
Memorandum 
 
Date:  November 7, 2013 
 
To:  Ken Wiseman, Parks Forward Initiative  
 
From:  Eric Poncelet and Ben Gettleman, Kearns & West 
 
Re:   Parks Forward Initiative – Summary of State Parks Focus Group Findings  
 
 
This Findings Memorandum presents our summary findings from seven focus group sessions 
conducted with California Department of Parks and Recreation (State Parks) staff in August 
2013. The purpose of the focus group sessions was to reflect on and share views on the status 
of State Parks, visions for a stronger future for State Parks, and the role of the Parks Forward 
Initiative (PFI).This document represents a synthesis of major themes that emerged from across 
the focus groups; it is not intended to represent a comprehensive list of comments provided.  
 
The focus groups included broad representation from State Parks personnel both in terms of 
geography and staff level. The list of focus groups is included below: 
 
Date  Region Staff Level  Location 
August 15, 2013 Southern California Managers and supervisors Huntington Beach 
August 16, 2013 Southern California Rank-and-file staff Huntington Beach 
August 22, 2013 Northern California Managers and supervisors Oakland 
August 23, 2013 Northern California Rank-and-file staff Oakland 
August 26, 2013 Central California Managers and supervisors Granite Bay 
August 27, 2013 Central California Rank-and-file staff Granite Bay 
August 29, 2013 Statewide Superintendents Sacramento 

 
Between 18-24 State Parks staff members participated in each focus group session. 
Participants were invited at the recommendation of senior State Parks staff and other 
supervisors. Participants were selected due to their knowledge of the issues and their ability to 
share their views. Participants were informed that their input on the focal topics would be kept 
confidential. 
 
Through a series of facilitated, interactive exercises, focus group members provided input in 
response to the following questions: 

1. What functions do you think State Parks performs best? And which need the most 
improvement? 

2. What are your hopes and fears around the Parks Forward Initiative? 
3. In your opinion, what is working and not working about how State Parks is operated 

financially? 
4. What is working and not working in the State Parks' personnel process? 
5. What is your vision of a more successful future State Parks? 

This summary is organized into two main sections: overarching themes and key themes by 
discussion topic. A sample focus group agenda is included as Appendix A. 
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I. Overarching Themes  
 
In the focus groups sessions, participants expressed a wide variety of views and concerns with 
regard to State Parks and the Parks Forward Initiative. What follows are descriptions of key 
themes (in no specific order) that emerged from across the focus groups and in response to the 
discussion questions posed.     
 

• Adequate Funding  
Focus group participants believed the department lacks adequate funding to fulfill its 
mission, and that this lack of financial resources has led to extensive deferred 
maintenance logs and a reduction in important services to the public such as interpretive 
programs and natural resource protection. Participants noted that funding for State 
Parks has been reduced significantly over the past 20-30 years without a reduction in 
properties or facilities, and that staff are continually asked to do more with fewer and 
fewer resources. While participants noted that State Parks staff are skilled at making the 
most of the resources they do have, they emphasized that the department simply needs 
more funding. They also noted that addressing deferred maintenance ends up costing 
the department much more than it would to maintain its facilities on a more routine and 
proactive basis.   
 

• Budgeting and Allocation of Existing Funds 
Focus group participants expressed that State Parks needs to greatly improve how it 
budgets and allocates the financial resources it does have. Participants noted that most 
department staff do not have a clear understanding of how budgeting works at State 
Parks, and that there should be closer alignment between the priorities of the 
department and how funds are allocated. Participants expressed frustration that they 
often receive budgets for their parks and programs late into the fiscal year (and often 
during the peak visitor season), which prevents staff from being to expend their funding 
efficiently and strategically. Participants felt that, overall, State Parks could be much 
more effective in carrying out its mission if it improved its budgeting processes and 
training.  
 

• Communication between Headquarters and Field Offices 
Focus group participants noted that a lack of meaningful communication between State 
Parks staff based in State Parks’ Sacramento headquarters and those based in field 
offices has created an internal divide and has hindered the department’s ability to 
operate efficiently (this sentiment was shared by both headquarters and field staff during 
the focus group sessions). Participants noted that this lack of effective communication 
has had negative implications for a number of critical functions within State Parks, 
including budgeting, personnel management and purchasing. Many field staff who 
participated in the focus groups shared the view that headquarters staff are 
disconnected from the field and do not fully understand their needs and how they 
operate. Meanwhile, many headquarters-based staff who participated in the focus 
groups shared the view that the administrative units that work with the field are 
understaffed and their workload is often overwhelming. Focus group participants 
expressed that improving communication and relationships would be very valuable to the 
department, and would help foster an environment of collaboration and joint problem 
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solving across the department.  
 

• Restoring Public Trust and Improving Employee Morale  
Focus group participants felt that the department’s recent accounting problems, which 
were highly publicized and sometimes misrepresented in the media, had significantly 
eroded public trust in the department. They also noted that if the public is not confident 
that State Parks will manage its funding responsibly and effectively, it will not support the 
department’s pursuit of additional funds in the future. Focus group participants noted that 
a number of factors have contributed to the historically low employee morale at State 
Parks, including lack of funding, the department being understaffed and employees 
feeling overwhelmed, crumbling facilities, and most recently the accounting irregularities 
(the impact of the accounting issues was particularly felt by staff in Sacramento, who 
believed that the department and their administrative offices were not adequately 
defended by senior management).  Participants felt it would be critical for State Parks to 
regain the trust of the public and department staff through improved transparency and by 
creating more opportunities for dialogue.  
 

• Greater Efficiency and Flexibility  
Focus group participants expressed frustration with several State Parks processes and 
policies they deem to be cumbersome and inefficient. For example, participants noted 
that department purchasing processes often result in long delays and that the equipment 
they receive often does not match their needs. Other processes mentioned frequently 
during the focus groups in terms of needing more flexibility or efficiency included 
personnel-related processes (e.g., hiring, testing), contracting, timesheets and 
accounting.  
 
Participants want State Parks to be operated more efficiently, and they envision 
removing rigid requirements and adding flexibility as important parts of this 
transformation. Participants also perceive the modernization of State Parks processes 
and the phasing out of paper-based administrative processes to be important.   
 

• Broader Opportunities for Promotion 
Participants discussed the department’s promotion policy in all of the focus groups. 
While participants agreed that law enforcement is an important aspect of managing 
parks, many expressed frustration with the department’s promotion policy, which 
requires that park superintendents be trained law enforcement officers. They stated that 
the policy prohibits State Parks staff with other skills from promoting to become skilled 
park managers, and that the department would benefit from having a broader diversity of 
skills in the ranks of its leaders. While not universal, many participants supported the 
idea of State Parks developing promotion tracks for staff with expertise beyond law 
enforcement.   

 
• Staff Passion  

Focus group participants expressed a passion for State Parks not commonly found in 
other state agencies. They see the department as a family of staff with a common goal 
of serving the public and fulfilling the mission of State Parks. This passion represents a 
significant asset for State Parks, and it has helped to keep the department and its parks 
running despite recent challenges. Participants noted their strong commitment to the 
department’s mission, and they also noted their fears that the Parks Forward Initiative 
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“We’re very good at triage, 
and doing a lot with the little 

we have.” 
 

could recommend that State Parks stray from its mission to become more financially 
sustainable.   

 
 

II. Key Cross-Cutting Themes by Discussion Topic 
 
What follows are key themes of participant input organized by the discussion questions posed 
during the focus group sessions. These themes represent issues that were discussed during 
many or all of the focus groups. They are presented in no particular order. Where applicable, we 
have identified unique perspectives from different regions and/or staff levels.   
 
A. Question 1: What functions do you think State Parks performs best? And which need the 

most improvement? 

1. Performs Best 

• Providing Services to the Public  
Participants felt that State Parks does well in delivering its core functions of natural 
resource protection, providing recreational opportunities and public safety. 
Participants expressed strong support for State Parks maintaining a commitment to 
its mission and core functions.  

• Interpretive and Education Programs 
Participants noted that State Parks has a long history of delivering high-quality 
interpretive and education programs to the public, and that these programs help build 
bonds between citizens and parks throughout California.  

• Doing More with Less 
While maintaining that more funding is needed, 
participants praised the ability of State Parks 
staff to make the most of the funding and 
resources they receive for their parks and 
programs. They also noted that doing more with 
less has become an institutional norm at State 
Parks, and that changing this expectation might be needed to truly reflect what is 
needed to operate the department and its parks effectively.  

• Staff Passion 
Participants identified the passion and commitment of State Parks staff as significant 
assets for the department, noting that staff are closely connected to the parks they 
help operate and the mission of the department. Participants also noted that their 
passion is what keeps State Parks staff committed to the department despite recent 
challenges.    

 
2. Needs Improvement 

• Internal Communication 
Participants from all regions noted a distinct lack of internal communication at State 
Parks, particularly between staff in headquarters in Sacramento and those in field 
offices and between supervisors and rank-and-file staff. They added that this deficit 
in communication has contributed to a lack of trust among some staff.  
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“The budgeting scandal really hurt 
staff morale. No one came to the 

defense of State Parks and its staff. 
We’re still feeling this.” 

 

• Lack of Funding and Deferred Maintenance  
Participants stated that State Parks simply does not receive enough funding to fulfill 
its mission and operate all of its facilities effectively. They noted that this lack of 
funding has led to an extensive backlog of deferred maintenance.  

• Allocation of Funds 
Participants stated that State Parks needs to improve how it allocates its resources, 
and that this process should be more closely tied to the department’s priorities.  

• Personnel Processes  
Participants stated that several personnel-related processes – including hiring and 
exams – are in need of significant improvement to reduce delays in filling positions 
and to increase flexibility in terms of how those positions can be filled.  

• Opportunities for Promotion 
Participants stated that the department needs to provide more opportunities for State 
Parks employees to be promoted. They noted that the department’s current 
requirement that park supervisors be trained law enforcement personnel is unfair to 
other staff and that this has created an enforcement-focused approach to managing 
parks that is not consistent with the complete mission of State Parks.   

• Marketing and Outreach to the Public 
Participants stated that State Parks needs to improve how it markets and advertises 
its parks and how it conducts outreach to the public. They noted that the department 
sometimes takes for granted that people will visit state parks regularly, and that it 
needs to make a more deliberate, strategic effort to connect with the public and help 
them appreciate the value of parks. They added that marketing and outreach are 
particularly important considering the changing demographics and new potential user 
groups in California.   

 
3. Unique Perspectives from Regions or Staff Levels  

• Low Staff Morale in Sacramento  
While low staff morale was discussed in all 
of the focus groups, the Central California 
focus group participants – many of whom 
are based in Sacramento – discussed low 
morale in greater length and in more detail 
than other regions. These staff members 
were likely more impacted by the State Parks accounting problem that was highly 
publicized in the Sacramento media. They also expressed greater disappointment 
that senior management did not adequately defend the department and their 
administrative offices. 

 
B. Question 2: What are your hopes and fears around the Parks Forward Initiative? 

 
1. Hopes  

• Sustainable Funding 
Participants hope that the Parks Forward Initiative will help State Parks secure a 
sustainable source of funding that allows the department to fulfill its mission and 
keep its parks open and in good repair.  
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“I hope the Commission will take 
on the big issues and correct them 
regardless of how hard it is or how 

long it will take.” 

“This is my third 
reorganization, and I don’t 
want revenue generation to 
become part of State Parks’ 

mission.” 
 

• Regain Trust, Build Employee Morale  
Participants hope that the Parks Forward Initiative will bring needed transparency to 
State Parks and help restore the department’s image as a public agency that 
Californians can trust. They also hope the process will help improve employee 
morale, which has suffered from years of budget cuts, staff feeling overloaded, and 
the recent accounting problems.  

• Real Change  
Participants hope that the Parks 
Forward Initiative will bring about real, 
positive change in State Parks, and the 
process will provide the department 
with a clear vision for the future. They 
also hope that the Parks Forward 
Commission will take on key issues to help make this happen.  

• Maintain Mission 
Participants hope that the Parks Forward Initiative will promote the department 
staying true to its mission, and that changes will be focused on helping State Parks 
more closely align its priorities and actions with its mission. 

• Improved Communication  
Participants hope that the Parks Forward Initiative will help improve internal 
communication at State Parks, particularly between headquarters and field offices. 
They envision this improvement as key to improving relationships within the 
department. 

• Remove Bureaucracy and Institutional Barriers  
Participants hope that the Parks Forward Initiative, particularly the Parks Forward 
Commission, will focus its efforts on removing barriers that prevent State Parks from 
operating efficiently.  

 
2. Fears  

• Nothing Changes 
Participants fear that no real change will come from the Parks Forward Initiative. 
They noted that this lack of change could result from bureaucracy or internal 
resistance to change within State Parks. 

• Diversion from Mission and Privatization  
Participants fear that the Parks Forward Initiative 
will lead State Parks to stray from its mission and 
that the process will lead to the department 
privatizing its parks to become more financially 
secure. Participants also fear that the Parks 
Forward Initiative may have hidden or pre-
determined outcomes, and that outside interests will advance agendas they depart 
from the agency’s mission.  

• Unwanted Change 
 Participants fear that the Parks Forward Initiative will seek to bring about changes at 

State Parks even if these are not the appropriate changes, which they noted could 
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“We get vehicles that aren’t designed 
for what we need. There are vehicles 

out there that would better suit the 
need but they’re not part of DGS’s 

options.” 

be worse than doing nothing at all. Participants also fear that changes could lead to 
even more bureaucracy for the department and staff.  

• Unfunded Mandates 
 Participants fear that the process will create additional requirements for State Parks 

without securing a funding source to implement them.  
 

3. Unique Perspectives from Regions or Staff Levels  

• Measureable Change 
While hope for real change was discussed in all of the focus groups, participants in 
the Superintendent focus group emphasized that any changes need to be 
measureable and evaluated for effectiveness. They also hope that important 
decisions to bring about change at State Parks will be informed by rigorous analysis.  

• Short Timeframe 
Superintendent focus group participants expressed concern that the relatively short 
timeframe of the Parks Forward Initiative could potentially compromise the Parks 
Forward Commission’s ability to adequately address the complexity of the issues 
facing State Parks, and that the Commission might rush to make decisions in order 
to meet deadlines. 

 
C. Question 3: In your opinion, what is working and not working about how State Parks is 

operated financially? 
 
Participants in all of the focus groups focused their attention on what is not working rather than 
what is working financially. There were fewer cross-cutting themes under the “working” 
category, as participants often gave examples of specific programs or projects. 

1. Working 

• Cooperating Partnerships  
Participants noted that State Parks engages in cooperating partnerships with other 
agencies, particularly the National Parks Service, to share resources and help 
reduce operating costs.   

 
2. Not Working 

• Purchasing  
Participants stated that the department’s 
purchasing processes, which are often 
subject to California Department of 
General Services (DGS) and California 
Prison Industry Authority (PIA) 
requirements, often result in long delays 
and that the equipment they receive often does not match their needs or is of poor 
quality. They added that it would be cheaper and much more efficient to buy some 
materials (e.g., batteries) more locally, and that the department’s purchasing 
requirements prevent this. 
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“Sometimes you get $200,000 
unexpected from Sacramento but 

you have to spend it in 20 days – it’s 
like being on a game show.” 

“Some programs don’t know how much it 
costs to run them. We’re so used to triaging 

with less and less money that we don’t 
understand how much things actually cost to 

do well.” 

“Until there’s a sustainable budget 
for parks, everything else pales in 
comparison in terms of importance 
and you’re not going to be able to 
make improvements.” 

• Budget Process  
Participants identified several aspects of 
the department’s budgeting process that 
are in need of improvement. Participants 
expressed frustration that they often 
receive budgets for their parks and 
programs late into the fiscal year (and 
often during the peak visitor season), and that this delay often creates a “use it or 
lose it” dynamic where managers are forced to expend resources in a short period of 
time instead of having more time to expend them efficiently and strategically. 
Participants noted that most department staff do not have a clear understanding of 
how budgeting works at State Parks, and that staff training – both at headquarters 
and in the field offices – on the budgeting process is sorely needed.  

• Financial Tracking 
Participants noted that State Parks 
does not have adequate real-time 
financial tracking systems to help 
staff understand how much funding 
has been expended and how much 
is remaining. They added that, in the 
absence of effective financial tracking, staff are often forced to make estimates 
related to finances. 

• Inefficient Systems and Processes 
Participants identified several financial processes – including CalCard, CAMP and 
Maximo – that they perceive to be outdated and requiring of a significant amount of 
paperwork and staff time. They also noted that the department generally relies 
heavily on paper processes and that more advanced, integrated systems are 
needed.  

• Lack of Funding  
Participants stated that State Parks does not 
have adequate funding to be operated 
successfully, and that a dedicated funding 
source is needed. 

   
3. Recommendations1  

• Improve Budgeting Process 
Participants recommended that the Parks Forward Initiative focus on helping the 
department improve its budget process. They stated that State Parks needs to 
improve how and when budgets are allocated to field offices and other divisions, and 
that more flexibility should be built into the budget process. They also recommended 
that State Parks more closely align its budget with the department’s priorities. 

1 Participants in the Superintendents focus group were explicit about providing specific recommendations 
to address some of the issues they identified as “not working.” Participants in the other focus groups also 
provided recommendations from time to time but did so in a more implicit manner.  
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“It takes a stack of paper to 
get a contractor to fix a small 

thing.” 

“We don’t take risks in 
revenue generation and 

exploring new partnerships. 
Bureaucracy kills the 

creativity.” 

• Remove Obstacles to Efficiency 
Participants recommended that the Parks 
Forward Initiative help State Parks remove or 
streamline the bureaucracy that prevents the 
department from being run efficiently, including 
DGS and PIA purchasing requirements.   

• Pursue Additional Funding  
Participants recommended that State Parks 
more proactively pursue additional sources of 
funding (i.e., outside of California’s General 
Fund) such as bond funding and foundation 
grants, and that it pursue them when State 
Parks is doing relatively well financially, not just 
in times of dire need.  

 
4. Unique Perspectives from Regions or Staff Levels  

• Quality of Existing Systems 
While focus group participants based in field offices expressed frustration with State 
Parks’ fiscal tracking and accounting systems, many participants based in 
Sacramento noted that several aspects of these systems do in fact function if staff 
understand how to use them. They also noted that the lack of efficiency that many 
department staff lament often results from administrative divisions being understaffed 
and overwhelmed.  
 

D. Question 4: What is working and not working in the State Parks' personnel process? 
 
As with finances, when asked about the department’s personnel process, participants in all of 
the focus groups focused their attention on what is not working rather than what is working. As 
such, there were fewer cross-cutting themes under the “working” category, although participants 
provided a few examples of specific programs or projects. 
 

1. Working 

• Note: no common themes were identified for “working.” 
 

2. Not Working 

• Recruiting and Hiring 
Participants stated that the department’s hiring process takes too long and is overly 
complex. They noted that open positions often go unfilled for long periods of time, 
and that this contributes to added workloads for existing staff. Participants also 
stated that the hiring process makes it difficult for State Parks to bring in external 
expertise and experience, since it is biased towards existing State Parks staff who 
better understand how to navigate the process.  

• Exam Process 
Participants noted that exams do not happen frequently enough, and this often 
prevents existing staff from being able to advance in State Parks. They added that 
some staff leave the department because they do not have this opportunity. 

 

Prepared by Kearns & West (November 7, 2013)  9 
  



 Parks Forward Initiative: Summary of Focus Group Findings Memorandum  

 

“If we had people at the top levels 
of State Parks with different kinds 
of experience and expertise, we’d 
get more creative approaches to 

maintenance, interpretation, 
programming, etc.” 

“I’ve never had training on anything 
I do. It is stressful to have people 

contact you and tell them you don’t 
know how to do it.” 

 

Participants also stated that that the exam process favors existing staff over external 
applicants, as existing staff know better how to do well on the exams.  

• Promotion Policy 
Participants stated that the department’s 
current promotion policy, which requires 
that Superintendents have law 
enforcement training, limits opportunities 
for non law enforcement staff and has 
resulted in a lack of diversity in State 
Parks leadership. They added that there 
is a “glass ceiling” for all other staff in the 
department, and that this is unfair.  

• Training Opportunities  
Participants stated that more training 
opportunities are needed at State Parks 
to build staff capacity, and that more 
training will result in a better overall 
product for the department. They added 
that while existing trainings tend to be 
effective (peace officer training, for 
example, was held in high regard), they should occur more frequently and should 
focus on operations in addition to administrative functions.  

• Low Staff Pay, Inequity of Pay  
Participants noted that the department’s relatively low salaries make it difficult for 
State Parks to retain skilled staff and recruit new employees externally.  

• Paper Timesheets  
Participants expressed frustration that the department uses paper timesheets, which 
they deem to be cumbersome, time consuming, and indeed archaic. They perceive 
moving State Parks onto an electronic timesheet system to be an obvious 
modernization improvement that needs to happen. 

 
3. Recommendations  

• Align Staffing with Department Priorities 
Participants recommended that State Parks better align its staff positions and hiring 
process with the department’s needs and functions. They stated that State Parks 
should identify the level of service that it aims to maintain, and its priorities as an 
agency, and staff accordingly.  

• Fill Vacancies, Consider Adding Positions 
Participants recommended that the Parks Forward Initiative focus on helping State 
Parks fill currently vacant positions and reinstate positions that were eliminated to get 
the department back to needed staffing levels. They also recommended that the 
Initiative consider staffing levels at the National Park Service, which tend to be 
considerably higher than State Parks for similar duties.  
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• Improve Training 
 Participants recommended that State Parks improve its training program, including 

increasing the frequency of trainings and broadening the skills sets that are covered. 
They pointed to the department’s lifeguard training program, which starts with 
teenagers who eventually become skilled State Parks staff, as a model to emulate 
for other positions.   

• Reduce Bureaucracy, Add Flexibility  
Participants recommended that State Parks add flexibility to and otherwise 
streamline the hiring process and make it more efficient. For example, they 
recommended having a continuous filing process in which applicants would be 
eligible for positions at a lower level if they are eligible at a higher level.  

• Increase Promotion Opportunities  
Participants recommended creating clear paths for promotion – including 
Superintendent – for non law enforcement classifications. They added that improving 
the exam program will help promote staff more quickly. Participants in several of the 
focus groups also recommended that State Parks look to cities as a model, where a 
city manager oversees a number of divisions, including law enforcement. 

 
4. Unique Perspectives from Regions or Staff Levels  

• Participants in the Superintendents focus group pointed out that compaction of 
salaries at higher staff levels reduces the incentive for staff to pursue promotions.  

 

E. Question 5: What is your vision of a more successful future State Parks? 2 

• Financial Stability 
 Participants envision State Parks with a sustainable funding source that allows the 

department to fulfill its mission and commitment to the public and the resources it 
protects. 

• Regain Public Trust 
 Participants envision the public as an advocate for State Parks, and that Californians 

trust that investing in the department and its parks is wise.   

• Focus on Visitors 
Participants envision a future where the department improves its focus on the people 
who visit state parks, and where the diverse populations that will characterize 
California’s future will benefit from a stronger connection to their state parks.  

• Preserve Parks, Recapture Brand 
Participants envision State Parks maintaining its existing parks and potentially 
expanding the system. They also see an opportunity for the department to recapture 
its reputation as a model parks system, both nationally and internationally. 

• Resource Protection 
Participants see resource protection as an essential component of the department’s 
ongoing mission. 

2 This topic was not discussed in the Superintendents focus group. 
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• Technology, Staying Relevant  
Participants envision State Parks incorporating appropriate technology into the visitor 
experience to help foster a strong connection with and understanding of parks and 
the state’s resources.  
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                   APPENDIX A: SAMPLE AGENDA 
 

 Agenda 
Parks Forward Initiative Focus Group  

Management & Supervisors  

Monday, August 26, 2013 
10:00 a.m. – 3:00 p.m. 

Granite Bay Activity Center 
Granite Bay, CA 95746 

 
Objective 

• In a small group setting, reflect on and share views on the status of the California 
Department of Parks and Recreation (State Parks), visions for a stronger future for State 
Parks, and the role of the Parks Forward Initiative (PFI). 

 
 
Agenda 
 
Time Topic  Presenter(s) 

10:00 a.m. 

  

Welcome and Introductions 

• Overview of focus group meeting objectives  
• Introductions (Ice-breaker exercise)  
• Ground rules 

• Sedrick Mitchell, State 
Parks Deputy Director 
of External Affairs  

• Ken Wiseman, PFI 
Executive Director  

• Facilitator  

10:20 a.m. Overview of Parks Forward Initiative 

• Clarifying questions 

• Ken Wiseman 

• Facilitator 

10:40 a.m. 

 

Discussion topics (big picture) 

1. What functions do you think State Parks performs 
best? And which need the most improvement? 
 

2. What are your hopes and fears around the Parks 
Forward Initiative? 
 

• Focus group 
participants  

• Facilitator 

 

12:00 p.m. Break for lunch (brought in) 
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Time Topic  Presenter(s) 

12:45 p.m. Discussion topics (key topics)  

3. Finances. In your opinion, what is working and not 
working about how State Parks is operated financially?  
 

4. Personnel. What is working and not working in the 
State Parks' personnel process? 

• Focus group 
participants  

• Facilitator 

 

1:45 p.m. Discussion topic (vision for the future)  

5. What is your vision of a more successful future State 
Parks? 

• Focus group 
participants  

• Facilitator 

2:50 p.m. Closing Remarks  • Sedrick Mitchell 
• Ken Wiseman 

3:00 p.m. Adjourn  
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