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Ladies and Gentlemen:

In accordance with the Comptroller’s responsibilities contained in Chapter 5, § 93, of the New York City
Charter, my office has reviewed the Department of Parks and Recreation’s (Parks) internal controls over
the processing of permits and the collection of permit revenue for ballfield, tennis, and special events.

The results of our audit, which are presented in this report, have been discussed with Parks officials, and
their comments have been considered in the preparation of this report.

Audits such as this provide a means of ensuring that City agencies have adequate internal controls over
specific processing functions,  collect fees due the City, and are accountable for the funds they receive.

I trust that this report contains information that is of interest to you.  If you have any questions concerning
this report, please e-mail my audit bureau at audit@comptroller.nyc.gov or telephone my office at 212-669-
3747.

Very truly yours,

William C. Thompson, Jr.
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The City of New York
Office of the Comptroller

Bureau of Management Audit

Audit Report on
Department of Parks and Recreation

Controls over the Processing of Permits and the
Collection of Fees for Athletic and Special Events

MG02-117A

AUDIT REPORT IN BRIEF

The Department of Parks and Recreation (Parks) maintains a 28,000-acre park system
distributed throughout the five boroughs of New York City.  Most facilities are available to the
public without fees or permits.  However, organized sports leagues and schools are required to
obtain permits before they use the athletic fields (ballfields) in the parks for activities such as
softball, baseball, football, and soccer.  Permits are also required for other activities such as
tennis, lawn bowling, cricket, volleyball, croquet, lacrosse, and special events. Our audit
objective was to review the internal controls of Parks over the processing of permits and the
collection of permit revenue for ballfield, tennis, and special events.

Audit Findings and Conclusions

Our review of the processing of athletic and special event permits by Parks disclosed
significant internal control weaknesses.  Overall, Parks has failed to institute agency-wide
controls necessary to ensure that all applicable permit fees are charged, collected, and deposited.
The Parks offices involved in issuing permits are decentralized, and each office follows its own
procedures and maintains its own records. Moreover, there are no written procedures regarding
the processing of ballfield and special event permits or the collection and deposit of the related
fees.

Many of the computer and manual systems used by Parks have processing and reporting
deficiencies.  In addition, there is no compatibility in the computer (or manual) systems used by
the offices in processing ballfield and special event permits; more important, even when the
system used is the same, in many cases, its capabilities differ from office to office.

The number of permits issued and the amount of permit fees collected are not reconciled.
As a result, there are often discrepancies between the amounts that should have been collected
and the amounts that were actually collected and deposited. In addition, processing functions are
not properly segregated.  In many instances, the person who processes the applications and
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permits and records the related information also collects the permit fees.  This control weakness
is further compounded by the lack of supervisory review of permit issuers.  We also found that
the Parks offices do not make regular daily or weekly bank deposits.  As a result, permit fees
remain at some offices for weeks or months before they are deposited.

In addition, Parks has no written agreement with Paragon Sporting Goods, which issues
tennis permits and single-play and reservation tickets, or with Central Park Tennis Center, which
sells single-play and reservation tickets only.  These private entities submit to Parks fees
collected for issuing permits and selling single-play tickets and reservations.  If these entities
were to go out of business or change ownership, there is no assurance that Parks would obtain
the fees that it is entitled to.

Audit recommendations

The report makes 25 recommendations, some of which are listed below.  Parks should:

• Prepare and issue uniform written procedures for processing ballfield and special
event permits and collecting the fees.

• Upgrade the Class computer system so that cash receipt reports can be generated by
each office that list the permits issued and the fees collected.   The reports should
include the permit numbers, permit holders’ names, fee amounts, and payment dates.
After the upgrade, Parks should require a daily reconciliation of cash receipts to
permits issued.

• Provide the tennis issuers-cashiers with the capability to generate reports by permit
numbers as well as by receipt numbers. In addition, require them to keep records of
computer failures, skipped permit numbers, voids, and other computer-related
processing problems so that all permits issued can be accounted for and processing
problems can be identified and corrected.

• Require that all databases used by the special event permit offices have the same
capabilities.

• Require a reconciliation of ballfield and special event permits issued with fees
collected. Until the computer systems are upgraded, supervisors should review daily
cash receipts data and related reconciliations and sign off on the validity of the
information.

• Ensure that all tennis permit issuers perform a daily reconciliation of permits issued
and fees collected.

• Ensure that permit issuers are adequately supervised and processing functions
appropriately segregated.
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• Require that fees be submitted to the cashier daily or weekly and that the cashier
deposits fees daily or weekly.

• Prepare written agreements with both Paragon and Central Park Tennis Center that
spell out their contractual obligations.  Both Parks and the corporations’ officials
should sign these agreements.

Parks Response

The matters covered in this report were discussed with Parks officials during and at the
conclusion of this audit. A preliminary draft report was sent to Parks officials on May 8, 2003,
and was discussed at an exit conference on May 27, 2003.  We submitted a draft report to Parks
officials on May 29, 2003, with a request for comments.  We received a written response from
Parks on June 12, 2003.

Parks agreed with 23 of the 25 recommendations. It disagreed with Recommendation 6,
that Parks should provide the tennis issuers-cashiers with the capability to generate reports by
permit numbers as well as by receipt numbers.  Parks partially disagreed with Recommendation
15, that Parks require its staff to discontinue the practice of accepting cash in payment for
permits, stating that it plans to continue accepting cash at a limited number of sites.
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INTRODUCTION

Background

The Department of Parks and Recreation (Parks) maintains a 28,000-acre park system
distributed throughout the five boroughs of New York City.  This system provides a wide variety
of recreational opportunities to the public, including 614 turf ballfields, 550 tennis courts, and
other facilities such as swimming pools, beaches, recreation centers, ice-skating rinks, and zoos.

Most facilities are available to the public without fees or permits.  However, organized
sports leagues and schools are required to obtain permits before they use the athletic fields
(ballfields) in the parks for activities such as softball, baseball, football, and soccer.  Permits are
also required for other activities such as tennis, lawn bowling, cricket, volleyball, croquet,
lacrosse, and special events.  This audit focuses on the permits and fees that Parks processes for
ballfields, tennis, and special events.

During Fiscal Year 2002, Parks generated approximately $2.1 million in revenue from
ballfield, tennis, and special event permits: approximately $627,000 from ballfield permits,
$1,308,000 from tennis permits, and $164,000 from special event permits.

To obtain athletic and special event permits, applications must be submitted to the
appropriate Parks borough office.  Parks sends out tennis permit renewal applications each
January to the previous year’s permit holders.  No applications are sent to previous ballfield
permit holders, except by the Brooklyn office, and no applications are sent to previous special
event permit holders. Generally, applications can be obtained by mail, in person, or from the
Parks Web site. The Web site lists the various permit fees and explains how and when to file
applications and obtain permits.

Ballfield permits can be used only during the applicable “season.”  In 2002, the baseball
and softball season was April 13 to September 2, and the soccer and football season was
September 14 to December 1.  Permits for ballfields are free for programs for youths under 18,
such as little league clubs.   For all other users, the fee for turf, clay, or grass fields is $8 for two
hours of baseball or softball, and $10 for two hours of soccer or football.

The tennis season in 2002 was April 6 through November 24.  Tennis permits cost $10
for juniors (under age 18), $20 for seniors (62 and over), and $50 for adults (adult fees increased
to $100 in 2003). Those without season permits can purchase single-play tickets for $5 each. For
Fiscal Year 2002, Parks sold 19,736 adult permits, 3,742 senior permits and 3,547 junior permits.
In addition, a reservation fee of $5 is charged to reserve specific tennis courts, and permit holders
can obtain a $20 permit to use a locker for the season at the Central Park Tennis Center.

Special events occur all year long and include activities such as birthday parties, school
field days, walkathons, picnics, and festivals. An application, along with a non-refundable $25
processing fee, must be submitted to Parks at least 30 days before the requested event date.
(This fee is waived when the activity is sponsored by Parks or involves a school, but can also be
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waived at the discretion of a Parks administrator.)  An additional fee is usually charged for use of
an athletic field for a special event at the ballfield permit rates mentioned previously.

Permits are issued at Parks offices throughout the boroughs, where various computer
systems and manual records are used to process, issue, and track the permits. In addition, for
tennis, Parks has oral agreements with two private sports stores in Manhattan.  Paragon Sporting
Goods store in Manhattan issues tennis permits, single-play tickets, and reservations.  Central
Park Tennis Center, a pro shop in Central Park, sells single-play tickets and reservations.  Table
I, below, shows the number of Parks offices in each borough that issue the various permits.

Table I
Parks Offices That Issue Ballfield, Tennis, and Special Event Permits

Permits Manhattan Bronx Brooklyn Queens Staten Island
# of offices 2 * 1 2 4 3
Ballfield West Arsenal Borough

Office
- Prospect Park **
- Borough
   Office

- Flushing
  Meadow Park **
- Overlook
(Borough Office)

- Cromwell
   Center

Tennis The Arsenal
(Borough Office)

Borough
Office

- Borough
   Office

- Lost Battalion - Stonehenge
(Borough Office)

Special
Event

West Arsenal Borough
Office

- Prospect Park **
- Borough
   Office

- Flushing
  Meadow Park **
- Forest Park **
- Overlook
(Borough  Office)

- Stonehenge
 (Borough Office)
- Blue Heron
   Park **

*  Paragon Sporting Goods and Central Park Tennis Center are not included in this table.
** The Prospect Park office in Brooklyn, the Flushing Meadow Park and Forest Park offices in Queens, and the
Blue Heron Park office in Staten Island issue permits for use in those specific parks only.

Once applications are approved and applicable fees are received, information from the
application is either entered in the computer system or manually recorded. A sequentially
numbered permit is generated by the computer or prepared manually. Then the issuer signs the
permit and affixes the Parks seal on it.  The permit is mailed or given, if handled in person, to the
applicant.  The fees collected are forwarded to the cashier, who prepares daily cash receipt
reports and deposits the permit fees in the appropriate Parks bank account.

Objective

Our audit objective was to review the internal controls of the Department of Parks and
Recreation over the processing of permits and the collection of permit revenue for ballfield,
tennis, and special events.

Scope and Methodology

Our audit covered Fiscal Year 2002.  We selected the months March and April 2002 to
conduct audit tests since most permits are issued at the beginning of the “season.”  The planned
scope of the audit included identification of all revenue collected from the issuance of ballfield,
tennis, and special event permits.  
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We interviewed the Parks Deputy Chief Fiscal Officer and other officials in each borough
to obtain an understanding of Parks operations, gathered background information from the Parks
Web site, and reviewed Park Rules and Regulations, 2000 Edition. We then interviewed officials
at Parks Management Information System (MIS) Department to identify the different computer
systems in use and requested either computer-generated reports from the systems or access to the
systems to obtain the data we needed to perform our tests.  To determine whether written
procedures for collection of permit fees were adequate, we obtained and reviewed the Parks
Revenue Producing Facilities Collection and Reporting Procedures from the Deputy Chief Fiscal
Officer.

We requested any written contracts Parks had with Paragon Sporting Goods to issue
tennis permits, single-play tickets, and reservations and with Central Park Tennis Center to sell
single-play and reservation tickets.

We visited all offices, except the Blue Heron Park in Staten Island, which only issued 20
special event permits from April through June 2002.  To determine the adequacy of the internal
controls over the permit fee collection process, we interviewed the cashiers and staff in each
borough who were responsible for issuing permits for ballfield, tennis, and special events, and
performed observations and walk-throughs at each issuing office. For example, in Brooklyn,
Manhattan, and Staten Island, we observed that tennis permit issuers checked identification for
the age of all new tennis permit applicants; we also observed in all boroughs the receipt of mail-
in tennis applications, the entry of data in Sportslog, and the generation of the tennis permit by
Sportslog.

We observed the end-of-day procedures of cashiers to determine whether they reconciled
the cash received with the applications and the amounts shown on the computer printout.
Wherever we found major weaknesses, we expanded our tests.  The tests performed were
different for each office, depending on the availability of data.  For example, even though our
test period was March and April 2002, we obtained all Bronx ballfield permits issued from
February 19, 2002, to May 17, 2002, and compared fees recorded to the bank deposits. In the
Bronx, we reviewed the March through December 2002 Sportslog printout for tennis permits and
compared the receipts with the deposits; we did the same in Staten Island for the period March to
June 2002.  In Flushing Meadow Park, we reviewed the January through November 2002
checklists and compared the checks recorded with the bank deposits.  We also reviewed the
Parks responses to the Comptroller’s Directive 11 questionnaire, for the past three fiscal years.

To test whether the fees for permits were billed, collected, and deposited promptly, we
requested computer printouts for the various systems by borough, containing the permit number,
the date of issue, the name of the permit holder, the permit fee, and the total collected. These
printouts would establish the number and type of permits issued by each borough.  When
computer-generated reports were not available, we conducted tests on available manual records.
In the Bronx, we obtained the ballfield applications and copies of ballfield permits issued and
compared the fees collected with the deposits.  For Staten Island and the Flushing Meadow Park
office in Queens, we obtained printouts from the Sportslog computer system and made the same
comparison we made in the Bronx.
                                                

1 New York City Comptroller’s Office Fiscal Year Checklist for Agency Evaluation of Internal Controls
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We reviewed computer printouts from each borough listing the tennis permits issued
during March and April 2002 to determine whether all receipts and all permits were accounted
for.  We traced those amounts to the deposits made by the borough cashiers.

We obtained data from the Access database for special event permits issued by the
Overlook and the Flushing Meadow Park offices in Queens, and from Brooklyn and the Bronx,
and compared the data with the lists of checks received and amounts deposited.  For Staten
Island and Forest Park (in Queens), which use manual systems, we compared the cash receipts
listed in the entry logs with the deposits.  For the Prospect Park office in Brooklyn, we reviewed
permits issued and compared them with the cash receipts for March and April 2002 that were
listed in the manual log.  

This audit was conducted in accordance with generally accepted government auditing
standards (GAGAS) and included tests of the records and other auditing procedures considered
necessary.  It was performed in accordance with the City Comptroller’s audit responsibilities as
set forth in Chapter 5, § 93, of the New York City Charter.

Discussion of Audit Results

The matters covered in this report were discussed with Parks officials during and at the
conclusion of this audit. A preliminary draft report was sent to Parks officials on May 8, 2003,
and was discussed at an exit conference on May 27, 2003.  We submitted a draft report to Parks
officials on May 29, 2003, with a request for comments.  We received a written response from
Parks on June 12, 2003.

Parks agreed with 23 of the 25 recommendations. It disagreed with Recommendation 6.
that Parks should provide the tennis issuers-cashiers with the capability to generate reports by
permit numbers as well as by receipt numbers.  Parks partially disagreed with Recommendation
15, that Parks require its staff to discontinue the practice of accepting cash in payment for
permits, stating it plans to continue accepting cash at a limited number of sites.
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Our review of the processing of athletic and special event permits by Parks disclosed
significant internal control weaknesses.  Overall, Parks has failed to institute agency-wide
controls necessary to ensure that all applicable permit fees are charged, collected, and deposited.

The Parks offices involved in issuing permits are decentralized, and each office follows
its own procedures and maintains its own records. Moreover, there are no written procedures
regarding the processing of ballfield and special event permits or for the collection and deposit of
the related fees.

Some of the weaknesses that we identified include the following:

• Many of the computer and manual systems used by Parks have processing and
reporting deficiencies.  In addition, there is no compatibility in the computer (or
manual) systems used by the offices in processing ballfield and special event permits;
more important, even when the system used is the same, in many cases, its
capabilities differ from office to office.

• The number of permits issued and the amount of permit fees collected are not
reconciled.  As a result, there are often discrepancies between the amounts that should
have been collected and the amounts that were actually collected and deposited.

• Processing functions are not properly segregated.  In many instances, the person who
processes the applications and permits and records the related information also
collects the permit fees.  This control weakness is further compounded since most
permit issuers are not subject to supervisory review.

• The Parks offices do not make regular daily or weekly bank deposits.  As a result,
permit fees remain at some offices for weeks or months before they are deposited.

The internal controls weaknesses identified at each office are shown in Table II,
following:
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Table II
Internal Control Weaknesses Found in Various Parks Offices

Control Weakness Manhattan
**

Bronx
**

Brooklyn Queens Queens
FMP***

Staten
Island

Number of  Parks Offices  That Issue Permits 2 * 1 2 3 1 3

I   No Written Procedures for Processing
Permits and Collecting Fees

X X X X X X

II  Deficiencies in Computer Systems

1. Lack of uniformity in systems used to process
permits

X X X X X X

2. Cash Receipt Reports cannot be generated X X X X X X

3. Reports by permit number cannot be generated X X X X X X

4. Faulty printing mechanism X X X X N/A X

III  Systematic Internal Control Weaknesses

1. No Daily Reconciliation Between Permits
Issued and Fees Collected

X X X X X X

2. No Supervisory Review of Ballfield Permits X X X

3. Permit Processing functions not segregated X X X X X X

4. Ballfield Permit Issuer Also Patrols Park to
Verify Valid Permits

X X

IV  Internal Control Weaknesses in Parks
Offices

1. Ballfield Permits Issued before Fee Collected X X X

2. Late Submission of Ballfield and Special
Event Fees to Cashier

N/A X N/A X X X

3. Late Deposit of Cash Receipts by Cashier X X

4. Cash Accepted for Payment X X X

5. Permit Applications Not Maintained X X

6. Copies of All Permits Not on File X X

7. Permit Applications Not Complete X X X X

8. Manual Permits Prepared Instead of
Generating Computerized Permits

X X X X

9. Inaccurate Cash Report Submitted to Parks X

10. Fees Collected but Not Entered in Computer
System

X X X X X

11. Incomplete Training on Computer System X

* Paragon Sporting Goods and Central Park Tennis Center are not included in this table.
** The Manhattan and Bronx cashiers are independent of the permit-issuing function.
***FMP:  Flushing Meadow Park office
N/A – Not Applicable

Some internal control weaknesses were systemic throughout all boroughs; other
weaknesses were specific to particular Parks offices.  This report discusses the systemic
weaknesses first and then give examples of the type of deficiencies found at specific locations.
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No Written Procedures for Processing Permits and Collecting Fees

Parks has no written procedures for the processing of ballfield and special event permits.
As a result, most offices that we visited had poor internal controls and a lack of uniformity in the
processing of permits and the collection of fees.  Many of the internal control deficiencies related
to poor cash controls, poor recordkeeping, and inadequate oversight.   Further, although Parks has
written procedures for tennis permits, these procedures are outdated since they describe a manual
system, and tennis permits are processed on a computer system.

Moreover, Parks has prepared no written procedures for reporting credit card revenue,
although it has accepted credit cards for the payment of permit fees since April 2002.  Therefore,
the Parks Fiscal Year 2002 revenue report was understated by $44,579, since it did not include
credit card sales generated during April, May, and June 2002.  As credit card sales may rise in
the future, it is important to establish an appropriate mechanism for reporting these sales.

Many of the internal control deficiencies cited throughout this report might have been
avoided had Parks issued formal procedures for the processing of permits and the collection of
fees.  Formal procedures document the steps (internal controls) management has developed to
help ensure that goals and objectives are achieved; and they provide personnel the means to
obtain a clear understanding of their responsibilities.  By developing and instituting an internal
control structure, Parks would guard against errors, waste, and misappropriation.

Parks Response: “Credit card transactions were reported and reconciled with the
Comptroller’s Office for April, May and June 2002.  Therefore, the revenue
report was not understated by $44,579.  Exhibit E will clearly show that Parks
was in compliance with the Comptroller’s Office.”

Auditor Comment: The report entitled “City of New York Parks & Recreation,
Revenue Report FY02” given to us by Parks during the audit did not include the
$44,579 credit card sales (see Appendix I). Though Exhibit E attached to Parks
response consists of various schedules regarding credit card sales and copies of
entries that were made in the City’s FMS (Financial Management System), it does
not provide an explanation why credit card sales were not included in Parks
revenue report for Fiscal Year 2002.”

Parks Response: “DPR does have written procedures for reporting credit card
revenue. (See Exhibit D.)”

Auditor Comment: Exhibit D consists of guidelines for processing credit cards
and other related documents but does not include any Parks procedures for
reporting credit card sales.
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Recommendations

Parks should:

1. Prepare and issue uniform written procedures for processing ballfield and special
event permits and collecting the fees.

2. Update its tennis permit procedures to include instructions for the processing of tennis
permits by computer.

3. Prepare and issue uniform written procedures for the processing and reporting of
credit card sales.

Parks Response: “DPR is working towards compliance with all the above
recommendations.”

Deficiencies in Computer Systems
Used for Processing Permits

Parks uses various computer systems and databases as well as manual systems for
processing ballfield, tennis, and special event permits.  Some systems are not capable of
generating reports that allow reconciliation of the number of permits issued with the amount of
permit fees collected, although this information is entered in the systems.  Other systems appear
to have faulty printing mechanisms and either skip permit numbers or print more than one permit
for the same permit applicant.  Some databases could not generate reports and did not contain all
of the relevant fields needed for entering specific data.

The primary computer systems and databases used in 2002 were Class, Sportslog, and
Access, for ballfield, tennis, and special event permits, respectively.  However this practice was
not uniform throughout all the Parks offices, as shown in Table III.

Table III
Computer and Manual Systems Used to Process and Issue Permits

Permits Ballfield Tennis Special Event
Manhattan Class Sportslog Class
Brooklyn Class

Sportslog (Prospect Park)
Sportslog Access

File Maker Pro (Prospect Park)
Queens Class

Sportslog and Class (Flushing Meadow)
Sportslog Access

Manual (Forest Park)
Bronx Class Sportslog Access  and Manual
Staten Island Sportslog Sportslog Manual
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Deficiencies in the Class Computer System Used
Primarily for Processing Ballfield Permits

The Class computer system is used by most offices for processing ballfield permits (and
special event permits in Manhattan). (See Table III.) Its primary function is to track the daily
activities occurring in the ballfields. However, it cannot generate reports that would allow a
reconciliation of permits issued with the fees collected.  It appears that the feature needed was
not a part of the system design plan, as Parks does not use the Class system as a means to control
cash receipts, but rather as a means to monitor the events taking place in the parks.

We requested the Parks MIS department and the individual offices in each borough to
generate for our sample period a Class report by permit numbers issued, with permit holders,
payment dates, and payment amounts for each borough.  In this way, we could trace the daily
permits issued in each office to cash received and then deposited to determine whether all
permits were paid for and all revenues were deposited. Though we received varying reports,
none contained all the requested data.  While most of the reports listed fees collected by the dates
the ballfields were used, the reports did not always show the permit numbers, permit holders, or
payment dates. After numerous requests and discussions with Parks officials, it appears that the
Class system, as it is now programmed, is not capable of generating the data that would allow a
reconciliation of permits issued and fees collected.

None of the reports generated by the Class system contained enough information to allow
us to determine whether all ballfield permit fees were collected and deposited, nor could we
match the monthly bank deposits to any other data generated from the system.  Therefore, there
is no assurance that all cash received for ballfield permits was actually deposited.

To ensure that it is receiving all permit revenue, Parks must upgrade the Class computer
system so that cash receipt reports can be generated by each office that list the permits issued and
the fees collected. The system should be capable of providing daily, weekly, or monthly cash
receipt reports and the corresponding information needed to perform daily reconciliations.  The
reports should include the permit number, permit holder’s name, fee amount, and payment date.

Deficiencies in the Sportslog Computer System Used
Primarily for Processing Tennis Permits

The Sportslog computer system is used to process tennis permits (and ballfield permits in
Staten Island, Prospect Park and Flushing Meadow Park). (See Table III.)  It also serves as a cash
register by generating daily cash reports.  The Sportslog reports are generated by receipt
numbers, assigned when tennis permit fees are paid.  However, reports cannot be generated by
permit numbers, a format more relevant for internal control purposes.  A receipt number can
represent payment for more than one permit, but a permit number is unique to each permit
issued.  Lacking this capability, there is no assurance that all tennis permits issued are accounted
and paid for.

In May 2002, we requested Sportslog printouts in permit number order, with the
corresponding permit holders and fees collected. The reports that we received from the Parks
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offices contained receipt numbers instead of permit numbers; additionally, many receipt numbers
were missing.  Although Parks informed us that the system could not generate the type of report
we requested, we submitted to them a printout we obtained from Paragon Sporting Goods
(Paragon), thus demonstrating that the Sportslog system could generate a report in tennis permit
number order, with the permit holder’s name and the amount paid.   In January 2003, eight
months after our initial request, Parks provided us with reports in tennis permit number order,
but with many missing numbers.  Parks attributed the missing numbers to computer
malfunctions, but did not maintain records to document these malfunctions.

Parks does not record tennis permit numbers that are voided or skipped.  As a result, it is
not possible to account for missing permit numbers. Park officials told us that the tennis permit
card printer used with Sportslog is not reliable and sometimes does not print a permit or prints
one in error that has to be voided. However, the tennis permit issuers in each borough do not
keep records of such failures; therefore, the number of permits reported as issued on the printout
does not always match the number of applications and checks received.  Although the printer at
Paragon also fails at times, Paragon employees complete an official Parks form, Void/Incomplete
Transaction Report, to record each transaction that is voided or skipped.  Their data, unlike Parks
data, can therefore be reconciled.

Parks Response: “All missing permits are properly accounted for and
documented by a ‘void/incomplete’ transaction form.  The form is used to
monitor any skipped permit numbers, voids, and other computer-related
processing problems.”

Auditor Comment: None of the Parks offices that we visited used the
“void/incomplete” transaction form. In addition, there were no
“voids/incomplete” transaction form attached to Exhibit B, even though the
number of adult permits reported as sold on pages two and three of that exhibit
added up to 75 but the first page states that 69 permits were sold.

The Parks MIS department was eventually able to provide us with reports listed in tennis
permit number order, but the offices that issue tennis permits are still capable of generating
reports only by receipt number.  These offices would be able to account for all tennis permits
issued and the related fees if reports could also be generated by permit numbers and all voids and
duplicates were accounted for.

We were able to trace most of the tennis permits issued during our sample period to the
fees collected and deposited. The discrepancies we found were due to internal control
deficiencies found at specific Parks offices, which is discussed later in the report. In addition, the
Sportslog computer system is used to issue ballfield permits for Staten Island and Prospect Park
in Brooklyn.  Parks could not provide Sportslog ballfield reports by permit number, and we
could not obtain any other data that would allow us to determine whether all permit fees were
collected and deposited.
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Lack of Uniformity and Deficiencies Found
In the Processing of Special Event Permits

The various Parks offices use different computer and manual systems to process special
event permits.  (See Table III.)  As a result, information capability differs.  Even when the same
systems are used, we found that some systems lacked specific data entry fields. Therefore, we
could not determine, in all cases, whether the administrative fee of $25 per permit, where
applicable, was collected and deposited.

We were unable to obtain information from Class and File Maker Pro (used only at the
Prospect Park office) because of their limited capabilities, and the capabilities of the Access
database varied from one office to another.   For example, the Access database in the Queens,
Flushing Meadow Park office did not have fields for payment dates and payment amounts, and
the Access database in the Brooklyn borough office did not have a field for payment dates.
Therefore, in many cases we were unable to determine whether all fees were collected and
deposited for special event permits. In addition, the offices that use a computer system do not
print reports of fees collected.

Moreover, we found four offices that manually prepared special event permits. These
offices—the Forest Park office in Queens, two Staten Island offices, and the Bronx office—did
not use identical permit forms, and none of the forms were pre-numbered. Staten Island and
Forest Park used forms consisting of a single sheet, while the Bronx had a different form with
multiple copies.

Pre-numbered forms are a means of control that allow management to reconcile the
number of permits issued to the fees collected.  By eliminating this control and by not instituting
a uniform process for special event permits, Parks cannot be assured that all fees are collected
and invites a greater potential for errors, waste, and misappropriation.

Recommendations

Parks should:

4. Upgrade the Class computer system so that cash receipt reports can be generated by
each office that lists the permits issued and the fees collected.   The reports should
include the permit numbers, permit holders’ names, fee amounts, and payment dates.
After the upgrade, Parks should require a daily reconciliation of cash receipts to
permits issued.

Parks Response: “DPR’s MIS and Budget Divisions are working together to create
standardized forms that will allow uniform reconciliation of permits and revenue in
all boroughs.  The ‘Class’ computer program is currently being reviewed and will be
used in the future to establish a stronger system of control over cash receipts.  MIS is
working with ‘Class’ to create the reconciliation reports that are needed to provide
permit and revenue information.”
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5. Require all offices to use the Class computer system to issue ballfield permits.  In this
way, all ballfield permits will be uniformly processed.

Parks Response: “DPR has installed the ‘Class’ computer software in all ballfield
permit offices so that all ballfield permits will be uniformly processed.”

6. Provide the tennis issuers-cashiers with the capability to generate reports by permit
numbers as well as by receipt numbers. In addition, require them to keep records of
computer failures, skipped permit numbers, voids, and other computer-related
processing problems so that all permits issued can be accounted for and processing
problems can be identified and corrected.

Parks Response: “DPR’s reconciliation policy is to account for the starting and
ending permit numbers and complete the ‘void/incomplete’ transaction form, if
necessary.  DPR believes that this reconciliation process is effective and it is not
necessary to generate a report by permit and receipt numbers.  DPR staff will be
retrained on an annual basis with immediate training to staff not following policy to
ensure that these controls continue.”

Auditor Comment: Exhibits A and B that Parks supplied with its response clearly
show that Parks is not following this policy of accounting for the starting and ending
permit numbers, since neither form has permit numbers listed for the adult, senior, or
junior tennis permits. In addition, there were no void/incomplete transaction forms
attached to Exhibit B, even though the number of adult permits reported as sold on
pages two and three of that exhibit add up to 75, but the first page states that 69
permits were sold.  In fact, none of the Parks offices that we visited used the
“void/incomplete” transaction form.

7. Require all special event permit offices to use the same type of database to ensure
compatibility and to ensure that all of the databases have the same capabilities.

Parks Response:  “. . . uniformity is not required but deemed worthwhile.”

8. Instruct each office that issues special event permits to enter in computers or
manually record the permit number, amount paid, check number, and date of
payment.  If specific computer fields are missing, the MIS department of Parks
should be contacted to make the appropriate adjustments.

Parks Response: “DPR is currently working towards compliance with this
recommendation.”

Systematic Internal Control Weaknesses

Parks has failed to institute proper controls over the issuance of permits and collection of
fees. We found that at the various Parks offices there is inadequate supervisory oversight,
weaknesses over cash and record keeping, and a lack of segregation of duties.  There are no
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written procedures regarding the processing of permits, which would establish and document the
internal controls needed to provide reasonable assurance that all permit fees are collected and
deposited.

During our observations, daily cash reconciliations of ballfield and special event permits
were not performed. Therefore, there is no verification that all required fees were collected.
Since there are no procedures that require a daily reconciliation to be performed, most of the
permit issuers believed that such a reconciliation was not needed. Moreover, after our requests
for computer-generated cash reports, Parks MIS officials discovered that not all the computer
systems are capable of generating the data needed to perform cash reconciliations.

In addition, in most of the offices, the permit issuer performs most of the permit
processing functions. The person who issues permits also receives the permit applications,
collects the fees, and enters the data in the computer or manual systems. Since processing
functions are not segregated, daily reconciliations are not performed, and there is no supervisory
oversight, there is no assurance that the permit issuer collects and submits all fees to the cashier
for deposit.

As for tennis permits, the person who issues tennis permits is generally the cashier as
well.  In these cases, the same person handles the entire transaction, from accepting the
applications and issuing permits to collecting and depositing permit fees.  However, with the
exception of the Bronx office, we found that the issuers-cashiers either were supervised or they
performed daily reconciliations of the Sportslog printouts with the cash received.  However,
though there were some controls to compensate for the lack of segregating the functions, Parks
should require supervisory review and daily cash reconciliations for all tennis permit issuers.

Parks Response: “DPR has a policy of reconciling by noting the first permit #
and the last permit # on all daily paperwork and attaching void or incomplete
forms.  This gives a count of the total numbers of permits sold, and multiplying
by the cost of the permit, yields a value that must be reconciled with
corresponding revenue.  DPR will follow up with all permit offices to ensure they
are complying with this policy. (See Exhibit A.)”

Auditor Comment: Exhibits A and B do not support Parks response. There are no
beginning and ending tennis permit numbers for the adult, senior, and junior
categories.  In addition, there are no voids or incomplete forms attached to Exhibit
B, even though the number of adult permits reported as sold (on pages two and
three of Exhibit B) add up to 75, but the first page reports that 69 permits were
sold.

Comptroller’s Directive #1 on internal controls states, “Internal controls should provide
reasonable assurance that cash receipts will not be misappropriated or stolen. . . . Controls
include adequate segregation of duties, ongoing reviews and monitoring functions, adequate
security and timely reconciliations.”
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There were other inadequacies in the segregation of duties at the Queens Flushing
Meadow Park office and in the Brooklyn borough office.  The ballfield permit issuers in those
offices are also responsible for patrolling the parks to make sure that ballfield users have
appropriate and valid permits. These combined responsibilities weaken the internal controls even
further.  When the permit issuer also verifies the existence of a permit, there is nothing to prevent
an issuer from engaging in collusion with a permit holder.  The result, among other things, could
be charging reduced permit fees and receiving fees but not recording them.

In fact, the potential for fraud exists because of the material internal control weaknesses
and the lack of accountability at many of the office sites we visited.  We should note, however,
that no instances of fraudulent activity came to our attention during the course of our audit
fieldwork.

Parks should immediately institute a system of internal controls to safeguard against
errors, waste, and misappropriation.  Parks should require all permit issuers to be subject to
supervisory review, perform cash reconciliations, and segregate the processing functions.  Until
the computer systems are upgraded, the supervisors should review daily cash receipts data and
related reconciliations and sign off on the validity of the information.

Recommendations

Parks should:

9. Require a reconciliation of ballfield and special event permits issued with fees
collected. Until the computer systems are upgraded, supervisors should review daily
cash receipts data and related reconciliations and sign off on the validity of the
information.

Parks Response: “The Parks Department is currently in the process of centralizing all
permit offices and updating all written guidelines and procedures to reflect the
centralization.  The Budget Division is currently reviewing procedures and guidelines
with supervisors for all permit and special event offices.”

10. Ensure that all tennis permit issuers perform a daily reconciliation of permits issued
and fees collected.

Parks Response: “Parks is currently in compliance with this recommendation.”

11. Ensure that permit issuers are adequately supervised and processing functions
appropriately segregated.

Parks Response: “Parks is currently in compliance with this recommendation.”

12. Have someone other than the ballfield permit issuer patrol the parks to determine
whether ballfield users have the appropriate permit.
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Parks Response: “Parks does this wherever possible.  In the future we will not have
the same person who issues the permits patrolling the parks.”

Internal Control Weaknesses in Offices in Each Borough

We found deficiencies and internal control weaknesses in many of the Parks offices that
issue permits.  There were many instances of irreconcilable differences between the permits
issued and the cash collected.  There were also instances in which weeks and months went by
before fees collected were forwarded to the cashier or in which fees were not deposited promptly
by the cashier.  Some of the weaknesses, as documented below, were previously summarized in
Table II on page seven.

Parks Response: “Deposits were made on a daily, weekly or monthly basis,
depending on the frequency of sales.  Exhibit C verifying this is incorporated in
the response.”

Auditor Comment: Exhibit C is not accurate. The chart in Exhibit C indicates that
no revenue was collected in Staten Island for the months of December 2002
through March 2003.  However, our review showed that special event revenue
had been collected during that time frame but the money was not deposited until
April 2003.

Poor Internal Controls over Permit Fees

With the exception of tennis permits, there is little or no reconciliation between permits
issued and fees received.   The following text describes some of the weaknesses we found at
various Parks offices.

• In Queens , at the Flushing Meadow Park office, the ballfield permit issuer
established an undocumented “accounts receivable” system whereby permits were
issued without obtaining permit fees.  As a result, most permit fees were not
forwarded to the cashier until November 2002, seven months after the season had
started, and fees were still outstanding as of April 2003. Even then, there was a
discrepancy of $8,220 between amounts entered in the computer system and amounts
actually deposited.  The records of the special event permit issuer showed that she
held checks for an average of 85 days before forwarding them to the cashier and did
not record fees collected in the Access database.  According to the issuer, no field is
provided in her Access database to record fees received.   At the Overlook office,
some special event permit fees were held up to 64 days before they were forwarded to
the cashier, and some fees received were not entered in the database.

• In Queens, at the Flushing Meadow Park office, the ballfield permit issuer accepted
four money orders and four checks for ballfield permit fees that were returned by the
cashier to the issuer because they were incomplete or had errors.  This might have



Office of the New York City Comptroller William C. Thompson, Jr.19

been avoided had the checks and money orders been reviewed by the issuer or a
supervisor before they were sent to the cashier.

• In the Bronx office, copies of ballfield permit applications, invoices, and permits
indicated that fees of $60,622 should have been collected by June 6, 2002.  However,
as of June 10, 2002, only $52,655 had been deposited, a difference of $7,967.
Moreover, unlike the tennis permit issuers in the other boroughs, the Bronx tennis
permit issuer did not reconcile checks received with applications or permits
processed. For example, in April 2002, total tennis permits and single-play fees
amounted to $19,790, as recorded, but only $6,450 was deposited, a difference of
$13,340.  The amount collected for special event permit fees from January to May
2002 totaled $7,625, based on the database entries; the amount deposited was $3,200,
a difference of $4,425.

• In Staten Island, at the Cromwell Center office, Sportslog printouts showed that
$35,394 was collected for ballfield permits during March and April 2002. Only
$33,753 was deposited by September 2002.  At the Stonehenge office, special event
permit fees of $2,650 were held up to 157 days before they were deposited.  We could
not match all tennis permit fees that were entered in Sportslog to the deposits,
resulting in $940 not accounted for.  We also could not match $360 in cash and $165
in checks to any tennis permits issued.  The tennis permit issuer-cashier had accepted
cash payments from applicants; she then replaced the cash with her own personal
checks amounting to $165.

• In Manhattan, unlike the other boroughs, the Class computer system is used for both
ballfield and special event permits; therefore, ballfield and special event permits are
intermingled in the system, and no separate printouts for ballfields and special events
can be generated.  Consequently, there is no way to reconcile by permit type the
permits issued with the fees received.

Recommendations

Parks should:

13. Require fees to be collected before permits are issued.

Parks Response: “Parks require that full payment must be received before permit is
issued.”

14. Require that fees be submitted to the cashier daily or weekly and that the cashier
deposits fees daily or weekly.

Parks Response: “Parks is currently in compliance with this recommendation.”

15. Require that staff discontinue the practice of accepting cash in payment for permits.
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Parks Response: “Parks will continue to accept cash at limited sites.”

Auditor Comment: If Parks wants to continue accepting cash at a limited number of
sites, it should first establish, in writing, which sites are allowed to accept cash.  Then
it should list the controls that are in place to compensate for this exception for
collecting cash.

Inadequate Recordkeeping and Reporting

Each office had its own system for maintaining files for permit holders.  For ballfield
permits, it appears that the Brooklyn borough office had a better system than most.  For example,
each folder for a permit holder has a cover sheet to log all pertinent information, such as date
application was received, date permit was issued, telephone conversations with permit holder,
and receipt of check.  All documents, including a copy of the check, are maintained in the folder.

We found the following deficiencies at the Flushing Meadow Park office in Queens and
in the Bronx office.

• In Queens, at the Flushing Meadow Park office, there were no ballfield permit
applications on file for persons who had received ballfield permits. According to the
ballfield permit issuer, he did not require applications from previous permit holders (a
violation of the Parks requirement for yearly applications).  Instead, he prepared the
new season permits based on information from previous permits.  In addition, unlike
other offices, the issuer did not make copies and maintain all permits issued, stating
that the copying machine was in another office.  Instead, he asked people to whom he
had issued permits to send him a copy of their permits for his files.  Also, on several
occasions, he incorrectly issued a ballfield permit using a blank special event permit
form.

• The ballfield permit issuer in Queens, at the Flushing Meadow Park office, used the
Sportslog computer system to enter most of the ballfield permit data, although he
should have used the Class system.  The issuer said that he was unfamiliar with the
Class system and would start using it for the 2003 season.  We subsequently found
out that the issuer was required to attend training classes on how to use the Class
system but did not attend most of the classes.  This issuer in fact complicated the
situation by entering data in both the Sportslog and Class systems during the 2002
season. In some cases, he entered the same data for the same permit holder in both
systems, with each system assigning a different permit number.  In a few cases, the
issuer made duplicate entries in the same computer system.

• At the Bronx office, the tennis permit issuer did not maintain applications received.
After he entered the information from the applications into Sportslog, the applications
were discarded.  We brought this to the attention of his supervisor who said that in the
future, the applications would be maintained.  We did find some ballfield
applications, but not all contained the applicant’s signature, as required.
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• At the Bronx office, the special event permit issuer did not record all of the data in
Access.  Twenty-eight permits had no fee recorded, and there was no indication that
the fees were waived; and seven permits were not listed in Access.  In addition,
permits were not generated from Access even though the system has this capability.
Instead, permits were manually prepared.  According to the issuer, the permit form
used at the Bronx office consists of multiple copies and, therefore, there is no need to
use the copying machine to make extra copies, as would have been the case had the
Access system been used.

• The cashier at the Bronx office submitted inaccurate reports to the Parks main office.
Cashiers submit daily revenue reports to Parks indicating the amount of fees collected
and the source of those fees (i.e., ballfield, tennis).  For tennis fees, a further
breakdown is required, indicating fees collected from adults, seniors, juniors, and
single-play tickets.  The Bronx cashier receives the tennis permit fees from the issuer,
but no supporting documents and therefore engages in guesswork when preparing his
reports.  For example, a check for $70 could represent an adult and senior or an adult
and two juniors or an adult and single-play tickets.  We asked the cashier how he
knew what the breakdown was without supporting documents.  He said that he was
familiar with many of the players (whose names appeared on the checks) and what
they usually bought, since he once issued tennis permits.  However, his April report
to Parks stated that 12 single-play tickets were sold when in fact 36 had been sold,
based on the remaining single-play stubs that we counted.

Recommendations

Parks should:

16. Require supervisors to make sure that applications are received prior to issuing
permits and that applications are maintained in the files.

Parks Response: “Parks is currently in compliance with this recommendation.”

17. Require that staff review all applications carefully to make sure that they are
completely filled out and signed by the applicant.

Parks Response: “Parks is currently in compliance with this recommendation.”

18. Require that staff maintain copies of all permits issued.

Parks Response: This procedure is “being reviewed and will be changed to comply
with the comptroller’s recommendation.”

19. Require that all data for which there are fields be recorded in the computer system.
Manual records should mirror the information found in the computer system.
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Parks Response: This procedure is “being reviewed and will be changed to comply
with the comptroller’s recommendation.”

20. Require that the Bronx office discontinue the manual preparation of special event
permits.

Parks Response: This procedure is “being reviewed and will be changed to comply
with the comptroller’s recommendation.”

21. Require that all revenue reports be prepared based on supporting documents (i.e.,
copy of permits, single-play stubs) instead of guesswork.

Parks Response: This procedure is “being reviewed and will be changed to comply
with the comptroller’s recommendation.”

22. Make it mandatory for employees to attend all training classes before using a new or
unfamiliar computer system.  If employees do not attend classes, they should not be
allowed to use the system until they are properly trained.

Parks Response: This procedure is “being reviewed and will be changed to comply
with the comptroller’s recommendation.”

23. Require that only one type of computer system be used during a given ballfield
season.

Parks Response:  “Parks has installed the ‘Class’ system at all ballfield offices, and is
building towards a centralized networked system in all ballfield offices.”

Other Issue:  Parks Has No Written Agreements with Two Private
Entities That Issue Tennis Permits, and Tickets, and Reservations

Parks has no written agreement with Paragon, which issues tennis permits and single-play
and reservation tickets, or with Central Park Tennis Center (Tennis Center), which sells single-
play and reservation tickets only.  These private entities submit to Parks fees collected for issuing
permits and selling single-play tickets and reservations.  If these entities were to go out of
business or change ownership, there is no assurance that Parks would obtain the fees that it is
entitled to.  To reduce this risk, Park should have written agreements with Paragon and Tennis
Center.

The Sportslog computer system is used to issue tennis permits and ticket books (with
stubs) are used to sell single-play and reservation tickets.   The stubs remaining in the ticket
books without attached tickets indicate how many tickets have been sold.

Tennis Center keeps $1 for each $5 single-play and reservation ticket that it sells.  Parks
bills Tennis Center for the remaining $4 after the used ticket books are returned. For the 2002
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tennis season, Tennis Center sold a total of 21,950 tickets for $109,750. After deducting its 20
percent service fee, they remitted $87,800 to Parks.

Paragon uses the Sportslog computer system to issue tennis permits.  Like Tennis Center,
it also sells single-play and reservation tickets, but unlike Tennis Center, Paragon does not
collect a fee for any of these services.  Paragon generates sales reports from Sportslog and
submits them to Parks each day.  Parks bills Paragon for the tennis fees that it collects at the
beginning of the month following the sales and receives payment at the end of the billing month.
Paragon’s sales from tennis fees during calendar year 2002 totaled $435,969. During April and
May 2002, the amount was $247,391 (56.7% of the total) with average weekly sales of $27,488.

We found no specific problems relating to the two sports stores with which Parks does
business.   However, good business practice dictates that agreements involving the giving and
receiving of money should be in writing.

Recommendations

Parks should:

24. Prepare written agreements with both Paragon and Tennis Center that spell out their
contractual obligations.  Both Parks and the corporations’ officials should sign these
agreements.

Parks Response: “Parks is reviewing its relationship with both Paragon and Tennis
Net to determine if we will continue to use their services.”

25. Consider receiving weekly instead of monthly payments from Paragon during the
tennis season—when weekly sales are significant—so that those funds can be
deposited as soon as possible.

Parks Response: “Parks is reviewing its relationship with both Paragon and Tennis
Net to determine if we will continue to use their services.”
























































































































































































































































