2006 at Starvation State Park when the Division joined with the Bureau of Reclamation to 
develop a template for all federal BOR areas.  Being the first of its kind, this joint effort took 
18 months to complete and the Division was recognized for its participation by President 
Bush’s administration.   
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Efforts to get business plans developed for the highest revenue parks began in 2008 but 
were slowed by staff shortages due to budget reductions. In late 2009, business planning 
became a major initiative and several plans were completed in 2010.  The majority of the 
remaining plans are in process, and all parks will have a business plan in place by July 1, 
2011. The Division will pay close attention to those parks that have the capacity to 
significantly impact revenue and expenditures.   
 
5.  The Division agrees and believes that a careful analysis is important when evaluating 
capital projects.  The Division does use financial and analytical methods such as Internal 
Rates of Return and Net Present Value to evaluate projects but believes it can improve the 
forecasting methods.  New capital budgeting guidelines and processes are currently being 
developed in order to further improve and refine capital development decision making 
methods. 
 
Chapter III 
 
1.  The Division agrees efficiencies can be made.  The Division’s current staffing model 
already depends heavily on seasonal employees to augment the full-time staff during the 
busy visitor season.  In fact, as pointed out in the audit report, the Division’s staffing more 
than doubles during the visitor season.  Those full time, year-round employees that remain 
following the summer season have significant responsibilities in the repair and maintenance 
of facilities, hosting visitors who enjoy coming to the parks when they are less crowded, and 
providing snowmobile trail grooming and patrols.  Whenever a vacancy occurs in full time 
staff, whether in the field operations or in an administrative office, the Division critically 
evaluates that position to see whether or not the position is critical and whether or not the 
position could be filled by a seasonal employee.  The Division will continue to evaluate park 
operations in order to reduce full-time employees and replace them with seasonal (part-
time) employees in work units.  In some of the rural park areas, however, quality seasonal 
employees that are able to provide the level of service our citizens have come to expect at 
their State parks are difficult to find and retain. 
 
2.  The Division agrees.  While a 19% overhead cost, as reported by the auditors, is a 
reasonable cost by for-profit standards, the agency is taking steps to reduce costs in the Salt  
Lake office and has already reduced costs at the region level by eliminating a region office.  
In FY2010, 13 positions were eliminated in the Salt Lake office.  By closing one region 
office, three positions were eliminated.  Every position is analyzed and reconfigured, if 
necessary, before being filled and that practice will continue.  Duties are being shifted 
among employees and most staff in these support positions have seen their responsibilities 
increased.   
 
Position titles don’t fully reflect the breadth of duties performed, especially in the Salt Lake 
and region offices.  Program coordinators and assistant region managers serve beyond their 
subject matter specialties to serve agency wide needs such as, coordinating the writing and 
review of guidelines and rules, involvement in legislative affairs, and fund raising.  What 
might appear as a duplication of efforts when reviewing job titles, isn’t as apparent when 
reviewing lists of tasks. 
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As the Division continues examining and reorganizing staffing in the Salt Lake office, regions 
and the law enforcement program, overlap of duties will receive on-going attention. 
 
3. The Division agrees and has been actively looking at these options for providing 
appropriate public safety services for several years.  The Division will continue actively 
evaluating these varied proposals for feasibility as conditions surrounding each individual 
component change to allow for such a move.  The Division will evaluate every law 
enforcement position to identify those positions where a non-law enforcement individual 
would be more appropriate.  The Division will maximize efficiency by working with the 
Division of Wildlife Resources to assist one another in fulfilling statutory responsibilities. 
 
4.  The Division agrees with this approach to management and has been complexing park 
units under consolidated management for the past 20 years.  Currently, this practice is 
employed at the Sand Hollow/Quail Creek Complex, the Huntington/Millsite/Scofield 
Complex, the Fremont/Otter Creek/Piute Complex, and the Steinaker/Red Fleet Complex.  In 
other areas, park staff at a developed state park will provide management oversight to an 
undeveloped area.  Such is the case with Territorial Statehouse State Park managing the 
historic Fort Deseret site, Frontier Homestead State Park managing the Old Iron Town site 
and Great Salt Lake State Park managing the Danger Cave site.  In most instances, the 
Division has found that complexing parks has been a wise management strategy.  However, 
some instances have not worked out as well, and separate management has been the more 
effective protocol. Geographical separation, park purpose, and the individual complexities of 
the associated park units are all factors that will ultimately determine the success of the 
complex.  The Division, however, believes that complexing parks where appropriate is a 
valuable management tool and will continue looking for opportunities to complex parks.  It 
should be noted, however, that it becomes increasingly difficult to fully account for costs at 
individual park units as management, staff, equipment, and supplies are shared among the 
complexed parks. 
 
Chapter IV 
 
1.  The Division initiated a one day per week closure for Heritage Parks in fiscal year 2010.  
This one day closure is projected to save approximately $67,000 by reducing the need for 
additional seasonal staff.  Because our museums, historic sites, and cultural sites generally 
do not have campgrounds associated with them (Fremont Indian State Park being the 
exception), this closure has been effective.  At recreation and scenic parks, where camping 
is among the provided opportunities, a one day closure may not be feasible; especially 
during the summer season.  However, utilizing the same evaluation tool the Division can 
build on that and identify appropriate closure days for other park units.   
 
 2.  The Division will begin an analysis of parks to identify those where a seasonal closure is 
appropriate.  Visitation, cost of winter operations, additional off-peak duties (including winter 
snowmobile operations and facility maintenance), resource and facility protection, and other 
operational factors will be considered in the analysis. 
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Chapter V 
            
The Division is confident that it can meet the recommendations to increase public-private 
partnerships at the parks and can, as a result, help the parks operate more efficiently.  
Strategies have been developed to do this while maintaining the level of service that visitors 
have come to expect.  Staff recognizes that private businesses have the capacity to 
effectively offer valuable services and opportunities in a manner that is beneficial to the 
state and currently operate with 39 private business contracts. 
  
The audit defines privatization as the contracting of the operational aspects (except for 
public safety responsibilities) of state park(s) to private business partners/concessionaires. 
Under this definition, the state maintains ownership of lands and associated resources, and 
would likely be responsible for all facilities and infrastructure maintenance, development, 
and improvement (see p. 43). To a large degree, the current Division practices are in 
harmony with this definition through public-private partnerships. For instance, at Wasatch 
Mountain State Park there are six private concessionaires operating at the park, one of 
whom (Soldier Hollow Legacy Foundation) is operating at Wasatch in virtual lock step with 
the audit's definition.  
 
This past year, Yuba State Park contracted with a private partner to provide boat and 
personal watercraft services to park visitors. Several other parks are engaged in successful 
partnerships with private entities. These examples showcase the "comparative advantages" 
of a strong public-private relationship; the private entities use their skills and expertise to 
provide commercial-oriented opportunities and services, while Division staff ensure there is 
a safe, well-maintained experience for visitors.  
 
This model is the same as the U.S. Forest Service model.  The Forest Service does not  
privatize the forest, they contract with a concession operator to provide camping.  In much 
the same fashion, the Division does not privatize our natural resources, but manages 
concession contracts for park functions and could examine opportunities to create 
concession contracts for operations at some campgrounds.  That could, however, come with 
some loss in revenue so a detailed cost/benefit analysis would need to be examined. 
 
The Division believes this model works and can be expanded. Enhancing private 
opportunities at Utah State Parks has become a top priority. This past year, the Division 
launched an in-depth effort to expand public-private partnerships through enhanced 
concession operations at Utah's state parks. Five primary objectives were identified to 
operate more efficiently through expanded private opportunities within the parks. These are 
listed as follows: 
  
1.) Help parks become more financially self-sufficient;  
2.) Establish standards and procedures to help park staff develop mutually beneficial 
relationships and to enhance concession services with private partners;  
3.) Ensure that all park managers understand that private partners provide valuable, 
specialized services that are demanded by the recreating public; and  
4.) Help stimulate the local economy through enhanced private partnerships at its parks.  
5.) Provide additional opportunities to attract more visitors, more often. 
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Through 2010, staff identified improvements that needed to be made to ensure that its 
relationships with its private partners result in mutually beneficial outcomes. Policies and 
procedures were developed to meet the five goals and a formal training program was 
designed to ensure that all park managers clearly understand the Division's policies and 
priorities in expanding private partnerships, and enhancing relationships with its existing 
partners.  
 
The Division believes that this approach is a reasonable solution for the recommendations 
listed within Chapter V. The audit clearly points out several pitfalls with wholesale 
privatization of Utah's State Parks. As noted above, the audit recommends that functions 
such as public safety and facilities maintenance, improvement, and development functions 
probably should remain with the state to help ensure that private partnerships are viable.  
 
The Division is confident that it can expand public-private opportunities in the parks in 
accordance with this definition.  This is being accomplished by the development of a new 
public-private framework with new policies, practices, and training which will: 1.) help the 
parks reduce reliance on general funds; 2.) enhance public-private opportunities at the 
parks; and 3.) ensure that the recreating public enjoys a safe and satisfying recreational 
experience. 
 
Conclusion 
 
In FY2010 during an economic recession, the Division increased revenue $449,907, (3.4%) 
while reducing expenses by $727,582, (2.3%) and served over 4.6 million visitors.  In 2009, 
Utah State Parks was named as one of the top three state park systems in the country by 
the National Recreation and Parks Association.  This Gold Medal Award for Excellence in 
Park and Recreation Management recognized the agency for its excellence in long-range 
planning, fiscal management, and citizen support systems. 
 
The Division believes it can implement most of the suggestions in the audit to some degree 
throughout the system over the next several years in order to decrease general fund 
appropriations.  The audit recognizes the impacts in doing so, including the full and 
seasonal closures of parks, reduced services and access to state lands, diminished public 
safety, and limited resource protection.  Further impacts may also include reduced 
economic benefit to local communities, diminished state revenues, reduced restricted 
funds, higher local unemployment rates, and fewer tourism opportunities. 
 
The Division appreciates the opportunity to respond to the audit and will continue to 
implement strategies in the recommended areas. 
 
      Sincerely, 


  
      Mary L. Tullius 
      Director 
 
cc:  Mike Styler, DNR  Director 
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