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The following information is provided in response to a question raised by Mr. Vihstadt 
on March 30, 2015, regarding how cost constraints are considered in the planning 
process for new and renewed parks. 
 
1. How does DPR currently inject cost constraints and parameters into the 

planning process for both new parks and renewed parks, both in terms of (a) 
internal planning and (b) community engagement?   

 
The Department of Parks and Recreation currently relies on the life cycle cost 
assessment completed during the period of 2008 to 2010 as the basis of park 
replacement costs prior to design. The basic life cycle cost estimate does not include 
costs that need to be added such as staff design and construction management, 
permitting, environmental regulatory costs (e.g. MS4), and other soft costs. However, 
current practices in the scoping and estimating supplement the life cycle cost 
assessment and help build a more complete and accurate project cost. The next 
generation life cycle cost assessment is expected to build upon the previous iteration 
and formalize the capture of the whole project costs.    
 
PROJECT SCOPING 
As part of the FY 2016 proposed Parks Maintenance Capital Projects, DPR identified 
the projects to be addressed, and then employed an in-depth scoping process involving 
DPR design, maintenance, program and financial staff to jointly develop a detailed 
project scope and budget. This more detailed scoping will be integrated into the next 
generation life cycle cost assessment. 
 
ESTIMATING COSTS AND ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS 
An iterative design process follows scoping, with multiple check-in points with DMF 
during the project to review cost estimates in order to align the scope and the budget.  
Occasionally, costs that are out of the County’s control, such as the price of asphalt, 
new environmental regulations, or revised ADA requirements require changes to the 
scope of amenities that can still be supported within the approved project budget. A 
transparent public process is maintained throughout this period.   
 
Most DPR capital projects are maintenance capital, essentially replacing what is already 
in an existing park. There are few opportunities to plan, design, and construct a brand 
new space; however, when those opportunities occur, a similar iterative design, cost 
estimating, and community engagement process is undertaken. 
 
CAPITAL MAINTENANCE PROJECTS BUDGETS AND SCOPE 
Most DPR capital maintenance projects are completed within the approved budget, and, 
for those few that may not be within the approved budget, DPR uses contingency funds 
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to cover additional costs. Additional appropriations are not requested. Recent examples 
of projects that were completed within scope and budget include Ft. Barnard Park, 
Chestnut Hills Park, Oakgrove Park, Virginia Highlands Park, Tuckahoe Park, Charles 
E. Stewart Park, Ft. Myer Heights Park, and Wakefield synthetic turf replacement.   
 
Occasionally, as in the recent case of Woodstock Park, the community requests 
additional amenities beyond typical replacement. Within the project budget, DPR will 
attempt to incorporate these requests. During design of Woodstock Park, the 
community requested an additional amenity (a slide that would travel along the contours 
of the hill in this park) and DPR determined that this amenity should have been within 
the project’s budget. The community was notified that if bids came in higher than the 
budget allowed, the additional amenity would be removed from the project. The project 
was bid with the amenity included, however the low bid received was over the project 
budget.  The community was notified, and, rather than going over budget, the scope 
was adjusted back to the original project (removing the slide) and rebid. 
 
When each project budget is developed, a contingency is built into the costs. This 
contingency may be used for unforeseen circumstances that may arise during 
construction and generally ranges from 10% - 15% of the construction budget, based on 
the complexity of the project. After a thorough review of recent DPR projects, the 
Department found that typically less than 5% of those contingency funds have been 
used on a given project.  When contingency funds have been used, they have been for 
poor soil conditions or unknown sub-surface issues.  These conditions and issues are 
difficult to identify during the scoping or design process.  
 
NEIGHBORHOOD CONSERVATION PROJECTS 
Neighborhood Conservation (NC) projects have a different decision making process 
than DPR capital maintenance projects.  The same cost control measures are utilized 
during scoping and design. The difference comes at the end of the project where, if 
decisions are needed to be made between reducing the project scope to remain in 
budget or adding additional funds, the Neighborhood Advisory Committee (NCAC) 
which is a public body, will weigh in and may vote to recommend the appropriation of 
more funds for a project.  
 
In the case of Glen Carlyn Park, cost overruns were due to external factors such as 
escalation in costs associated with a delay in the start of the project while improvements 
to Columbia Pike took place, changes in storm water regulations, and unanticipated 
infrastructure needs.  NCAC reviewed these factors and found the cost overruns to be 
justified.  
 
The NC park renovations at Tyrol Hills experienced similar higher costs as additional 
monies were needed for storm water management, which was not required at the time 
the project was scoped and budgeted. In addition, it was also needed for a shelter 
requested by the neighborhood. Again, the NCAC reviewed and recommended the 
additional funding required for Tyrol Hills Park.  
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