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Executive Summary 
Arlington County’s Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) operates two gymnastics teams and one 

aquatics team that compete regionally and nationally in their sports. In June 2014, the Arlington County 

Board directed the County Manager to create a work group to evaluate DPR’s fee structure for these 

teams. The Board made this decision after families of team members and the Arlington County Sports 

Commission raised concerns about DPR’s proposal to adopt a uniform 50 percent non-resident 

surcharge, beginning in the 2015 (current) fiscal year. Under this proposal, surcharges would have 

increased so dramatically as to make participation unaffordable for some non-resident team members.  

The work group was asked to examine and make recommendations about DPR’s fee structure for the 

teams and also to research alternatives to the County operating the teams. We studied the DPR cost 

recovery policy, analyzed DPR cost and revenue data, collected fee information from other jurisdictions 

for benchmarking purposes, and collected feedback on draft recommendations through an Open 

Arlington survey. This report contains our recommendations about the teams’ fee structure. The work 

group will report on alternative operating models in the second phase of its work.  

DPR Charges Higher Participation Fees Than Called For by the Cost Recovery Model 

The work group determined that DPR’s base participation fees, charged to both residents and non-

residents, are too high and exceed the target fees that arise from the cost recovery model. The cost 

recovery model, adopted by the Board as part of the FY 2010 budget process and revised in 2013, sets 

targets for the percentage of direct costs (also determined according to the model) that are to be 

recovered through fees and is structured such that a higher percentage of costs should be recovered 

when a program’s benefits are more individualized. For Arlington's gymnastics and aquatics teams, DPR 

seeks to recover at least 85 but not more than 100 percent of direct costs.  

DPR exceeds its cost recovery goals in these programs because of its approaches to budgeting and 

setting fees, which determine individual fees by dividing expected direct costs by the minimum 

enrollment number needed to run a program. Because actual enrollment for the teams typically exceeds 

the minimum level, participation fee revenue has exceeded the maximum 100 percent cost recovery 

level. DPR actually recovered 118% of direct costs for the gymnastics teams in FY 2014, and 123% of 

direct costs for the aquatics teams. Cost recovery for these teams in FY 2015 will also likely exceed 

100%. (DPR also follows this approach for gymnastics and aquatics classes and other classes and 

programs. In FY 2014, there were about 7,400 unique gymnastics and aquatics class participants; DPR 

recovered about 153% of direct costs from these classes.) DPR returns all excess revenue to Arlington 

County's general fund. 

The work group compared DPR’s fees to those charged by comparable facilities in the DC Metro area. It 

found that DPR’s gymnastics team fees are higher than those charged by three similar public facilities, 

while aquatics team resident participation fees were lower than those charged by one similar public 

facility even though the non-resident fees were higher.  

DPR’s Non-Resident Surcharges Are Not Tied to a Cost-Related Objective and Exceed the Rates Charged 

by Neighboring Jurisdictions 

The work group determined that DPR’s non-resident surcharges are not linked to any specific 

measurable cost or cost-related objective, but are simply a fee charged to non-residents. According to 

DPR, the surcharges were once the primary means by which DPR deterred non-residents from taking 

spots in County programs away from residents, but DPR now uses other means to give residents priority 
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to gymnastics and aquatics classes and team membership. In FY 2014, non-residents comprised 35% of 

the gymnastics teams and 18% of the aquatics teams. The percentage of Arlington non-residents on 

these teams has decreased in recent years and is projected to continue that trend.  

The work group is uncomfortable with the arbitrary nature of the surcharge, but was unable to 

satisfactorily anchor it to any reasonable underlying costs given parameters established by the County 

Board-approved DPR Cost Recovery Model.  Instead, the work group examined the practices of nearby 

jurisdictions and found that DPR’s FY 2015 non-resident surcharges are generally higher, and moving to 

a 50% surcharge would further exacerbate this discrepancy. Current surcharges for both teams range 

from 13-47% of the base participation fee, or a cost of about $135 to $908 per year per child. Other 

jurisdictions’ non-resident surcharges ranged from 0-20%, and one jurisdiction capped the surcharge at 

$200. The work group concluded that DPR’s proposed 50% surcharge, which would have resulted in 

surcharge costs of $2,550 for some participants, is excessive and unreasonable.  

DPR Should Modify Its Fee-Setting Practices to Comply with the Cost Recovery Model 

The work group recommends that DPR modify the way it determines team participation fees to ensure 

that the revenue collected better matches the cost recovery objective of at least 85 but not more than 

100 percent of direct costs. We recommend that DPR use projected enrollment instead of minimum 

enrollment to set fees. (Roughly three out of four survey respondents supported this recommendation.) 

This method, which will lower individual participation fees, should be applied to FY 2016 and 

retroactively to FY 2015.  

DPR should also work collaboratively with the teams and their booster assocations to project 

participation and expenses, and it should share data on revenue collection rates with the teams. Excess 

revenue should not be returned to the general fund, but should either be refunded to registrants or 

used to support special team needs.  

Because DPR recovered about 150% of its direct costs from the gymnastics and aquatics classes, the 

work group recommends that DPR examine its fee-setting practices for these classes (and other 

programs) to ensure that its revenue collections comply with its cost recovery objectives.  

DPR Should Reduce and Cap the Non-Resident Surcharge 

The work group believes DPR should continue to levy a non-resident surcharge, and more than three-

fourths of survey respondents agree. The work group recommends that the non-resident surcharge for 

the teams should be 15 percent of the base participation fee and that it should be capped each year at 5 

percent of the most expensive participation fee in each of the teams. (Nearly two-thirds of the survey 

respondents supported a surcharge between 10 and 20 percent of the base participation fee with an 

annual cap of $200 or less.) At current FY 2015 fee levels, this would result in a maximum surcharge of 

about $220 for gymnastics and $87 for aquatics. This approach would meet DPR’s goal of simplifying 

surcharges, while also keeping the fees reasonable. Tying the surcharge cap to the most expensive 

participation fee for each team ensures proportionality, as the teams have different price structures.  

The work group recommends that the expected surcharge revenue be taken into account when setting 

annual participation fees, and these fees should be adjusted accordingly to ensure that the total costs 

recovered from both fees and surcharges does not exceed 100 percent of direct costs. 
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 Work Group History and Charge 
As part of the County Manager’s FY 2015 Proposed Budget, DPR included a non-resident surcharge of 50 

percent for the DPR-operated gymnastics and aquatics teams. The surcharge rate was developed by 

staff to bring various surcharge rates that were charged across each of the teams’ different performance 

levels to a consistent number. The 50 percent surcharge was adopted by the County Board but, when 

families with participants on these teams were notified of the new surcharge in spring 2014, there was 

an outcry from families that this surcharge was too high and would effectively expel non-resident 

participants from these teams. Families of team members were also upset that they were informed of 

the new surcharge after it had been approved by the Board.  After hearing from participants and other 

interested parties, including the Arlington County Sports Commission, the County Board voted to freeze 

the participation fees and surcharges charged to the teams at FY 2014 levels and reconsider the 

proposed FY 2015 surcharge. 

On June 17, 2014, the Arlington County Board directed the County Manager to use a collaborative and 

transparent process involving staff, community stakeholders and appropriate Commissions to study and 

evaluate the fees associated with the gymnastics and aquatics teams operated by DPR. To fulfill this 

direction, a work group of citizens, Commission members, and staff was established to develop 

recommendations to the County Manager for the County Board’s review. The specific charge to the 

work group includes: 

 Evaluate the current fee structure for DPR-operated aquatics and gymnastics team programs to 

include both resident and non-resident program fees. 

 Develop a recommendation for the fee structure for the aquatics and gymnastics team programs 

operated by DPR to include an appropriate non-resident surcharge rate for the program. 

 Research and develop a recommendation regarding alternatives to the County operating the team 

program. 

 Lead a public process to include monthly meetings as a work group, gather public feedback via two 

public forums and use of Open Arlington. 

 Present a final report and recommendation to the County Manager. 

To that end, the work group has evaluated the fee structure and makes recommendations in this report 

for a new fee structure. As part of its process, the work group collected public feedback on a set of draft 

recommendations through an Open Arlington survey. The work group will continue its research to 

develop a recommendation regarding alternatives to the County operating the team program for 

presentation to the County Manager by spring 2015.1 This research will include opportunities for public 

input as well as benchmarking with other organizations and jurisdictions. 

DPR Fee Philosophy 
User fees complement tax revenues to provide and sustain high quality parks and recreation facilities 
and services. Arlington’s parks, community centers, gyms, pools, and other community amenities are 
available for use by all County residents. In order to provide programming and services in these facilities, 
additional staffing and supply costs are incurred. These costs provide benefits only to those who use the 

                                                           
1 The work group will reconstitute for the second phase as half of the current members have opted to not continue 
on to phase 2. 
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programs and services. Assessing user or “participation” fees to cover a portion of those costs eases the 
burden on taxpayers. 

DPR’s philosophy for charging participation fees has changed over time. Before FY 2010, DPR’s fees for 
sports and recreation programs were generally based on what the fee had been the previous year and 
what other jurisdictions were charging. In CY 2008, DPR engaged the services of a consultant (GreenPlay, 
LLC) to develop a cost recovery philosophy and methodology that DPR would follow to help manage its 
costs and County resources in a fair and equitable manner. Adopted for the FY 2010 budget process, the 
DPR Cost Recovery Philosophy and Policy specifies that some programs and services should be provided 
free-of-charge and others should be fee-based, depending on the extent of public benefit inherent in 
the program or service.2 The model sets targets for the percentage of direct costs to be recovered 
through fees – the more individualized the benefits, the greater the percentage of direct costs should be 
recovered.  

Under this model, fees are to be based on a calculation of specified direct program expenses (and not 
necessarily the entire cost of running the program) and are not to include any indirect costs. The 
definition of direct costs has changed over time as DPR has sought to simplify the model. At present, 
direct costs include coach personnel costs, a calculated overhead rate for marketing, scheduling, and 
registration, and program supplies. 3 For more detail on the cost recovery philosophy, please see 
Appendix E 

Gymnastics and Aquatics Teams 
History of Arlington’s Gymnastics and Aquatics Teams 
In 1971, two Arlington Public Schools (APS) physical education teachers began incorporating gymnastics 

instruction for girls into after-school recreational programs at Randolph and Custis Elementary Schools. 

By 1979, the program had grown and the Arlington Aerials competitive gymnastics team was formed to 

allow 20 girls to compete in the Women's Junior Olympic program.  In this same year, even though these 

programs had grown in popularity, APS eliminated the intramural gymnastics program. DPR regarded 

gymnastics as a recreational sport for youth and worked with those original APS physical education 

teachers to establish a recreational gymnastics program at the Thomas Jefferson Community Center, 

occupying an alcove area in the joint use gymnasium. 
 

The gymnastics program moved to the Gunston Community Center for a period of time, and its 

popularity continued to grow. In 1997, APS designated Gunston as a middle-school site, and the 

program had to once again be relocated.  
 

In 1997, the Arlington County Board approved capital funding to build the Barcroft Sports and Fitness 

Center to relocate and expand the gymnastics program (and a boxing program) and to address the 

growing demand for indoor soccer, other sports, and fitness classes. The Barcroft gymnastics space was 

designed and constructed to accommodate competitive and recreational gymnastics.4   

                                                           
2 The cost recovery model, also called the “pyramid model,” was adopted in 2009 for the FY 2010 budget process.  
3 The definition of direct costs was changed in November 2013 to exclude pro-rated management and 
administrative costs.  
4 The gymnastics program was a girls program leading up to this relocation and expansion. During the 1998 capital 
planning process, citizen groups and the Board recommended that the program also accommodate a boys team at 
the new Barcroft center. The interior dimensions meet minimum depth and height requirements for competitive 
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In 1974, APS formed the Arlington Aquatic Club under the Amateur Athletics Association. The program, 

which started with 36 swimmers, was to provide an aquatic experience for children who wanted to 

improve their swimming and children who were interested in competitive swimming.  In 1993, the 

program was transferred from APS to DPR with 75 swimmers. Like gymnastics, the program has grown 

steadily over time, and currently includes about 470 swimmers. The Arlington Aquatics Club holds 

practices at the different APS-owned pools, located at the Arlington high schools.  

Comparing and Contrasting the Gymnastics and Aquatics Programs 
The gymnastics and aquatics teams share some traits, in that both are run by DPR, use Arlington County 

facilities, and engage (to varying degrees) in competitive meets within and outside of the Washington, 

D.C. metropolitan area. However, the teams differ in size and the skills required for team membership 

and advancement, as explained in the table below.  
 

 Aquatics Gymnastics 

Team Class Team Class 

Tryout/ 
evaluation 

Yes - to evaluate basic 
lifesaving skill   

None  Yes – to evaluate skill 
level  

Yes – to 
advance from 
one class to a 
more advanced 
class 

Skill level 
required 

Basic lifesaving skill Instructor 
recommends 
next class level 

Specific and 
increasingly diverse 
skills are required to 
advance from one 
level to the next 

Coach evaluates 
skill to move up 
to next level of 
classes  

Size/capacity No limits on the size 
of team  

Maximum 
enrollment per 
class  

Each level of the 
team has a 
maximum number of 
slots 

Maximum 
enrollment per 
class 

Sanctioned  Yes – USA Swimming None Yes – USA 
Gymnastics 

Yes – USA 
Gymnastics  

Competition 
expenses 

Parent association 
pays registration and 
travel expenses for 
youth and coaches 

None Parent association 
pays registration and 
travel expenses for 
youth and coaches 

None 

Classes as 
Feeder System 

No – anyone 
demonstrating basic 
survival skills in the 
water can try out for 
the team 

 Yes – promising and 
advanced students 
are identified by 
coaches and invited 
to try out for the 
teams 

 

                                                           
gymnastics, and the design provided seating for several hundred spectators. Certain equipment needed for boys’ 
competitive gymnastics meets has not been added to the facility because of insufficient space. 
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Base Participation Fee Findings 

DPR’s Participation Fees Compared to Other Jurisdictions 
To assess DPR’s participation fees, the work group examined team participation fees for similar 

programs around the area. This benchmarking comparison showed that DPR’s base participation fees for 

gymnastics are higher than other public programs in the area, while DPR’s base participation fees for 

aquatics are about the same or lower.  

For gymnastics, there are more than 25 facilities, some public and some private, within 50 miles of 

Arlington that sponsor teams. Of those, three are publicly owned gyms that are operated by their 

respective municipal governments just as the Arlington gymnastics teams: Stafford County Gymnastics 

Center; Maryland Sportsplex in Prince George’s County; and Fairland Gymnastics of Laurel, Maryland. At 

each participation level, DPR’s FY 2015 base fee was significantly higher than the base fees for each of 

the comparable gyms.  

For aquatics, there are fewer sites for comparison because regulation pools are required for practice 

and competition. There are eight comparable programs within 50 miles of Arlington, two of which are 

owned and operated by public entities. Of those, only one is comparable in size, length of season, and 

scope – the program run by the Town of Herndon. The fees and total hours in the pool are about the 

same for the two programs. When compared to private swim team programs, DPR’s fee is at the low 

end of the spectrum. For further detail on benchmarking, please see Appendix A. 

DPR’s Participations Fees Are Higher Than Called for by the Cost Recovery Model 
The work group determined that DPR’s participation fees are higher than called for by its own cost 

recovery model. The group took the principles of the cost recovery model, which is annually approved 

by the County Board, as given and examined DPR’s fees within that context.  For Arlington's gymnastics 

and aquatics teams, DPR seeks to recover at least 85 but not more than 100 percent of direct costs.  

As stated previously, DPR’s cost recovery principles indicate that the base participation fee for revenue-

generating activities should be calculated using direct costs.  The cost recovery principles further 

indicate that estimates of direct costs and the associated participation fees to cover those expenses 

should be based on the minimum number of participants necessary to run the program. The minimum 

number is generally determined by required participant-to-coach ratios and/or minimum numbers 

needed to cover the cost of instructors. This method ensures that regardless of the eventual number of 

participants, fee revenue will cover program costs.  

The work group determined that actual number of participants for both gymnastics and aquatics teams 

have typically greatly exceeded the minimum number of participants, causing fee revenue to exceed the 

target cost recovery goals. In FY 2014, direct costs and participation fees for the gymnastics teams were 

based on the minimum level of 91 participants, whereas the actual number was 169. For the aquatics 

team, the minimum level was 362 participants, but the actual number was 431. As a result, FY 2014 cost 

recovery was 118% for gymnastics and 123% for aquatics.  

The charts on the next page compare the FY 2014 budget and actual revenues and expenses for the 

teams and show the actual cost recovery rates.  

The work group concluded that projecting expenses and setting team participation fees based on the 

minimum number of participants causes the revenue generated from the teams to exceed their cost 
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recovery goals. As a result, the fees that have been charged to team participants since FY 2014 have 

been higher than necessary for cost recovery purposes.  

AQUATICS TEAM 
FY 2014 

Budget Actual % Difference 

Personnel $282,039 $312,508 11% 

Non-Personnel $     8,300 $   15,218 83% 

Overhead Rate $   28,018 $   33,330 19% 

    

TOTAL EXPENSE $318,357 $361,056 13% 

    

TOTAL REVENUE $330,000 $445,027* 35% 

    

Cost Recovery Rate 104% 123% 19% 

    

# of Participants 360 431  

*Actual revenue in County system reflects a lower number due to several unpaid balances and fee 

reductions. Activities are not "charged" for these accounting issues, so the effect is reversed for 

purposes of this analysis. 

 

GYMNASTICS TEAMS 
FY 2014 

Budget Actual % Difference 

Personnel $393,952 $388,054 -1% 

Non-Personnel $     6,500 $   15,570 140% 

Overhead Rate $   38,644 $   41,049 6% 

    

TOTAL EXPENSE $439,096 $444,673 1% 

    

TOTAL REVENUE $415,000 $522,686 26% 

    

Cost Recovery Rate 95% 118% 23% 

    

# of Participants 91 169  

Non-Resident Surcharge and Amount Findings 
Non-residents are permitted to register for DPR programs and classes, but are charged a “non-resident 

surchage” on top of the base participation fee. Non-resident surcharges were originally used by the 

County to deter non-residents from taking spots in popular programs from Arlington residents. In 

addition to the surcharge, DPR has taken other steps to give priority to Arlington residents, particularly 
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those who seek to register for gymnastics or aquatics classes or participate on the teams. 5 In FY 2014, 

35% of the gymnastics team and 18% of the aquatics team were non-residents. The percentage of non-

residents on these teams has decreased in recent years, a trend that is projected to continue as the 

older non-residents depart the teams.  

Surcharges for DPR revenue-producing programs are  assessed  either as flat fees or as percentages of 

the base participation fee. The surcharges are not linked to any specific, measurable cost for the County, 

but are rather simply a policy tool. For Enjoy Arlington classes, which generally meet 8-10 times over the 

course of a quarter, the surcharge is a flat $20 per class (or $25 for classes that are in high demand). For 

other programs, such as pre-school  and elementary after school, the non-resident surcharge is a 

percentage of the base participation fee. For the gymastics and aquatics teams, non-resident surchages 

currently vary by program and across levels within a program. Translated into percentage equivalents, 

non-resident fees for the aquatics team range from about 16% to 47% of the base participation fee, or 

about 32% ($336.39) on average. For the gymnastics team, non-resident surcharges range from about 

13% to 25% of the base fee, or about 18.5% ($511.68) on average. For more detail on the specific fees 

for each level on each team, please see Appendix C. 

The work group discussed how to evaluate DPR’s surcharge, given its nature as a policy tool that is not 

anchored to any underlying cost. The group examined DPR’s rationale for proposing a 50%surcharge, 

but found the reasoning to be flawed.6 The work group also attempted to examine other possible 

rationales for the surcharge, such as allocating indirect costs among facility users, but rejected these 

ideas as a deviation from current policy or otherwise not feasible.  

The most logical assessment was to compare DPR’s surcharges to those charged by neighboring 

jurisdictions with similar programs. For instance, the Town of Herndon charges a 15% non-resident 

surcharge for swimming; Stafford County has no non-resident surcharge for gymnastics; and the Prince 

George’s County Sportsplex charges a 20% surcharge (with current participants grandfathered in at 0%). 

Based on this comparison, the work group concluded that a 50% non-resident surcharge for the teams is 

excessive.  Such a surcharge would result in additional costs of $2,550 for some non-residents in the 

gymnastics team program at current FY 2015 rates.  

Public Engagement 
The work group posted a survey on Open Arlington from November 17 to December 10, 2014 to collect 

public feedback about the recommendations that were under consideration. We sought to collect 

feedback from gymastics and aquatics team members, class participants, and individuals who had no 

connection with either program. In coordination with DPR, the suvey was distributed to about 21,300 

                                                           
5 Residents try out for open team slots before non-residents. Class registration is open for two weeks to residents 
before non-residents have the opportunity to register.  
6 DPR staff said the 50 percent surcharge was proposed to bring the teams in line with surcharges for summer 
camps, pre-school, and elementary after-school programs. The work group determined that the percent of non-
residents in these programs was very small and that the programs’ costs were much lower than the teams. The 
work group was not persuaded that this was a reasonable rationale on which to base the team surcharges.  
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email addresses that DPR had access to and was advertised in other ways.7 This survey method is called 

a “convenience sample” and as such, the results should not be considered representative of the broader 

Arlington population. Please see Appendix B for a specimen of the survey completed and summary 

analysis of the responses. 

We received 567 responses to our survey, which is a large number of respondents for Open Arlington 

surveys. Of the total respondents, 481 were Arlington residents and 86 were non-residents. More than 

three out of four of the respondents had an affiliation with the teams, classes, or both. Less than one 

out of five of the respondents had no affiliation with either the teams or the classes.  

The survey provided background on the work group’s charge; the teams; DPR’s cost recovery model and 

its objectives; participation fees and surcharges and the methods by which they are determined; and the 

relationship between fees, surcharges, and actual cost recovery amounts. The work group’s draft 

recommendations were presented, and respondents were asked to indicate whether they supported the 

recommendations or not.  

 About three out of four respondents supported modifying the budgeting process so that 

participation fees would be based on the expected number of participants and direct costs, with the 

goal of recovering no more than 100 percent of those costs, and levying a surcharge on non-resident 

members of the teams. 

 There was less uniformity among respondents on what the percentage of the surcharge should be, 

whether it should be capped at a fixed dollar amount, and what that cap should be. 

o The largest number of respondents – a little over one-third – thought the surcharge should be 

20% of the participation fee, while the next largest group – somewhat less than one-third – 

thought the surcharge should be 10%.8 

o Between half and two-thirds of respondents thought the surcharge should be capped, and 

somewhat less than one-third did not think it should be capped. Of those who supported a cap, 

about two-thirds thought the cap should be $200 or less. More than 70% of respondents 

supported reviewing an annual cap every 5 years.  

Some respondents made anecdotal comments to emphasize their opinions or address topics that had 

not been included in the survey questions: 

 Several resident and non-resident respondents described the teams as high-caliber programs that 

had produced some athletes who were strongly competitive in their sports at a regional or national 

level. The gymnastics program, in particular, was cited as a noteworthy program that reflects well on 

Arlington County.  

                                                           
7 In order to reach team members and class participants, DPR distributed the survey to 16,252 email addresses 
(from registered class and team participants over the last three years) that were contained in its RecTrac database. 
Members of the team booster assocations also notified team participants about the survey. In order to reach 
individuals with no connection to the teams or classes, DPR distributed the survey to approximately 5,000 email 
address registered to receive notices of new Open Arlington surveys. Finally, the survey was advertised by placing 
posters at five recreational facilities and community centers, on our work group website, and by word of mouth. 
8 Those favoring a 20% surcharge tended to be respondents who were only affiliated with classes or who had no 
affiliation with teams or classes. Those favoring a 10% surcharge tended to be respondents who were only 
affiliated with teams and non-residents.  
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 Some team-affiliated respondents were extremely upset and disappointed to learn that they had 

been “overcharged” by DPR for programs that involve fitness and children.  

 Some respondents noted the vast popularity of the gymnastics and aquatics classes and teams and 

expressed frustration with their ability to get into classes or onto the teams. Some of these 

respondents urged the County to accelerate the gymnastics expansion at Barcroft and to add 

additional space for aquatics programs, including at the adult level.  

 Some residents who have had difficulty getting gym or pool time or registering their child for classes 

or the teams shared their opinion that non-residents should not be allowed to take spaces away 

from residents.  

 Comments about fees, the non-resident surcharge and a surcharge cap reflected disparate 

viewpoints.  

o Some respondents said that the team fees and non-resident surcharges should cover direct and 

indirect costs and they were comfortable with DPR earning revenue from these programs in 

excess of its cost recovery goals. Some did not think Arlington taxpayers should “subsidize” non-

resident participants, and did not think DPR should lower fees for programs that are fully 

enrolled and waitlisted.  

 Some respondents suggested that surcharges should be tied to family income and only 

capped for lower-income families, or that DPR should seek to subsidize participation in the 

programs by low-income families.  

 Some said fees should be set to only cover costs and that surcharges for non-residents were 

unnecessary.  

Base Participation Fee Recommendations 
Given that the current method for setting participation fees has caused the total revenue generated by 

the gymnastics and aquatics teams to exceed DPR’s cost recovery objectives for the teams in fiscal years 

FY 2014 and FY 2015, and noting that the DPR fees for gymnastics are higher at all levels than 

comparable public programs in jurisdictions near Arlington, the work group recommends that DPR 

modify the way it determines fees for these teams. The modifications we propose will help ensure that 

the revenue collected from the teams more closely aligns with the cost recovery objective established 

for the teams. The information we collected from our Open Arlington survey indicates that the public 

would generally support these recommendations. (Details about our survey questions and the 

information we collected are provided in the section on Public Engagement.) 

Specifically, the work group recommends: 

1. DPR should calculate participation fees by using the projected number of program participants 

instead of the minimum number of participants. This projection will be developed using rolling 

averages of previous years’ participation and attrition rates, combined with the expert knowledge of 

the coaches in each sport. Because the projected number of participants will likely always be higher 

than the minimum number of participants, calculating fees in this way will divide the expected direct 

costs over a larger number of participants, thus reducing the fees for individual particpants and 

better assuring that teams revenues will not exceed expected direct costs.  
 

This calculation should be applied retroactively to the FY 2015 fees, which are currently being 

collected. In any case where the new fee is lower than the current fee, DPR should work with the 

individual registrants to adjust their remaining FY 2015 fee payment plans or provide refunds where 
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appropriate. For illustrative purposes, fees have been developed for FY 2015 and FY 2016. Those 

sample fees are detailed in Appendix D. 
 

2. DPR should establish a collaborative process for setting participation fees that includes the team 

coaches and the booster associations for each program (Arlington Aquatics Club Parents 

Association; Arlington Tigers Parents’ Association; and the Arlington Aerials Parents‘ Association). 

The purpose of this collaborative process is to allow coaches and booster associations to give DPR 

input on the projected number of participants, as well as other information (such as upcoming 

equipment needs) that would be useful for DPR to factor into its annual budget and fee-setting 

process. This process will also add some needed transparency to the fee-setting process. 
 

3. DPR should modify the definition of direct costs for the gymnastics and aquatics teams to include 

other direct expenses that are incurred during the year, such as coach travel costs that may not be 

covered by the respective parent’s association, specialized equipment, and maintenance. Including 

such expenses in the definition of direct costs will ensure that all true direct costs (as defined here 

and in the pyramid) are covered and that there will be funds available for equipment and safety 

upgrades when needed. 
 

4. DPR should monitor team revenue collections during the year and provide quarterly updates to the 

booster associations on how revenues are tracking against the cost recovery objectives. If DPR 

determines that excess revenue is likely to be collected, it should notify the coach and booster 

association for the affected team.  
 

5. Any excess revenue that DPR collects from operating the teams should be made available to fund 

special team needs before being returned to the County’s general fund. [Note: Excess revenue 

should be used for the team from which it was collected.] 
 

6. DPR should examine the cost recovery goal for the aquatics team—i.e., placement on the cost 

recovery pyramid—and assess whether this placement is correct. In its examination, DPR should 

consider the level of competition and cuts/tryouts that are in effect for the aquatics team to 

determine if the team is at the “mostly individual” or “more individual” level on the benefits 

pyramid. If DPR decides to move the team to a lower cost recovery level, this change will be 

effective in FY 2016.  

Further, the work group is concerned that DPR’s practice of setting fees using minimum versus projected 

participation has also caused fees for gymnastics and aquatics classes (which also have a cost recovery 

goal of 85-100%) to be higher than necessary to meet DPR’s cost recovery objectives. Because there are 

many more class participants than team participants, the potential for collecting excess revenue in this 

domain is far greater, and a larger portion of citizens would be affected. For example, in FY 2014, 

gymnastics class revenue exceeded direct costs by more than 50% ($314,636 with 3,194 unique 

participants) and the aquatics class revenue exceeded direct costs by more than 55% ($314,936 with 

4,204 unique participants) 
 

Although examining class fees was not in the work group’s purview, the group feels compelled to offer a 

recommendation on class fees, given the number of people potentially impacted. 

7. DPR should establish a mechanism to examine the extent to which its fee-setting practices have 

also collected excess revenue from gymnastics and aquatics classes, and other DPR programs and 
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classes. DPR should ensure that its fee-setting practices do not consistently lead to revenue 

collections above what is called for by its own cost recovery model. 
 

Any adjustments should be applied retroactively to the FY 2015 fees, which are currently being 

collected. In any case where the new fee is lower than the current fee, DPR should work with the 

individual registrants to adjust their remaining FY 2015 fee payment plans or provide refunds where 

appropriate. 

Non-Resident Surcharge and Amount Recommendations 
Although the non-resident surcharge is not actively aimed at deterring non-resident participation and 

non-resident members of the gymmastics and aquatics teams have not taken places that otherwise 

would have gone to Arlington residents, the work group nonetheless believes that it is approriate to levy 

a surcharge on non-resident members of these teams. Moreover, the information we collected from our 

Open Arlington survey indicates that there is public support for a non-resident surcharge.  

The work group concluded that the proposed 50% non-resident surcharge is notably higher than what is 

charged by neighboring jurisdictions and is not appropriate. At the same time, tying the surcharge to the 

relatively small portion of each household’s property taxes that support the teams’ indirect costs is also 

not appropriate.  

The work group’s objective was to arrive at a surcharge amount or methodology that was reasonable, 

appropriate, and sustainable over time. Neighboring jurisdictions’ approaches, which levy lower 

surcharge percentages and sometimes cap the amount of the surcharge, were appealing to the work 

group. Responses collected from our Open Arlington survey indicate that the public would also generally 

support this approach. 

Therefore, the work group recommends: 

8. DPR’s non-resident surcharge for the gymnastics and aquatics team programs should be 15% of 

the base participation fee and should be capped each year at 5% of the most expensive level in each 

of the respective teams.  

This recommendation streamlines the administration of the surcharge to a common percentage at every 

level, as DPR intended to do with its FY 2015 proposed change. Overall surcharges will drop from an 

average of 32% of the base fee for gymnastics and 18% for aquatics. The surcharges will continue to be 

tied to the base participation fee, which grows in relation to increased facility usage time, but the cap 

will prevent the surchages from becoming prohibitively expensive for the young athletes at the most 

competitive levels of their sport. By capping the surcharge in relation to the base participation fee 

(rather than at a specific dollar amount), DPR does not need to revisit the surcharge methodology in 

future years, making this a sustainable approach.  

The work group recognizes that the non-resident surcharge is not part of the cost recovery model. At 

the same time, the work group is concerned about the possibility that this source of funds could 

contribute very quickly to a pool of funds that would push each sport over their cost recovery goals. 

Therefore, the work group recommends: 

9. Any projected non-resident surcharge for the teams be applied to lowering the projected base 

participation fees for the upcoming budget year. The work group recommends that projected 
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participation includes resident and non-resident categories and that any projected non-resident 

surcharges be applied directly to lowering the base fee as part of the budget year’s fee calculations.  

Impact of Recommendations 

Cost Recovery Development and Application 
The November 2013 adjustments to the cost recovery pyramid and direct expense calculation for fees 

will now be fully realized in the teams. Participants will have all the information needed to understand 

the fees and will have the confidence that the cost recovery philosophy is reflected in those fees as well 

as in the macro budgets for the team programs. Due to the size of the teams and the relative stability 

year-to-year, basing the participation fee on the total direct expenses from forecasted, rather than 

minimum, participation levels will also provide assurance that the fees are being kept at the lowest rates 

possible. The process will be transparent and collaborative. 

The analysis performed by the work group that resulted in finding the disconnect between fees, 

budgets, and actual revenue performance will be applied to other DPR fee-based programs outside of 

this work group process. The cost recovery principles that were developed by and with DPR will continue 

to be tested at the fee and at the macro levels to determine if any activities are out of line with the 

philosophy. DPR will also develop materials to better explain the pyramid of public benefit and the fee-

setting models and filters used (i.e. benchmarking, market-based pricing).  

Base Participation Fee and Budgeting 
The team budgets and fees will be based on projected participation rates with those rates driving the 

cost and revenue assumptions. The fee-setting process will then become a collaborative approach with 

coaches, DPR Finance, and representatives of the teams’ parents’ associations all weighing in on the fees 

charged for each level within the teams. The fees and budgets will be based on the cost recovery level of 

each sport and, if excess revenue is generated during the year, the teams will have first priority on the 

use of those excess funds for further investment in supplies and equipment for the teams. 

The resulting fees for each sport will be more comparable to the benchmarked fees in other jurisdictions 

and will be published as part of the annual fee resolution issued as part of the County Manager’s 

Proposed Budget. Key stakeholders will have developed the fees in a collaborative manner and the 

public will have an opportunity to weigh in on those fees through the public budget process – something 

that has not been possible before due to the nature of how the fees were developed. 

The new fee based on reasonable participation levels will reset the base participation fee in each sport 

and will be indexed to the actual costs incurred. The new lower baseline will most likely result in new 

lower fees at each level in each sport. 

Non-Resident Surcharge 
By resetting the formulation of a non-resident surcharge and indexing it directly to the base 

participation fee, it will also rise and fall based on participation and actual costs. The non-resident 

surcharge will not be tool to discourage participation by those from outside of Arlington. It will now be a 

nominal fee for non-residents to fill spots in each sport that were not filled by any Arlington residents. 

This will ensure that the teams have full rosters and allow a broad variety of participants to learn, grow, 

and compete in these team sports.
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APPENDIX A – Benchmarking Presentation 
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APPENDIX B – Public Engagement Survey and Results 

Aquatics and Gymnastics Teams Work Group Survey 
 

Introduction 
Arlington County’s Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) operates these year-round youth 
sports teams:  

 Girls gymnastics (Aerials); 

 Boys gymnastics (Tigers); and 

 Co-ed swimming (Arlington Aquatics Club, or AAC). 

The teams train and compete in Arlington County facilities. As it does with all the programs it 
operates, DPR sets and collects the participation fees that team members pay each year. 
Children who reside in Arlington County may participate, along with non-residents. Families of 
non-resident team members pay a surcharge in addition to the participation fee.  

DPR is taking steps to make team membership for residents a priority and the percentage of 
non-resident team members has declined in recent years as Arlington's school-aged population 
has surged. 

Families of Arlington-resident members of these teams and the Arlington County Sports 
Commission raised concerns in mid-2014 about a proposal to adopt a uniform 50 percent non-
resident surcharge, beginning in the 2015 (current) fiscal year. After public engagement and 
debate, this proposal was not implemented and the County Manager, as instructed by the 
County Board, established an Aquatics and Gymnastics Teams Work Group. 

The work group is evaluating the participation fees and the non-resident surcharges now in 
place to determine whether they are appropriate. Later, in accordance with its charge, the work 
group will research and assess DPR's operating model for these teams. 

The work group is seeking public input regarding DPR's fees and its fee-setting process. Your 
response to this survey will help inform its recommendations. You can find more information 
about the work group and this process on its website. 
 

Please allow 8-10 minutes to complete this survey. Thank you for participating! 
 

Part: 1 Demographic Information 
#1 is required 

1. Are you an Arlington County resident? 
__ Yes __ No 
 

2. If not Arlington, Virginia, of what city/ state are you a resident? 
[Comment] 

 

http://parks.arlingtonva.us/aquatics-gymnastics-work-group/
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3. Which of the following describes your personal experience and familiarity with Arlington 
County's DPR gymnastics and aquatics teams and classes? Please check all that apply. 

___None 

___I have at least one child who takes or has taken Arlington County's gymnastics or aquatics 
classes. 

 ___I have at least one child who participates or has participated in the AAC, the Aerials, or the 
Tigers. 

___I have at least one child who has been waitlisted for Arlington County's gymnastics or 
aquatics classes without getting into a class for one or more sessions.  

___Other: [Comment Box] 

If you have taken youth or adult classes, belonged to a team yourself, have coached, or 
played a different role in this program, please let us know here. 
 

Part 2: Participation Fees for Arlington County's Gymnastics and 

Aquatics Teams 

The Arlington County Board adopted a “cost recovery model” in 2010 to set targets for 
registration and participation fees for programs operated or sponsored by DPR, including these 
teams. The model stipulates that DPR must recover a higher percentage of costs when a 
program’s benefits are more individualized.  

For Arlington's gymnastics and aquatics teams, DPR seeks to recover at least 85 percent but 
not more than 100 percent of direct program costs (such as personnel and equipment), 
including an allocated portion of DPR’s overhead (such as marketing, registration, and 
scheduling).  

DPR currently calculates participation fees (for these teams and for other programs) by 
determining the minimum enrollment needed to run the program. It determines annual fees by 
dividing the total costs to be recovered by the minimum level of enrollment. 

However, actual enrollment has typically exceeded the minimum level. Thus, revenue from 
team participation fees has generally exceeded the maximum 100 percent recovery level. DPR 
returns excess revenue to Arlington County's general fund. 

The work group determined that the team participation fees are higher than the average fees 
charged by comparable facilities in the DC Metro area.  

Therefore, the work group is considering recommending that DPR adjust the way it calculates 
these fees by:   

1. Determining participation fees based on the expected (versus minimum) number of 
team participants; and 
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2. Establishing a collaborative fee-setting process that involves DPR, team coaches, and 

representatives from the teams' parent associations.  

If adopted, these adjustments would be likely to reduce participation fees, bringing the amount 

charged for gymnastics team membership closer to levels seen across our region and 

potentially reducing total fee revenue in the short term. 

 

This is required 

Fee Question 
4. Do you support modifying the budgeting process so that gymnastics and aquatics team 
participation fees are based on the expected number of participants and direct costs with the 
goal of recovering no more than 100 percent of those costs?   

___Yes 
___ No 
___ Don't know/No opinion 
___ Other [Comment] 
 

Part 3: Surcharges Paid by Families of Non-Resident Members of 
Arlington County's Gymnastics and Aquatics Teams in Addition to 
Participation Fees 
 
According to DPR, the non-resident surcharges have no quantitative basis and are not tied to 
any specific policy objective. Surcharges for non-resident team members are not uniform and 
currently range from 12 to 46 percent of the individual’s participation fee. This translates into a 
cost of $135-$865 for gymnastics team members and $135-$908 for the aquatics team 
members. 
 
The work group supports a more uniform approach for setting non-resident surcharges. After 
reviewing non-resident surcharges of comparable county- and municipal-run gymnastics and 
aquatics programs in neighboring jurisdictions, it found that some levied surcharges of between 
10 and 20 percent, some cap these surcharges at a specific dollar amount, and some nearby 
programs do not collect any non-resident surcharge at all. 

 

The work group is considering recommending that DPR: 
1. Establish a uniform surcharge for non-resident athletes of 10 percent. 
2. Cap surcharge payments on an annual basis at $200. 
 
As a result, individuals’ surcharges would still vary depending on their participation fee but 
none of them would rise above $200 a year. In contrast, the prior proposal to adopt a uniform 
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50 percent surcharge beginning in the 2015 fiscal year would have resulted in surcharges as 
high as $2,530 for some non-resident team members.  

 
The work group is also considering a recommendation that surcharges be reviewed every five 
years and the cap could be adjusted based on economic factors. 

 

Surcharge Questions 
#1 and #2 are required and #3 is optional 

5.      Do you support DPR assessing a surcharge for non-residents who belong to Arlington 
County's aquatics and gymnastics teams? 

___Yes 

___No 

___Don't know/No opinion 

___Other [Comment Box] 

5. a  If you answered yes to the previous question, what level of surcharge would you 
support? 

___ 5% 
___ 10% 

                                 ___ 15% 
                                 ___ 20%    
        ___Other [Comment]         
  

6.      Would you support DPR setting an annual cap on the surcharge? 

___Yes 

___No 

___Don't know/No opinion 

___Other [Comment Box] 

6. a   If you answered yes to the previous question, what annual cap level would you 
support? 

                                    ___ $100 
                                    ___ $200 

                              ___ $300 
                              ___ $400 

    ___ $500 
    ___ Other [Comment Box]         
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7. Would you support DPR reviewing and adjusting this cap as needed to correct for 
inflation and other economic factors every five years? 
___Yes 
___No 
___Don't know/No opinion 
___Other [Comment Box] 

 

Part 5 – What Else, What's Ahead, and Your Feedback 

 
8. Is there anything else you'd like to say about the fees and surcharges associated with 

Arlington County's gymnastics and aquatics teams? 
[Comment box] 

 
9. Beginning in January, the work group will take stock of the operating model for these 

teams. Do you have any input you would like to provide on this topic at this time? 

[Comment box] 

10. Is there anything else you would like to add? 
[Comment box] 
 

11. Survey Feedback 

How clear and understandable were the questions asked and options provided in this 
survey? 

___Extremely clear and understandable 
___Very clear and understandable 
___Moderately clear and understandable 
___Slightly clear and understandable 
___Not at all clear and understandable 
[Comment Box] 
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ALL Resident Non-Resident Affil with Team

Affil with 

Classes

Affil with 

Teams and 

Classes None Other

TOTALS 567 481 86 51 289 111 96 17

Support Modifying Budget Process?

Yes 410 340 70 46 199 89 62 12

No 64 59 5 2 42 5 13 1

Don't Know/No Opinion 55 45 10 3 31 6 13 2

Other 38 37 1 0 17 11 8 2

TOTAL 567 481 86 51 289 111 96 17

Support Surcharge?

Yes 504 440 64 45 261 95 87 14

No 31 16 15 3 15 8 3 1

Don't Know/No Opinion 15 13 2 1 7 1 5 1

Other 17 12 5 2 6 7 1 1

TOTAL 567 481 86 51 289 111 96 17

What level of surcharge?

5% 32 20 12 5 14 13 0 4

10% 146 107 39 21 63 39 19 0

15% 54 51 3 4 25 7 12 5

20% 183 178 5 9 107 24 39 3

Other 87 82 5 6 51 11 17 2

TOTAL 502 438 64 45 260 94 87 14

Annual cap on surcharge?

Yes 321 248 73 35 152 76 47 10

No 169 162 7 11 95 19 38 4

Don't Know/No Opinion 58 55 3 3 33 11 10 1

Other 19 16 3 2 9 5 1 2

TOTAL 567 481 86 51 289 111 96 17

What level of annual cap on surcharge?

$100 66 44 22 6 30 19 9 1

$200 133 95 38 22 56 32 18 5

$250 1 1 1

$300 43 38 5 3 20 9 9 2

$400 22 21 1 2 14 3 3 0

$500 37 35 2 1 22 10 4 0

Other 19 14 5 1 10 3 4 1

TOTAL 321 248 73 35 152 76 47 10

Revise and Adjust Cap Every Five Years?

Yes 447 380 67 42 228 85 78 14

No 22 16 6 2 13 3 3 1

Don't Know/No Opinion 26 22 4 2 16 5 3 1

Other 31 26 5 3 10 12 4 0

TOTAL 526 444 82 49 267 105 88 16
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APPENDIX C – Fee History 
The gymnastics and aquatics teams were defined as having mostly individual benefit and were placed on 

the fourth level of the cost recovery pyramid. At this level, fees are set to reach 100% cost recovery of 

direct expenses as determined in the implementation of the FY 2010 cost recovery philosophy and the 

FY 2014 adjustments. This level is defined as: 

 Specialized programs/services/facilities that have an instructional focus, and/or competitive focus 

where the benefit is direct to the individual participant. 

 No urgency of need and these programs, services and facilities are used by choice. 

 May be options offered outside of the County and are primarily accessible to those with qualifying 

experience or specific personal interests. 

The cost recovery level for each of the sports was arrived at through a community process where each 

activity was reviewed for its degree of public benefit. At that time, the gymnastics and aquatics teams 

were grouped together as the so-called competitive sports operated by DPR. This assumed that both 

sports were, by their nature, focused on competition and had cuts/tryouts to determine which 

participants would make it to the teams. 

The disparate non-resident surcharges among the different levels in each of the teams has existed for 

much longer than the current fee-setting methodologies. The charts below show comparisons of the 

team fees and surcharges from FY 2011 and FY 2015. On average, the fees and the surcharges have 

increased approximately twenty-eight percent (28.38% resident/27.21% non-resident) for aquatics and 

twenty-three percent (23.78% resident/21.15% non-resident) for gymnastics over that timeframe. 

 

AQUATICS 
TEAMS 

FY 2011 FY 2015 % Change 

Resident Non-
Resident 

Resident Non-
Resident 

Resident Non-
Resident 

MiniGators $244 $350 $335 $490 37.30% 40.00% 

Gators I $310 $430 $400 $535 29.03% 24.42% 

Gators II $310 $430 $400 $535 29.03% 24.42% 

Gators III $310 $430 $420 $565 35.48% 31.40% 

Swim Clinic $685 $860 $760 $980 10.95% 13.95% 

HS Sprint $900 $1,050 $950 $1,100 5.56% 4.76% 

Age Group 
Prep $690 $890 $775 $1,000 12.32% 12.36% 

Age Group  $790 $1,035 $1,144 $1,511 44.81% 45.99% 

Age Group 
Adv $1,000 $1,240 $1,371 $1,721 37.10% 38.79% 

Sr Prep $1,250 $1,650 $1,797 $2,279 43.76% 38.12% 

Senior   $2,057 $2,821   

Sr-Natl Prep $1,700 $2,450 $2,156 $3,064 26.82% 25.06% 
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GYMNASTICS 
TEAMS 

FY 2011 FY 2015 % Change 

Resident Non-
Resident 

Resident Non-
Resident 

Resident Non-
Resident 

Tiger Cubs   $705 $840   

Tigers 4 $2,760 $3,240 $3,025 $3,550 9.60% 9.57% 

Tigers 5   $3,035 $3,565   

Tigers 6   $3,785 $4,265   

Tigers 7+   $3,992 $4,470   

Aerial Stars $1,320 $1,680     

Aerial 
Dynamites  $1,920 $2,340   

  

Aerial Xcel 
Gold $1,560 $2,040 $2,150 $2,675 

37.82% 31.11% 

Aerial Xcel 
Platinum   $2,245 $2,775 

  

Aerial Level 3   $3,200 $3,730   

Aerial Level 4 $2,820 $3,300 $3,400 $3,930 20.57% 19.09% 

Aerial Level 5 $2,820 $3,300 $3,815 $4,330 35.28% 31.21% 

Aerial Level 6 $3,240 $3,720     

Aerial Levels 
7-8 $3,780 $4,500 $4,560 $5,325 

20.63% 18.33% 

Aerials Level 
9-10 $4,260 $5,040 $5,060 $5,925 

18.78% 17.56% 
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APPENDIX D – Fees and Surcharges for Teams 

 

 

CURRENT FY 2015  50% Scenario 

 RESIDENT NON-RESIDENT NON-RESIDENT 

 Annual Annual Annual  

 Participation Surcharge Total Surcharge  

 Fee % Amount Fees % Amount Fees 

        

Tigers Boys' Gymnastics Team - Total Year      

Cubs $705 19.15% $135 $840 50% $353 $1,058 

Tigers 4 $3,025 17.36% $525 $3,550 50% $1,513 $4,538 

Tigers 5/6 $3,035 17.46% $530 $3,565 50% $1,518 $4,553 

Tigers 7+ $3,992 11.97% $478 $4,470 50% $1,996 $5,988 

        

Aerials Girls' Gymnastics Team - Total Year      

Xcel Gold $2,150 24.42% $525 $2,675 50% $1,075 $3,225 

Xcel Platinum $2,245 23.61% $530 $2,775 50% $1,123 $3,368 

Level 3 $3,200 16.56% $530 $3,730 50% $1,600 $4,800 

Level 4 $3,400 15.59% $530 $3,930 50% $1,700 $5,100 

Level 5 $3,815 13.50% $515 $4,330 50% $1,908 $5,723 

Level 7-8 $4,560 16.78% $765 $5,325 50% $2,280 $6,840 

Level 9-10 $5,060 17.09% $865 $5,925 50% $2,530 $7,590 

        

Arlington Aquatics Club - Total Year      

Mini gators $335 46.27% $155 $490 50% $168 $503 

Gators 1 $400 33.75% $135 $535 50% $200 $600 

Gators 2 $400 33.75% $135 $535 50% $200 $600 

Gators 3 $420 34.52% $145 $565 50% $210 $630 

Swim Clinic $760 28.95% $220 $980 50% $380 $1,140 

HS Sprint $950 15.79% $150 $1,100 50% $475 $1,425 

Age Group Prep $775 29.03% $225 $1,000 50% $388 $1,163 

Age Group $1,144 32.05% $367 $1,511 50% $572 $1,716 

Age Group Advanced $1,371 25.53% $350 $1,721 50% $686 $2,057 

Senior Prep $1,797 26.88% $483 $2,279 50% $899 $2,696 

Senior $2,057 37.14% $764 $2,821 50% $1,029 $3,086 

National Prep $2,156 42.12% $908 $3,064 50% $1,078 $3,234 
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Based on the models developed by the work group, adjusted 2015 fees would be based on projected 

costs and actual participation rates. With that in mind, these rates were developed with that model for 

illustration purposes. The collaborative fee-setting procedure would still need to be employed before 

any final fee recommendations are made. 

POSSIBLE REVISED FY 2015 RATES – FOR ILLUSTRATION 

 RESIDENT NON-RESIDENT 

 Annual Annual 

 Participation Surcharge Total 

 Fee % Amount Fees 

     

Tigers Boys' Gymnastics Team - Total Year (31 Participants)  

Cubs $534 15% $80 $614 

Tigers 4 $2,290 8% $192 $2,482 

Tigers 5/6 $2,297 8% $192 $2,489 

Tigers 7+ $3,022 6% $192 $3,214 

     

Aerials Girls' Gymnastics Team - Total Year (122 Participants)  

Xcel Gold $1,627 12% $192 $1,819 

Xcel Platinum $1,699 11% $192 $1,891 

Level 3 $2,422 8% $192 $2,614 

Level 4 $2,574 7% $192 $2,766 

Level 5 $2,888 7% $192 $3,080 

Level 7-8 $3,452 6% $192 $3,644 

Level 9-10 $3,830 5% $192 $4,022 

     

Arlington Aquatics Club - Total Year (471 Participants)  

Mini gators $305 15% $46 $351 

Gators 1 $325 15% $49 $374 

Gators 2 $325 15% $49 $374 

Gators 3 $350 15% $53 $403 

Swim Clinic $625 13% $84 $709 

HS Sprint $675 12% $84 $759 

Age Group Prep $700 12% $84 $784 

Age Group $850 10% $84 $934 

Age Group Advanced $1,075 8% $84 $1,159 

Senior Prep $1,475 6% $84 $1,559 

Senior $1,575 5% $84 $1,659 

National Prep $1,675 5% $84 $1,759 
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Based on the same models mentioned above, these FY 2016 rates were developed with that model for 

illustration purposes. The collaborative fee-setting procedure would still need to be employed before 

any final fee recommendations are made. 

POSSIBLE FY 2016 RATES – FOR ILLUSTRATION 

 RESIDENT NON-RESIDENT 

 Annual Annual 

 Participation Surcharge Total 

 Fee % Amount Fees 

     

Tigers Boys' Gymnastics Team - Total Year (35 Participants)  

Cubs $594 15% $89 $683 

Tigers 4 $2,547 8% $213 $2,760 

Tigers 5 $2,555 8% $213 $2,768 

Tigers 7+ $3,361 6% $213 $3,574 

     

Aerials Girls' Gymnastics Team - Total Year (125 Participants)  

Xcel Gold $1,810 12% $213 $2,023 

Xcel Platinum $1,890 11% $213 $2,103 

Level 3 $2,694 8% $213 $2,907 

Level 4 $2,862 7% $213 $3,075 

Level 5-6 $3,212 7% $213 $3,425 

Level 7-8 $3,839 6% $213 $4,052 

Level 9-10 $4,260 5% $213 $4,473 

     

Arlington Aquatics Club - Total Year (457 Participants)  

Mini gators $310 15% $47 $357 

Gators 1 $330 15% $50 $380 

Gators 2 $330 15% $50 $380 

Gators 3 $360 15% $54 $414 

Swim Clinic $650 13% $85 $735 

HS Sprint $700 12% $85 $785 

Age Group Prep $725 12% $85 $810 

Age Group $875 10% $85 $960 

Age Group Advanced $1,100 8% $85 $1,185 

Senior Prep $1,500 6% $85 $1,585 

Senior $1,600 5% $85 $1,685 

National Prep $1,700 5% $85 $1,785 
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APPENDIX E – Cost Recovery Pyramid and Detail 
Guiding Principles 

The pyramid is a representation of the degree of public versus individual benefit that is served by each 

category of program or service offered by DPR. The programs/services that have the most public benefit 

are at the base of the pyramid, where the public subsidy is the greatest and cost recovery goals the 

lowest. The programs/services that have the most individual benefit are at the top of the pyramid, 

where the public subsidy should be the lowest and cost recovery goals the greatest. 

Calculation Methodology 

 Direct Program Cost: Direct costs for programs/services include staff and non-personnel costs 

directly attributable to the program. For example, this would include gymnastics or aquatics 

coaches and the supplies directly used for team practice and events. 

 Overhead Allocation: An overhead allocation is calculated each year to add the costs associated 

with registration, scheduling, and marketing to the direct program cost. This allocation is 

calculated as a percentage of all revenue-producing programs and then applied to the direct 

program costs to determine the final base fee. For FY14 and FY15, this allocation was 9.65%. For 

FY16, this allocation is 10.11%. 

Pyramid Levels 

The pyramid levels showing relating the degree of public benefit are described and examples are 

provided below. 

 First (Bottom) Level – Mostly Public Benefit: 0% Cost Recovery 

o For the community’s general use and enjoyment with little or no supervision or 

monitoring of their use. 

o Examples include parks, playgrounds, and community centers. 

 Second Level – Some Public, Some Individual Benefit: Up to 30% Cost Recovery 

o Programs and services with the intent of promoting basic health, well-being, and social 

connections. 

o Examples include nature center programs, and indoor gym usage. 

 Third (Middle) Level – More Individual, Less Public Benefit: Up to 85% Cost Recovery 

o Generally have limits on the number of participants at any given time, may serve a 

target audience, and may begin to “compete” with similar offerings by private vendors. 

o Examples include preschool and senior daytrip programs. 

 Fourth Level – Mostly Individual Benefit: Up to 100% Cost Recovery 

o Specialized programs/services/facilities that have an instructional focus, and/or 

competitive focus where the benefit is direct to the individual participant. 

o Examples include Enjoy Arlington classes, competitive teams, and fitness memberships. 

 Fifth (Top) Level – Highly Individual Benefit: 100%+ Cost Recovery up to Market Rate 

o Activities that are very specialized and benefit only the individual. 

o Examples include facility rentals and private lessons. 
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Definitions of Direct Costs 
As part of the FY 2010 budget, the County Board adopted DPR’s recommendations for the pyramid 

model, including the placement of various programs and services on the pyramid and the cost recovery 

goals for each level. 

Under this model, fees are determined by calculating direct costs and cost recovery goals. The definition 

of direct costs has changed over time. At the outset, direct costs were defined as including: 

 Direct program salary and benefits; 

 Calculated percentage supervisor salary/benefits; 

 Calculated percentage of department administrative staff salary/benefits; 

 Calculated percentage of facility scheduling costs; 

 Telecommunications equipment used for program; 

 Calculated percentage of overall liability insurance; and 

 Uniforms, operating equipment, and program supplies. 

Once direct costs were calculated, the revenue goal for the program or service was determined 

according to the target cost recovery goal for the activity.  

Cost Recovery Pyramid FY 2010 – FY 2014 (November 2013) 

 

In CY 2012, while developing the FY 2013 budget, DPR committed to reviewing and refining the cost 

recovery policy and its implementation. After studying two full years (FY 2010-FY 2011) of experience in 

implementation, a joint Department of Management and Finance (DMF) and DPR review recommended 

changes in the methodology to simplify  the budgeting and fee-setting process, ease administration, 
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allow for more regular reviews, and realign DPR practices to be more consistent with neighboring 

jurisdictions. This review was completed in CY 2014 and the County Board was briefed on 

recommendations in fall 2014. 

The primary purpose of this joint review was to examine the department’s internal processes for 

measuring cost recovery, with a number of goals, specifically: 

 Simplify and standardize the revenue and expense calculations.  

 Determine how to account for certain variables, such as fee reductions, discounts, grants and 

volunteer services. 

 Develop a standard for variables such as labor rates to minimize variability from one year to the 

next. 

 Review the cost recovery goals for each level of the pyramid and either recommend to change or 

affirm based on the analysis. 

This review resulted in significant changes to how the direct expenses were calculated. The revised 

philosophy removed the following items from the direct expense calculation: 

 Any application of salary/benefits for supervisor and department administrative staff; 

 Calculation of overall liability insurance; 

 Desk phone cost; and 

 Wearing apparel and operating equipment. 

Effective for fees developed in January 2014, direct costs would now include only the following items: 

 Salary/benefits of direct program staff; 

 Cell phone cost (if used only for the purposes of the program); 

 Direct program supplies; and 

 An overhead rate calculated to spread the costs of marketing, scheduling, and registration to all 

revenue-producing programs. 

  



Aquatics and Gymnastics Team Work Group 
Phase I Recommendations 

Page 65 
Appendix E, Continued 

 

 

Cost Recovery Pyramid FY 2014 – Present 

 

In addition, fee reductions that were formerly charged to the programs were removed to a Department-

level account so the program would now get the full benefit of a fee (essentially the program charges 

the Department for the fee reductions). All of these changes made the calculations simpler, but left 

intact fees that were developed before this revision, with the intention that analysis would be done in 

future budget years to determine the difference between the existing fees and their newly calculated 

direct costs. 
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