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Introduction

A summary of construc� on costs is outlined in the table below.  A detailed cost es� mate is included 
in the Appendix of the Facility Plan report.

ITEM            SUBTOTAL

Site Prepara� on and Demoli� on        $596,150

Sediment and Erosion Control        $298,500

Earthwork           $382,225

Stormwater Management         $582,750

U� li� es (water, electric service)        $167,150

Vehicular Pavement          $500,625

Pedestrian Hardscape (paving, walls, boardwalk, bridge, railings, etc.)   $457,050

Recrea� on Facili� es (rectangular fi eld, playground, court, fi tness equipment)  $1,226,123

Structures (restrooms, trellis, arbor and picnic shelter/pavilions)    $784,000

Site Ameni� es (signage, ligh� ng, furnishings, public art)     $350,500

Landscaping (includes 2 years maintenance for plant establishment)   $372,200

Miscellaneous (As-Built Drawings, electronic submissions)  $30,000

Tributary Restora� on (Allowance) $150,000

   Construc! on Subtotal       $5,647,273

Construc� on Con� ngency (15% of Construc� on Subtotal)     $884,591

   Construc! on Total (Subtotal plus Con! ngency)  $6,781,864

Design Contract with Con� ngency (8% of Construc� on Total)    $542,549

Staff  Chargebacks for Design (15% of Design Contract)     $81,382

Construc� on Management & Inspec� ons (2% of Construc� on Total)   $135,637

   TOTAL PROJECT COST    $7,541,433

Cost Summary



Conclusion





Acknowledgments









References









Appendices



Appendix A:  Technical Plans and Information



A.1.  Facility Plan
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Stand Delineation
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A.4.  Stormwater Management Concept Plan 
and Report (includes Geotechnical Report)
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Introduction 
The Hillandale Local Park is located on New Hampshire Avenue in Silver Spring, Maryland.  
The existing site consists of an office building, ball fields, recreational building, tennis courts, 
basketball courts and parking. The purpose of this project is to redesign the existing park and 
provide on-site stormwater management through low impact development (LID) retrofit options 
to treat stormwater runoff meeting 2000 Maryland Department of the Environmental (MDE), 
Chapter 5 Environmental Site Design (ESD) criteria goals. 

Hydrologic Analysis 
Charles P. Johnson & Associates, Inc. (CPJ) completed a hydrologic analysis using table top and 
visual methods.  The site impervious area and drainage area to each facility was delineated using 
a field run survey performed by CPJ in September 2013. The facility is located in the Paint 
Branch (Use III). The total project site area is 23.72 acres, the property drains from New 
Hampshire Avenue north towards the forested stream valley on the northern portion of the site. 
The proposed limit of disturbance encompasses 11.28 acres. The proposed site is 14.3% 
impervious (3.40 acres) and is entirely the responsibility of Maryland National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission (MNCPPC) with regard to stormwater management treatment. The project 
site consists of predominantly ‘B’ soils with some ‘C’ soils. The entire site is comprised of is low 
density residential land use and is Montgomery County zone R90. The actual use of the site is a 
recreational park. 

Existing Site Description 
The site, Hillandale Local Park is located on Parcels P340 (L. 924 F. 270), P258 (L. 34656, F. 
0001), and P233 (L. 927, F. 503), the properties are owned by MNCPPC. The existing park 
consists of several recreational facilities and there is currently no stormwater management 
provided to treat the park. There is a forested stream valley located at the north end of the site 
that drains to the Paint Branch watershed. Site constraints include stream valley buffer, forest, 
and existing grades along New Hampshire Ave. The existing recreational building is currently 
permitted to be demolished under Sediment Control Permit #266595. Under that permit the 
existing recreation building, which has a failed septic system, will be removed and a pavilion and 
small parking area will be installed.  

Proposed Retrofit/Restoration Opportunities 
The proposed design for the park includes basketball courts, tennis courts, natrual turf soccer 
field, two additional pavilions, playground, sidewalks and parking. Using the drainage 
parameters computed and described above and the technical requirements for ESD to the MEP 
criteria found in the Chapter 5 revision to the 2000 MDE SWM Manual and Montgomery 
County Department of Permitting Service’s Water Resources Technical Policy WRTP-5, CPJ 
computed the Water Quality (WQ) Volume and ESD Volume treatment requirements for the site.  
Detailed calculations can be found in the appendix. 

1



Table 4. Hydrologic Analysis Summary 
Parameter Unit Requirement 

LOD Area (DA) Acre 11.28
Target PE Value Inches 1.0 

LOD Impervious Area (IA) Acre 3.40 
Target Water Quality Volume (WQv) CF 13,160

Target Environmental Site Design Volume (ESDv) CF 13,160

Stormwater management will be provided through nine micro bioretention, one bio-swale, and 
non-rooftop disconnection. Detailed computations for each facility can be found in the appendix. 
The proposed design treats 14,490 CF, which is 110.1% of the required ESD volume. 

Parameter Required Proposed % Required 
WQv 13,160 cf 14,490 cf 110.1% 
ESDv 13,160 cf 14,490 cf 110.1% 

Conclusion
The proposed concept will provide an updated park while providing full ESD treatment on-site. 
The proposed design provides a treatment volume of 14,490 cf, which is 110.1% of the required 
ESD volume. 
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Vicinity Map
Scale: 1"=2000'

Map 5287 Grid C6
Map Copyright ©Kappa LLC

(800)-829-6277 Used with Permission

Project Site
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Environmental Site Design 
and

Stormwater Management  
Computations 
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Study Area: A

Site Data:

Percent Impervious:

Soils:

1 RCN for "woods in good condition" (Table 2-2, TR-55)
2 Actual RCN for Hydrologic Soil Group 'A' is less than 30, use RCN=38

Determine Water Quality (WQv) Requirements

A. Determine target WQ Volume for Disturbed Area
Where: PE = inches

WQv = Rv = 0.32
I =

WQv Required = , USE: A=

Determine ESD Requirements
 Methodology per Montgomery County DPS Water Resources Technical Policy WRTP-5

A. Determine RCN for "woods in good condition" for Site Area
RCNwoods =

RCNwoods = Use 61

B. Determine Target PE based on Parcel Area Characteristics
% I =

Use % I = to determine Target PE.

Determine PE for each soil group present in the drainage area using % I value and Table 5.3.

Composite PE =

Composite PE =

C. Determine target ESD Volume for Disturbed Area
Where: PE = inches

ESDv = Rv = 0.32
I =

ESDv Required = , USE: A=

12 30.1%
11.28 AC13,155.12 CF 13,160 CF

PE * Rv * A 0.05 + (0.009*I) =

Parcel Area to Study 
23.72 AC
3.40 AC
14.3%

LOD Area to Study Point
11.28 AC
3.40 AC
30.1%

B   55 14.90 63%
C 70

13,155.12 CF

C 1.00
D 0.00

('A' PE * 'A' Area) + ('B' PE * 'B' Area) + ('C' PE * 'C' Area) + ('D' PE * 'D' Area)
Total Area

11.28 AC13,160 CF

1.00 Inches

1.00
0.05 + (0.009*I) =
30.1%

PE * Rv * A
12

B 1.00

0%

('A' RCN * 'A' Area) + ('B' RCN * 'B' Area) + ('C' RCN * 'C' Area) + ('D' RCN * 'D' Area)
Total Area

A 0.00

D 77 0.00

60.58

14.3%
15.0 %

HSG PE

1.00

8.82 37%

RCN1 Parcel Area (Ac.) Percent

4/3/2015

A 2 38 0.00 0%
HSG

RAB

Total Area: 
 Impervious Area: 

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENTS

Project No.: Date:
Project Name:

New Hampshire Ave., Hllandale, Maryland

County:
Project Type: 

Location:

Montgomery
SWM Concept Plan

By:
Hillandale Local Park SWM Concept Plan

43-032

4/13/2015      SWM REQUIRED - Area A        N:\43032\DEPARTMENTS\ENGINEERING\Design\SWM Concept\Hillandale Concept Design_040315
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I =

Study Area A Summary Table

Total Area to SWM facilities (ac)
Study Area A Total (ac)

Total Treatment Volume Provided and Percent of Required Treatment Volume (Study Area A)

271
146

Micro-Bioretention 760

0.08 100%

49%
74%

58% 815
760

0.04 100%

0.21

Total Impervious Area within LOD

Percent
Impervious

7.00 in./hr.

3.40 AC

Micro-Bioretention 0.21
A M6-2 Micro-Bioretention
A M6-1 Micro-Bioretention

LOD Area Rv = 

1.00''
61

A M6-3

0.32 Rv value perviously calculated

ESDv

Required ESDv = 13,160 CF

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT CONCEPT PLAN SUMMARY

Hillandale Local Park SWM Concept Plan

Total Site Percent Impervious (I) = Impervious Area to be Treated/Total Area

Composite PE value previously calculation
Composite RCN value previously calculated
from MSHA Highway Drainage Maunual Table 61.1-403.1

Required WQv = 13,160 CF Required WQv value previously calculated

Project Name:
Project No.: 43-032 Date: 4/3/2015 By: RAB

Impervious Area Analysis

30.1%

Target RCN (Woods Good Condition) = 
Target Rainfall Depth (PE)  =

10 Yr. Safety Storm Intensity (i) = 

Total Disturbed Area 11.28 AC

926
905

61%
192.7%

44%
905

226.4%
A

703
M6-4 Micro-Bioretention 0.46 0.25 235455%

Micro-Bioretention 703

Required ESDv value previously calculated

Study
Area BMP # Facility Type

Target Volumes (cf)

Stormwater Management

815 196.5%

Drainage Area 
(ac)

Total
Impervious
Area  (ac)

0.42 0.31 73% 1078 2804 2103 195.0%
0.33 0.2

1 Yr. 
Volume
(Max)

215.6%

100.0%

2120 1602

704 271
379

215.6%

100.0%

1975 1638
1903 208.1% 208.1%

1261

Percent
ESDv

Treated

Volume
Provided

(cf)

Percent
WQv

Treated

A M6-9 Micro-Bioretention 0.35 0.26
A N2-1 Non-Rooftop Disconnection 0.04
A N2-2

A

A M8-1 Bioswale

Existing Hydrology

WQv

0.35 764

1827 131.8%
1745

0.44 0.19

115.2%
195.0%
226.4%
192.7%
131.8%

703
1078
764 1986

810

1729

59% 703

A M6-7 Micro-Bioretention 0.39 0.23
0.23 49% 821 821 2135 1408 171.5% 171.5%

196.5%

115.2%1829

M6-8

A M6-5

0.43

ESD reequirements have been satisfied. Additional stormwater management through structural practices 
is not necessary.

14490
3.4

4.10 2.34

A M6-6 Micro-Bioretention 0.46

PE Treated = (12*ESDv treated)/(Rv*A) = 1.10''

110.1%
23.72

110.1%

100.0%
914 2378

146
271

146 100.0%
914

Non-Rooftop Disconnection 0.08
210 43.3% 43.3%0.35 0.13 37% 485 485

4/13/2015      SWM Summary        N:\43032\DEPARTMENTS\ENGINEERING\Design\SWM Concept\Hillandale Concept Design_040315
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MICRO-BIORETENTION FACILITY - CONCEPT DESIGN

Project Name:
Project No.: Date: By:

Micro-Bioretention

Drainage Area (DA) = Target WQ Rainfall Depth (P) =
Total Impervious Area = Target WQv = WQv = [P * Rv * A]/12

I = Target ESD Rainfall Depth (PE) = Composite P E  value previously calculated for Study Area

Rv = Target ESDv = ESDv = [PE * Rv * A]/12

C = 1-Year 24-Hour Storm Rainfall Depth =
1-Year 24-Hour Storm Runoff Volume = Using WQv formula with P= Rainfall Depth

Required ESDv is less than 1 Yr. runoff volume.  Therefore, the Total ESDv can be treated if sufficient storage can be provided.

Compute Treatment Volume Provided

Facility Dimensions Safety Storm

 0.75' of Freeboard is provided

Q=ciA

15 " Diam. Nyloplast Str.

Compute Safety Storm WSEL using Weir Equation***
WSEL = ESD WSEL + (Q/3.1*LW)2/3

Applicable if facility is an enhanced filter ***Note: Safety storm WSEL must be less than top of dam
Applicable if facility is an enhanced filter

* Ponding Storage Provided calculated as Bottom Surface Area * Ponding Depth

Provided Facility Storage = Ponding Storage + Filter Bed Storage + Additional Stone Storage
=

Treatment Volume Provided = The lesser of the Provided Facility Storage or the 1-Year Storm Runoff Volume
Treated Rainfall, PE = P E  = (ESDv * 12) / (Rv * A)

Adaquate storage volume is provided to treat ESDv.

Off-Site Impervious Area
8567 SF

0 SF

810 CF
1.2 Inches

Additional Stone Storage Depth 0.00 FT
Additional Stone Storage Porosity 0.40

810 CF

Bed Depth (Mulch, Media & Sand) 2.75 FT
Filter Bed Porosity 0.40
Additional Stone Storage Area 00 SF

Ponding Depth 0.50 FT Weir  Length  = 3.93 FT
Ponding Storage Provided * 253 CF WSEL10  = 347.25

Bottom Surface Area (Af) 506 SF Q10  = 1.50 CFS
Top of Embankment Elevation 348.0 A10  = 0.33 AC

0.58 703 CF
0.63 2.60''

1,829 CF

Filter Bed Elevation 346.5 Tc  (min) = 5
Overflow Crest Elevation 347.0 i10  = 7.07

59% 1.00''

Total Drainage Area 14592 0.33 100%

Facility Concept Design

Facility Name: M6-1
Facility Type: 

14,592 SF 1.00''
8,567 SF 703 CF

Impervious Area 8567 0.2 59%
Open Space/Woods 6025 0.14 41%

Location Description: North Side of Site between Tennis Courts and Parking Lot

Hydrology Summary

Land Use Area (sf) Area (ac) %

Impervious Area Breakdown

On-Site Impervious Area

Study Area: A

Hillandale Local Park SWM Concept Plan
43-032 4/3/2015 RAB

Facility Summary

Facility Name: M6-1 Facility Type: Micro-Bioretention
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MICRO-BIORETENTION FACILITY - CONCEPT DESIGN

Project Name:
Project No.: Date: By:

Micro-Bioretention

Drainage Area (DA) = Target WQ Rainfall Depth (P) =
Total Impervious Area = Target WQv = WQv = [P * Rv * A]/12

I = Target ESD Rainfall Depth (PE) = Composite P E  value previously calculated for Study Are

Rv = Target ESDv = ESDv = [PE * Rv * A]/12

C = 1-Year 24-Hour Storm Rainfall Depth =
1-Year 24-Hour Storm Runoff Volume = Using WQv formula with P= Rainfall Depth

Required ESDv is less than 1 Yr. runoff volume.  Therefore, the Total ESDv can be treated if sufficient storage can be provided.

Compute Treatment Volume Provided

Bed #1 Dimensions Safety Storm

 0.95' of Freeboard is provided

Q=ciA

Check Dam

Compute Safety Storm WSEL using Weir Equation**
WSEL = ESD WSEL + (Q/3.1*LW)2/3
***Note: Safety storm WSEL must be less than top of d

Applicable if facility is an enhanced filter

Applicable if facility is an enhanced filter

* Ponding Storage Provided calculated as Bottom Surface Area * Ponding Depth

Provided Facility Storage = Ponding Storage + Filter Bed Storage + Additional Stone Storage
=

Bed #2 Dimensions Safety Storm

 0.92' of Freeboard is provided A10  = 0.28 AC

Tc  (min) = 5
Overflow Crest Elevation 350.0 i10  = 7.07

Additional Stone Storage Depth 0.00 FT
Additional Stone Storage Porosity 0.40

659 CF

Filter Bed Elevation 349.5

Top of Embankment Elevation 351.0

Bed Depth (Mulch, Media & Sand) 4.00 FT
Filter Bed Porosity 0.40
Additional Stone Storage Area 00 SF

Ponding Depth 0.50 FT
Weir  Length  = Filter Surface Area (SF) 314 SF 20.00 FT

Ponding Storage Provided * 157 CF
WSEL10  = 352.05

Bottom Surface Area (Af) 314 SF Q10  = 0.72 CFS
Top of Embankment Elevation 353.0 A10  = 0.14 AC

0.70 1,078 CF
0.72 2.60''

2,804 CF

Filter Bed Elevation 351.5 Tc  (min) = 5
Overflow Crest Elevation 352.0 i10  = 7.07

73% 1.00''

Total Drainage Area 18392 0.42 100%

Facility Concept Design

Facility Name: M6-2
Facility Type: 

18,392 SF 1.00''
13,357 SF 1,078 CF

Impervious Area 13356.51 0.31 73%
Open Space/Woods 5035.49 0.12 27%

Location Description: Center Island of North Parking Area

Hydrology Summary

Land Use Area (sf) Area (ac) %

Impervious Area Breakdown

On-Site Impervious Area 13357 SF
Off-Site Impervious Area 0 SF

Study Area: A

Hillandale Local Park SWM Concept Plan
43-032 4/3/2015 RAB

Facility Summary

Facility Name: M6-2 Facility Type: Micro-Bioretention
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Q=ciA

Check Dam

Compute Safety Storm WSEL using Weir Equation**
WSEL = ESD WSEL + (Q/3.1*LW)2/3
***Note: Safety storm WSEL must be less than top of d

Applicable if facility is an enhanced filter

Applicable if facility is an enhanced filter

* Ponding Storage Provided calculated as Bottom Surface Area * Ponding Depth

Provided Facility Storage = Ponding Storage + Filter Bed Storage + Additional Stone Storage
=

Bed #3 Dimensions Safety Storm

 0.73' of Freeboard is provided

Q=ciA

J-Inlet

Compute Safety Storm WSEL using Weir Equation**
WSEL = ESD WSEL + (Q/3.1*LW)2/3
***Note: Safety storm WSEL must be less than top of d

Applicable if facility is an enhanced filter

Applicable if facility is an enhanced filter

* Ponding Storage Provided calculated as Bottom Surface Area * Ponding Depth

Provided Facility Storage = Ponding Storage + Filter Bed Storage + Additional Stone Storage
=

Total Provided Facility Storage = Combined provided storage in all beds
=

Treatment Volume Provided = The lesser of the Provided Facility Storage or the 1-Year Storm Runoff Volume
Treated Rainfall, PE = P E  = (ESDv * 12) / (Rv * A)

Adaquate storage volume is provided to treat ESDv.

2,103 CF

Filter Surface Area (SF) 429 SF

Additional Stone Storage Depth 0.00 FT
Additional Stone Storage Porosity 0.40

543 CF

Bed Depth (Mulch, Media & Sand) 3.50 FT
Filter Bed Porosity 0.40
Additional Stone Storage Area 00 SF

Ponding Depth 0.50 FT

0.40
Additional Stone Storage Area 00 SF
Additional Stone Storage Depth

Weir  Length  = 5.00 FT

Ponding Storage Provided * 143 CF
WSEL10  = 349.57

Top of Embankment Elevation 350.3 A10  = 0.42 AC
Bottom Surface Area (Af) 286 SF Q10  = 2.15 CFS
Filter Surface Area (SF) 286 SF

Tc  (min) = 5
Overflow Crest Elevation 349.3 i10  = 7.07

Additional Stone Storage Porosity 0.40

901 CF

Filter Bed Elevation 348.8

20.00 FT

Ponding Storage Provided * 215 CF
WSEL10  = 350.08

Bottom Surface Area (Af) 429 SF Q10  = 1.44 CFS

2,103 CF
2.0 Inches

Ponding Depth 0.50 FT

Bed Depth (Mulch, Media & Sand) 4.00 FT
Filter Bed Porosity

0.00 FT

Weir  Length  = 
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MICRO-BIORETENTION FACILITY - CONCEPT DESIGN

Project Name:
Project No.: Date: By:

Micro-Bioretention

Drainage Area (DA) = Target WQ Rainfall Depth (P) =
Total Impervious Area = Target WQv = WQv = [P * Rv * A]/12

I = Target ESD Rainfall Depth (PE) = Composite P E  value previously calculated for Study Area

Rv = Target ESDv = ESDv = [PE * Rv * A]/12

C = 1-Year 24-Hour Storm Rainfall Depth =
1-Year 24-Hour Storm Runoff Volume = Using WQv formula with P= Rainfall Depth

Required ESDv is less than 1 Yr. runoff volume.  Therefore, the Total ESDv can be treated if sufficient storage can be provided.

Compute Treatment Volume Provided

Facility Dimensions Safety Storm

 0.74' of Freeboard is provided

Q=ciA

15 " Diam. Nyloplast Str.

Compute Safety Storm WSEL using Weir Equation***
WSEL = ESD WSEL + (Q/3.1*LW)2/3

Applicable if facility is an enhanced filter ***Note: Safety storm WSEL must be less than top of dam
Applicable if facility is an enhanced filter

* Ponding Storage Provided calculated as Bottom Surface Area * Ponding Depth

Provided Facility Storage = Ponding Storage + Filter Bed Storage + Additional Stone Storage
=

Treatment Volume Provided = The lesser of the Provided Facility Storage or the 1-Year Storm Runoff Volume
Treated Rainfall, PE = P E  = (ESDv * 12) / (Rv * A)

Adaquate storage volume is provided to treat ESDv.

1.00''
9,334 SF 764 CF

Open Space/Woods 5945 0.14 39%

61%

Total Drainage Area 15279 0.35 100%

Facility Concept Design

Facility Name: M6-3
Facility Type: 

2.3 Inches

Additional Stone Storage Depth 0.00 FT
Additional Stone Storage Porosity 0.40

1,729 CF

1,729 CF

Bed Depth (Mulch, Media & Sand) 3.00 FT
Filter Bed Porosity 0.40
Additional Stone Storage Area 00 SF

Ponding Depth 1.00 FT Weir  Length  = 3.93 FT
Ponding Storage Provided * 786 CF WSEL10  = 355.26

Bottom Surface Area (Af) 786 SF Q10  = 1.60 CFS
Top of Embankment Elevation 356.0 A10  = 0.35 AC

0.60 764 CF
0.65 2.60''

1,986 CF

Filter Bed Elevation 354.0 Tc  (min) = 5
Overflow Crest Elevation 355.0 i10  = 7.07

15,279 SF 1.00''

North side of site east of Fire House

Hydrology Summary

Impervious Area 9334 0.21 61%
Land Use Area (sf) Area (ac) %

Location Description: 

Impervious Area Breakdown

On-Site Impervious Area
Off-Site Impervious Area

916 SF
8418 SF

Hillandale Local Park SWM Concept Plan
43-032 4/3/2015 RAB

Facility Summary

Facility Name: M6-3 Facility Type: Micro-Bioretention
Study Area: A
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MICRO-BIORETENTION FACILITY - CONCEPT DESIGN

Project Name:
Project No.: Date: By:

Micro-Bioretention

Drainage Area (DA) = Target WQ Rainfall Depth (P) =
Total Impervious Area = Target WQv = WQv = [P * Rv * A]/12

I = Target ESD Rainfall Depth (PE) = Composite P E  value previously calculated for Study Area

Rv = Target ESDv = ESDv = [PE * Rv * A]/12

C = 1-Year 24-Hour Storm Rainfall Depth =
1-Year 24-Hour Storm Runoff Volume = Using WQv formula with P= Rainfall Depth

Required ESDv is less than 1 Yr. runoff volume.  Therefore, the Total ESDv can be treated if sufficient storage can be provided.

Compute Treatment Volume Provided

Facility Dimensions Safety Storm

 0.7' of Freeboard is provided

Q=ciA

15 " Diam. Nyloplast Str.

Compute Safety Storm WSEL using Weir Equation***
WSEL = ESD WSEL + (Q/3.1*LW)2/3

Applicable if facility is an enhanced filter ***Note: Safety storm WSEL must be less than top of dam
Applicable if facility is an enhanced filter

* Ponding Storage Provided calculated as Bottom Surface Area * Ponding Depth

Provided Facility Storage = Ponding Storage + Filter Bed Storage + Additional Stone Storage
=

Treatment Volume Provided = The lesser of the Provided Facility Storage or the 1-Year Storm Runoff Volume
Treated Rainfall, PE = P E  = (ESDv * 12) / (Rv * A)

Adaquate storage volume is provided to treat ESDv.

Off-Site Impervious Area 0 SF

1,745 CF
1.9 Inches

Additional Stone Storage Depth 0.00 FT
Additional Stone Storage Porosity 0.40

1,745 CF

Bed Depth (Mulch, Media & Sand) 4.00 FT
Filter Bed Porosity 0.40
Additional Stone Storage Area 00 SF

Ponding Depth 1.00 FT Weir  Length  = 3.93 FT
Ponding Storage Provided * 671 CF WSEL10  = 356.30

Bottom Surface Area (Af) 671 SF Q10  = 1.97 CFS
Top of Embankment Elevation 357.0 A10  = 0.46 AC

0.54 905 CF
0.61 2.60''

2,354 CF

Filter Bed Elevation 355.0 Tc  (min) = 5
Overflow Crest Elevation 356.0 i10  = 7.07

55% 1.00''

Total Drainage Area 19975 0.46 100%

Facility Concept Design

Facility Name: M6-4
Facility Type: 

19,975 SF 1.00''
10,963 SF 905 CF

Impervious Area 10963 0.25 55%
Open Space/Woods 9012 0.21 45%

Location Description: East of parking area near north entrance

Hydrology Summary

Land Use Area (sf) Area (ac) %

Impervious Area Breakdown

On-Site Impervious Area 10963 SF

Study Area: A

Hillandale Local Park SWM Concept Plan
43-032 4/3/2015 RAB

Facility Summary

Facility Name: M6-4 Facility Type: Micro-Bioretention
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MICRO-BIORETENTION FACILITY - CONCEPT DESIGN

Project Name:
Project No.: Date: By:

Micro-Bioretention

Drainage Area (DA) = Target WQ Rainfall Depth (P) =
Total Impervious Area = Target WQv = WQv = [P * Rv * A]/12

I = Target ESD Rainfall Depth (PE) = Composite P E  value previously calculated for Study Area

Rv = Target ESDv = ESDv = [PE * Rv * A]/12

C = 1-Year 24-Hour Storm Rainfall Depth =
1-Year 24-Hour Storm Runoff Volume = Using WQv formula with P= Rainfall Depth

Required ESDv is less than 1 Yr. runoff volume.  Therefore, the Total ESDv can be treated if sufficient storage can be provided.

Compute Treatment Volume Provided

Facility Dimensions Safety Storm

 0.74' of Freeboard is provided

Q=ciA

15 " Diam. Nyloplast Str.

Compute Safety Storm WSEL using Weir Equation***
WSEL = ESD WSEL + (Q/3.1*LW)2/3

Applicable if facility is an enhanced filter ***Note: Safety storm WSEL must be less than top of dam
Applicable if facility is an enhanced filter

* Ponding Storage Provided calculated as Bottom Surface Area * Ponding Depth

Provided Facility Storage = Ponding Storage + Filter Bed Storage + Additional Stone Storage
=

Treatment Volume Provided = The lesser of the Provided Facility Storage or the 1-Year Storm Runoff Volume
Treated Rainfall, PE = P E  = (ESDv * 12) / (Rv * A)

Adaquate storage volume is provided to treat ESDv.

Facility Name: M6-5 Facility Type: Micro-Bioretention

Hillandale Local Park SWM Concept Plan
43-032 4/3/2015 RAB

Facility Summary

Study Area: A
Location Description: East of parking area near north entrance

Hydrology Summary Impervious Area Breakdown

0 SF
Land Use Area (sf) Area (ac) % On-Site Impervious Area 8312 SF

Impervious Area 8312 0.19 44% Off-Site Impervious Area

1.00''

Open Space/Woods 10707 0.25 56%
Total Drainage Area 19019 0.44 100%

Facility Concept Design

Facility Name: M6-5
Facility Type: 

19,019 SF
8,312 SF 703 CF
44% 1.00''
0.44 703 CF

Top of Embankment Elevation 357.0 A10  = 0.44 AC

0.53 2.60''
1,827 CF

Filter Bed Elevation 355.5 Tc  (min) = 5
Overflow Crest Elevation 356.0 i10  = 7.07

Bottom Surface Area (Af) 463 SF Q10  = 1.65 CFS
Ponding Depth 0.50 FT Weir  Length  = 3.93 FT
Ponding Storage Provided * 232 CF WSEL10  = 356.26
Bed Depth (Mulch, Media & Sand) 2.75 FT
Filter Bed Porosity 0.40
Additional Stone Storage Area 463 SF
Additional Stone Storage Depth 1.00 FT
Additional Stone Storage Porosity 0.40

926 CF

926 CF
1.3 Inches
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MICRO-BIORETENTION FACILITY - CONCEPT DESIGN

Project Name:
Project No.: Date: By:

Micro-Bioretention

Drainage Area (DA) = Target WQ Rainfall Depth (P) =
Total Impervious Area = Target WQv = WQv = [P * Rv * A]/12

I = Target ESD Rainfall Depth (PE) = Composite P E  value previously calculated for Study Area

Rv = Target ESDv = ESDv = [PE * Rv * A]/12

C = 1-Year 24-Hour Storm Rainfall Depth =
1-Year 24-Hour Storm Runoff Volume = Using WQv formula with P= Rainfall Depth

Required ESDv is less than 1 Yr. runoff volume.  Therefore, the Total ESDv can be treated if sufficient storage can be provided.

Compute Treatment Volume Provided

Facility Dimensions Safety Storm

 0.52' of Freeboard is provided

Q=ciA

30 " Diam. Nyloplast Str.

Compute Safety Storm WSEL using Weir Equation***
WSEL = ESD WSEL + (Q/3.1*LW)2/3

Applicable if facility is an enhanced filter ***Note: Safety storm WSEL must be less than top of dam
Applicable if facility is an enhanced filter

* Ponding Storage Provided calculated as Bottom Surface Area * Ponding Depth

Provided Facility Storage = Ponding Storage + Filter Bed Storage + Additional Stone Storage
=

Treatment Volume Provided = The lesser of the Provided Facility Storage or the 1-Year Storm Runoff Volume
Treated Rainfall, PE = P E  = (ESDv * 12) / (Rv * A)

Adaquate storage volume is provided to treat ESDv.

Facility Name: M6-6 Facility Type: Micro-Bioretention

Hillandale Local Park SWM Concept Plan
43-032 4/3/2015 RAB

Facility Summary

Study Area: A
Location Description: East of parking area near Playground

Hydrology Summary Impervious Area Breakdown

0 SF
Land Use Area (sf) Area (ac) % On-Site Impervious Area 9838 SF

Impervious Area 9838 0.23 49% Off-Site Impervious Area

1.00''

Open Space/Woods 10113 0.23 51%
Total Drainage Area 19951 0.46 100%

Facility Concept Design

Facility Name: M6-6
Facility Type: 

19,951 SF
9,838 SF 821 CF
49% 1.00''
0.49 821 CF

Top of Embankment Elevation 353.5 A10  = 0.46 AC

0.57 2.60''
2,135 CF

Filter Bed Elevation 352.3 Tc  (min) = 5
Overflow Crest Elevation 352.8 i10  = 7.07

Bottom Surface Area (Af) 704 SF Q10  = 1.85 CFS
Ponding Depth 0.50 FT Weir  Length  = 7.85 FT
Ponding Storage Provided * 352 CF WSEL10  = 352.98
Bed Depth (Mulch, Media & Sand) 2.75 FT
Filter Bed Porosity 0.40
Additional Stone Storage Area 704 SF
Additional Stone Storage Depth 1.00 FT
Additional Stone Storage Porosity 0.40

1,408 CF

1,408 CF
1.7 Inches
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MICRO-BIORETENTION FACILITY - CONCEPT DESIGN

Project Name:
Project No.: Date: By:

Micro-Bioretention

Drainage Area (DA) = Target WQ Rainfall Depth (P) =
Total Impervious Area = Target WQv = WQv = [P * Rv * A]/12

I = Target ESD Rainfall Depth (PE) = Composite P E  value previously calculated for Study Area

Rv = Target ESDv = ESDv = [PE * Rv * A]/12

C = 1-Year 24-Hour Storm Rainfall Depth =
1-Year 24-Hour Storm Runoff Volume = Using WQv formula with P= Rainfall Depth

Required ESDv is less than 1 Yr. runoff volume.  Therefore, the Total ESDv can be treated if sufficient storage can be provided.

Compute Treatment Volume Provided

Facility Dimensions Safety Storm

 0.53' of Freeboard is provided

Q=ciA

15 " Diam. Nyloplast Str.

Compute Safety Storm WSEL using Weir Equation***
WSEL = ESD WSEL + (Q/3.1*LW)2/3

Applicable if facility is an enhanced filter ***Note: Safety storm WSEL must be less than top of dam
Applicable if facility is an enhanced filter

* Ponding Storage Provided calculated as Bottom Surface Area * Ponding Depth

Provided Facility Storage = Ponding Storage + Filter Bed Storage + Additional Stone Storage
=

Treatment Volume Provided = The lesser of the Provided Facility Storage or the 1-Year Storm Runoff Volume
Treated Rainfall, PE = P E  = (ESDv * 12) / (Rv * A)

Adaquate storage volume is provided to treat ESDv.

Facility Name: M6-7 Facility Type: Micro-Bioretention

Hillandale Local Park SWM Concept Plan
43-032 4/3/2015 RAB

Facility Summary

Study Area: A
Location Description: East of parking area near Playground

Hydrology Summary Impervious Area Breakdown

0 SF
Land Use Area (sf) Area (ac) % On-Site Impervious Area 9928 SF

Impervious Area 9928 0.23 58% Off-Site Impervious Area

1.00''

Open Space/Woods 7079 0.16 42%
Total Drainage Area 17007 0.39 100%

Facility Concept Design

Facility Name: M6-7
Facility Type: 

17,007 SF
9,928 SF 815 CF
58% 1.00''
0.58 815 CF

Top of Embankment Elevation 352.80 A10  = 0.39 AC

0.63 2.60''
2,120 CF

Filter Bed Elevation 351.0 Tc  (min) = 5
Overflow Crest Elevation 352.0 i10  = 7.07

Bottom Surface Area (Af) 616 SF Q10  = 1.74 CFS
Ponding Depth 1.00 FT Weir  Length  = 3.93 FT
Ponding Storage Provided * 616 CF WSEL10  = 352.27
Bed Depth (Mulch, Media & Sand) 3.00 FT
Filter Bed Porosity 0.40
Additional Stone Storage Area 616 SF
Additional Stone Storage Depth 1.00 FT
Additional Stone Storage Porosity 0.40

1,602 CF

1,602 CF
2.0 Inches
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MICRO-BIORETENTION FACILITY - CONCEPT DESIGN

Project Name:
Project No.: Date: By:

Micro-Bioretention

Drainage Area (DA) = Target WQ Rainfall Depth (P) =
Total Impervious Area = Target WQv = WQv = [P * Rv * A]/12

I = Target ESD Rainfall Depth (PE) = Composite P E  value previously calculated for Study Area

Rv = Target ESDv = ESDv = [PE * Rv * A]/12

C = 1-Year 24-Hour Storm Rainfall Depth =
1-Year 24-Hour Storm Runoff Volume = Using WQv formula with P= Rainfall Depth

Required ESDv is less than 1 Yr. runoff volume.  Therefore, the Total ESDv can be treated if sufficient storage can be provided.

Compute Treatment Volume Provided

Facility Dimensions Safety Storm

 0.55' of Freeboard is provided

Q=ciA

24 " Diam. Nyloplast Str.

Compute Safety Storm WSEL using Weir Equation***
WSEL = ESD WSEL + (Q/3.1*LW)2/3

Applicable if facility is an enhanced filter ***Note: Safety storm WSEL must be less than top of dam
Applicable if facility is an enhanced filter

* Ponding Storage Provided calculated as Bottom Surface Area * Ponding Depth

Provided Facility Storage = Ponding Storage + Filter Bed Storage + Additional Stone Storage
=

Treatment Volume Provided = The lesser of the Provided Facility Storage or the 1-Year Storm Runoff Volume
Treated Rainfall, PE = P E  = (ESDv * 12) / (Rv * A)

Adaquate storage volume is provided to treat ESDv.

Facility Name: M6-8 Facility Type: Micro-Bioretention

Hillandale Local Park SWM Concept Plan
43-032 4/3/2015 RAB

Facility Summary

Study Area: A
Location Description: North of Basketball Courts

Hydrology Summary Impervious Area Breakdown

0 SF
Land Use Area (sf) Area (ac) % On-Site Impervious Area 9091 SF

Impervious Area 9091 0.21 49% Off-Site Impervious Area

1.00''

Open Space/Woods 9583 0.22 51%
Total Drainage Area 18674 0.43 100%

Facility Concept Design

Facility Name: M6-8
Facility Type: 

18,674 SF
9,091 SF 760 CF
49% 1.00''
0.49 760 CF

Top of Embankment Elevation 348.8 A10  = 0.43 AC

0.57 2.60''
1,975 CF

Filter Bed Elevation 347.0 Tc  (min) = 5
Overflow Crest Elevation 348.0 i10  = 7.07

Bottom Surface Area (Af) 780 SF Q10  = 1.72 CFS
Ponding Depth 1.00 FT Weir  Length  = 6.28 FT
Ponding Storage Provided * 780 CF WSEL10  = 348.20
Bed Depth (Mulch, Media & Sand) 2.75 FT
Filter Bed Porosity 0.40
Additional Stone Storage Area 00 SF
Additional Stone Storage Depth 0.00 FT
Additional Stone Storage Porosity 0.40

1,638 CF

1,638 CF
2.2 Inches
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MICRO-BIORETENTION FACILITY - CONCEPT DESIGN

Project Name:
Project No.: Date: By:

Micro-Bioretention

Drainage Area (DA) = Target WQ Rainfall Depth (P) =
Total Impervious Area = Target WQv = WQv = [P * Rv * A]/12

I = Target ESD Rainfall Depth (PE) = Composite P E  value previously calculated for Study Area

Rv = Target ESDv = ESDv = [PE * Rv * A]/12

C = 1-Year 24-Hour Storm Rainfall Depth =
1-Year 24-Hour Storm Runoff Volume = Using WQv formula with P= Rainfall Depth

Required ESDv is less than 1 Yr. runoff volume.  Therefore, the Total ESDv can be treated if sufficient storage can be provided.

Compute Treatment Volume Provided

Facility Dimensions Safety Storm

 0.72' of Freeboard is provided

Q=ciA

15 " Diam. Nyloplast Str.

Compute Safety Storm WSEL using Weir Equation***
WSEL = ESD WSEL + (Q/3.1*LW)2/3

Applicable if facility is an enhanced filter ***Note: Safety storm WSEL must be less than top of dam
Applicable if facility is an enhanced filter

* Ponding Storage Provided calculated as Bottom Surface Area * Ponding Depth

Provided Facility Storage = Ponding Storage + Filter Bed Storage + Additional Stone Storage
=

Treatment Volume Provided = The lesser of the Provided Facility Storage or the 1-Year Storm Runoff Volume
Treated Rainfall, PE = P E  = (ESDv * 12) / (Rv * A)

Adaquate storage volume is provided to treat ESDv.

Facility Name: M6-9 Facility Type: Micro-Bioretention

Hillandale Local Park SWM Concept Plan
43-032 4/3/2015 RAB

Facility Summary

Study Area: A
Location Description: South of Basketball Courts

Hydrology Summary Impervious Area Breakdown

0 SF
Land Use Area (sf) Area (ac) % On-Site Impervious Area 11344 SF

Impervious Area 11344 0.26 74% Off-Site Impervious Area

1.00''

Open Space/Woods 3929 0.09 26%
Total Drainage Area 15273 0.35 100%

Facility Concept Design

Facility Name: M6-9
Facility Type: 

15,273 SF
11,344 SF 914 CF
74% 1.00''
0.72 914 CF

Top of Embankment Elevation 351.0 A10  = 0.35 AC

0.73 2.60''
2,378 CF

Filter Bed Elevation 349.5 Tc  (min) = 5
Overflow Crest Elevation 350.0 i10  = 7.07

Bottom Surface Area (Af) 793 SF Q10  = 1.82 CFS
Ponding Depth 0.50 FT Weir  Length  = 3.93 FT
Ponding Storage Provided * 397 CF WSEL10  = 350.28
Bed Depth (Mulch, Media & Sand) 4.75 FT
Filter Bed Porosity 0.40
Additional Stone Storage Area 00 SF
Additional Stone Storage Depth 0.00 FT
Additional Stone Storage Porosity 0.40

1,903 CF

1,903 CF
2.1 Inches

4/13/2015      Micro-Bio - M6-9        N:\43032\DEPARTMENTS\ENGINEERING\Design\SWM Concept\Hillandale Concept Design_040315
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MICRO-BIORETENTION FACILITY - CONCEPT DESIGN

Project Name:
Project No.: Date: By:

Non-Rooftop Disconnection

Target WQ Rainfall Depth (P) =
Total Impervious Area = Target WQv = WQv = [P * Rv * A]/12

I = Target ESD Rainfall Depth (PE) = Composite P E  value previously calculated for Study Area

Rv = Target ESDv = ESDv = [PE * Rv * A]/12

C = 1-Year 24-Hour Storm Rainfall Depth =
1-Year 24-Hour Storm Runoff Volume = Using WQv formula with P= Rainfall Depth

Compute Treatment Volume Provided

Facility Dimensions
Is the disconnection slope less than or equal to 5%

Treated Rainfall, PE = P E  = (ESDv * 12) / (Rv * A)

Treatment Volume Provided = The lesser of the Provided Facility Storage or the 1-Year Storm Runoff Volume

Adaquate storage volume is provided to treat ESDv.

Facility Name: N2-1 Facility Type: Non-Rooftop Disconnection

Hillandale Local Park SWM Concept Plan
43-032 4/3/2015 RAB

Facility Summary

Study Area: A
Location Description: Sidewalk Disconnection

Hydrology Summary Impervious Area Breakdown

0 SF
Land Use Area (sf) Area (ac) % On-Site Impervious Area 1839 SF

1.00''

Impervious Area 1839 AC 0.04 100% Off-Site Impervious Area

Facility Concept Design

Facility Name: N2-1
Facility Type: 

1,839 SF 146 CF
100% 1.00''
0.95 146 CF
0.90 2.60''

379 CF

Max Contribution Length = 16 FT

Target ESD Rainfall Depth is greater than 1 inch.  Therefore, a maximum treated rainfall of 1 inch can be treated if 
sufficient disconnection length can be provided.

146 CF
1.0 Inches

YES
Max Disconnection Length = 16 FT

4/13/2015      Non-Rooftop - N2-1        N:\43032\DEPARTMENTS\ENGINEERING\Design\SWM Concept\Hillandale Concept Design_040315
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MICRO-BIORETENTION FACILITY - CONCEPT DESIGN

Project Name:
Project No.: Date: By:

Non-Rooftop Disconnection

Target WQ Rainfall Depth (P) =
Total Impervious Area = Target WQv = WQv = [P * Rv * A]/12

I = Target ESD Rainfall Depth (PE) = Composite P E  value previously calculated for Study Area

Rv = Target ESDv = ESDv = [PE * Rv * A]/12

C = 1-Year 24-Hour Storm Rainfall Depth =
1-Year 24-Hour Storm Runoff Volume = Using WQv formula with P= Rainfall Depth

Compute Treatment Volume Provided

Facility Dimensions
Is the disconnection slope less than or equal to 5%

Treated Rainfall, PE = P E  = (ESDv * 12) / (Rv * A)

Treatment Volume Provided = The lesser of the Provided Facility Storage or the 1-Year Storm Runoff Volume

Adaquate storage volume is provided to treat ESDv.

Facility Name: N2-2 Facility Type: Non-Rooftop Disconnection

Hillandale Local Park SWM Concept Plan
43-032 4/3/2015 RAB

Facility Summary

Study Area: A
Location Description: Picnic Pavillion

Hydrology Summary Impervious Area Breakdown

0 SF
Land Use Area (sf) Area (ac) % On-Site Impervious Area 3419 SF

1.00''

Impervious Area 3419 AC 0.08 100% Off-Site Impervious Area

Facility Concept Design

Facility Name: N2-2
Facility Type: 

3,419 SF 271 CF
100% 1.00''
0.95 271 CF

Max Disconnection Length = 22 FT

1.0 Inches
271 CF

0.90

Target ESD Rainfall Depth is greater than 1 inch.  Therefore, a maximum treated rainfall of 1 inch can be treated if 
sufficient disconnection length can be provided.

2.60''
704 CF

Max Contribution Lenth = 22 FT YES

4/13/2015      Non-Rooftop - N2-2        N:\43032\DEPARTMENTS\ENGINEERING\Design\SWM Concept\Hillandale Concept Design_040315
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MICRO-BIORETENTION FACILITY - CONCEPT DESIGN

Project Name:
Project No.: Date: By:

Bioswale

Drainage Area (DA) = Target WQ Rainfall Depth (P) =
Total Impervious Area = Target WQv = WQv = [P * Rv * A]/12

I = Target ESD Rainfall Depth (PE) = Composite P E  value previously calculated for Study Area

Rv = Target ESDv = ESDv = [PE * Rv * A]/12

C = 1-Year 24-Hour Storm Rainfall Depth =
1-Year 24-Hour Storm Runoff Volume = Using WQv formula with P= Rainfall Depth

Required ESDv is less than 1 Yr. runoff volume.  Therefore, the Total ESDv can be treated if sufficient storage can be provided.

Compute Treatment Volume Provided
1-Year Storm Discharge

Facility Dimensions per Appendix D.10 of the 2000 Maryland Stormwater Design Manual
Qa=P * Rv

Increase Af to >=2% of DA ** from TR-55 Exhibit 4-II

 1.86' of Freeboard is provided Safety Storm

* See Attached Computations

Provided Facility Storage = Filter Bed Storage Q=ciA

=

Treatment Volume Provided = The lesser of the Provided Facility Storage or the 1-Year Storm Runoff Volume
Treated Rainfall, PE = P E  = (ESDv * 12) / (Rv * A)

Inadaquate storage volume is provided to treat ESDv.

** Note: The space available for this facility is very limited and additional bed area could not be provided to meet the minimum required bed 
area.  However, M-NCPPC did not want the parking lot draining to this location to receive no treatment.  Therefore, this facility is proposed 
to provide some level of treatment for the drainage area.  It should be noted that the required ESDv for the site is achieved through the other 
proposed facilities and treatment practices without accounting for the volume provided in this facility.

Facility Name: M8-1 Facility Type: Bioswale
Study Area: A
Location Description: South Side of play area north of parking area.

Hydrology Summary Impervious Area Breakdown

0 SF
Land Use Area (sf) Area (ac) %

Hillandale Local Park SWM Concept Plan
43-032 4/3/2015 RAB

Facility Summary

On-Site Impervious Area 5616 SF
Impervious Area 5616 0.13 37% Off-Site Impervious Area

1.00''

Open Space/Woods 9667 0.22 63%
Total Drainage Area 15283 0.35 100%

Facility Concept Design

Facility Name: M8-1
Facility Type: 

15,283 SF
5,616 SF 485 CF
37% 1.00''
0.38 485 CF

Swale Depth 2.00 FT Tc  (hr) = 0.083

0.49 2.60''
1,261 CF

Swale Bottom Width 5 FT Qa  = 0.99
Swale Bottom Length 30 FT CN = 81

Bed Depth (Media, Sand & Stone) 3.50 FT Ia  = 0.48
Filter Bed Porosity 0.40 Ia /P = 0.19
Bottom Surface Area (Af) 150 SF qu  (csm/in) = 975
1-Year Storm Flow Depth * 0.08 FT Q1  = 0.53 CFS
1-Year Storm Flow Velocity * 0.74 FPS
10-Year Storm Flow Depth * 0.14 FT
10-Year Storm Flow Velocity * 1.02 FPS Tc  (min) = 5

i10  = 7.07
A10  = 0.35 AC
Q10  = 1.21 CFS

210 CF

210 CF
0.4 Inches

4/13/2015      Bioswale - M8-1        N:\43032\DEPARTMENTS\ENGINEERING\Design\SWM Concept\Hillandale Concept Design_040315
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January 13, 2015 
 
Ms. Robyn Barnhart 
Charles P. Johnson & Associates 
1751 Elton Road, Suite 300 
Silver Spring, MD 20903 
 
Project: Geotechnical Services Report 

Hillandale Park 
1061 New Hampshire Avenue, 
Hillandale, Maryland 
KEI Project Number: G14222BC 

 
Dear Ms. Barnhart: 
 
Kim Engineering Inc. (KEI) is pleased to submit a copy of our report for the above referenced 
project. This investigation was conducted in accordance with our proposal and your subsequent 
approval. 
 
Services performed include the drilling of seventeen (17) SPT test borings, nine (9) stormwater 
management test borings, fourteen (14) topsoil sampling, nine (9) in-site infiltration tests, 
geotechnical laboratory testing, horticultural laboratory testing and preparation of a 
geotechnical service report. 
 
Our geotechnical services report includes the following: 
 

An evaluation of the estimated subsurface conditions and groundwater conditions at the 
proposed site. 
Foundation, base slab and retaining wall design recommendations. 
Stormwater management infiltration rate information and associated testing depth 
information for the stormwater management areas. 
Comments on geotechnical aspects of construction that was readily apparent at the time 
of, in the area of, and to the depth of the investigation. 
An analysis of soil nutrients, and recommendations of additives based on M-NCPPC 
requirements. 

 
Services with respect to surveying for line and grade, specific dewatering recommendations, 
environmental matters, temporary slopes, pavement design, seepage analysis, slope stability, 
erosion control, cost or quantity estimates, plans, specifications, and construction observation 
and testing were not included in the scope of services. 
 
Soil samples will be held for a period of thirty (30) days after the date of this report and then 
disposed of, unless an alternate disposition is requested. 
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3 

 
 
1.0 SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The following is a summary of our conclusions and recommendations: 
 

a. Subsurface conditions in the proposed construction areas generally indicate naturally 
occurring silty sand with varying amounts of clay and gravel of stratum A. 

 
b. The naturally occurring materials are suitable for support of spread footings. We 

recommend a design soil bearing pressure of 2,500 psf for footings founded on approved 
soil or on new compacted fill placed over approved soil. 

 
c. The naturally occurring silty sand of stratum A is also suitable for infiltration purposes 

at the points and at the depths tested except for that at INF-8. 
 

d. Compacted fill should typically be classified sandy silt (ML) or more granular per ASTM 
D2487, and compacted to at least 95 percent of maximum dry density per ASTM D698. 
The majority of the on-site soils of stratum A may be considered suitable for reuse as fill 
and backfill; however, some importing or substitution may be necessary. 

 
e. Floor slabs may be supported on the natural soils or new compacted fill. A minimum 4 

inch layer of crushed stone should be placed below the slabs to act as a moisture barrier 
and to provide structural support. 
 

f. Earth pressure coefficients presented within should be considered for the stability of the 
proposed retaining walls against sliding and overturning. Coefficients were determined 
based on naturally occurring soil conditions. 
 

g. The site is classified as “D” for seismic design considerations according to the 2012 
International Building Code. 

 
 

h. Variations in soil conditions may be encountered during construction. Determination of 
such variations will permit correlation between the subsurface exploration data of this 
report and actual conditions encountered during construction and verification of 
conformance with the plans and specifications. We recommend that Kim Engineering, 
Inc. be retained to perform professional observations of foundation subgrades. 
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PROJECT NUMBER G14222BC

CLIENT Charles P. Johnson & Associates PROJECT NAME Hillandale Park

KIM BORING NUMBER SB-15
PAGE  1  OF  1

PROJECT LOCATION 1061 New Hampshire Avenue, Hillandale, MD

DATE STARTED 10/29/14

CHECKED BY A.B

GROUND WATER LEVELS:DRILLING CONTRACTOR Kim Engineering, Inc

HOLE SIZE 6

DRILLING METHOD Hollow Stem Auger

LOGGED BY P.S

NOTES

AT END OF DRILLING ---

Topsoil
(SM) Light brown, brown, red and green, damp, very loose to
medium dense silty sand with varying amounts of clay and gravel.

Bottom of borehole at 20.0 feet.

GROUND ELEVATION 352.3 ft

D
E

P
TH

(ft
)

G
R

A
P

H
IC

LO
G MC LLPL

COMPLETED 10/29/14

AT TIME OF DRILLING ---

20 40 60 80

20 40 60 80
 FINES CONTENT (%)    

AFTER DRILLING ---
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1
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PROJECT NUMBER G14222BC

CLIENT Charles P. Johnson & Associates PROJECT NAME Hillandale Park

KIM BORING NUMBER SB-16
PAGE  1  OF  1

PROJECT LOCATION 1061 New Hampshire Avenue, Hillandale, MD

DATE STARTED 10/30/14

CHECKED BY A.B

GROUND WATER LEVELS:DRILLING CONTRACTOR Kim Engineering, Inc

HOLE SIZE 6

DRILLING METHOD Hollow Stem Auger

LOGGED BY P.S

NOTES

AT END OF DRILLING ---

Topsoil
(SM) Light brown, brown and black, damp, very loose to loose silty
sand with varying amounts of clay and gravel.

Bottom of borehole at 20.0 feet.

GROUND ELEVATION 350.8 ft

D
E

P
TH

(ft
)

G
R

A
P

H
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G MC LLPL

COMPLETED 10/30/14

AT TIME OF DRILLING ---

20 40 60 80

20 40 60 80
 FINES CONTENT (%)    

AFTER DRILLING ---
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PROJECT NUMBER G14222BC

CLIENT Charles P. Johnson & Associates PROJECT NAME Hillandale Park

KIM BORING NUMBER SB-17
PAGE  1  OF  1

PROJECT LOCATION 1061 New Hampshire Avenue, Hillandale, MD

DATE STARTED 10/27/14

CHECKED BY A.B

GROUND WATER LEVELS:DRILLING CONTRACTOR Kim Engineering, Inc

HOLE SIZE 6

DRILLING METHOD Hollow Stem Auger

LOGGED BY P.S

NOTES

AT END OF DRILLING ---

Topsoil
(SM) Light brown and brown, damp, medium dense to dense silty
sand with varying amounts of clay and gravel.

Bottom of borehole at 20.0 feet.

GROUND ELEVATION 350 ft

D
E

P
TH

(ft
)
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COMPLETED 10/27/14

AT TIME OF DRILLING ---

20 40 60 80

20 40 60 80
 FINES CONTENT (%)    

AFTER DRILLING ---

SS
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 FINES CONTENT (%)    

CHECKED BY A.B

DATE STARTED 10/24/14 COMPLETED 10/24/14

AT TIME OF DRILLING ---

AT END OF DRILLING ---

AFTER DRILLING ---

20 40 60 80

20 40 60 80

PL LLMC

G
R

A
P

H
IC

LO
G

Topsoil
(SM) Light brown and brown, damp silty sand with varying
amounts of clay and gravel.

Bottom of borehole at 6.0 feet.

D
E

P
TH

(ft
)

NOTES

GROUND ELEVATION 347 ft

LOGGED BY P.S

DRILLING METHOD Hollow Stem Auger

HOLE SIZE 6

DRILLING CONTRACTOR Kim Engineering, Inc GROUND WATER LEVELS:

PROJECT NAME Hillandale Park

KIM ENGINEERING, INC.
Consulting Geotechnical Engineers
Silver Spring, Maryland

PAGE  1  OF  1
BORING NUMBER INF-1
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PROJECT LOCATION 1061 New Hampshire Avenue, Hillandale, MD

CLIENT Charles P. Johnson & Associates

PROJECT NUMBER G14222BC
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 FINES CONTENT (%)    

CHECKED BY A.B

DATE STARTED 10/24/14 COMPLETED 10/24/14

AT TIME OF DRILLING ---

AT END OF DRILLING ---

AFTER DRILLING ---

20 40 60 80

20 40 60 80

PL LLMC

G
R

A
P

H
IC

LO
G

Topsoil
(SM) Light brown, brown, yellow and orange, damp silty sand with
varying amounts of clay and gravel.

Bottom of borehole at 8.0 feet.

D
E

P
TH

(ft
)

NOTES

GROUND ELEVATION 356.1 ft

LOGGED BY P.S

DRILLING METHOD Hollow Stem Auger

HOLE SIZE 6

DRILLING CONTRACTOR Kim Engineering, Inc GROUND WATER LEVELS:

PROJECT NAME Hillandale Park

KIM ENGINEERING, INC.
Consulting Geotechnical Engineers
Silver Spring, Maryland

PAGE  1  OF  1
BORING NUMBER INF-2
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PROJECT LOCATION 1061 New Hampshire Avenue, Hillandale, MD

CLIENT Charles P. Johnson & Associates

PROJECT NUMBER G14222BC

G
E

O
TE

C
H

 B
H

 P
LO

TS
 - 

G
IN

T 
S

TD
 U

S
.G

D
T 

- 1
1/

24
/1

4 
10

:1
9 

- F
:\H

IL
LA

N
D

A
LE

 P
A

R
K

\H
IL

LA
N

D
A

LE
 P

A
R

K
.G

P
J

S
A

M
P

LE
 T

Y
P

E
N

U
M

B
E

R

0

5

KIM

20 40 60 80

R
E

C
O

V
E

R
Y

 %
(R

Q
D

)

B
LO

W
C

O
U

N
TS

(N
 V

A
LU

E
)

D
R

Y
 U

N
IT

 W
T.

(p
cf

)

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION
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 FINES CONTENT (%)    

CHECKED BY A.B

DATE STARTED 10/27/14 COMPLETED 10/27/14

AT TIME OF DRILLING ---

AT END OF DRILLING ---

AFTER DRILLING ---

20 40 60 80

20 40 60 80

PL LLMC

G
R

A
P

H
IC

LO
G

Topsoil
(SM) Light brown, brown and black, damp silty sand with varying
amounts of clay and gravel.

Bottom of borehole at 5.0 feet.

D
E

P
TH

(ft
)

NOTES

GROUND ELEVATION 352 ft

LOGGED BY P.S

DRILLING METHOD Hollow Stem Auger

HOLE SIZE 6

DRILLING CONTRACTOR Kim Engineering, Inc GROUND WATER LEVELS:

PROJECT NAME Hillandale Park

KIM ENGINEERING, INC.
Consulting Geotechnical Engineers
Silver Spring, Maryland

PAGE  1  OF  1
BORING NUMBER INF-3

P
O

C
K

E
T 

P
E

N
.

(ts
f)

PROJECT LOCATION 1061 New Hampshire Avenue, Hillandale, MD

CLIENT Charles P. Johnson & Associates

PROJECT NUMBER G14222BC
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MATERIAL DESCRIPTION

 SPT N VALUE    
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 FINES CONTENT (%)    

CHECKED BY A.B

DATE STARTED 10/24/14 COMPLETED 10/24/14

AT TIME OF DRILLING ---

AT END OF DRILLING ---

AFTER DRILLING ---
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PL LLMC
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G

Topsoil
(SM) Light brown and brown, damp silty sand with varying
amounts of clay and gravel.

Bottom of borehole at 9.0 feet.

D
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TH

(ft
)

NOTES

GROUND ELEVATION 358.5 ft

LOGGED BY P.S

DRILLING METHOD Hollow Stem Auger

HOLE SIZE 6

DRILLING CONTRACTOR Kim Engineering, Inc GROUND WATER LEVELS:

PROJECT NAME Hillandale Park

KIM ENGINEERING, INC.
Consulting Geotechnical Engineers
Silver Spring, Maryland
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PROJECT LOCATION 1061 New Hampshire Avenue, Hillandale, MD

CLIENT Charles P. Johnson & Associates
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 FINES CONTENT (%)    

CHECKED BY A.B

DATE STARTED 11/4/14 COMPLETED 11/4/14

AT TIME OF DRILLING ---

AT END OF DRILLING ---

AFTER DRILLING ---
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PL LLMC
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G

Topsoil
(SM) Light brown, brown, orange and gray, damp silty sand with
varying amounts of clay and gravel.

Bottom of borehole at 11.0 feet.
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)

NOTES

GROUND ELEVATION 357.5 ft

LOGGED BY P.S

DRILLING METHOD Hollow Stem Auger

HOLE SIZE 6

DRILLING CONTRACTOR Kim Engineering, Inc GROUND WATER LEVELS:

PROJECT NAME Hillandale Park

KIM ENGINEERING, INC.
Consulting Geotechnical Engineers
Silver Spring, Maryland
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PROJECT LOCATION 1061 New Hampshire Avenue, Hillandale, MD

CLIENT Charles P. Johnson & Associates
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 FINES CONTENT (%)    

CHECKED BY A.B

DATE STARTED 10/30/14 COMPLETED 10/30/14

AT TIME OF DRILLING ---

AT END OF DRILLING ---

AFTER DRILLING ---
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G

Topsoil
(SM) Light brown, brown, orange and yellow, damp silty sand with
varying amounts of clay and gravel.

Bottom of borehole at 11.0 feet.

D
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P
TH

(ft
)

NOTES

GROUND ELEVATION 355.5 ft

LOGGED BY P.S

DRILLING METHOD Hollow Stem Auger

HOLE SIZE 6

DRILLING CONTRACTOR Kim Engineering, Inc GROUND WATER LEVELS:

PROJECT NAME Hillandale Park

KIM ENGINEERING, INC.
Consulting Geotechnical Engineers
Silver Spring, Maryland
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PROJECT LOCATION 1061 New Hampshire Avenue, Hillandale, MD

CLIENT Charles P. Johnson & Associates
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CHECKED BY A.B

DATE STARTED 11/10/14 COMPLETED 11/10/14

AT TIME OF DRILLING ---

AT END OF DRILLING ---

AFTER DRILLING ---

20 40 60 80

20 40 60 80

PL LLMC

G
R

A
P

H
IC

LO
G

Topsoil
(SM) Light brown, brown, white and gray, damp silty sand with
varying amounts of clay and gravel.

Bottom of borehole at 9.0 feet.
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)

NOTES

GROUND ELEVATION 354.5 ft

LOGGED BY P.S

DRILLING METHOD Hollow Stem Auger

HOLE SIZE 6

DRILLING CONTRACTOR Kim Engineering, Inc GROUND WATER LEVELS:

PROJECT NAME Hillandale Park

KIM ENGINEERING, INC.
Consulting Geotechnical Engineers
Silver Spring, Maryland
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PROJECT LOCATION 1061 New Hampshire Avenue, Hillandale, MD

CLIENT Charles P. Johnson & Associates
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 FINES CONTENT (%)    

CHECKED BY A.B

DATE STARTED 10/30/14 COMPLETED 10/30/14

AT TIME OF DRILLING ---

AT END OF DRILLING ---

AFTER DRILLING ---

20 40 60 80

20 40 60 80

PL LLMC
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G

Topsoil
(SM) Light brown, brown and black, damp silty sand with varying
amounts of clay and gravel.

Bottom of borehole at 7.0 feet.

D
E
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TH

(ft
)

NOTES

GROUND ELEVATION 352.5 ft

LOGGED BY P.S

DRILLING METHOD Hollow Stem Auger

HOLE SIZE 6

DRILLING CONTRACTOR Kim Engineering, Inc GROUND WATER LEVELS:

PROJECT NAME Hillandale Park

KIM ENGINEERING, INC.
Consulting Geotechnical Engineers
Silver Spring, Maryland
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PROJECT LOCATION 1061 New Hampshire Avenue, Hillandale, MD

CLIENT Charles P. Johnson & Associates
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 FINES CONTENT (%)    

CHECKED BY A.B

DATE STARTED 11/20/14 COMPLETED 11/20/14

AT TIME OF DRILLING ---

AT END OF DRILLING ---

AFTER DRILLING ---
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Topsoil
(SM) Light brown, brown, white and gray, damp silty sand with
varying amounts of clay and gravel.

Bottom of borehole at 10.0 feet.
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)

NOTES

GROUND ELEVATION 345 ft

LOGGED BY P.S

DRILLING METHOD Hollow Stem Auger

HOLE SIZE 6

DRILLING CONTRACTOR Kim Engineering, Inc GROUND WATER LEVELS:

PROJECT NAME Hillandale Park

KIM ENGINEERING, INC.
Consulting Geotechnical Engineers
Silver Spring, Maryland
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PROJECT LOCATION 1061 New Hampshire Avenue, Hillandale, MD

CLIENT Charles P. Johnson & Associates
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A.5.  State Highway Administration Review 
Request, Plans and Comments



February 10, 2014 

Mr. Steve Foster 
Maryland State Highway Administration 
Access Management Division 
707 North Calvert Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

Re: Hillandale Local Park 

Dear Mr. Foster, 

The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC) has begun the facility 
planning process for renovating Hillandale Local Park which is located on the northbound side of New 
Hampshire Avenue (MD-650), about 0.8 miles north of the Capital Beltway (I-495).  M-NCPPC 
contracted with Charles P. Johnson & Associates, Inc. (CPJ) and Annapolis Landscape Architects (ALA) 
to prepare the Facility Plan which is a concept plan for the park renovations.  As part of the facility 
planning process, we seek input from community stakeholders and regulatory agencies to ensure that the 
Facility Plan meets the needs of its users and all applicable regulations.  Once the Facility Plan has been 
fully developed, staff presents the plan and a cost estimate for design and construction to the Montgomery 
County Planning Board for approval.  Once approved, the Planning Board requests that the project and 
funding is included in the county’s Capital Improvement Program (CIP).

The existing park currently includes three entrances off of New Hampshire Avenue (MD-650).  The 
posted speed limit of New Hampshire Avenue is 40 mph in the park’s vicinity.  The northernmost 
entrance is located at the signalized intersection of Chalmers Road, between a M-NCPPC office building 
and the Hillandale Volunteer Fire Station. The shared entrance provides access to parking located behind 
the fire house.  It is noted that the centerline of this entrance does not directly align with the centerline of 
opposing Chalmers Road.  A second vehicular entrance is located immediately to the south of the existing 
M-NCPPC office building.  This access point primarily provides access to the parking lot associated with 
the building.   

The southern entrance is located across from the intersection of Rodney Road and currently allows for full 
vehicular turning movements through an opening in the median of MD 650.  It is noted that under current 
conditions it can be challenging to make a left turn out of the park from this location because of limited 
sight distance due to a curve in the road alignment, and the volume and speed of northbound traffic. There 
is currently no internal vehicular connection between the park entrances, making it very difficult for users 
to access the dispersed parking areas. In addition, the 70+/- existing parking spaces are totally inadequate 
to support current park facilities.   

The proposed park renovations include reducing the number of park entrances on New Hampshire 
Avenue from three to two, improving vehicular circulation within the park, and increasing the amount of 
parking provided.  The northern entrance will be realigned directly across from Chalmers Road, which is 
possible with the demolition of the existing M-NCPPC office building.  The existing parking lot adjacent 
to the M-NCPPC office building and associated ingress/egress point on MD650 will also be removed.  
Parking within the park will be increased and reconfigured to better serve park users.   The southern 
entrance will be shifted farther south which will improve sight lines past the curve in the road alignment.  
We request that this new entrance include full vehicular movements which will require a new opening in 
the median. 



The recently approved White Oak Master Plan identifies that this portion of New Hampshire Avenue 
include a future Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) corridor located in the median.  This road section requires a 
minimum right-of-way width of 130 feet which would typically consist of a widened roadway, six foot 
wide buffer, 8 to 10 foot wide shared use path, and a two foot maintenance offset to the right-of-way line.  
It is our intention to locate all new park facilities outside of the increased right-of-way area as 
recommended by the White Oak Master Plan.  We are considering constructing the shared use path as part 
of the park renovations to facilitate pedestrian access within the area.   If the shared use path is installed, it 
would transition to existing sidewalks on adjacent properties.  It is envisioned that the existing sidewalk 
along the park frontage would remain until future road widening occurs. 

It is noted that the majority of park usage occurs during off-peak hours.  Therefore, it is anticipated that 
park usage will generate less than 50 trips during peak hours. 

On behalf of our client we are submitting the enclosed plan of proposed improvements along New 
Hampshire Avenue for concept review.  We look forward to your direction regarding the construction of 
the shared use path along the park frontage, and the location and possibility of maintaining full turning 
movements at the relocated southern park entrance. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact me at (301) 434-7000. 

Sincerely, 

Robyn Barnhart 
Public Sector Division 
Charles P. Johnson & Associates, Inc. 

CC: CPJ File No. 43-032 















A.6.  Permission to Use Dedicated but Unbuilt
Portion of Edgewater Parkway



1

Debby Smith

From: atiq.panjshiri <atiq.panjshiri@montgomerycountymd.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, December 09, 2014 2:24 PM
To: Gries, William
Cc: Komes, Linda; Cassedy, Michael; Turnbull, Bob; Contreras, Christina
Subject: Re: Permit Request to Use dedicated but unbilt portions of Edgewater Parkway as part 

of Hillandale Local Park

Dear Bill:

Please consider this email as permission to use dedicated but unmained right of way (ROW) portion of
Edgewater parkway (east of Greenacres Drive), for the neighborhood temporary access to Hillandale Local
Park. It is our understanding that your agency will improve this ROW with a natural surface hiking trail.

This permission is granted on a "Revocable basis". in the event this ROW is needed at any time in the future
for road construction, any improvements that you may install within the ROW will be removed at no cost to
Montgomer County Government.

Should have any further questions, please do not hesitate to call me at the telephone number below.

Atiq Panjshiri
Manager, Right of Way Plan Review
Divisoon of Land Development, MCDPS
Montgomery County, Maryland
255 Rockville Pike, 2nd Floor
Rockville, Maryland 20850
Tel: 240 777 6352
email: Atiq.Panjshiri@montgomerycountymd.gov

Have you tried DPS eServices?
http://permittingservices.montgomerycountymd.gov/DPS/eservices/AbouteServices.aspx

This message (including any attachments) may contain confidential information intended for a specific
individual and purpose, and is protected by law. If you are not the intended recipient, you should delete this
message. Any disclosure, copying, or distribution of this message, or the taking of any action based on it, is
strictly prohibited.

From: Gries, William <William.Gries@montgomeryparks.org>
Sent: Friday, December 5, 2014 11:43 AM
To: Panjshiri, Atiq
Cc: Komes, Linda; Cassedy, Michael; Turnbull, Bob
Subject: Permit Request to Use dedicated but unbilt portions of Edgewater Parkway as part of Hillandale Local Park



2

Atique: The Montgomery County Department of Parks of The Maryland National Capital Park and Planning Commission
is requesting permission to use the dedicated but unbilt portions of Edgewater Parkway, as shown on the attached map,
as part of its park facility known as Hillandale Local Park. Our intent is to improve this un used right of way with a
natural surface hiking trail leading from Greenacres Drive, going northwards to undeveloped open space within the
adjacent FDA office campus. This natural surface trail proposal is supported by the neighboring residential
community. Please advise as to your Department’s requirements for receiving this permission. Thank you.

Bill Gries
301 650 2861



A.7.  Detailed Cost Estimate



HILLANDALE PARK FACILITY PLAN
ORDER OF MAGNITUDE ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE SITE COSTS

CIP ITEM ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT COST TOTAL COST
NO.

SI SITE PREPARATION & DEMOLITION SUBTOTAL $596,150.00

Mobilization-Project Identification sign, site closed signs, 
construction waste disposal and general conditions (4% 
construction cost before mobilization) 1 LS $250,000.00 $250,000.00
Washout structure, install, maintain, remove 1 EA $5,000.00 $5,000.00
6' tall temporary construction fencing at perimeter 1850 LF $3.00 $5,550.00
Tree Protection Fencing (Woven Wire Fabric) 3000 LF $5.00 $15,000.00
Clearing & Grubbing including tree removal 1 LS $115,000.00 $115,000.00
Construction Stakeout 1 LS $17,000.00 $17,000.00
Maintenance of Traffic (signage, markings, barriers, flagmen, etc.) 1 LS $7,000.00 $7,000.00
Remove existing pavement and sidewalk 6960 SY $10.00 $69,600.00
Remove existing office building (incl. utilities) 1 LS $100,000.00 $100,000.00
Remove existing stairs 1 LS $1,000.00 $1,000.00
Remove existing baseball field 1 LS $3,000.00 $3,000.00
Remove existing playground 1 LS $3,000.00 $3,000.00
Remove existing chainlink fence 1 LS $5,000.00 $5,000.00

SI SEDIMENTATION & EROSION CONTROL SUBTOTAL $298,500.00

Sediment Traps 4 EA $16,000.00 $64,000.00
Stabilized Construction Entrance 2 EA $2,500.00 $5,000.00
Inlet Protection 13 EA $250.00 $3,250.00
Filter Logs 3000 LF $10.00 $30,000.00
Super Silt Fence 2500 LF $10.00 $25,000.00
Safety Fence 2500 LF $2.50 $6,250.00
Temporary Stabilization - Seeding,Mulching 55000 SY $1.00 $55,000.00
Permanent Stabilization - Seeding,Mulching 55000 SY $2.00 $110,000.00

SI EARTHWORK SUBTOTAL $382,225.00

Strip, Stockpile, Screen and Spread Topsoil, including testing and 
amendments 1 LS $71,000.00 $71,000.00
Excavation/Cut/Fill and fine grade 1 LS $260,000.00 $260,000.00
Excavation Hauled Off-site 215 CY $35.00 $7,525.00
Import and Spread Topsoil 950 CY $46.00 $43,700.00

SI/U STORMWATER MANAGEMENT SUBTOTAL $582,750.00

Micro-bio M6-1 - Mulch, Media, Sand, Gravel & Underdrain 1 LS $9,500.00 $9,500.00
Micro-bio M6-2 - Mulch, Media, Sand, Gravel & Underdrain 1 LS $25,500.00 $25,500.00
Micro-bio M6-3 - Mulch, Media, Sand, Gravel & Underdrain 1 LS $14,500.00 $14,500.00
Micro-bio M6-4 - Mulch, Media, Sand, Gravel & Underdrain 1 LS $16,000.00 $16,000.00
Micro-bio M6-5 - Mulch, Media, Sand, Gravel & Underdrain 1 LS $10,000.00 $10,000.00
Micro-bio M6-6 - Mulch, Media, Sand, Gravel & Underdrain 1 LS $14,500.00 $14,500.00
Micro-bio M6-7 - Mulch, Media, Sand, Gravel & Underdrain 1 LS $13,000.00 $13,000.00
Micro-bio M6-8 - Mulch, Media, Sand, Gravel & Underdrain 1 LS $13,500.00 $13,500.00
Micro-bio M6-9 - Mulch, Media, Sand, Gravel & Underdrain 1 LS $20,000.00 $20,000.00
Bio-swale M8-3 - Mulch, Media, Sand, Gravel & Underdrain 1 LS $3,600.00 $3,600.00
15" Drain Basin 10 EA $1,000.00 $10,000.00
18" Drain Basin 1 EA $1,000.00 $1,000.00
24" Drain Basin 3 EA $1,000.00 $3,000.00
30" Drain Basin 1 EA $1,000.00 $1,000.00
J Inlet 2 EA $5,000.00 $10,000.00
48" Manhole 11 EA $5,000.00 $55,000.00
60" Manhole 1 EA $5,000.00 $5,000.00
Curb Cut Inlet 7 EA $5,000.00 $35,000.00
Standard Curb Inlet 1 EA $5,000.00 $5,000.00
12" H.D.P.E. 930 LF $40.00 $37,200.00
15" H.D.P.E. 80 LF $50.00 $4,000.00
24" H.D.P.E. 520 LF $100.00 $52,000.00
21" R.C.P. 605 LF $130.00 $78,650.00
24" R.C.P. 870 LF $140.00 $121,800.00
36" R.C.P. 25 LF $175.00 $4,375.00
36" Endwall 1 EA $5,000.00 $5,000.00
Directional Boring for 21" RCP 85 LF $125.00 $10,625.00
Concrete Check Dam 2 EA $2,000.00 $4,000.00

Page 1 of 3



CIP ITEM ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT COST TOTAL COST
NO.

U UTILITIES SUBTOTAL $167,150.00

Electrical service (PEPCO connection) 1 LS $40,000.00 $40,000.00
6" Sewer Main 750 LF $40.00 $30,000.00
Sewer Manhole 4 EA $350.00 $1,400.00
WSSC Sewer Connection Fee 1 LS $10,750.00 $10,750.00
1" Water Line 270 LF $30.00 $8,100.00
2" Water Line 680 LF $55.00 $37,400.00
WSSC Water Connection Fee 1 LS $10,000.00 $10,000.00
Relocate Fire Hydrant 1 LS $9,000.00 $9,000.00
Water Fountain (Murdock) 2 EA $5,000.00 $10,000.00
Utility Pole Relocation 1 EA $10,000.00 $10,000.00
Gas Valve Adjustment 1 EA $500.00 $500.00

SI VEHICULAR PAVEMENT SUBTOTAL $500,625.00

HMA Surface Course 9.5mm (3" deep) 6750 SY $20.00 $135,000.00
HMA Base Course 19.0mm (3" deep) 6750 SY $25.00 $168,750.00
Graded Aggregate Base (6" deep) 6750 SY $10.00 $67,500.00
Concrete curb and gutter, concrete band with granite cobble edge 305 LF $75.00 $22,875.00
Curb and gutter 3400 LF $30.00 $102,000.00
Parking striping 2800 LF $0.50 $1,400.00
Crosswalks - painted 4 EA $400.00 $1,600.00
Signage and wheel stops at accessible parking spaces 5 EA $300.00 $1,500.00

SI PEDESTRIAN PAVEMENT & HARDSCAPE SUBTOTAL $457,050.00

Accessible concrete ramp and ADA pavers 10 EA $1,000.00 $10,000.00
Concrete pad at bleachers 200 SF $12.00 $2,400.00
Decorative Paving at 3 locations 1250 SF $18.00 $22,500.00
Asphalt trail 2265 SY $20.00 $45,300.00
Asphalt trail - above grade, 8' 200 SY $40.00 $8,000.00
Concrete sidewalk-8' 2400 SY $50.00 $120,000.00
Concrete sidewalk - above grade-8' 60 SY $70.00 $4,200.00
Concrete Steps - from CHI 1 LS $5,000.00 $5,000.00
Wall - stone  retaining at CHI (120 LF) 180 SFF $100.00 $18,000.00
Wall - stone retaining at basketball court (220 LF) 700 SFF $100.00 $70,000.00
Wall - decorative concrete at playground (custom formliner) 100 SFF $250.00 $25,000.00
Wall - concrete at playground tree ring (190 LF) 190 SFF $35.00 $6,650.00
Wall - stone at tennis court (360 LF) 500 SFF $100.00 $50,000.00
Wall-stone checkdams in parking island (40 LF) 80 SFF $100.00 $8,000.00
Wall-stone with sign at entry 80 SFF $100.00 $8,000.00
Fencing - decorative at playground 520 LF $100.00 $52,000.00
Gate - decorative at playground 2 EA $1,000.00 $2,000.00

SI RECREATION FACILITIES SUBTOTAL $1,226,123.54

Basketball Courts(2)
     Paving,color coating, striping, fencing, benches,
     powdercoated posts, acrylic backboards, nets 1 LS $60,000.00 $60,000.00
Rectangular Playing Field (240' x 380')
     Natural grass, upgraded section with under drain, irrigation,
     striping, (4) goal posts and nets, players benches, bleachers 1 LS $300,000.00 $300,000.00
     Fencing (640 lf 16' high, 600 lf 10' high with 6 gates 1 LS $92,000.00 $92,000.00
Tennis Courts(2) 
     Paving, color coating, striping, fencing, benches, nets and posts 1 LS $100,000.00 $100,000.00
     Concrete Freestanding BallWall 1 EA $20,000.00 $20,000.00
Playground
     Playground surface - poured rubber 4745 SF $22.00 $104,390.00
     Playground surface - 9" sand 40 CY $40.00 $1,600.00
     Playground surface - 12" EWF 100 CY $175.00 $17,500.00
     Concrete curb around playground 383 LF $25.00 $9,575.54
     Snake Conc Unit Paver 889 SF $22.00 $19,558.00
     Swing - age 5-12 1 EA $2,000.00 $2,000.00
     Swing - tot (Kompan, KSW91013) 1 EA $1,000.00 $1,000.00
     Spinner - tot (Kompan, NRO106) 1 EA $5,000.00 $5,000.00
     Jumpers - tot (Kompan, NRO101, 102, 104) 3 EA $3,000.00 $9,000.00
     Teepee (Landscape Structures) 1 EA $50,000.00 $50,000.00
     Fire Circle with Drum (Landscape Structures) 1 EA $16,000.00 $16,000.00
     Bear cave (Exploration Play, Tiger's Den) 1 EA $8,000.00 $8,000.00
     Two-tier Platform, Incline Net, Bridge (custom) 1 EA $100,000.00 $100,000.00
     Bird's Nest 1 EA $8,000.00 $8,000.00
     Buffalo Indian Mound 1 EA $5,000.00 $5,000.00
     Water Stream/Boulder Systems (Cem Rock) 1 EA $125,000.00 $125,000.00
     Snake Head (Cem Rock) 1 EA $15,000.00 $15,000.00
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CIP ITEM ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT COST TOTAL COST
NO.

     Wolf Sculpture - life-size (Cem Rock) 3 EA $5,000.00 $15,000.00
     Dinosaur skelton (Exploration Play, T-Rex Dig) 1 EA $25,000.00 $25,000.00
     Dinosaur eggs in nest (Cem Rock) 1 EA $15,000.00 $15,000.00
     Log Steppers (Landscape Structures) 45 EA $500.00 $22,500.00
     Balance rope w/two boulders (Playworld Systems,
        Castle B., Ridge B., Rope Bridge) 1 EA $40,000.00 $40,000.00
Adult Fitness Stations 4 EA $10,000.00 $40,000.00

SI STRUCTURES SUBTOTAL $784,000.00

Restroom structure with trellis connection and picnic shelter 1 EA $500,000.00 $500,000.00
Picnic Pavilion structure with special paving/floor 1 EA $175,000.00 $175,000.00
Arbor at Playground Entrance 1 EA $25,000.00 $25,000.00
Pedestrian Boardwalk at drainage area 1200 SF $70.00 $84,000.00

SI SITE LIGHTING, AMENITIES & FURNISHINGS SUBTOTAL $350,500.00

Lighting
Parking lot lighting 8 EA $8,000.00 $64,000.00
Basketball 1 LS $35,000.00 $35,000.00
Tennis 1 LS $45,000.00 $45,000.00
Sign lighting 1 LS $5,000.00 $5,000.00

Benches, footers and concrete pad 12 EA $2,800.00 $33,600.00
Picnic tables (Du Mor) 7 EA $1,500.00 $10,500.00
Kid's Picnic tables 3 EA $1,900.00 $5,700.00
Patio Tables (Landscape Forms) 3 EA $3,500.00 $10,500.00
Bicycle rack (with footing) 9 EA $1,300.00 $11,700.00
Trash receptacles (with footing) 5 EA $1,800.00 $9,000.00
Recycling receptacles (with footing) 5 EA $1,900.00 $9,500.00
Park Entry Sign Panel/Inset (stone wall separate) 2 EA $5,000.00 $10,000.00
HeartSmart Trail Markers, every 1/10 mile, 2,400 lf loop 5 EA $200.00 $1,000.00
Public Art Allowance 1 LS $100,000.00 $100,000.00

SI LANDSCAPING SUBTOTAL $372,200.00

Shade trees (2.5"-3" caliper) 176 EA $500.00 $88,000.00
Evergreen trees (8'-10' height) 27 EA $400.00 $10,800.00
Ornamental trees (10' height) 35 EA $400.00 $14,000.00
Shrubs (30") 304 EA $100.00 $30,400.00
Sod 21000 SY $4.00 $84,000.00
Panicum planting at micro-bioretention areas 1800 EA $25.00 $45,000.00
Hypericum groundcover 2800 EA $25.00 $70,000.00
Two-Year Maintenance and Extended Warranty 1 LS $30,000.00 $30,000.00

SI MISCELLANEOUS SUBTOTAL $180,000.00

As-Built Drawings(For SWM, underground utilities, ret. walls) 1 LS $20,000.00 $20,000.00
Electronic Submission of submittals 1 LS $10,000.00 $10,000.00
Restoration of tributaries - Allowance 400 LF $375.00 $150,000.00

CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL(Without Mobilization) $5,647,273.54
CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL $5,897,273.54

CONSTRUCTION CONTINGENCY (15% of Construction Subtotal) $884,591.03

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION TOTAL (Subtotal plus Contingency) $6,781,864.57

Design Contract with Contingency (8% of Construction Total) $542,549.17
Staff Chargebacks for Design (15% of Design Contract) $81,382.37
Construction Management & Inspections (2% of Construction Total) $135,637.29

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION TOTAL $7,541,433.40
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Appendix B:  Public Meeting Minutes



PUBLIC MEETING #1 – MINUTES 

Project: Hillandale Local Park  
Date: July 24, 2013 
Time: 7:00 – 8:30 pm 
Location: White Oak Community Building 

Staff/Consultant
Attendees: Linda Komes, M-NCPPC 
 Brooke Farquhar, M-NCPPC 
 Bill Tyler, M-NCPPC 
 Mitra Pedoeem, M-NCPPC 
 Brian Lewandowski, M-NCPPC 
 Thomas Nelson, M-NCPPC 
 Tricia McManus, M-NCPPC 
 Sabrina Pirtle, M-NCPPC 
 Robyn Barnhart, CPJ 
 Shelley Rentsch, ALA 
 Debby Smith, ALA 
Public
Attendees: See Sign-in Sheet 

Meeting Purpose: Public Meeting 1
                 

Purpose: 

Presentation of site analysis, program goals and nine preliminary concepts with the goal of 
narrowing down desired program elements and preferred road layout within the park and 
identifying desired site elements. 

Prensentation:

Linda Komes presented an overview of the scope of the project and the steps and likely timing for 
design and construction.  Shelley Rentsch presented existing environmental conditions and 
constraints of the park, preliminary program elements identified for the park based on prior 
community meetings and park planning area needs, and nine preliminary concepts demonstrating 
how various program elements could be sited to demonstrate different circulation patterns and 
relationships between program elements.  Questions and comments were taken following the 
presentation, and then meeting participants were given colored stickers to continue the conversation 
individually with staff by reviewing the plans posted around the room and identifying on the plans 
which elements they liked (green sticker), which elements they did not like (red sticker) and the 
element or concept plan they liked the best (gold sticker). 

Approximately 21 people attended the public meeting (excluding M-NCPPC staff and consultants), 
and most were residents from the surrounding neighborhoods.   The following is a summary of 
community questions and comments. 
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Comments Received: 

General
1. The process to renovate this park has taken too long and the project has been delayed.

There was disappointment expressed that the project will not be included in the FY15-20 
capital improvements program for design and construction. 

2. There was discussion about removal of the park building, and questions about whether 
there were immediate plans to remove the building.  Staff indicated that the Montgomery 
County Planning Board has approved removal of the building, and it has been closed for 
public use due to the septic requirements by the Department of Permitting Services.
Staff indicated that there were no immediate plans to remove it and it would likely 
remain closed and used for storage until funding was available to remove it. 

3. The width of the stream valley buffer is 175 feet.  There was a question about whether it 
could be narrowed to provide more space to move ball fields further east. 

4. The completion of the facility plan and future park renovations are a long way off.  There 
needs to be a temporary and interim approach to provide restroom facilities in the park 
that does not require capital funding.  Consider an interim approach for building removal 
and bathroom.  One attendee noted that it can be allowed if less than $20,000. 

5. A former resident from the North Four Corners area indicated that it was ironic that staff is 
listening to the needs of this community but did not listen to the North Four Corners 
neighborhood when they did not want a ball field in their park. 

6. There was a question regarding the service area for the park.  Seem to be quite a few 
users from outside the area. Is this to be encouraged or discouraged?  Staff explained 
that this is a local park, which serves a large area and not just the surrounding 
neighborhoods.

7. “What we want is what we have only newer and better!” 

Parking
8. Park users often use the CHI parking lot.  Look at shared parking with CHI for peak times. 
9. Parking spaces for the park building need to be considered.  They frequently leave Park 

trucks overnight. 
10. Keep parking near basketball courts and trails. 
11. Make sure to maximize the parking in the park, since this is a problem with the current park. 
12. Staff should coordinate with the fire house, which competes for parking spaces within the park.  

Montgomery County police who commute from outside of the county park their vehicles 
there.  In addition, the fire house brings their trucks into the parking lot to wash and service 
the vehicles.

Users
13. There are nearly 1,000 disabled people that attend daytime programs at the adjacent CHI 

Center, including severely disabled people. Make sure to provide easy access to the 
park for clients and caretakers, and orient activities to accommodate use by the center.
There should be an accessible playground located at this end of the park. Is there a 
demand for accessible playgrounds?  Consider locating accessible site elements closer 
to their property like the playground and pavilion. 

14. Heavily used in the evenings.  CHI would primarily be day-time users.
15. The unpermitted use of the ball fields is huge.  There should be a survey done of the users 

of the park.  Public volunteered to assist.  County representative also volunteered. 
16. There are senior citizens in the area.  Be mindful of future population trends and provide 

activities and accessibility for young and old. 
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Site Elements
17. The field configurations shown on the plans won’t work given the amount of use that 

occurs in the park. 
18. Diamond fields are preferred over rectangles.
19. FDA athletic contact seemed interested in the idea of incorporating a shared baseball field 

on their property. 
20. Tennis and volleyball are acceptable uses in the park. 
21. Sand volleyball might cause problems with cats using it. 
22. Like the tennis courts where they are by the trees and in the shade.  Courts are well used 

by many groups including the firemen who take up one court.  Additional courts could be 
useful.  Would like a stand-alone practice wall. 

23. There was a question as to where the community meeting room will be located in the park.  
Staff indicated that the White Oak Community Building is intended to serve this purpose.  
Opinions were expressed that there should be a community meeting room available in 
the park and that perhaps the Hillandale office building could provide community 
meeting space.

24. What about kitchen facilities at the park building? 
25. Why can’t real bathrooms be added to the park building? 
26. Bathroom location(s) important to keep public from using the woods—ongoing problem.

Multiple bathrooms suggested.  Especially important to locate near basketball court. 
27. Okay with portable bathrooms but would like running water for washing hands especially if 

picnic pavilions are being added. 
28. Add water fountains. 
29. Add pet waste bag station near trash cans 
30. No dog park is needed/desired. 
31. Want baseball field even if it is an overlay.
32. Dislike the crowds that soccer fields bring.  A neighbor indicated that soccer field users 

park in the neighborhood across New Hampshire Avenue and urinate on private 
property and would prefer not to have a soccer field in the park.  Are they necessary?   

33. Soccer should not be eliminated as a use, but problems associated with parking, trash and 
restrooms need to be solved.  There also needs to be ongoing enforcement and 
maintenance to address problems. 

34. Basketball courts are well used.  Consider keeping these centrally located to avoid foot 
traffic wear and tear on the fields. 

35. Basketball is very popular and should be included in the plans.  Consider increasing number of 
courts.

36. No interest in ping pong table.  Look for activities that will withstand the test of time. 
37. Do not like running trails in the woods.  Do not feel safe running through woods alone. 
38. Keep hard surface running trails in open areas (for security - not in the woods). 
39. There were questions whether there has been a need or demand for community gardens in 

this area.  Is it urban enough?  Park Planning staff indicated that they have been very 
popular.  Several attendees thought that gardens are a nice idea, but since there is so little 
land in the park it might not be the best use of space.   Another tennis or basketball court 
could fit in the space provided for gardens and would be better based on the existing use of 
the park. 
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Layout
40. With respect to the park entrance, the existing intersection is dangerous and there are often 

accidents in this location.  There’s a blind curve in this location, which makes visibility 
difficult.  The plans that show the entrance moved further south are preferred.    A one-way 
traffic flow through the park might also be a good idea. 

41. Like the vegetated buffer along New Hampshire Avenue. 
42. Like the long, curved roadway, both the one where the parking is closest to New 

Hampshire and also the one with the parking closest to the woods line. 
43. The plans that show parking next to New Hampshire Avenue provide a buffer next to the road 

and maximize open space for the park. 
44. Like the entrance offset from Rodney Road. 
45. The basketball courts should be in a visible location for security.
46. A pavilion near the CHI Center would be good. 
47. Several people expressed their preference for Concept C, with the playground moved near the 

CHI Center.
48. Liked a concept that had the playground centrally located, not near the CHI Center. 
49. Do not like the playground adjacent to the street. 
50. Make playground central to site, not in back corner. 
51. Some of the plans move the courts in locations that will create undesirable traffic flow across 

ball fields and green areas. 

Green Dot / Red Dot / Gold Dot Summary: 
 Concept A – 2 gold dots, one red dot 
 Concept C – 2 gold dots 
 Concept H – 2 red dots 
 Concept I – 1 green dot 
 The Elements that had the most red dots were:  Ping Pong, Exercise Stations, 

Chess/Checkers, Skateboard Park, Amphitheater, Council Ring, Picnic Area in the Woods 
and “Stone” Structures (bridge and pavilion--wood structures had several green dots) 

 The Elements that had the fewest green dots were:  Community Garden and Sand 
Volleyball. 



PUBLIC MEETING #2 – MINUTES 

Project:   Hillandale Local Park Renovation 
Date:   March 19, 2014 
Time:   7:00 – 8:30 pm 
Location:   White Oak Community Recreation Center 

Staff/Consultant
Attendees:   Linda Komes, M-NCPPC 
   Mitra Pedoeem, M-NCPPC 
   Brian Lewandowski, M-NCPPC 
   Thomas Nelson, M-NCPPC 
   Bill Tyler, M-NCPPC 
   Tricia McManus, M-NCPPC 
   Bill Kellogg, M-NCPPC Park Police 
   Sabrina Pirtle, M-NCPPC Park Police 
   Robyn Barnhart, CPJ 
   Shelley Rentsch, ALA 
   Debby Smith, ALA 

Attendees:   See Sign-in Sheet 

Meeting Purpose: Public Meeting #2 – Eastern County Recreation Advisory Board 
Meeting

                 

Purpose: 

To obtain community input on two park concept plans following an overview of the site analysis, 
program goals and preliminary concepts.  A discussion of the advantages and disadvantages of 
each plan followed.

Presentation:

Linda Komes presented an overview of the scope of the project and the steps and likely timing for 
design and construction.  Shelley Rentsch first presented the site analysis, program goals and 
preliminary concepts followed by a presentation of the two developed schemes and a discussion of 
their pros and cons.

Approximately 20 people attended the public meeting (excluding M-NCPPC staff and consultants), 
with some residents attending for other items on the agenda of the Eastern County Recreation 
Advisory Board meeting.   Councilmembers Nancy Floreen and Cherri Branson attended the meeting, 
as well as County Executive Isiah Leggett.  The following is a summary of community comments and 
discussion.

Comments and Discussion: 

1. There was a question whether the existing recreation building would be removed, and park 
staff confirmed that it would be. 

2. There was a question regarding the Chalmers Road entrance, and staff explained that the 
new park entrance would be aligned with Chalmers Road at the traffic light.
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3. The basketball courts located in view of the firehouse provides added security for the park 
and is a good idea. 

4. Trails should be provided to connect the park to the community. 
5. The stream valley should be preserved. 
6. The Department of Parks should take ownership of the paper street and stream located 

along the eastern property line of the park from the Department of Transportation, in order 
to protect the environment and restore the stream. 

7. There was discussion regarding community gardens.  One person requested community 
gardens to be included in the plan.  Another participant did not want gardens to be 
included.  Park staff indicated that community gardens were not supported as a program 
element at the first public meeting, so community members should contact staff if they 
would like them to be included in the plan. 

8. Bathroom facilities should be provided for the park.  If the Barnett Building is removed from 
the park, sanitary facilities with running water can be provided using existing service lines. 

9. The design team needs to pursue locating a new ballfield on GSA property. 
10. Overall, the plans appear to address community concerns. 
11. The mature existing shade trees in parking areas, near the basketball courts, and behind 

the firehouse should be preserved if possible.  Small new trees cannot replace mature 
existing trees, and many trees in the New Hampshire Avenue right-of-way have been lost.  
There is good existing shade near the ballfields. 

12. There was support expressed for Scheme 2 and a question whether there would be 
fencing at the playground.  The design team indicated that there would be a safe 
separation of the play area from New Hampshire Avenue, which could be achieved with 
fencing or grading techniques.   

13. There was discussion regarding the poor condition of the existing ballfield and a question 
whether it would be renovated in the near future (and not wait until the entire park is 
renovated).  Tom Nelson acknowledged the poor condition of the fields, noting that the 
field has been renovated every two years and the problem is overuse of the field.  Tom 
indicated that the field was renovated last year and it is scheduled for renovation again in 
2016.  Seeding is done in the fall but the field becomes worn out, since the use is not 
controlled and multiple sports are playing on the same field.  The field condition is 
reviewed annually along with all fields and maintenance is scheduled as needed. 

14. There was a request that Park staff continue to work with Dr. Lovell at the CHI Centers, 
Inc. to ensure that the park is accessible and useful to clients. 

15. Consider providing a running track around the field.  There was discussion that a hard 
surface loop trail would be provided in the park, potentially with markers at every 1/10 mile 
(Heart Smart Trail).  There should be a hard trail provided in a flatter area to walk or run. 



PUBLIC MEETING #3 – MINUTES 

Project:   Hillandale Local Park  
Date:   March 26, 2014 
Time:   7:30 – 9:00 pm 
Location:   CHI Centers, Inc. 

Staff/Consultant
Attendees:   Linda Komes, M-NCPPC 
   Brian Lewandowski, M-NCPPC 
   Thomas Nelson, M-NCPPC 
   Bill Tyler, M-NCPPC 
   Tricia McManus, M-NCPPC 
   Robyn Barnhart, CPJ 
   Shelley Rentsch, ALA 
   Debby Smith, ALA 

Attendees:   See Sign-in Sheet 

Meeting Purpose: Public Meeting #3 – Hillandale Civic Association Meeting 
                 

Purpose: 

The purpose of the meeting was to obtain input from community following presentation of two 
park concept plans.  The presentation included an overview of the site analysis, program goals 
and preliminary concepts.  A discussion of the advantages and disadvantages of each plan 
followed.

Presentation:

Linda Komes presented an overview of the scope of the project and the steps and likely timing for 
design and construction.  Shelley Rentsch presented the site analysis, program goals and preliminary 
concepts, followed by the two developed schemes.  A discussion of the advantages and 
disadvantages of each scheme ensued.  At the end of the meeting, each attendee was given a gold 
dot to place on the plan they favored.  Approximately 35 people attended the public meeting 
(excluding M-NCPPC staff and consultants).   The following is a summary of community comments 
and discussion. 

Comments and Discussion: 

1. The community requested that M-NCPPC make an official request to GSA as soon as 
possible for use of their property for a ballfield.  The community expressed support to 
expand the park to the north and indicated that they would be advocates for this. 

2. The park design should consider and confirm whether the expanded New Hampshire right-
of-way will be split evenly on both sides of the road or whether all of the expanded area 
will be on the park and GSA property on the east side of the road.  There is no room to 
expand the right-of-way onto some of the small residential properties on the west side of 
the road. 
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3. There was a question whether all of the parking shown on the plans is needed.  The 
existing park has 40 spaces plus the parking at the CHI Center.  The new plans have 120 
spaces within the park, which seems to be too many. 

4. If there is room, more than two basketball courts would be preferred since they get a lot of 
use.  They should be lighted and real hoops should be provided (not double rims). 

5. Concerns were expressed regarding glare and luminaire design for court lighting, 
especially where the courts are located near New Hampshire Avenue.  Glare is a different 
issue from cut-off and spill lighting (which is more easily addressed).  Court lights which 
stay on until 10:00 pm would be problematic with glare near the main road. 

6. Restrooms should be provided now before the park is renovated, especially for the 
basketball courts.  The Deputy Director of Parks, Mike Riley, said that he would investigate 
ways to provide acceptable portable toilets and running water.  Options could include 
composting toilets. 

7. The Association will be putting pressure on the M-NCPPC to provide interim improvements 
for the park, since it will be years until the park is fully renovated.  Natural surface trails 
that connect to the community are one example of facilities that should be provided in the 
near future. 

8. Recently renovated schools nearby include Cresthaven Elementary School and Francis 
Scott Key Middle School, which include facilities available for public use. 

9. The paper street on the east boundary of the park should be conveyed to M-NCPPC Parks 
Department to maintain and improve the stream. 

10. ADA accessible exercise equipment should be considered. 
11. There was a question whether the fields at the new White Oak Recreation Center are 

being used.  Park staff did not know but can acquire data on ballfield permit use. 
12. The existing field does not get rested and gets torn up when wet.  The soccer/softball field 

overlay also encourages overuse of the field.  It can only be aerated once per year (based 
on the field use schedules), and if it’s played on when wet afterwards the field becomes 
compacted again immediately.  The Department of Parks closes fields during wet, soggy 
conditions but cannot control public use.  Park Police will kick users off the field if they are 
called.  Park policy allows people to play on fields without obtaining a use permit.  The 
proposed plan to provide separate rectangular and diamond fields should help. 

13. There were questions whether a new field would require less maintenance and whether a 
synthetic turf field would be considered.  A discussion ensued regarding the location of turf 
fields within the park system, environmental concerns, and the fact that turf fields are 
typically lighted and permitted to promote more usage and are usually located in 
recreational and regional parks, not local parks.

14. There was a question whether the park needed both a soccer field and a diamond field.
Staff indicated that both are needed based on current levels of use and community needs. 

15. It was pointed out that the proposed plans did a good job to reflect and respond to the 
comments expressed by the community in the first meeting held in July of 2013. 

16. There was a question regarding what is proposed for the Barnett Building.  The design 
team explained that the building is proposed to be removed in all plan schemes.  M-
NCPPC staff would be relocated to the proposed new Wheaton Headquarters building, 
and removal of the Barnett office building would allow a four way traffic light and entrance 
to be created at Chalmers Road.  This would provide a safer park entrance.  There was 
also a comment that the timing of the light at Chalmers Road needed to be adjusted. 

17. There was discussion that the Hillandale Volunteer Fire Department has a desire to 
relocate, because their existing facility is outdated and landlocked.  They would need to 
acquire other property and then would need approval and funding from the County to build 
a new station.  Their desire would be to locate slightly north of their current location on 
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GSA property or the shopping center property, where they could expand the size of the 
facility.  These locations are slightly further from the Prince George’s County line, which 
would also be preferable from the standpoint of focusing more of their efforts on service 
calls within Montgomery County. 

18. A question was asked whether there is room for ballfields on the back side of the National 
Labor College and discussion that it would be too expensive and there is not enough 
room.

19. A large playground is desirable.  The playground should be fenced for safety. 
20. There was a question whether the playground would be designed to accommodate users 

from the CHI Center.  Park staff responded that the Director of the CHI Center indicated 
that exercise stations along a paved accessible trail would be more useful, since clients 
are adults that would not use playground equipment. 

21. Support for community gardens was mixed. 
22. A resident across the street from the park does not want the rectangular field in that 

location in either plan and would prefer other facilities to be located in that area.  Consider 
reducing the size of the soccer field to a junior size. 

23. The funding process and timing of the future park renovations was discussed.  Staff 
indicated that elected officials listen to community members, and projects that have broad 
community support are often placed higher in priority for funding. 

Comments on Scheme 1: 

 It would be preferable if another basketball court could be provided, but there doesn’t appear 
to be room. 

 The basketball court along New Hampshire is undesirable because of the noise for the 
residents across the street and the glare from the lights for drivers on New Hampshire 
Avenue.  Cut-off lighting could be used to limit lighting spill but not glare.

 The paved parking lot and courts do not provide a good visual first impression of the park from 
New Hampshire Avenue. 

 An alternative point of view was expressed that preferred paved areas located near New 
Hampshire Avenue.  This would provide a more pleasurable experience for users within the 
park.

 Officer Joy Patil from Montgomery County Police offered preliminary comments from a public 
safety perspective and generally preferred Scheme 1.  There is better visual access from New 
Hampshire Avenue to the facilities, including the parking area and basketball courts.  The 
placement of the tennis courts closer to the fire station allows visual access into that facility.  
In general, the facilities that are lighted and used at night are located near the road for good 
visual access.  If the right type of lighting is used, it can be shielded to prevent problems with 
glare. There is also more separation on Scheme 1 between the playground and New 
Hampshire Avenue. 

Comments on Scheme 2: 

 The parking seems to be too tight near the CHI Center, and perhaps the buffer could be 
expanded.

 This scheme is better than Scheme 1 to keep lighting glare away from neighboring residents 
and New Hampshire Avenue. 
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 The larger playground area is preferred. 
 Councilmember Nancy Floreen suggested in a private conversation at the prior public meeting 

that a vehicular connection between the CHI Center and the park road in this scheme might 
improve traffic and circulation for the CHI Center and might also provide direct access for park 
users to the shared CHI Center parking lot. The peak use times for busses from the CHI 
Center are weekday mornings and evenings, which would not conflict with peak park use on 
weekends.  This would allow the CHI Center to use the traffic light at Chalmers Road for left 
turns.

 The green edge of the park along New Hampshire is desirable. 
 The basketball location near the fire station is more desirable than the location in Scheme 1. 

There were aspects of both plans that were favorable and unfavorable to attendees.  The 
meeting concluded with no clear consensus on which of the two plans was generally preferred.  A 
walk in the woods with Park staff and community representatives will be scheduled within the 
next few weeks to review and discuss proposed natural surface trails and a stream crossing to 
connect to the neighborhood. 
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Demolition and Pavilion Construction
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MCPB Item    # 8   

October 11, 2012 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE:  October 3, 2012 

TO: Montgomery County Planning Board 

VIA: Mary Bradford, Director of Parks 
Michael F. Riley, Deputy Director of Parks 

FROM:  Dr. John E. Hench, Ph.D., Chief, Park Planning and Stewardship Division (PPSD) 
Brooke Farquhar, Supervisor, Park & Trail Planning Section, PPSD 
Mark Wallis, Planner Coordinator, Park & Trail Planning Section, PPSD 

SUBJECT: Hillandale Park Activity Building (PAB) and Adult Education Building Demolition 

Recommended Planning Board Action 
Staff recommends APPROVAL of a phased closure and ultimate demolition of Hillandale Park Activity Building 
(PAB) and the former Adult Education Building by February 1, 2014, as follows: 

Closure date to coincide with septic tank agreement expiration – February 1, 2014. 

Available to the Public - November 2, 2012 to closure date of February 1, 2014, weekends only,  
maximum 3 events per weekend, maximum 50 people per event.   

Building to be demolished spring of 2014.   

Background and Summary of Staff Findings 
The Hillandale Local Park is located in the eastern portion of Montgomery County at 10615 New Hampshire 
Avenue in White Oak adjacent to the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) consolidated Headquarters (Figure 1). 
The approximately 22.5 acre park consists of (Figure 2): 

2 tennis courts 

2 basketball courts 

2 diamond fields with a soccer overlay 

1 playground 

a natural wooded area 

1 Park Activity Building (PAB) attached by breezeway to a now-closed prefabricated structure (formerly 
the Adult Education Building) 

Hillandale Park Office Building  
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According to park site plans from the period, the PAB started serving the public in the mid 1940’s as a summer 
log cabin. Over the years, use expanded to the spring and fall and finally in the 1950’s to year-round activities 
with the addition of a heating system. Around 1955, a prefabricated World War II-era structure—one of six given 
to M-NCPPC from the Naval Surface Warfare Center—was connected to the PAB by a breezeway. In the 1980’s, 
the original PAB was suffering from extensive termite damage and was essentially rebuilt (with the exception of 
the roof structure), according to records and the oral history of the crew that undertook the carpentry.    

Around 2008 the Adult Education Building was damaged by fire from faulty equipment and subsequently closed. 
Cosmetic repairs to the siding have been completed.     

Hillandale Local Park is scheduled to undergo Facility Planning by the Department of Parks, Park Development 
Division beginning in the next few months.  Approval of the removal of the pair of joined buildings prior to 
completion of the Facility Plan is important in order to allow the maximum flexibility in redesigning the park to 
better meet the needs of the community and to develop the best possible plan for the park.  

Prior Approvals  

On June 28, 2007, the Planning Board reviewed the Functional Plan for Recreation and Ancillary Buildings: 
Preliminary Staff Recommendations (Attachment 1).  Given the age and condition of many of the recreational 
buildings and the operational issues related to the leasing of ancillary buildings, an overall planning and 
management approach to these buildings was presented. Staff presented recommendations for future 
operations of the 31 park recreation buildings, including the Hillandale building, and key management changes 
for the 9 ancillary buildings. Park Activity Buildings were assigned to 4 basic categories and ancillary buildings to 
2 basic categories. 

The four Park Activity Building management categories were: 

Continue and Improve  - 7 buildings 

Evaluate and Market  –  8 buildings 

Transfer or Demolish - 5 buildings 

Assess Historical Priority – 1 building 

The Hillandale PAB was recommended for the Transfer and Demolish management category for two basic 
reasons – cost of repair and duplication of services (see “Analysis”, below).   

At the June 28, 2007 Planning Board hearing, the Board directed staff to bring each Park Activity Building 
recommendation for Transfer or Demolish back to the Board one at a time.  Subsequently, Park Planning staff 
met with community representatives who argued that the facility served an important need for community 
gatherings, since there would be a lack of this service in the area while the two local schools (Key Middle School 
and Cresthaven Elementary School) were closed, demolished and re-built. In addition, although the White Oak 
Recreation Center would eventually provide needed indoor meeting and recreation space, the exact 
construction and delivery date was uncertain at the time.   

Status Since 2007 

In response to community concerns, the Department of Parks continued to operate the PAB for community use. 
In the interim, Parks replaced the septic system to keep the building operational, under an MOU between the 
Commission and the Montgomery County Health Department.  The MOU assigned a five-year term that expires 
February 1, 2014 (Attachment 2). 
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Since 2007, the two schools in the area have been re-built and the White Oak Community Recreation Center has 
opened, providing alternative locations for public indoor meeting spaces nearby. 

In May 2012 staff met with the community members to provide the preliminary staff recommendation for a 
phased closure and building demolition. 

Analysis  
Staff has analyzed three operational factors that support demolishing the building:   

Existing Condition  

Duplication of Service 

Cultural Resource Evaluation 

Existing Condition   

The Infrastructure Inventory and Assessment of Park Components (Facility Engineering Associates, March, 2007  
(Attachment 3) concluded that the septic system has failed and that a hookup to public sewer would cost 
approximately $30,000.  The Health Department will not allow connection to either the Hillandale Park Office 
Building or the Fire Station.  Park staff obtained an independent budget estimate for two options to connect the 
building to the public sewer system. The estimate showed that installing a gravity sewer through forested areas 
would cost $123,000.  The second option would require tunneling under New Hampshire Avenue and would cost 
$222,000 (Attachment 4). 

Staff concluded that the costs of septic hookup and fixing the building would exceed the building’s current 
replacement value.  

Duplication of Service 

In evaluating the future operation of the PAB, staff examined other service providers including Libraries, 
Montgomery County Public Schools, closed schools, and the Recreation Department (Figure 3). In the specific 
case of Hillandale, the recent provision of public meeting spaces in two nearby facilities at the Cresthaven 
Elementary School, and the Key Middle School has increased the level of service for rentable indoor meeting 
space in the vicinity of the Hillandale Local Park.   The White Oak Library is slightly over one mile north on New 
Hampshire Avenue from Hillandale Local Park.  The Hillandale Civic Association is currently meeting in the 
former Hillandale Elementary School which is now leased to Centers for the Handicapped.   

The addition of the White Oak Community Recreation Center (CRC) includes a public meeting space with a 
kitchen and other amenities in a park setting (Figure 4).  This 33,000 square foot building, located on parkland, 
opened in June of 2012. The CRC layout includes a community room and kitchen equivalent to the PAB function 
in addition to the following services: Gymnasium, Exercise Room, Senior/Community Lounge, Arts/Kiln Room, 
Game room, Conference Room, and Activity Room. 

Cultural Resource Evaluation  

Cultural Resources Stewardship Section staff within the Department of Parks have an overarching interest in 
documenting the history of the Commission and the Department of Parks.  The Section’s Senior Historian has 
reviewed and begun writing up the history of the Commission. As part of that larger effort, the history of the 
original Hillandale recreation building and the World War II temporary structures has been evaluated. In 
addition, Cultural Resources staff understand the laws and principles of historic preservation within the county.    
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Cultural Resources staff consulted directly with the Historic Preservation Section staff, both in a detailed site 
visit and in two follow-up meetings, as part of its evaluation, and developed an internal staff-level strategic plan 
for how to protect the best of these types of buildings. Towards that end, Cultural Resources is now preparing a 
Master Plan for Historic Preservation amendment that will include the history of park activity buildings and the 
nomination of at least one building from each genre that has the best integrity. Six buildings dating from the 
1930s to the 1960s will be nominated in FY 13 or 14.  The buildings to be preserved are those that best meet the 
criteria of Chapter 24-A of the Montgomery County Code, the Historic Preservation Ordinance. Hillandale has 
lost much of its original building material in recent decades, according to the trades people who actually did the 
repairs.  Therefore, Hillandale is not the best candidate for designation or preservation. A more suitable building 
to represent the era is its ‘twin,’ the Pinecrest recreation building, which will be part of the Master Plan for 
Historic Preservation amendment. It is worth noting that the Historic Preservation Section staff of the Planning 
Department did not recommend the designation of Hillandale within the White Oak Science Gateway Master 
Plan. (See “Area Master Planning Considerations” below). 

 

Area Master Planning Considerations 
The White Oak Science Gateway (WOSG) Master Plan is currently underway.  The recommendation in the WOSG 
Preliminary Draft is as follows: 

“Remove the Park Activity Building (upon approval by the Planning Board as part of a Parks Department 
agenda item), to allow for repurposing of parkland with facilities that are in demand, such as community 
open space, reconfigured play area, etc. (Final program and park design to be determined through the 
currently funded Facility Plan).” 

As mentioned above, Historic Preservation Section staff did not recommend the designation of the Hillandale 
PAB (with its attached Adult Education Building) to the Master Plan for Historic Preservation, but included the 
structures in the list titled, “Potential Historic Resources for Future Evaluation.” Preservation staff also noted 
that the Hillandale buildings had “compromised integrity.”  At the September 20, 2012 presentation to the 
Planning Board of the Preliminary Recommendations, Parks staff noted the Historic Resources chapter language 
and voiced Park’s opinion that Hillandale’s compromised integrity makes Pinecrest, its “twin,”  a better example 
of the building type, and the better candidate for preservation.   

 

Repurposing of the Site 
The park is undergoing facility planning in the next few months. The facility planning public process will give the 
community opportunities to suggest alternate uses on the park activity building’s footprint among other issues.  
Community input to date suggests relocation of the playground to make it more visible, and reconfiguration of 
the disjointed parking and driveway pattern.  The facility plan will address these issues in a comprehensive re-
thinking of the entire park.    

 
PC:  
John Nissel, Chief, Facilities Management Division, Department of Parks 
Steve Chandlee, Acting Division Chief, Southern Parks, Department of Parks 
Antonio Duvall Acting Chief, Park Police Division, Department of Parks 
MaryEllen Venzke, Chief, Management Servces Division, Department of Parks 
Mitra Pedoeem, Chief, Park Development Division 
Kate Stookey, Chief, Public Affairs & Community Partnerships Division, Department of Parks 
Joey Lampl, Cultural Resources Manager 
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Figure 1: Location Map 

 

Figure 2: Park Map 
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Figure 3: Recreation Buildings and other public meeting spaces near Hillandale Local Park 

Figure 4: White Oak Community Recreation Center 
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Attachments 
Attachment 1 – Planning Board Memo: June 28, 2007. Functional Plan for Recreation and Ancillary Buildings: 

PRELIMINARY STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS 

Attachment 2 - Department of Permitting Services: Sewage Disposal System Permit 

Attachment 3 - Facility Engineering Associates (FEA) Final Report - Infrastructure Inventory and Assessment of 
Park Components, March 2, 2007 

Attachment 4 - W.F. Wilson & Sons, Inc., Budget Proposal 

 



C.2.  Forest Conservation Plan Variance to 
Close Recreation Buildings






