
PARK MAINTENANCE IN DALLAS-
CONTRACT VERSUS FORCE ACCOUNT 
By Philip Huey, Assistant Director, Park and Recreation Dept., Dallas, 1 

Philip Huey presented this paper at last January's 
Park and Recreation Maintenance-Management 
School held at Oglebay Park, Wheeling, WV. Both 
the National Recreation and Park Association and 
North Carolina State University sponsor the week-
long program each January. 

The spring and summer of 1978 marked the second 
year of a program utilizing contracts to accomplish 
certain phases of park maintenance. 

The objective of this program was to provide con-
tractual maintenance for park areas at less budget 
impact than as incurred by park forces. The group 
of contracts included neighborhood parks, library 
sites, and medians at 37 locations. 

These sites were in all sections of the city and in-
volved our three more intense classifications of 
maintenance. These are Class A, which is basically 
irrigated and with horticultural development 
mowed with a reel mower on a seven day schedule. 
Class B is irrigated without horticultural develop-
ment, except for trees, mowed with a reel mower 
on a 7-10 day schedule. Class C is usually un-
irrigated, mowed with rotary type mowers, and is 
mowed on a 12-18 day schedule depending on rain-
fall intensity. 

The contracted areas included 20.25 miles of me-
dians, 1,468.39 acres of parksites and 6.75 acres of 
library sites. Our estimated contract cost was $100,-
000 and the bids came in at $99,223 with fourteen 
contractors being selected out of 25 who bid. 
Eleven of the fourteen were minority contractors. 

Because we wanted to give bidding opportunity 
to the widest possible number of individuals, the 
contracts were broadly written and bonding, which 
is usually mandatory on all our contracts. In-
surance requirements were also waived on park 
and library contracts, but remained on median con-
tracts for reasons of high risk in traffic injuries. 

Individual performance was made a special pro-
vision on all park and library site contracts. This 
meant the person signing the contract must be the 
person who actually performed the work. Contrac-
tors working under this special provision were not 
authorized to hire employees for assistance in the 
landscape maintenance. There was a limit of two 
properties per contractor, and equipment (1 mower 
and 1 edger) was provided for each contractor in-
volved in park caretaker maintenance. 

From the management standpoint, the amount of 
time required to put together the contracts was 
minimized since format was taken from the 
p r e v i o u s y e a r ' s cont rac t s , which had b e e n 
developed by the City Attorney's Office. 

Because we were trying to write the contract 
loosely to get the maximum number of bids, partic-
ularly from individuals and small contractors, the 
attorney had spent a lot of time working out special 
provisions so the City would be reasonably pro-
tected while still meeting the requirements of a 
small business contract. 

Before proceeding with the actual experience in 
this project, let me enumerate our goals. They were 
to: 

1. Provide private contract maintenance at park 
areas of equal quality but at less cost than the park 
department maintenance forces. 

2. Improve maintenance at all contracted loca-
tions to include (a) better litter control, (b) better 
turf maintenance, and (c) more closely manicured 
ground cover, shrubbery, and flower beds. 

3. Reduce maintenance costs at least by 10 per-
cent to include supervisory and administrative 
costs in administering the contracts. 

4. Make greater availability of remaining perma-
nent park d e p a r t m e n t p e r s o n n e l for more 
meticulous less easily contracted responsibilities. 

5. Provide more efficient use of the dollars 
allocated because of reduced employee carrying 
costs in retirement, vacation, holidays, injury, 
worker's compensation, etc., and 

6. Give more participation by small and minority 
contractors in the City of Dallas bidding process. 

There is an Office of Minority Business Oppor-
tunity within our Purchasing Department whose 
sole responsibility is to seek out and encourage 
minority contractors to bid on City of Dallas con-
tract, material, and construction requests. This 
division worked diligently to locate such contrac-
tors, and we feel they did all that is reasonably 
possible to find competent contractors. 

In addition, we placed advertisements in 15 daily 
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and weekly area newspapers , two of which w e r e 
minority papers . We made a n n o u n c e m e n t s on the 
rad io s ta t ions , o n e with a m i n o r i t y l i s ten ing 
audience and the other a local country-western 
music station. 

Our efforts w e r e rewarded when minori t ies 
w e r e successful with 79 percent of awarded con-
tracts, represent ing 52 percent of total contract 
monies . All companies which w e r e awarded me-
dian contracts w e r e small bus inesses with five or 
less employees . 

After c lose counsel ing with prospect ive b idders 
in a pre-bid m a i n t e n a n c e meeting w h e r e we ac-

tually told them the bid limits, the bids c a m e in at a 
reasonab le pr ice and at a level w h e r e they could 
b e accepted. 

Work for most of the contractors began about 
April 10 ,1978, which was an ear ly date for contrac-
tors to start on the growing season. This was an ad-
vantage to both of us and a vast improvement over 
the previous year 's late start. 

We provided a separate type of m a i n t e n a n c e 
contract and speci f icat ions along with the overal l 
request for bid that went to each prospect ive bid-
der. T h e s e outl ine our expectat ions . 

Following are some observat ions made during 
the course of the contract : 

1. Contracts w e r e properly executed by both the 
Park Department and the contractor . T h e r e w e r e 
not any unnecessary delays in signing the forms 
and approving the median contractor 's insurance . 

2. Contractors w e r e fami l iar with the spec i f i c 
locations of their job sites. This was due to c lose 
orientation rece ived from each district supervisor 
in a pre -maintenance meeting held April 1 ,1978 . 

3. Contractors presented their own schedule to 
follow and it was approved by the district super-
visor. Most of the contractors adhered to the 

approved schedule . 
4. Landscape inspect ion was handled by the dis-

trict supervisors who w e r e fami l iar with the main-
tenance r e q u i r e m e n t s of each park site. This 
method of inspect ion was not as t ime-consuming as 
the year b e f o r e s ince the supervisors checked con-
tracted sites along with their regular check route, 
thus el iminating any specia l trips. 

5. All of the contractors had grounds mainte-
n a n c e e x p e r i e n c e . Our spec i f icat ions did provide 
for re jec t ion of their bid on the basis of " n o 
previous e x p e r i e n c e . " 

6. Contact with each contractor was handled by 
the dis t r ic t s u p e r v i s o r c o n c e r n e d on an " a s 
n e e d e d " basis and did not present a problem. 

7. T h e contractors w e r e adequate ly equipped. 
M e d i a n contractors had ample and ef f ic ient equip-
ment and personnel . Other individual contractors 
who w e r e provided with ci ty-owned mowers and 
edgers for the most part took good care of the 
equipment . T h e r e was one case w h e r e equipment 
was not re turned as spec i f ied and final payment 
was held by the city for re imbursement . 

8. Payments w e r e made to individual contractors 
on a weekly basis and to median contractors (com-
panies) on a monthly basis . T h e r e was some prob-
lem with the time lapse b e t w e e n when the contrac-
tor submitted payment vouchers and when pay-
ment was actual ly rece ived (approximately 1-1/2 
weeks) . However , the contractors w e r e informed 
of the unavoidable payment delay b e f o r e they en-
tered into contract agreements . 

9. City owned equipment which was loaned to in-
dividual contractors had a detr imental e f fec t on 
park force maintenance . This was b e c a u s e the 
equipment was tied up for an ent ire season, even 
though it was only used every 7 days or less. 

By midsummer 37 percent of the m a i n t e n a n c e 
locations had been c a n c e l e d and only nine contrac-
tors w e r e still performing. At this time, b e f o r e com-
pletion of our growing season and the contracts , I 
judged the whole pro ject as not reaching the pro-
gram goals. Even though this year ' s program had 
b e e n by far more successful than that of the 
previous year, the contract results w e r e still not 
meeting, let a lone exceeding, those displayed by 
park forces . 

T h e one bright spot in the contract picture at this 
t ime is still the individual contractor , responsib le 
for all m a i n t e n a n c e except large area mowing on a 
small neighborhood park. It is still r e c o m m e n d e d 
that this be approached more cautiously with only 
pre-qual i f ied individuals and that the individuals 
be required to furnish their own equipment . 

W e be l i eve this aspect of contract m a i n t e n a n c e 
has greater possibi l i t ies b e c a u s e we are dealing 
with one person, in a conf ined area , on a full or 
almost ful l t ime basis w h e r e contact is reasonably 
early, work expectat ions easi ly outlined, and 
w h e r e daily contact by supervision is about the 
s a m e as with a regular park employee . 

W e have a lot of polishing to do on this approach 
to maintenance , but if what has to be done to make 
the contracts work adds up to a higher cost than do-
ing it with our own personnel then it is not worth it 
and we have spent money unnecessar i ly . W T T 

The fine points of a manicured maintenance program are 
missing in the maintenance of this crape myrtle bed. The bed 
is not weeded or edged and litter is not picked up. 


