EXHIBIT NO. ___.L_
City of Alexandria, Virginia

L

3-72-02
MEMORANDUM
DATE: MARCH 5, 2002
TO: THE HONORABLE MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF CITY COUNCIL
FROM:; PHILIP SUNDERLAND, CITY MANAGEIt)/j

SUBJECT: CONSIDERATION OF AMENDING THE STATUS OF CHETWORTH PARK
IN THE CITY’S MASTER PLAN FOR DOG EXERCISE AREAS AND
FENCED DOG PARKS

ISSUE: Consideration of (i) the rescission of the designation of Chetworth Park as a fenced dog
park, under the City’s Master Plan for Dog Exercise Areas and Fenced Dog Parks, thereby
requiring that all dogs using the park be on leash, and (ii) the development of a temporary fenced
dog park at the City-owned site at Slater’s Lane and Powhatan Street until the permanent three-
acre dog park in Potomac Yard’s Rail Park can be developed.

RECOMMENDATION: That City Council:

(1) Notwithstanding any contrary provision of the Master Plan for Dog Exercise
Areas and Fenced Dog Parks, effective March 31, 2002, rescind the designation of
Chetworth Park as a dog exercise area, thereby requiring that dogs using the park
be on leash, and authorize and direct the City Manager to take all actions
necessary and desirable to carry out this rescission; and

(2) Consider whether it wishes to authorize the development of a temporary fenced
dog park at the City-owned property at Slater’s Lane and Powhatan Street, and to
allocate up to $60,864 in funds for this development.

BACKGROUND: In September 2000, City Council approved the Master Plan for Dog Exercise
Areas and Fenced Dog Parks (Attachment 1). The original recommendation from the Park and
Recreation Commission for Chetworth Park stated:

This park is too small for a fenced dog area. When the Potomac
Yard Fenced Dog Park and/or an additional site in this neighbor-
hood is located, this fenced dog park should be eliminated.

As a result of the public hearing on the Master Plan, City Council changed this recommendation
from “should be eliminated” to “will be reevaluated.”



At the October 13, 2001, public hearing meeting, Council received comments from a number of
citizens regarding the fenced dog park and the children’s playground use at Chetworth Park.
Following a discussion on these issues, Council unanimously voted that staff proceed with
planned playground changes at Chetworth Park, and look for an alternative site for the fenced
dog park because it was apparent that the two uses at Chetworth Park were in conflict.

On December 4, staff prepared a status report on Chetworth Park. The report contained an
analysis of altemative sites for a fenced dog park near the park, and stated that staff intended to
work with Crescent Resources (the owner of the Potomac Yard and Potomac Greens properties)
to develop one of the three acres at Rail Park as a fenced dog park site as rapidly as possible
(Attachment 2). A second status report was issued on January 31, 2002, which outlined the
meetings that had been held during December with various public groups regarding Chetworth
and Rail Parks (Attachment 3). At that time, the special use permit application for the initial
one-acre fenced dog park at Rail Park was to be considered by the Planning Commission on
February 5 and, if approved, forwarded to Council for the February 25 public hearing.

In a February 5, 2002, status report, staff recommended to Council that the designation of
Chetworth Park as a dog exercise area be rescinded upon the opening of the initial one-acre
fenced dog park at Rail Park, and thereafter that only dogs on-leash be allowed at Chetworth
Park (Attachment 4).

On February 7, 2002, the SUP application for the initial one-acre fenced dog park at Rail Park
was deferred by the Planning Commission for up to 90 days. After testimony by neighbors at
Old Town Greens and other interested citizens, the Commission believed that the plan needed
additional work to resolve traffic and safety problems.

DISCUSSION: Staff has reviewed the Planning Commission’s concerns regarding the initial
one-acre fenced dog park at Rail Park and those of the neighbors, and believe that the traffic and
safety concerns are most appropriately addressed and resolved at the time the Potomac Greens
site is developed. It is staff’s recommendation that we do not proceed with the initial one-acre
site at this time and, instead, develop, with citizen input, the design of the permanent three-acre
site in conjunction with the development and site plan for Potomac Greens. We anticipate that a
development plan for Potomac Greens will be submitted within the next 18 months.

In order to provide a temporary site for off-leash dogs until Rail Park is opened, staff has again
looked at the City-owned property at Slater’s Lane and Powhatan Street. We strongly
recommend that this site not be developed as a temporary fenced dog park. For one thing, a dog
park at this location would be inconsistent with the location’s identity as a gateway to the Old
Town Greens (as well as to the neighborhood in general) and, in the future, the Potomac Greens
and other nearby developments. A fenced dog park would detract from the appearance of the
entrance to these communities.



In addition, the City would, of course, bear the expense of developing this fenced dog park.
Development of the site for a 6,505 square foot fenced dog park, which is the size of the current
Chetworth dog park, is projected to cost $41,701; a 13,010 square foot park, which is the
maximum the site can accommodate, is projected at $60,864 (Attachment 5). At this time, with
the financial difficulties that the City is facing, an expenditure of this size, for a temporary short-
term facility, in our view, is not justified. Moreover, it should be noted that Master Plan for Dog
Exercise Areas and Fenced Dog Parks sets the minimum square footage for a fenced dog park at
21,780 square feet (Attachment 6).

Further, as you may recall, the City had contracted to sell this property as part of a retail/office
project that would encompass the City site and the adjacent property within the same block. That
project has proven to be infeasible since retail users could not be convinced to lease space. Asa
result, the adjacent property owner has recently sold his property to Madison Homes for
residential construction. Interest has been expressed in the City property for the construction of
additional townhouses which would be coordinated with the construction of homes on the
adjacent parcel.

The users of Chetworth Park are in conflict over the many uses that this small site now provides.
Many users believe that the use of the park by off leash dogs presents a safety problem for
children, who also use the park, and presents health issues for nearby residents. There have been
repeated requests to City officials and staff to designate the park in a way that requires dogs to be
on leash at all times. Many dog owners enjoy using Chetworth Park as an off leash dog area, do
not see this use as being incompatible with other park uses, and believe that the park should
remain an off-leash area until an alternative site becomes available.

It is apparent that, despite the best of efforts by many individuals, this incompatibility in uses,
and these disagreements among residents, are not going away. Because [ believe the
incompatibility is significant and does need to be addressed at this time (improvements to the
play area at the park are scheduled to begin within the next two months), I recommend that the
designation of Chetworth Park as a fenced dog park in the Master Plan for Dog Exercise Areas
and Fenced Dog Parks be rescinded by Council, effective March 31, 2002, and, from that point
omn, that the park be permitted to be used by dogs only when they are on leash.

Staff have attempted to find a temporary alternate site for a fenced dog park. In December, we
believed the provision of an initial one-acre dog exercise area at Rail Park would be a satisfactory
solution in the short term, but that solution has not worked out. We do not believe there are other
nearby sites that are appropriate in location and size, and that do not require a significant
expenditure of funds for what would be at best a 24 to 30 month facility. As already noted, I
recommend against such an expenditure of City funds at this time.

FISCAL IMPACT: $41,701 for a 6,605 square foot temporary fenced dog park, or $60,864 for
a 13,010 square foot fenced dog park. If Council wishes to authorize development of a dog park
at Slater’s Lane and Powhatan Street, this item should be considered as an add/delete item in the



upcoming FY 2003 budget deliberations. Besides these costs, the creation of a dog park could
prevent or defer the sale of the City property for other uses {(most likely at this time, residential
development). Based on the sale price of the adjacent parcel, the value of the City site is likely
between $1.4 million and $2.0 million. Proceeds from any sale would be used, as is our practice,
to enhance the City’s capital improvement program.

ATTACHMENTS:

Attachment 1: Master Plan for Fenced Dog Parks and Dog Exercise Areas

Attachment 2: December 4, 2001 Memorandum - Status Report Regarding Alternative Sites for
a Fenced Dog Park near Chetworth Park

Attachment 3: January 31, 2002 Memorandum - Status Report Regarding Chetworth Dog Park
and the Plans for a Temporary Dog Park at Rail Park

Attachment 4: February 5, 2002 Memorandum - Status Report Of Chetworth Park’s Fenced
Dog Exercise Area Upon Completion of New Fenced Dog Exercise Area in
Potomac Yard’s Rail Park

Attachment 5: Cost Analysis for Temporary Fenced Dog Park at Slater’s Lane and Powhatan

Attachment 6: Possible Dog Parks at Slaters Lane - Proposed Plat

STAFF:
Sandra Whitmore, Director, Recreation Parks and Cultural Activities
Kirk Kincannon, Deputy Director, Recreation, Parks and Cultural Activities




Attachment 1

EouBT W0, —L CORRECTED VERSION AS OF 9-35-00
SEE PAGE 2
e
6:@ a/ Alecvandria q-37-00
MEMORANDUM

DATE: SEPTEMBER 25, 2000

TO: THE HONORABLE MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF CITY COUNCIL

FROM: PHILIP SUNDERLAND, CITY MANAGE?

SUBJECT: APPROVAL OF THE PARK AND RECREATION COMMISSION’S MASTER
PLAN FOR DOG EXERCISE AREAS AND FENCED DOG PARKS

ISSUE: Approval of the Park and Recreation Commission’s Master Plan for Dog Exercise
Areas and Fenced Dog Parks as amended based on input from the September 16 Public Hearing
(Attachment 1) and incorporating guidelines for establishing new fenced dog parks and dog
exercise areas {Attachment 2).

RECOMMENDATIONS: That City Council approve the Park and Recreation Commission’s
Master Plan for Dog Exercise Areas and Fenced Dog Parks as amended to include the guidelines
for establishing new fenced dog parks and dog exercise areas and the following changes to
specific areas:

A) Area 1 - Founders Park - The Founders Park dog exercise area will remain located
where it is currently delineated near Union Street, and staff will continue to
monitor this area. Staff will recommend to the City Manager by April 2001 if
further action is necessary. If, at a later date, the dog exercise area is determined

to be unsatisfactory for all users of Founders Park, an alternative location will be
considered.

B)  Area 16 - Holmes Run - Pickett Street behind the CVS was originally
recommended as a new dog cxercise area. It is now recommended that this area
not be included at this time on the list of proposed new dog exercise areas.

O Area ) 7 - New area behind George Mason School - Staff will return to Council
with a recommendation regarding the proposed new designation or the use of
fencing in this area by December, 2000 after reevaluating this area with all area
users.

D)  Area 2! - Chetworth Park at Chetworth Place - The language in the Master Plan
has been changed to read: “‘When the Potomac Yard Fenced Dog Park and/or an
additional site in this neighborhood is located, this fenced dog park will be
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These amendments were discussed with the Park and Recreation Commission at its September
21 meeting, and the Commission concurs with changes A, B, and C. As to recommendation D -
Area 21 - Chetworth Park at Chetworth Place, the Commission recommends retention of the
original language, stating the fenced dog park should be eliminated when the Potomac Yard
Fenced Dog Park and/or an additional site in the neighborhood is located. The Commission

believes that if another more appropriate site becomes available, the Chetworth Park site is too
small for a fenced dog park and should be eliminated.

BACKGROQUND: After receiving testimony on the Park and Recreation Commission’s Master
Plan for Dog Exercisc Areas and Fenced Dog Parks at its September 16 Public Hearing, City
Council requested that staff reevaluate several sites, evaluate the request for lighting at the
Beatley Library fenced dog park as well as other fenced dog parks, and clarify which City staff in
the future will be enforcing the ordinances pertaining to the off-leash dog areas.

DISCUSSION: Following the City Council Public Hearing on Septernber 16, 2000, staff
reevaluated the following sites:

A) Area | - Founders Park Dog Exercise Arca; . .

In the Master Plan, this area was described as being at the northeast corner of Founders Park at
Oronoco Street and the Potonac River. After the Master Pian was disseminated in June, users of
Founders Park asked that this site be changed to a 100’ x 100’ area on the north side of Founders
Park near Union Street. The users and the Animal Control officers stated that this was the area
that had been used during the past several years, not the signed area in the northeast corner of the
park.

Staff recvaluated the area in June and found that the proposed 100" x 100' area in the northeast
corner of the park would impact both the walking path and the volieyball court. Staff installed
bollards designating a 100" x 100’ area near Union Street as an alternate site, with the
understanding that this site would be reviewed over the summer and addressed when the Master
Plan came back to Council for approval in the fall. Staff did hear from one individual that he
preferred the original location at the northeast corner, but the majority of comments, including
residents of the Founders Park area testifying at the September 16 public hearing and-numerous,
favored the site near Union Street.

It should also be noted that the Waterfront Committee at their June 15, 1999 meeting passed a
resolution that the “Dog Exercise” sign be removed from Founders Park and that the leash laws
be strictly enforced. The Commiitee believed that {8 should be no off-leash area at Founders
Park. At their March 21, 2000 meeting, the Committee addressed the lack of enforcement for
dogs off leash at Founders Park and asked that the City Manager call a meeting of key city staff
to address this problem. Staff reported to the Waterfront Committee at their May 16 meeting that
as a result of a meeting with the City Manager on April 19, three parks, Founders Park, Ft. Ward
Park and Simpson Park were selected for increased attention for enforcement of leash laws.



Between April 19 and June 9, Founders Park was visited 70 times for a total of 41 hours of patrol
time. Twenty five warnings were issued with no summonses issued. Currently Animal Control
Officers visit Founders Park at least twice a day and often, more frequently. At the Waterfront
Committee meeting May 16, members continued to express the opinion that Founders Park was
an inappropriate place for dogs off leash. Staff has also requested input from the Founders Park
Civic Association; however, stafT has yet to be informed of the outcome of a vote by the Civic
Association on this issue.

In light of the public hearing testimony and staff review, staff recommends that this dog exercise
area be located where 1t is currently delineated near Union Street. Staff will continue to monitor
this area, and staff will make a recommendation to the City Manager by April 2001 if further
action is necessary. If, at a later date, the dog exercise area is determined to be unsatisfactory for
all users of Founders Park, an alternative location will be considered.

ea 16 - un - Pi

This area is listed in the Master Plan as a recommended new Dog Exercise Area. Since the
Master Plan was disseminated to the public, the fenced dog park at Beatley Library has become
very popular, and an additional new fenced dog park will be opened this fall in Ben Brenman
Park. Considering the addition of these two areas, and based on comments at the public hearing,
staff concurs that a dog exercise area at Pickett Street behind the CVS not be included at this
time.

Staff recommends this area be removed from the listing of proposed new dog exercise areas in
the Master Plan. '

This area is listed in the Master Plan as a recommended new Dog Exercise Area. Inresponse to s
petition from 14 residents stating that they would only support this area for dogs off-leash if it is
fenced, staff will reevaluate this area. In order to receive input from all area users, a
neighborhood meeting will be held and staff will retum to Council by December, 2000 with a
recommendation for this area.

The Master Plan recommended this fenced dog park be eliminated when the Potomac Yard
Fenced Dog Park is opened and/or an additional site in this neighborhood is located. Many users
of this area asked City Council that the word “climinate” be reconsidered es this dog park is
currently a favorite place in the neighborhood.

The Park and Recreation Commission discussed this issue at its September 21 meeting, and the
Commission recommends retention of the original language, stating the fenced dog park should
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be eliminated when the Potomac Yard Fenced Dog Park and/or an additiona] site in the
neighborhood is located. The Commission believes that when another more appropriate site
becomes available, the Chetworth Park site is too small for a fenced dog park and should be
eltminated.

Staff also concurs that the Chetworth Park area is too small for a fenced dog park, and staff
recommends that the word “‘eliminate” be changed to “reevaluate” in the wording of the Master
Plan as it relates to this fenced dog park.

City Council asked staff to evaluate the request for lighting at the Beatley Library site and to
discuss what other parks have lights. There are no lights at any of the Fenced Dog Parks with the
exception of Simpson. Simpson Park currently has a light in the Fenced Dog Park, which was
installed on an existing light pole at a cost of $350. There are currently no plans to install a light
in the Simpson Fenced Dog Park near Monroe Street when we move the area from its current
location. Staff will look into costs for lighting all the fenced dog parks in the context of the FY
2002 budget; however, staff caution that depending upon the site improvements that could be
required at various dog parks, the cost to install wiring and lighting may significantly exceed
$350. Such improvements will need to be considered in light of the many competing priority
needs in the City’s budget.

Enforcement:

City Council asked for further clarification as to which City staff, in the future, will be enforcing
the ordinances. The Animal Welfare L.cague has four Animal Control officers who provide
service from 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m., Monday through Saturday, and 11:30 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. on
Sunday. Police officers will respond to specific calls from the Animal Control officers and the
public if available. The Recreation, Parks, and Cultural Activities Department will designate the
following positions to be trained by the Police Department to help enforce the ordinances
pertaining to dog exercise areas and fenced dog parks and issue citations: Deputy Director of
Parks and Natural Resources, Park Superintendents, Assistant Park Superintendents, and Park
Facility Specialist. This will provide an additional six positions authorized to enforce the
ordinances pertaining to dog parks Monday through Saturday.

: The cost for installing lights at the fenced dog parks will be considered in
the context of the FY 2002 budget; however, additional funding for these improvements will
need to be considered in the context of the many competing needs in the City’s budget.



ATTACHMENTS:

1) Park and Recreation Commission’s Master Plan for Dog Exercise Areas and Fenced Dog
Parks, including recommended amendments

2)  Park and Recreation Commission’s Proposed Guidelines to establish new Fenced Dog
Parks and Dog Exercise Areas for inclusion in the Master Plan for Dog Exercise Areas
and Fenced Dog Parks and proposed ordinance changes. (City Council Docket Item from
September 12, 2000)

STAFF:

Sandra Whitmore, Director, Recreation, Parks and Cultural Activities
Kirk Kincannon, Deputy Director, Recreation, Parks and Cultural Activities



Attachment 1

* MASTER PLAN FOR DOG EXERCISE AREAS AND FENCED DOG PARKS
FOR THE CITY OF ALEXANDRIA (including recommended amendments)

L3

The City of Alexandria has had 26 designated dog exercise areas for over twenty years, none of which
were fenced until 1996. Fences were installed at the existing dog exercise areas in Simpson Park in
1996, Chetworth Park in 1997, and Montgomery Park in 1998. The new fenced dog park near Beatley
Library on Duke Street was openedin 2000. These fenced areas have become very popular and citizens
are asking for more such areas throughout the City. In addition, citizens have requested that dog
exercise areas, where dogs can be off leash but the area is not fenced, should be improved by providing
well defined areas, trash receptacles and posting established rules.

Definitions:
Owner: A person having right of property in a dog.
Running at Large: Any animal that is off its owner's property and is not restrained
by a physical leash, which is held by a handler, attached to a
collar.
Handler: Any person having a dog(s) under their care, custody or physical
control.

Dog Excrcise Areas (DEA): Areas of open space set aside for the specific use of dog

owners’handlers to allow dogs off lead. Feces must be
immediately picked up inside DEA_

Eenced Dog Parks (FDP):  Fenced areas set aside for dog owners/handlers to allow their

Rules:

dogs off lead. Feces must be immediately picked up inside a
FDP,

The following rules will be posted at all areas:

« 8 & & » 9 o 9

All dogs must be under the owner's/handler’s control.

Only three dogs per person (owner/handler) are allowed in FDP or DEA.

All dog handlers must have a leash in hand at all times.

No female dogs in heat are allowed.

Only dogs 4 months and older are allowed.

Dogs must be legally licensed, vaccinated and wearing both current tags.

Dog owners/handlers must keep their dog(s) in view at ail times.

Any bite of a person or other dog must be immediately reported to Alexandria
Animal Control and all parties involved must wait for an officer to respond,
except in the case where immediate medical care is needed.

Dogs must not be allowed to bark incessantly or to the annoyance of the
neighborhood.

Dog owners/handlers must immediately pick up and dispose of, in trash
receptacles, ali dog feces.

Aggressive dogs are not allowed at any time inside a DEA or FDP. An
aggressive dog is defined as a dog(s) posing a threat to human beings or other
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dogs. Owners (handlers) are legally responsible for their dog(s) and any injury
caused by them.

. Dogs must be on leash when entering and exiting a DEA or FDP.

. If people are not abiding by these regulations, please contact Alexandria Animal
Control at (703) 838-4775.

In addition to the above rules, the following rules will be posted at Fenced Dog Parks:

. Children under the age of 16 must be accompanied by an adult when inside a
FDP.
. Food is not allowed inside a FDP, non-alcoholic beverages are atlowed.

City Ordinance: One of the first items that needs to be addressed is the preparation of a new ordinance
amending the City Code to limit, to three, the number of dogs per handler at both the Dog Exercise
Areas and the Fenced Dog Parks. The Commission befieves that for the safety of the animals and the
handlers that one person cannot adequately controf more than three animals at one time. This ordinance
will be enforced by Animal Control or by the Police Department. Based on the City's current civil
penalties provisions, a written civil citation would be issued in the amount of 350 for the first offense
and $100 for each subsequent violation. It is recommended that the civil penalties be raised 10 a class
four civil penalty which would be $100 for the first violation, $250 for the second, and $500 for each
additional violation.

Enforcement: The Park and Recreation Commission recommends that the animal control officer issuc
a written warning on the first offense. The City Attorney’s Office advised that this should be left to the
discretion of the officer. If a violation is of great magnitude, a ticket should be issued on the first
offense. It is recommended that in addition to the City’s animal control officers, the Director of the
Department of Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Activities may delegate authority to her employees to
enforce these code provisions and issue notices of violations.

What the City will provide:

Fenced Dog Parks
Covered Trash Receptacies/Pick Up Bags
Posted Rules
Fencing and Gates
Water if feasible
Shade where possible

Dog Exercise Areas
Posted Rules
Defined Boundaries
Covered Trash Receptacles/Pick Up Bags
Shade where possible

Additional Amenities

Additional amenities such as benches and bulletin boards will be added if outside
funding (citizen’s support) is available.
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1L - Recommendations for Existing Dog Exercise Areas: (Attachment 5)

Area 1 - Area at northeast corner of Founders Park at Oronco-Street-and-the
Potomae Union Street: :
This area should be retained in the short term with clear delineation of the area
with signs and bollards. Stricter on-leash enforcement should be attempted in the

" remainder of Founders Park. If it is later determined that results are

unsatisfactory, an alternative location should be considered.
Provide pick up bags end receptacles and additional signs directing people to dog
exercise area.

l! l i o . I 3 l- 1!. S
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Area 2 - City property at southeast corner of Gibbon and Umion Streets
(Pommander Park):
Recommend a small ornamental fence be installed on western edge as a buffer
between the park and the sidewalk on Union Street.
Provide pick up bags and receptacles

Area 4 - Southeast corner of Braddock Road and Commonwealth:
Recommend ornamental fencing on Braddock and Commonwealth
Provide pick up bags and receptacles

Area 5 - Hooff’s Run, east of Commonwealth between Oak and Chapman Streets:
Recommend reducing parking area if possible and enlarge exercise area.
Instali omamental fence along Commonwealth/Oak/Chapman for safety of dogs
Provide pick up bags and receptacles

Area 6 - Area between Ft, Williams and New Ft. Williams Parkway:
Area is located on top of hill in slightly wooded area. Identify area with signs
and add trash cans.
Provide pick up bags and receptacles

Area 7 - Along Old Mill Run west of Gordon St. (Tarieton Park):
Recommend moving DEA to area along the dry streambed and away from tot lot.
Make & clear delineation of the area with bollards and signage.
Provide pick up bags and receptacles in addition to posting the area near tot lot -
“Dogs Must Be On Leash”

Area B - Southeast Corner of Armistead and Beauregard:
Although the area is hilly and not suitable for Frisbee and other such dog
activities, it is wooded and still is a desirable location for people to walk dogs off
leash.
Provide pick up bags and receptacles

3
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Area 9 - Along Chambliss Street south of tennis courts:
Post signs designating DEA. Also need signs on either end of Chambliss Park
identifying the park. ,
Recommend boundary fencing along Chambliss and walking path up hill,
Pick up bags and receptacles

Area 10 - East side of entrance to Fort Ward Park:
Provide pick up bags and receptacles
Move area further away from Braddock Road and the Fort Ward Road, and
clearly delineate. Area should remain unfenced.

Arez 11 - Median to Timberbranch Parkway between Braddock and Oakley Place:
Provide pick up bags and receptacles at both ends
Clearly define area and avoid areas covered by poison ivy.

Area 12 - Chinquapin Park east of loop:

Move DEA to wooded area offloop. Opportunity for larger designated off-leash
area which could be delineated with bollards and signage.
Provide pick up bags and receptacles

Area 13 - East entrance to Monticello Park:
Delincate a specific area to be used as DEA with bollards.
Provide pick up bags and receptacles :

Area 14 - Edison Street cul-de-sac:

Unless use of entire area as DEA is acceptable, delineation is recommended.
Provide pick up bags and receptacles

Area 15 - 200 ft. W&OD Railroad at Raymond Avenue:
Recommend fencing at Raymond Avenue
Provide pick up bags and receptacles

Recommendations for New Dog Exercise Areas (Attachment 5):




III. - Recommendations for existing Fenced Dog Parks: (Refer to Attachment 5)

Area 18 - Simpson Stadium Park at Monroe Avenue:
Move the area from the Duncan Avenue side of the park to the Monroe Street
side of Simpson Park
Install water for irrigation
Provide a covered trash receptacle inside the perk

Area 19 - 5000 block of Duke Street east of the Charles E. Beatley, Jr. Library:

Reinstall fence and gates so they are correctly aligned with cement entry pad.
Provide covered trash receptacle
Reinstall fence to include tree area

Area 20 - Montgomery Park at the corner of Fairfax and 1st Streets:
Enlarge area, provide additional shade through the planting of trees and
landscape fence line.

Area 21 - Chetworth Park at Chetworth Place:
This park is too small for a.fenced dog area. When the Potomac Yard Fenced
Dog Park and/or an additional site in this neighborhood is located, this fenced
dog park should-be-eliminated will be recvaluated. In the meantime, fencing and
gates should be installed to ensure the children entering the play area do not have
to pass through the dog area.

Area 22 - Ben Brenman Park south of Backlick Run:
Provide covered trash receptacles.

IV. Recommendations for New Fenced Dog Parks (Attackment 5):

Area 23 - Southeast corner of Wheeler and Duke Street:
Recommend fencing the entire existing dog exercise area
Cover drain with grate
Provide covered trash receptacles

Area 24 - Potomac Yard:
A new three acre area park between the two rail lines just west of Potomac
Greens to be developed by Commonwealth Atlantic Properties as part of the
overall development of Potomac Yard.

Area 25 - Carlyle:
A new two plus acre park at the north end of Mill Road. Developers will fence
area, provide water, benches, receptacles and trees.



V.

" Recommendations for Elimination of Areas that are no longer Appropriate (Attachment

5):

Area 26 - Jones Point Park - The National Park Service does not allow dogs off leash
at any National Park. Jones Point Park is leased to the City of Alexandria by the
National Park Service and we must adhere to their regulations.

Area 27 - Loop at Duke Street - Telegraph Road Interchange - Due to traffic this area
is unsafe for dogs to run off leash.

Area 28 - Holmes Run Parkway between Library and Beatley Bridge (Recommend
new area be added behind CVS on Pickett St.)

Area 29 - Loop to Van Dorn from Duke Street - This area has no parking, no access,
and with heavy woods and bramble it is not a safe site.

Area 30 - Median of Yoakum Parkway near Virginia Power Sub-Station - Area is
small and in high traffic area.

Area 31 - Park at Rynex Drive - The vehicular entrance to the Rynex Natural Area is
between the park and Fairfax County in a very remote area. It is hilly and very
wooded.

Area 32 - Northwest corner of Seminary Road and Beauregard - High traffic area
and lack of access makes this an unsafe area.



Capital Costs:
For Each Fenced Dog Park:

Fencing
6' High - 6 gauge Chain link
includes two air lock gates and posts required

Ground Cover
Enkamat
3-D reinforcement of heavy nylon monofilaments
Turfgrids
Polypropylenc fibers rototilled 4” - 6" deep
Grassy Pavers
Flexible polyethyiene plastic

Grassing
Bermuda sod
Bermuda sprigging

Irrigation
Furnishing and installing
Trash Receptacles

Water

includes copper service, approximate cost of meter,
hose bib and fixture

Signage
Brown metal signs with white lettering

$161in_ ft.

$1.18s.f
$.76 sf

$148sf

$33sf
$20s.f

$.13sf

§$500

33,000

$300 each

Capital costs for a 20,000 s.f. fenced dog park (similar in size to Simpson)

Fencing (100'x 2007 $ 9,600
Enkamat with sod $29,600*
Turfgrids with sod $15,800*
Grassy Pavers with sod $33,600*
Trash receptacles, water service and signage $ 3,800
Irrigation $ 2,600
Total costs $31,800 - 49,600

* subtract $2,000 if Bermuda grass is sprigged
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For Each Dog Exercise Area:

Bollards v $80 each -
2' high constructed of recycled plastic with dog paw insigni

Trash Receptacles $498 each

Signage §280 each

Brown metal signs with white lettering

Total capital costs for Dog Exercise Areas (assuming 4 bollards) $1,100

Maintenance Costs for both Fenced Dog Parks and Dog Exercise Arcas:

Maintenance including asration, overseeding and fertilization $22 sf
Maintenance including grass mowing and trimming $.006sf
Bags and Liners for trash receptacles . $175

(approximate one year supply)

Fees: In order to assist with the capital costs and maintenance, it is recommended that the animal license
fees be increased, with a portion of these fees set aside for dog park initiatives. Currently, there is a state
mandated maximum of $10.00 per dog on license fees.

Current Fees: $10 - non-neutered dog
$2 - neutered dog

Recommend: $20 - non-neutered dog
$10 - neutered dog

Additional Recommendations:
It is also recommended to add a box on the license application requesting donations to
help maintain Dog Exercise Areas and Fenced Dog Parks.
Information on dog licensing should be sent to all households via some mechanism (car
tax bill, utility bili, or other method) to be determined at a later date.

Environmental concerns: The Park and Recreation Commission siso recommends that due to
environmental concerns and to ensure the water quality in the area any new DEA or FDP must be set
back an appropriate distance from a body of water.

Implementation of the recommendations will be prioritized and budgeted appropriately after the Master
Plan has been adopted.
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City of Alexandria Dog Exercisc Areas 7. Along Old Mill Run west of Gordon 16. ‘Holmes Run on Pickett St behind Duke Strest - PNF
and Fenced Dog Areas: St. (Tarleton Park) CVS -PNE 24. Potomac Yard - PNF
1. Northeast comer of Founders Park at 8. Southeast comer of Armistead and 17. Arca Behind George Mason School - 25.  Carlyle north of Mill Road - PNF
Oronoco Street and the Polomac Beaurcgard PNE 26. Jones Point Park - PE
2. City property at southwest coraer of 9. Along Chambliss Street south of 18. Simpson Park along Duncan Avenue  27. Loop at Duke Street - PE
(ibbon and Union Streets tennis courts -F 28. Holmes Run Parkway between
3. City property at northeast corner of 10. East side entrance to Fort Ward Park  19. Duke Street east of the Beatley Library and Beatley Bridge - PE
First Street and Payne Street 11. Median to Timberbranch Parkway Library - F 29. Loop to Van Dom St from Duke
4, Southeast corner of Braddock Road between Braddock and Oakiey Place  20. Montgomery Park at Fairfax and 1* Strect - PE
and Commoenwealth 12. Chinquapin Park cast of loop Street - F 30. Median of Yoakum Patkway near
5. Hooff's Run, east of Commonwealth 13. East entrance 1o Monticello Park 2]. Chetworth Park - F Virginia Power Sub-Station - PE
between Oak and Chapman Streets 14. Edison Street cul-de-sac 22. Ben Brenman Park south of 31. Park at Rynex Drive - PE
6. Area between Ft. Williams and New 15. W&OD Railroad at Raymond Backlick Run - F 32. Northwesi carner of Seminary Road
F1. Williams Parkway Avenue 23. Sgutheast corner of Wheeler and and Beaurcgard - PE

PNE=Propascd New Don Exercise Area, F=Fenced Dog Park. PNF=Propased New Fenced Daog Park, PF=Proposcd to be Eliminated
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MEMORANDUM
DATE: SEPTEMBER 7, 2000
TO: THE HONORABLE MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF CITY COUNCIL
FROM: PHILIP SUNDERLAND, CITY MANAGE §

SUBJECT: PARK AND RECREATION COMMISSION’S PROPOSED GUIDELINES TO
ESTABLISH NEW FENCED DOG PARKS AND DOG EXERCISE AREAS FOR
INCLUSION IN THE MASTER PLAN FOR DOG EXERCISE AREAS AND
FENCED DOG PARKS AND PROPOSED ORDINANCE CHANGES

ISSUE: Receipt of the Park and Recreation Commission’s Proposed Guidelines for inclusjon in the
Master Plan for Dog Exercise Areas and Fenced Dog Parks and proposed ordinance changes.

RECOMMENDATIQNS: That City Council:

1. Receive the guidelines for establishing new fenced dog parks and dog exercise areas as
recommended by the Park and Recreation Commission for inclusion in the Master Plan for
Dog Exercise Areas and Fenced Dog Parks ( as discussed on page 2 of this memorandum);

2. Pass the proposed ordinances that make changes to the City Code consistent with the
recommendations set forth in the Master Plan on first reading and schedule them for public
hearing on September 16, and second reading and final passage on September 26; and

3. Thank the members of the Park and Recreation Commission for their work on these matters.

BACKGROUND: At its June 27 Jegislative meeting, City Council received the Master Plan for
Dog Exercise Areas and Fenced Dog Parks (Attachment 1) from the Park and Recreation
Commission and draft ordinances amending the City Code. Council requested that the Master Plan
and ordinances be docketed for public hearing on September 16, and for adoption on September 26.

In accordance with Council action in June, the Master Plan for Dog Exercise Areas and Fenced Dog
Parks was released for review by the public over the summer. The Depariment of Recreation, Parks,
and Cultural Activities mailed copies of the proposed Master Plan to veterinarians, animal hospitals,
civic associations, pet supply stores, the Alexandria animal shelter, the Alexandria Animal Welfare
League and numerous interested citizens. In addition, the Department will post notices of the
September 16 Public Hearing at all current dog exercise areas and fenced dog parks prior to the
public hearing.

At its June 27 meeting, Council also requested that the Park and Recreation Commission develop
proposed guidelines, for inclusion in the Master Plan, that can be used by the City Manager when
designating future Dog Exercise Areas and Fenced Dog Parks.
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DISCUSSION: The following criteria are recommended by the Parks and Recreation Commission
to be used by the City Manager as guidelines for the designation future sites for new Dog Exercise
Areas and Fenced Dog Parks:

1. Area must be at least 4 acre, or 21,780 square feet.

2. Area must be at least 50 feet from a residential property line, or 50 feet from a
commercial/industrial structure.

3. Area must be at least 60 feet from the top of a bank of any stream bed or water source. It will

be located to minimize potential problems for wildlife and habitats, and is subject to normal

environmental assessment procedurcs, including the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act.

Area must be easily accessible for police and animal control protection.

Unfenced areas must be a safe distance away from roadways.

For Fenced Dog Parks, there must be adequate monies available to establish landscaping and

buffers around the perimeter.

A

Recreation staff concur with these guidelines, and have indicated that all of the criteria would need
to be met to designate a future site.

FISCAL IMPACT: Upon review and acceptance of the Master Plan for Dog Exercise Areas and
Fenced Dog Parks, staff will recommend that Council increase dog license fees for spayed and
neutered dogs from the current fee of $2 to $10, and for other dogs, increase the fee from the current
$10 fee to $20. There are currently 2,950 dog licenses in the City, comprised of 2,500 for spayed
or neutered dogs and 450 are for other dogs. Ifall of the current licenses are renewed at the proposed
higher rates, the increase in revenue would total $24,500 per year. However, an increase in fees of
this magnitude will likely result in fewer dog owners renewing their licenses, and as a result, the
actual net additional revenue received is likely to be less than $24,500. 1t should be noted that there
is no change recommended in the license fees for cats, which will remain at $2 for spayed and
neutered cats, and $10 for other cats.

The new dog license fee annual revenue will help offset part of the operating costs of implementing
the Master Plan. The Department of Recreation, Parks and Cultural Activities projects that the
additional operating costs of implementing the Master Plan would be between $25,000 and $30,000
per year. Capital costs would be additional (beyond the $25,000 currently funded in the capital
budget), and would vary based upon the particular capital plans developed for each fenced dog park
or dog exercise area. If City Council approves the Master Plan, City staff will develop a schedule
for implementing the proposed improvements to the fenced dog parks and dog exercise areas. This
schedule would be used to develop operating and capital budget plans, and the pace of
implementation of the schedule would be subject to annual funding considerations.

ATTACHMENT: 1. Master Plan for Dog Exercise Areas and Fenced Dog Parks (City Council
docket item from June 27, 2000)

STAFE:

Sandra Whitmore, Director, Recreation, Parks, and Cultural Activities
Kirk Kincannon, Deputy Director, Recreation, Parks, and Cultura] Activities
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Attachment 2

City of Alexandria, Virginiz

MEMORANDUM
DATE: DECEMBER 4, 2001 -
TO: THE HONORABLE MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF CITY COUNCIL
FROM:  PHILIP SUNDERLAND, CITY MANAG

SUBJECT:  STATUS REPORT REGARDING ALTERNATIVE SITES FOR A FENCED DOG
PARK NEAR CHETWORTH PARK

BACKGROUND: At the October 13,2001 public hearing, City Council received comments from
a number of citizens regarding the fenced dog park and the children’s playground uses at Chetworth
Park. Following Council discussion on these issues, Council unanimously voted that staff proceed

with the playground changes' in Chetworth Park, and look for alternative sites for the fenced dog
park by the end of year.

DISCUSSION: Staffreviewed five sites as possible locations for a fenced do g park near Chetworth
Park, including the site identified by Councilwoman Pepper that is immediately west of and adjacent
to Domino’s Pizza on Slater’s Lane. Inreviewing these sites, stafftook into consideration location,
property ownership, and the potential cost to the City of developing the site for a fenced dog park.
Of these five sites, the three acre site at Potomac Yard, called Rail Park, is currently designated to
be a fenced dog park as part of the approved Potomac Yard plan.

Crescent Resources has agreed to accelerate the development of this fenced dog park by starting
immediately to develop one acre of this three acre site for use by May 2002, with the remaining two
acres to be developed later in 2002. 1 have directed staff to work with Crescent Resources to
facilitate the development of this dog park as soon as possible. Crescent Resources will make
application for a Special Use Permit (SUP) for a temporary fenced dog park in December, have it
heard by the Planning Commission and City Council in February, and begin construction in March
with completion planned by May, 2002. After receiving additional community input from potential
users of the entire dog park site Crescent Resources will complete the remaining two acres in late
fall 0f 2002. Crescent Resources will pay for the development of the site, with no cost to the City.
A meeting for all City residents to provide input into the design of the dog park is scheduled with
the architects from Crescent Resources on Thursday, December 13,2001, at 7 p.m. at the Lee Center,
Residents from the Chetworth Park area will be invited to this meeting, but they will also be briefed
prior to December 13 at a separate meeting on December 6 as discussed below.

' The Department of Recreation, Parks and Cultural Activities had been working with
Northeast Civic Association for several months regarding improvements to Chetworth Park. At
the October 3 meeting of the civic association, the association approved the playground
improvement plans recommended by the Department of Recreation, which include removing and
replacing the playground equipment, and modifying the fence and gate so children can enter the
playground area directly without going through the dog exercise area.
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The following is a summary of the other four sites reviewed by staff, including why these sites are
not recommended as sites for a fenced dog park,

1) The parcel identified by Councilwoman Pepper that is immediately west of and adjacent to
Domino’s Pizza on Slater’s Lane: this property is owned by Crescent Resources and would
only serve as a temporary park until Crescent develops the property. The City would bear
the expense of developing the site. I do not believe it is fiscally prudent to expend monies
for the temporary development of this site as 2 fenced dog park, and I do not recommend that
the City acquire this site from Crescent for permanent use as a fenced dog park.

2) The City-owned property at Slater’s Lane and Powhatan Street: this property is seen as a
gateway for people entering Old Town Greens and, in the future, Potomac Yard. A fenced
dog park would not be seen as an aesthetically pleasing gateway to these communities. The

City would bear the expense to develop the site. This site is not recommended for
development as a fenced dog park.

3) The property at Slater’s Lane and Portner Road, adjacent to the City-owned parcel: this
property is privately owned. If it were made available for a temporary dog park, the City
would bear the expense of developing the site. I do not believe it s prudent to expend

monies for the temporary development of this site as a fenced dog park, and I do not
recommend that the City acquire this site.

4) The property at the corner of Bashford Lane and Powhatan Street: this property is owned by

the Virginia Department of Transportation, and the site is too small for consideration as a
fenced dog park.

Staff from the Department of Recreation, Parks and Cultural Activities will hold a meeting on
December 6, 2001, at 6:00 p.m. to brief residents of the Chetworth Park area on these efforts to
identify an alternative site, the plan to proceed with the development of Rail Park as the alternative

site, and the time line for the playground improvements at Chetworth Park. This meeting will be
held at Charles Houston Recreation Center.

While the one-acre portion of Rail Park is under development, Chetworth Park will remain both an
off-leash dog area and a park for children and passive users. Once the one-acre fenced dog park at
Rail Park is completed in the Spring 2002, I will docket the reevaluation of the fenced dog park at
Chetworth Park for City Council’s consideration, as required under the approved Master Plan for
Dog Exercise Areas and Fenced Dog Parks.

cc:  Sandra Whitmore, Director, Recreation, Parks & Cultural Activities
Lori Godwin, Assistant City Manager

St



. Attachment- 2
City of Alexandria, Virginia

MEMORANDUM
DATE: JANUARY 31, 2002 A
TO: THE HONORABLE MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF CITY COUNCIL

THROUGH: PHILIP SUNDERLAND, CITY MANAGER ’aj“

FROM: SANDRA WHITMORE, DIRECTOR 5¢J/2,
RECREATION, PARKS AND CULTURAL ACTIVITIES

SUBJECT:  STATUS REPORT REGARDING CHETWORTH DOG PARK AND THE
PLANS FOR A TEMPORARY DOG PARK AT RAIL PARK

This memorandum is in response to Mayor Donley’s request from the January 22, 2002, City

Council meeting that staff provide a status report regarding Chetworth dog park and the plans for
a fenced dog park at Rail Park in Potomac Yard.

Staff prepared a status report in December regarding an analysis of alternative sites for a fenced
dog park near Chetworth Park, which concluded that we would proceed with Crescent Resources

to develop one acre of the three acre Rail Park as a fenced dog park site as rapidly as possible
(Attachment 1).

Since the December 4 report to City Council, staff from the Department of Recreation, Parks and

Cultural Activities have held a series of meetings related to the development of a fenced dog park
at Rail Park.

. The first meeting was held on December 6, 2001 at Charles Houston Recreation Center to
brief the residents of the Chetworth Park area on alternate sites and the staff
‘recommendation to develop a fenced dog park at Rail Park in Potomac Yard. Twenty-six
people attended this meeting, including Councilman Euille and Councilman Speck.

Attendees were divided between accepting this plan or leaving the fenced dog park at
Chetworth. ' '

. On December 8, 2001, twenty-five people toured the Rail Park site with staff and gave
input. Comments ranged from possible parking problems, safety concerns, and the lack
of a playground in the Old Town Greens area' to enthusiasm for a such a large dog park.

'Staff held a follow up meeting with residents of Old Town Greens and members of Northeast Citizens®
Association to address this concern on January 14, 2002. Representatives from both Crescent Resources and Eakin
Youngentob, the contract purchaser of the Potomac Greens site, were in attendance. Residents voiced their concern
that the City was moving ahead on a dog park before addressing the issue of a children’s tot-lot in the Old Town
Greens and Potomac Greens area. After a discussion of the development process for Potomac Yard, which includes
the fenced dog park as a component of the concept plan, and the Old Town Greens development, which did not
include a tot-lot in the initial design, both Eakin Youngentob and Crescent Resources, as good neighbors, agreed to
explore with the residents possible solutions to their lack of a playground.
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. A third meeting was kield on December 13, 2001, at Lee Center for citizens that were
interested in contributing ideas for the initial one-acre dog park at Rail Park, as well as for
the three-acre permanent dog park. Twenty-seven people were in attendance, including
Councilwoman Pepper. Ideas ranged from drinking water for both dogs and people,
double-gated entrances, shade and benches, safe crossing across Slater’s Lane, lighting

for night use, bulletin boards, pick-up bag stations and hard surfaces beyond the entrance
gates and around the drinking fountains. '

In accordance with the time line presented in the December status report, the Planning
Commission will consider Crescent Resources’ application for a special use permit (SUP) to
make initial improvements for a public fenced dog park on the one-acre southern portion of Rail
Park at its February 5™ meeting. This SUP will be docketed for public hearing and consideration
at Council’s February 23 public hearing meeting. Amenities in the initial plan incorporate
several of the suggestions from the citizen input process during December, include fencing
around the perimeter of the dog park, fenced deleashing pens at the dog park entry, park seating
and benches, ground surface material for the park such as blue stone dust, screening of the fence
area that faces the Old Town Greens tennis courts, an asphalt trail that connects the dog park

entry and the street, covered trash receptacles, pick-up bag stations and a bulletin board for
posting park regulations.

City staff will also work with neighbors to make a safe route from the Chetworth neighborhood
to this site. At this time, the dog park at Rail Park will not be lighted. It should be noted that the
City does not currently light any of our existing fenced dog parks.

If the Planning Commission and City Council approve the SUP for the initial fenced dog park at
Rail Park, Crescent Resources intends to begin work as soon as possible with a target date of late
May 2002 to complete the project. It is the recommendation of staff that, at the time the initial
one-acre dog park at Rail Park is completed, the designation of Chetworth Park as a fenced dog
exercise area be eliminated and that the City allow only dogs on-leash at Chetworth Park. We

will be docketing this recommendation for Council’s consideration at the February 12 legislative
meeting.

Attachment 1: December 4, 2001 Memorandum - Status Report Regarding Alternative Sites for a
Fenced Dog Park Near Chetworth Park
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Attachment

City of Alexandria, Virginia 45

R ~/2-02,
MEMORANDUM
DATE: FEBRUARY 5, 2002
TO: THE HONORABLE MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF CITY COUNCIL
FROM: PHILIP SUNDERLAND, CITY MANAGE?S

SUBJECT: STATUS OF CHETWORTH PARK'’S FENCED DOG EXERCISE AREA UPON
COMPLETION OF NEW FENCED DOG EXERCISE AREA IN POTOMAC
YARD’S RAIL PARK

ISSUE: Whether the designation of Chetworth Park as a fenced dog exercise area should be
changed upon completion of the new fenced dog exercise area at Rail Park in Potomac Yard,
which is anticipated to open in late May 2002.

RECOMMENDATION: That City Council:

l. Receive the recommendation in this report, which is to eliminate the designation of
Chetworth Park as a fenced dog exercise area upon the opening of the initial one-acre
fenced dog exercise area at Rail Park in Potomac Yard, and thereafter to allow only dogs
on-leash at Chetworth Park. This recommendation is consistent with the original
recommendation regarding Chetworth Park’s fenced dog area from the Park and
Recreation Commission;

2. Schedule this recommendation for public hearing on Saturday, February 23, 2002; and
3. Following the public hearing on February 23, 2002, adopt this recommendation.

BACKGROUND: In September 2000, City Council approved the Master Plan for Dog Exercise
Areas and Fenced Dog Parks (Attachment 1). The original recommendation from the Park and
Recreation Commission for Chetworth Park stated:

This park is too small for a fenced dog area. When the Potomac Yard Fenced Dog Park
and/or an additional site in this neighborhood is located, this fenced dog park should be
eliminated,

As a result of its public hearing on the Master Plan, City Council changed the recommendation
from "should be eliminated" to "will be reevaluated.”

At the October 13, 2001, publii: hearing, Council received comments from a number of citizens
regarding the fenced dog park and the children’s playground uses at Chetworth Park. F ollowing
a discussion on these issues, Council unanimously voted that staff proceed with the playground
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changes in Chetworth Park, and look for alternative sties for the fenced dog park by the end of
2001 because it was apparent that the two uses at Chetworth Park were in conflict,

Staff prepared a status report in December regarding an analysis of alternative sites for a fenced
dog park near Chetworth Park, which concluded that we would proceed with Crescent Resources
to develop one acre of the three-acre Rail Park as a fenced dog park site as rapidly as possible
{Attachment 2).

Since the December 4 report to Council, staff from the Department of Recreation, Parks and
Cultural Activities have held a series of citizen meetings related to the development of a fenced
dog park at Rail Park. Due to the variety of opinions of their constituency, the Northeast Citizens
Association is not taking a position on this issue.

DISCUSSION: Crescent Resources, the developer of Potomac Yard, has agreed to make initial
improvements for a public fenced dog park on the one-acre southern portion of Rail Park as soon
as possible'. In accordance with the time line presented in staff’s December status report, the
Planning Commission will consider Crescent Resources’ application for a special use permit
(SUP) to make initial improvements for a public fenced dog park on the one-acre southern
portion of Rail Park at its February 5 meeting. This SUP will be docketed for public hearing and
consideration at Council’s February 23 public hearing meeting.

Amenities in the initial plan incorporate several of the suggestions from the citizen input process
during December, including fencing around the perimeter of the dog park, fenced deleashing
pens at the dog park entry, park seating and benches, ground surface material for the park such as
blue stone dust, screening of the fence area that faces the Old Town Greens tennis courts, an
asphalt trail that connects the dog park entry and the street, covered trash receptacles, pick-up bag
stations and a bulletin board for posting park regulations.

[f the Planning Commission and City Council approve the SUP for the initial fenced dog park at
Rail Park, Crescent Resources intends to begin work as soon as possible with a target date of late
May 2002 to complete the project. It is the recommendation of staff that, at the time the initial
one-acre dog park at Rail Park is completed and opened, the designation of Chetworth Park as a
fenced dog exercise area be eliminated, and thereafter that only dogs on-leash be permitted at
Chetworth Park. This recommendation is based on the conclusion that, largely due to the small
size of Chetworth Park, the use of the park by off-leash dogs is incompatible with the full and
uninhibited use of the park by children and other park users, and poses too many unacceptable
risks 10 warrant the continuation of the fenced dog park. This recommendation does not mean
that dogs will not be permitted in Chetworth Park; it only means that dogs will have to be on a
leash, under the control of a capable person, at all times while in the park.

' In the future, as development at Potomac Yard proceeds, Rail Park will be a permanent
three-acre fenced dog exercise area.
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FISCAL IMPACT: None.

ATTACHMENTS:

Attachment 1. Master Plan for Fenced Dog Parks and Dog Exercise Area

Attachment 2: December 4, 2001, Memorandum - Status Report Regarding Alternative Sites for
a Fenced Dog Park Near Chetworth Park

STAFF: Sandra Whitmore, Director, Recreation, Parks and Cultural Activities
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Attachment 5

Department of Recreation, Parks, and Cultural Activities 2/14/02
Park Planning Office

Cost Analysis for Temporary Fenced Dog Park at Slater’s Lane and Powhatan

Chetworth: Size =+ 6505 sf.

With 4" stonedust = 80 cy x 1.5 per cy/ton=120 x $20 per ton = § 2,400
Contractor = § 8,430
Fencing for this area approx. 327 If @ $16. per If + (2) gates = § 6,232
Water fountain: fountain, connections, trenching = $ 3,500
Two signs =% 100
Dog trash bag/recep. =§ 500
Geofabric .69/per sy @ 6505 sy = § 4,489
Earthwork = $ 1,000
Total = $26,651

Plus water meter if needed $15.000

Total = $41,651

Chetworth Doubled: Size = +13,010 sf.

With 4" stonedust = 161 ¢y x 1.5 per cy/ton=242 x $20 perton = § 4,840
Contractor = $16,993
Fencing for this area approx. 469 1f (@ $16. per If +(2) gates = § 8,504
Water fountain: fountain, connections, trenching = § 3,550
Two signs =% 100
Dog trash bag/recep. =3 500
Geofabric .69/per sy @ 13,010 sy = § 8,977
Earthwork = § 2400
Total = $45,864

Plus water meter if needed $15.000
Total = 560,864

Note: Based on Master Plan, /2 acre is minimum size for a dog park in Alexandria.
Y2 acre is equal to 21,780 sf.
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POWHATAN STREET

gy MADISON HOMES

POSSIBLE DOG PARKS AT SLATERS LANE
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EXHIBIT NO. _o2r AT
B-ja-06 2
ROUGH DRAFT

CITY COUNCIL OF ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA
Regular Meeting — March 12, 2002
Partial Verbatim

LI 3 I

17. Consideration of Amending the Status of Chetworth Park in
the City’'s Master Plan for Dog Exercise Areas and Fenced Dog
Parks.

Mayor: Okay. Let me give, I guess, a little bit of
history. We had a year-and-a-half or so ago, the
Master, Dcg Master Plan came before us for our
consideration. The original staff recommendation
relating to this particular park, Chetworth Park,
was that, that it, it be designated as a leash
facility, nct an off-leash dog exercise area. After
the public hearing and, and hearing from some
citizens, some of the citizens who live up there,
Council decided to, fo change that designation
against the, the original recommendation from staff
that raised that recommendation primarily because
they, they felt the area was tco small, there would
be maintenance issues and the pctential for
conflict. Well, a year-—-and-a-half later has
occurred and, and we’re here and much of, of
staff’s, I guess, rationale for their, for their
reccmmendation has, has occurred. We’ve had a fair
amcunt of, well, to say we’ve had a fair amount of,
of attention on this matter is probably an
understatement. We’ve had, you know, public
testimony at, at a public hearing earlier in the
spring at the, or in the fall. At that point we
asked that, that staff explore a suitable
alternative and that it would remain this way. We
would do scme improvements but it would remain this
way until we found a suitable improvement, or a
suitable replacement. That has, that process went,
went forward. Rail Park was, or some, some
improvements to, to what has been designated in
Potomac Yards as Rall Park was, was contemplated.
That is now sidetracked, and I think, you know, in
retrospect, probably I think that the staff did a
good job trying to make something happen there but
it’'s, it’s just, you know, not at the right time



Woodson:

and, and potentially the right place for, for that
to cccur. So we are at a, a juncture right now
where we haven’t been able te find a suitable
alternative, a suitable replacement. We still have
the conflicts. We have received e-mails, you know,
a fair amount of e-mails supporting the, the off-
leash facility, but, but we, we have, have literally
neighbors against neighbors, and that is not a
healthy situation for any kind of a community,
particularly the northeast section of, of the city.
And so, a couple, a month or so ago, Council asked
staff to, to docket this item for further
consideration for the possible change in the
designation of Chetworth Park to, from an area that,
that would permit off-leash dog exercise to, to an
area that would treat it just like any other park
and would require that the dogs be on leash when in
the park. Now, the recommendation before us from
the City Manager is that, is that we change the
designation to a, to a leashed facility and that
designation would occur on March the 31s%.
Additionally, and I asked the Manager to look into
this, we need to have a discussion and, and, you
know, potentially give the, the staff some guidance
as to whether we want to consider some City-owned
property at Slater’s Lane and Powhatan Street to be
utilized as a, as a temporary facility and, and I
think there are merits and demerits there of cost.
If it’'s temporary now, how long, how long is
temporary? Does it eventually become permanent? I
mean those are, are various aspects of that, that
particular decisicn. But, but the recommendatiocn is
before us tenight, and what I'd like to do is have
some discussion on it and then decide the issue once
and for all. Because I think one of the problems
that we're, we're faced with is as long as, as the
designation of Chetworth as an off-leash facility is
a predicate to finding a suitable alternative, we’re
not going to be able to move forward, and in the
meantime we will still have neighborhood unrest and
that is, is not, again, a healthy situation.
Discussion. Ms. Woodson.

Thank you, Mr. Mayor. I have a couple of guestions
for staff, and so I think what I’1ll do is I'11 ask
them one at a time and there are four cf them.

Okay, the first question is, what i1s the maintenance
cost at Chetworth, and I don't know if you’ve got it



Mayor:

Whitmore:

Wocdson:

Whitmore:

Woodson:

Whitmore:

Woodson:

Mayor:

broken out for dogs and what would it be without
dogs. Actually, two questions at one time.

Sandra?

I'm not sure that I have the current maintenance
figures right in front of me for Chetworth.

Estimate?

As far as going, let me just answer in general while
he’s got his pencil on the paper here. We visit
that park regularly to empty the trash. It’s a
small park. Because it’s so heavily used, we are
out there a couple times a week. It’s not going to
be significantly more in maintenance costs whether
the dogs are there or dogs are not there. I think
though once we maintain the turf or whatever turf we
have, we won’t be geing in to helping that. I will
have toc say cn the neighbors behalf they have helped
us try and keep that park area with mulch or bark or
grass in there. So there’s not, that’s not going to
be a significant difference between the maintenance
costs.

Okay.

Maybe a couple thousand dollars per year as
according to Curt.

Ckay. So that’s fairly insignificant, and the
reason I was asking that is because part of the
problem with the use of ancther site is that it’s
significant in, in cost, and so my questicon was, is
there any balance there if it’s going to be, you
know, significantly less at Chetworth without dogs,
can that ke used toc offset the additional costs at a
different site and it sounds like it’s dropped, the
?? doesn’t matter. Well, then that gets rid of the
third gquestion, and the fourth question is, when are
the proposed uses of that City site anticipated? I
mean there were some comments in here in our docket
item about -

You’'re talking about the Slater’s/Powhatan. Okay.
Okay.



Woodson:

Mayor:

Woodson:

Sunderland:

Woodson:

Sunderland:

Woodson:

Sunderland:

Woodson:

Sunderland:

The Slater, the Powhatan site. Yes. I don’t, is
there another site? That’s another site? That’s
the cnly site we have in here.

No, that’s it.

Okay. That’'s why it didn’t reference it, but that’'s
the site we're talking about. When do you
anticipate uses at that site?

I think it’s, the adjacent property has been sold.
And others, remember,

Right.

That’s been sold. I don’t think we have any, if
Barbara’s here, I don’t think we have any site plan
or any develcpment plans that have come in for that
yet. Anticipate if we were to sell and therefore
there’d be a single project on the parcel from
Powhatan over to, from actually not, from Portner
over to Powhatan, you know, we’'re probably talking a
year, 18 months, I would think. Some, in that time
frame to get the project, architecture design
through the site plan process.

And that, and that being the case, and given the
fact that there rezlly isn’t a significant amount of
money that is going to be saved with maintenance, T
know that I’'ve gotten at least one, and I think more
than cone offer from citizens to offset the cost of
maintenance in a site that is designated for dog
use. Would that be something that would be possible
for a period of 18 months, or until such time as
that site is no longer a feasible site?

Well, I guess the question is if we end up selling
it and we then, it may not be 18 months for it to be
developed, but if we were to sell it, we would sell
it before 18 months. So, when I gave you the 18
months, it’s kind of when the project would be up
and, and over.

Well, I guess maybe that was really the question
that I wanted to know.

Okay. Well, I guess if we were to do it, we would
probably contract pretty, pretty soon so that



Woodson:

Sunderland:

Woodson:

Sunderland:

Pepper:
Mayor:

Pepper:

Whitmore:

somebcdy would know they have the entire site to do
development.

Sure. And where are we in that process?

We, we have, we are waiting to to see a resolution.
Okay. Thank ycu.

So, we, we need some guidance from you.

Mr. Mayor.

Ms. Pepper.

I’'m trying to think my way through this, and I'm
very interested in, in the discussion that my
colleagues will have because I don’t see this as a
very clear cut issue right now. There are a couple
things I would like to know. First of all I guess
starting really kind of from the beginning, the fact
that we would have to walt some 18 months for
Potomac Greens for the Rail Park. Can’t that in any
way be speeded up? Let me tell you where my
questioning is beginning. It’s beginning from the
fact that, okay, 1if tonight we decide that the dog
portion is going to require that all the dogs be
leashed, on leashes. I don’t see that as brining
harmony and civility to this particular community.
This is a very contentious issue, and T just don’'t
see that as solving much. You’'re still going to
have a neighbor eye-to-eye and toce-to-toe. So I
kind of want to think a little bit about what cther
possibilities there might be, and I want to go back
to square one. Is there any way of speeding that up
and do we really have to wait until every last brick
laid for Potomac Greens before we can, can put in a
Rail Park there? That’s my first gquestion.

Several of the questions raised at the Planning
Commission hearing on the Rail Park had to do with
traffic and the inflow of traffic and how to exit
traffic off the one public street there. There is
going to be construction with Potomac Greens very
sheortly, within we think the next 18 months. What
they had thought that we could do is do a turnaround
at the end of the, I believe it’s Potomac Greens
Boulevard, and that is not possible. That’s going
to be a construction site very soon. So after
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Pepper:

Whitmore:

Pepper:

Whitmore:

Pepper:

Whitmore:

Pepper:

Whitmore:

looking at what the Planning Commission and what the
neighbors felt were safety issues, we did not think
we could address the traffic and the safety issues
before we had a full site plan for the area and knew
where the egress and entrance to Potomac Greens was
going to happen.

You make it sound like it’s not just a site plan,
and that it may very well be a whole construction
project.

Once we see the site plan that we will know how
they’re getting traffic in and out there, I think
that we can work something cut at that point, but
right now for us to go off and on our own and try
and solve this problem, I don’t think that that’s
going to happen. There’s only one public street in
there and the rest are private streets with
easements.

But 18 months is a long time to live with this
situation. I wanted to ask you about the cost of
the Slater’s Lane, just preparing a park there. Tt
seems to me, you know, I mean, what is it that we're
putting here that’s costing $41,000 or $60,0007? And
while I'm on that paragraph, I’d like to mention the
fact that if we require 21,000 square feet for every
dog park that we have, we’re not going to have very
many.

That’s true.

And I think the idea is, is really to have, have
more but smaller parks sc that they are closer to
neighborhoods.

I would disagree with you, respectfully disagree
with you. The American Kennel Association says that
cne acre 1s the minimum they believe is safe for a
dog park. You have to consider safety here, and we
could pare that down because of Alexandria’s lack of
open space when we did the master plan to a minimum
of a half acre. And -

Is that what 21,000 square feet is, a half acre?

Yes, it 1s a half acre.



Mayor:

Pepper:

Mayor:

Pepper:

Whitmore:

Pepper:

Whitmore:

Pepper:

Well, and I'1l tell you, you know, the smaller, you
know, the smaller kinds of parks, and I, and I
appreciate what you’re saying, but, but the smaller
kinds of parks you have, the mecre, and I think we
ought to learn from this lesson, the more
opportunities you’re going to have for, for
conflict, particularly if you’re going to scatter
them all throughout the City. I mean, you know, we
have some, we have some significant park, dog
exercise areas, dog parks, in, in parts of
Alexandria, and people drive to them. I mean, you
live across the street from one -

Sure do.

At, on Duke Street, and we’ve put them in at, at
Camercn Station. You know, we’ve, we’ve put one in
at, and again, learn from our mistake, because we
know that, that, you know, there is conflict with
the residential communities at Simpson. So, you
know, and I agree. I think that, that the larger
dog parks are, are probably more advisable.

Anyway I've got a ccuple more questicons. I'11 be as
fast as I can. So what are you getting for $41,000
or $60,0007

You're just getting site preparation. You get the
stone dust which is what we’re going to cover the
site with. The fencing, and that’s about $16 per
linear foot. You’ll get a water fountain and the
water fountain connections. Two signs. The dog
trash bag and receptacle that we have at all our dog
parks. The fabric that gces underneath the stone
dust, and whatever earth work we have to do to get
the site fairly level. This does not include any
drainage work whatsocever.

Gee, that sounds expensive.
And that’s -

Then let me get to, to the property at Slater’s
Lane. Such a desirable property I would think would
be, I mean I hate to leave these people kind of in
the lurch out there. The property at Slater’s Lane,
I can’'t believe that it’s suddenly going to become
less desirable in 18 months. Is there some way that



Sunderland:

Pepper:

Sunderland:

Pepper:

Sunderland:

Pepper:

Sunderland:

Pepper:

Sunderland;

Mayor:

we could land bank it 1f you will? You know, hang
on to it for two years.

Sure. You can hang on, hang on it for 20 years if
we want. The point is that we have a -

Well now, let’s not get exaggerating on this. I'm
talking about -

No, nc, what, what I'm saying is that we've got a
parcel that is directly adjacent to it that is now
under, has been sold for -

I know that.

Okay. If, 1f we put a, if, if we’re going to use
the, the City parcel as a dog park. Look, the, the
issue is whether it’s really going to be a, one of
the issues is it going to be a temporary, is it
going to be temporary? And, and -

Oh, my goodness, yes.

Well, with all respect, it’s, we, we said two years
ago or so we were going to re-evaluate this and
we’ve had a hard time re-evaluating it, and I, and I
dare say that if you put a temporary park in, when
you, when you ¢go to move, remove the temporary,
you’re going to be up here having the same debate,
the same debate.

Is that the Rail Park which hopefully would be in
place?

You’re going tc have the same debate.

You will have the same debate. There’s no doubt
about it. And I think the, the other appropriate
gquestion about, about, you know, let’s just say
it’s, it’s permanent. You know, the other question
is, well, what, what other improvements do we have
to make, and if those are monetary, but you know, in
terms of from a planning and land use perspective,
is that what we want to have at that location? And
that’s, that’s, you know, probably a more
significant question that, that if we, if we do it
right we should involve the vast majority of, of the
neighborheoods and civic associations out there in
helping us make that decision.
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Speck:
Euille:
Mayor:

Speck:

Mr. Mayor.
Mr. Mayor,
Mr., well, Mr. Speck and then Mr. Euille.

Mr. Mayor, this is anything but a happy moment. You
commented that this was very divisive. I, I don't
remember anything. We’ve dealt with some pretty
controversial issues. This is about as divisive as
anything that I can recall in a long time and, and
there’s plenty of blame to, to pass around on this.
And to be very frank, beginning with us. I think, T
think we made a mistake a couple of years ago in an
effort to try to be accommedating to the concerns
about the continuation of Chetworth Park, of leaving
that door open. We knew it wasn’t a good locaticn
for a, a designated dog exercise area, but we, we
were trying to work something out, and I think what
it did was create the feeling on the part of a lot
of people that somehow with the right pressures that
it would stay that way, and it was an instance where
not making a definitive decision let the
circumstance fester and that’s what it’s been doing
and, and failure to make a definitive decision now
will continue to allow that festering to go on in
which neighbors are pitted against neighbors and
clvic assoclations are in great dissent and people
are angry, and I, I don’t agree that, that it has to
continue. I think it will if we create the feeling
that somehow it’s not ever going to be resolved, and
I think part of our responsibility is to make a
definitive decision. As I said the other night, or
I guess last month, this is one of those issues and
there’s no conceivable way that whatever decision
we're going to make that people are going to be
happy. And the question is whether you stay unhappy
forever or whether there is just some acceptance of
a decision that may be unpopular among some, popular
among others, but nonetheless, a decision about, in
this case, land use. And I think that we, I think
we were genuine in our desire to find an alternative
site, and I think there were some real enthusiasm
about the possibility of the Crescent site. I don’t
want to go into all the reasons why it got
sidetracked but I would say that the strategy of
trying to sidetrack that decision in the hopes that
it would delay the restoration of Chetworth Park was
probably not, it’s certainly not the approach that I
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Mavyor:

Woodson:

Mayor:

EFberwein:

would recommend, but regardless, we’'re here now. We
have toc make a decision because otherwise I, I think
any failure to resolve this will, will allow for
that ceontinuing division within the community and
that’s just tragic to see this, this park become
such a battle field. The guestion that, that I
think we’d been discussing was if we wanted to go in
this direction and when would be appropriate to do
it, and the Manager’s recommendation was basically
the end of this month. In conversation with Mr.
Euille, he made a good point about providing a
little bit more time, making a decision but giving
people time to kind of get their hands around it
and, and maybe work out some reconciliation among
everyone, but making that decision ncnetheless, 1
think, is one that we need to do, so I'm going to
make a motion inconsistent with the Manager's
recommendation that effective May first that we
rescind the designation of Chetworth Park as a dog
exercise area thereby requiring that dogs using the
park be on-leash and authcrize and direct the City
Manager to take all actions necessary and desirable
tc carry out this rescission. And then I'm going to
speak to the, the other matter of, of alternatives
in a moment.

Let me go ahead and, and we’ll go ahead and address
the motion that, that has been made by Mr. Speck.

We have a motion by Mr. Speck to change the
designation ¢of Chetworth in terms of the dog
exercise provision and that would be effective May 1
and that we would rescind the designaticn of the, of
the off-leash provisicn and then require an on-leash
provision there fcrward. 1Is there a second to that
motion?

Second.

Is there any further discussicn on that particular
moticn, and then, and then we can, oh, do you have a
question? Okay. Ms. Eberwein.

I just want staff to respond. I know that they were
going to begin shortly some reconfiguration of the
tot lot and I'm wondering if, if that extra month is
geing to affect that or if we can just delay that
until, delay that tot lot configuration if it’s not
already contracted for the work to begin until after
the May first.
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Whitmore:

Eberwein:

Mayor:

Fuille:
Mayor:

Euille:

Speck:

Euille:

Speck:

Eberwein:

Speck:

Mavyor:

Speck:
Fuille:
Mayor:
Speck

Mayor:

Eberwein:

Mayor:

We’ve just gone out to bid for the playground
equipment and after we get a successful bid, it
takes probably six to eight weeks to order the

material. So May first would work.

Okay. Good.

All right. Any other discussion relating to the
motion by Mr. Speck?

Mr. Mavyor.

Mr. Euille,

I would have loved tc have made my comments prior to
Mr. Speck making his motion. Perhaps I could
support it, but I'm wondering if he would consider a
friendly amendment to move from May first to May
thirtieth. That’s 60 days, thereabouts.

Actually, I thought that going from March 31 to May
first was as a result of my conversation with you
that we went to -

That’s actually just one month.

It's, this is basically, May first is all of April,
half of March. 45 days.

What difference does it make?
I mean -

I don'"t care.

Will you accept the friendly, the offer of a
friendly amendment?

Cf what?

May 30,

May 30",

Sure.

All right, May 30.
Same question.

Same guestion,
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Eberwein:
Mayor:

Woodson:

Mayor:

Woodson:

Mayor:

Woodson:

Whitmore:

Mayor:

Staff -
S0, so0, 1is that acceptable to the second?

I don’'t see where it really makes any difference.
It’s just another, what, few days, you know, all
together. You know, I don't see where it makes that
big of a difference. 1It’s taking something away
from a group of people who, you know, clearly want
it, and I don’t think that another 30 days is going
to make them any happier. T dc have a question,
however, when it is my opportunity to ask it.

And I will, but is, so I take it that, that the
friendly amendment is acceptable.

Fine with me.

Okay. That’s what I needed, needed an affirmative
answer. Okay. You have a question, Ms. Woodson?

Yeah, I have a question, and I'm not sure who to
address this to. I understand that in some areas
there is a movement towards commercial dog exercise
areas where it is actually not owned by the City.

It is not a City dog park. It is a commercially
owned dog park. Perhaps i{’s a cooperative, perhaps
it’s just as it sounds, a commercially owned dog
park where people pay perhaps a membership. What is
the potential for that kind of operaticn in
Alexandria where there isn’t then any question
unless it’s not well-maintained, but there isn’t any
question about whether or not it’s going to stay,
today, tomorrow and, and 30 years from now.

I think the question is, is finding the commercial
group, finding land that was acceptable to the City
to put a dog park on, and then purchasing the land
and going through the site requirements that they
would have to go through. 1It’s finding a half-acre
of land that you feel is appropriate that will be
the biggest.

Well, land goes for about a million dollars an acre,
and so, a fairly expensive proposition for a
commercial enterprise. Other gquestion? Ms.
Eberwein.
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Eberwein:

Whitmore:

Mayor:

Eberwein:

Mavyor:

Eberwein:

Mayor:

Eberwein:

Yeah, I have the same question I asked when the
motion was for May first. How does that now affect
your contracting with the -

What, we can set the date any time we want to. I
mean it would mean a delay in getting the playground
equipment operable but we’re not sure exactly when
the bids are going to be accepted and the playground
equipment ordered and in. So I wouldn’t base your,
we've walted, at least for the three years I’ve been
here, toc get that playground installed so another
few days isn’t going to make or break the
playground. We’ll work around that although we will
have tc take part of that fence down to get the
equipment in, and at that point there would be a
construction fence around the area and it may not be
the safest place for a dog off-leash during the time
that we're bringing equipment in. Or we could delay
it all until the time and just do all of it at once
after which time -~

Well, that’s, that’s a determination you’ll have to
make. Ms. Eberwein.

Yeah. I, T agree with Ms. Woodson. I don’'t see
what we’re getting out of this additiocnal time. I
will support it but I, I really feel it’s, it’s more
negative. I know Councilman Euille is trying to
offer something to neighbors wheo have, have become
used to the park being off-leash, but I view this as
just lengthening the time of controversy and, and I
really view the extension in a, as a negative. I
think that it’'s -

Well,

I think that it’s time to move beyond that. Again,
I will support it but I, and T understand the
gesture behind the motion. I think that it does
nothing to solve the problem, and in fact Jjust
delays the neighbors getting together to plan the
park for the ultimate use and perhaps engenders even
more opportunities for controversial meetings during
the month of May.

Well, I think there is a major -

I fear that.
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Mayor:

Cleveland:

Mayor:

Cleveland:

Mayor:

Cleveland:

Mavyor:

Eberwein:

Well, I think there is a major aspect whether it’s,
whether it’s May first or May thirtieth. There is
some certainty that’s now been injected into, into
the process, assuming that there’s an affirmative
vote by the Members of Council,

Mr. Mayor.
Mr. Cleveland.

I will not vote for this measure. Yeah, I, I can
understand that where you're trying to talk about an
alternative place. And that was the whole idea. We
are negating a community and especially a whole, I
will say a majority of a community from operating in
something that we made a decision on. And when we
made the second decision, it was to affirm that we
would find another place for a park and then it
would go back to being, to being the regular tot
lot. So, we still haven’t come up with a definitive
place, and until we do that, then I could, I
couldn’t vote for the measure. But other than that,
I'm not going to vote.

Okay. I think the majority’s going to respectfully
disagree with you. Is there any further discussion?

I'm used to 1it.

Okay. That’s good. You ought to get used to it.
All those in favor say aye. Those opposed, no.
Okay, that passed 6-to-1 [Cleveland]. Let’s now
have some discussion about the, the Slater’s Lane,
Powhatan Street. Ms. Eberwein, then Mr. Euille.

Yeah. I, I sympathize very much with the comments
of Vice Mayor Cleveland, but we tried to come up
with an alternative site, and I was very, very
disappointed by the, the reception that we received.
Land 1s at a premium in this City, and I met with
the Mayor with a group of residents and it was
split. There were, I would say about a third of the
group was adamantly opposed to the site, about a
third of the group was willing to work with us and
to make it better, and about a third of the group
was, well, if we make some changes we might want to
work with you. And, and that was, that was very,
very disappointing to me. We had worked very hard
te get Crescent Resources to speed up the project
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and that’s all fallen by the wayside. There was an
alternative out there. Now, it may not have been to
everyone’s liking, but there are a lot of things
that aren’t to everyone’s liking in this City. We
located a school on less than three acres, less than
two acres, less than one acre in Cameron Station.

It doesn’'t meet the state regs for minimums for
playground space or anything else, but we deon’t have
the land in this City so we crammed that school on
that site and we went up. And the School system was
darn glad to get that property for that school. And
T have to say I'm, I'm extraordinarily disappointed
by this, this lack of willingness to work with us on
it. We, this year, tock a five-percent cut in all
of our departments, including the Recreation
Department. We have school construction needs.
We’ve got people clambering for tot lots, apparently
in your neighborhood is what we’re hearing. We
would like to make additional park improvements.
We'd like to put in a skateboard park for our youth.
Now, maybe that’s not important, but we have an
awful lot of dog parks, we don’t have a skateboard
park and it would cost about $200,000, and I have to
say, with barely concealed unhappiness, that to
spend $60,000 on a temporary park for 18 months is a
waste of taxpayer dollars that I, I will not support
and I hope my colleagques won't either. I would like
to see that money go to the skateboard park or to
park maintenance or to a lot of things or to the
creation ¢f a dcg park at the site that we talked
about with Crescent Resources. I am disappointed
that we have tc wait 18 months, and I quite frankly
if we were able to do it before in less than 18
months I don't see why we have to wailt 18 months., I
den’t think we actually do. I think that now we're
talking about planning an elaborate park with a tot
lot and some other things in it perhaps and so now
we're going to sort of delay it because the Planning
Commission had a lot of people come to them and say,
well there’s all these issues with this park.
Whether it was, as Mr. Speck has alluded to, a
delaying tactic to try to keep Chetworth in place by
defeating this other location, I don’t know. But at
this peint we have voted and I would like to see us
lcok at that other site and fast track it. But I
cannot support taking valuable City land that is a
gateway to that neighborhood and turning it into a
dog park for 18 months to the tune of 60 some
thousand dollars and then having toc take it apart
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Mayor:

Euille:

later, and probably less than 18 months. So, 1f, if
other pecple want to support that kind of notion, I
think it’s ridiculous.

Mr. Euille.

Yes, Mr. Mayor. The question I have for staff is,
there’s already ongoing residential development in
that, in that neighbeorhood, that adjacent
neighbcocrhood along Powhatan, not Peowhatan but,
excuse me? Portner, vyeah, along Portner. You made
mention of the fact that there is ancther
residential development that will come forward that
will occur next to the, the site, the City’s own
property site at Slater’s and Powhatan, that’s
Pcrtner, Slater’s and Powhatan, excuse me, and then
I am looking at the additional impacts of people
moving in, having pets, mainly dogs, that are going
o need more, you know, exercise areas. Have we
taken that inteo consideration at all in terms of,
you know, not, not even, forget the, the Rail Park
site but just the fact that what we know is already
occurring there and then what will occur, you know,
six months, ten months, twelve months down the road.
One could surmise, oh sure, they can, people can go
over to Simpson, but we’ve already heard from the
Simpson pecple that, and I, and I live right there
and knowing how overcrowded that, that park, that
site is presently. So, you know, I don’t want us to
rush to judgment tc make the wrong decisions without
having taken time to look at the overall impacts of,
you know, both the budding neighborhoods. Chetworth
Park just doesn’t werk, period. I mean, for, you
know, dual use with, with humans and then dogs off-
leash. I mean, I think the right decision is to
require dogs on-leash but at the same time T think
we have a responsibility to address, you know, the,
the, and meet the need in terms of well where can
dogs in that neighborhood go off-leash. Granted the
Rail Park site was ideal, but that’s you know not
happening right at the moment. And I don’t disagree
with my colleague, Ms. Eberwein, in terms of whether
it's wise or inappropriate or not to invest
taxpayers’ dollars for a temporary facility for, you
know, whatever period of months, but I, I do believe
that we have a responsibility to, you know, address
an issue. And actually when the discussion came up
and the Mayor mentioned tonight that he had asked
staff to take another lock at this, but back in
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Whitmore:

Sunderland:

Fuille:

Sunderland:

Mayor:

October I made mention, because as I walked and
drove around the neighborhood, it occurred to me, My
Ged, for, and I've lived in this City all my life,
you know, for the last 15, 20 years, that site has
sat there and nobody’s wanted it. Now, we’wve had,
put it on the market, there’ve been offers, but you
know, it just never sold. But in the interim,
something can happen there, and whether it’s
$40,000, $60,000, but I just don’t think that we
ought to discount that without, you know, giving it
serious consideration, but also not discount the
fact that that neighborhood is growing and is
expanding already so whether it’s the temporary site
at Powhatan and Slater’s or it’s the Rail Park, that
we’ve taken all that into consideration.

I'1]l ask Phil how many units may go in at that site.

I, I think that there probably on the order of seven
to nine units, perhaps, that would be able to be
built on our property. If you remember, if you go
to the last page on the docket item, I can’t tell
you exactly where it is but, you know, maybe it’s
where the “Y” or the “"T” on City Building is. You
remember that’s where the Metro tracks go under so
there’s a significant portion of the lot that cannot
be built upon. So, the, the arrangement weculd be
the, the homes that are now under contract along
Portner, I understand, if they were to build on
their own, they would face Portner. If we were to
sell our site, then homes, they would face in most
likely and be facing an internal street that comes
off of Bernard. So, sc, Mr. Euille, we probably, if
we're at eight to nine units on the private side, we
would build eight to nine on the City side as well,
and we'd go from, we’d add another eight to nine,
seven to nine units or so probably on that site. So
the overall impact -

But I can reference the fact that there’s that, all
that new construction that’s there now and those
units. How many units are there at the, whatever,
Manchester?

Well, I don’t know. There’s a number of, some
tocwnhouses and a number of condominiums.

That’'s on the other side of Portner.
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Sunderland:
Fuille:

Mayor:

Speck:

On the other side of Portner. Yeah, yeah.
There’s a bunch of them there.

Well, you know, and, and I mean let’s be sort of,
then I"11 get to Mr. Speck in just a minute, but, I
mean, let’s be sort of, you know, frank here. If we
move forward - yeah, well, but if we move forward
with, with anything at Slater’s and, and Portner,
it’s not golng to be temporary. And so, you know, I
think if, I think if there’s any notion or any
inkling that the Council wants to consider that
site, you know, we need to initiate a planning
process that, that is geing to inveolve the civic
associations and it’s going to be more than one
civic group, but just sort of, sort of like we did
with Upper Potomac West. You know, they need to
understand and they need to want it because it might
not, yes, it might meet and, and very well so, the
needs of a, of a particular constituency, but it
might not meet the needs of ancther. Mr. Speck.

Well, I mean I think as far as alternatives, there
are a couple of things. I'm not reluctant to lock
at other sites, but it’s got to make sense
financially and in terms of, of the, the quality of
the decision, if you will. That you’re picking a
site that’s useful, that doesn’t create another
problem down the road, and, and being mindful that,
that we are the stewards of the public money and we
don’'t want to spend it foeclishly just for, for a
quick fix. But I do want to just remind everyone
that the issue of the Rail Park, Crescent, is
actually still pending before the Planning
Commission. They deferred it for 90 days, and what
I'm hoping is that given the decision that we have
now made, perhaps there will be an effort to work
out with, with more fervor some of the issues that
came up at the Planning Commissicn in an effort to
resolve what we thought looked like at the time a
very attractive site. And not only did it leck like
it was going to work, but we got Crescent to fast
track it. They were talking about at the time had
this been approved before Planning that they were
looking at the use of that, that space late spring,
early summer. We, we thought we’d, we’d come up
with a pretty gocod sclution, and, and we don’t need
to dwell on everything that happened at Planning
Commission, but maybe there now might be a renewed
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Pepper:

Speck:

Mayor:

Pepper:

Mayor:

effort to work out some of the issues and turn that
inte something that could be very attractive. I
hope that might be the case. I, I just, I hope
that, I mean whether it’s an extra 30 days or not, I
mean I know pecple are angry, but, jeez, I mean,
take your anger out on us, not on each other. I
mean, 1t’s just, it’s, its terrible that, that you
all are fighting, you know, about whether your dog
should be able to run cff-leash or on-leash, I
think it’s just terrible, and I hope that, that
you’ll, you’ll put it behind you except the fact
that that a decision we’ve made that you don’t all
agree with, some do, some don’t, but that’s what
we're here for, and we, that’s why there’s recorded
votes.

Mr. Mayor.
Hope you all can find a way to work this out.
Okay. Ms. Pepper.

I would hope that staff will take this message back
to Planning. That we really do want to see some
quick action there. It seems toc me that this is
Just the kind ¢f situation where if there’s a will
there’s a way. We seemed so close to it before. I
know even that isn’'t an ideal situation, but I think
that works as, as well as we’re going to be able to
do 1it.

Well, I, you know, I'm more than happy to, to allow
that process to, to continue, but I, T got to tell
you I am, I am, I think that there are some
significant concerns. My opinion. Of what I know
about so far regarding access, pedestrian safety,
and safety at the site. 2&And those are, those are
issues. And I'm mcre than happy te let staff try to
werk those issues out, but, but, you know, you’re
crossing a major street, you are in an isolated area
that I think needs some light. Now, there might be,
might be solutions here. There might be solutions
here, but those are going to be real issues. And
maybe Mr. Speck’s right that, that now that we at
least have made a definitive decision about
Chetworth that maybe Rail Park, you know,
potentially moves forward. I, I have my, my
concerns about Rail Park as a dog exercise area.
Parden me?
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Whitmore:

Mayor:

As a temporary park, I, I agree. If we can go ahead
and plan it as the three-acre park and put the
monies in for the safety needs as you, low-key
lighting, etc., at the time, but to do this twice,
I'm not sure is cost-effective for Crescent and ?27.
I do think there is a lot that we can do and get
together with bcth the neighborhoods from Chetworth
and Potomac, or 0ld Town Greens. 0ld Town Greens
has also gotten some concessions in the last couple
of weeks and maybe less, they were angry toc for
reasons unknown. But I think we can get the two
groups together and talk with Crescent and see what
we can do with that park either temporarily or it
would be my hope if we have to move on the safety,
or not if we do, we do have to move on the safety of
the traffic returns that we do it in relationship to
the area of the three acres that we know we're going
to have permanently.

One, one final, final question. Regarding the, the
site at Powhatan and Slater’s, and I know that we’re
talking, or at least, the, the discussion in the, in
the staff recommendation was regarding a temporary
use. Agalin, my recollection is that some of this
property is not buildable. Correct? Not buildable?
Not going to put anything on it. 0QOkay. And that is
the area that you’ve sort of designated as, or vyou,
well, ballpark. And sco, so, you know, and I'm not
raising this as a, as an option at least at this
point. I'm willing to let you go forward, but, but
I'm not convinced that that necessarily is, is a bad
site for a dog exercise area and, and but we’ll let
the Rail Park process run its course. But you know,
I think the real question boils down to is that the
true use you want to have at that particular
intersection. And, and, you know, or do you want
another kind of park? Do you want another kind of,
of public use then? Because again it’s not
buildable. But that’s a decision that, that the
neighborhoods need to make because they’re the ones
that are going to have live with it and see it day
in and day out. All right. I don’t see that we're
going to resolve anything regarding the secondary
issue tonight, so I think it’s time to mcve on to
Item 18.

* 4 K Kk K
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DENNIS A. DETLEF 3-12
1335 Chetworth Court
Alexandria, Virginia 22314

March 8, 2002

Mavyor Kerry Donley

Vice Mayor Wilham Cleveland
Councilman William Euille
Councilwoman Clare Eberwein
Councilwoman Redella Pepper
Councilman David Speck
Councilwoman Joyce Woodson

Dear Alexandna City Council Members:

Attached is a resolution concerning the designation of Chetworth Park that was
unanimously approved by the Old North Port Community Association Board of Directors.

There are thirty-eight households comprising the ONPCA. The resolution was adopted
because occupants of 76% of the households have indicated that they would like
Chetworth Park to be returned to its original use as a regular City of Alexandria park, where
dogs are welcome, but are required by city ordinance to be on leashes.

The ONPCA Board of Directors trusts that you will take our resolution under advisement
when you consider this docket item in your March 12" City Council Meeting.

Sincerely,

Derinis A. Detlef, Member

ONPCA Board of Directors

RECEIVED
HAR 8 2002

CLERK'S OFFICE
A G




WHEREAS:

WHEREAS:

WHEREAS:

WHEREAS:

WHEREAS:

WHEREAS:

OLD NORTH PORT COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION, INC.

Board of Directors
February 28, 2002

RESOLUTION

The utilization of Chetworth Park as an "off-leash” dog run is currently being reviewed by the
Alexandria City Council. and

It has been observed that as many as forty (40) dogs per day have used the park and some
of the dog handlers are arriving in vehicles with as many as three dogs. and

Several ONPCA townhouse units directly border on or are in close proximity to the and the
occupants thereof can attest to the noise and noxious odors that emanate from the park.
particutarly in the spring. summer and fall months, and

Chetworth Park as it is now utilized 1s not conducive to greater usage by adults and chikiren
in the immediate neighborhood and may constitute a heaith hazard. and

It is the behef of the ONPCA Board of Directors that Chetworth Park was designated as a
dog run by the City Council two years ago without due process and does not meet the
established City of Alexandria guidelines for an off-leash dog run. and

Twenty-nine (29) of the thirty-eight (38) or 76.3% of the households comprising the Oid
North Port Community Association have signed a petition supporting Chetworth Park as a
"dogs on leash" park and requesting the city to find a more appropriate place for an off-leash
dog run

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT

RESOLVED:

That the Board of Directors of the Old North Port Community Association. Inc. opposes the
continued use of Chetworth Park as an off-leash dog run and supports returning the park to
its status of a regular City of Alexandria park where dogs are welcome, but kept on leashes

Above is a true and correct copy of a resolution unanimously adopted at a meeting of the Board of
Directors of the Old North Port Community Association. Inc. on February 28, 2002 at which a
quorum was present.

ONPCA Board of Directors

- d

Pattie Ryan, Prefgident & Kevin ans. Vice-President

Oéwwt Ssboedd Cgi“ 2

L~

Deanna Sibbald. Treasurer <C?v(:iia Casey. S)cretary

i et e S A STy

Barbara Smith. Director Denr}s A. Detlef. Directbr ()
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March 11, 2002

Mayor Kerry J. Donley, Mayor
City of Alexandna

City Hall, Room 2300

301 King Street

Alexandria, Virginia 22314

Dear Mayor Donley:

I am sending this information in reference to Docket Ttem #17 for the City Council Meeting
scheduled for March 12, 2002, CONSIDERATION OF THE AMENDING THE STATUS OF
CHETWORTH PARK IN THE CITY’S MASTER PLAN FOR DOG EXERCISE AREAS
AND FENCED DOG PARKS.

Attached you will find two separate items:

1. A map of the homes immediately adjacent to Chetworth Park, indicating (in red)
overwhelming support by these residents for the current shared use status of the park, with dogs
permitted off-leash in the designated area,

2. A 12-page petition that includes the signatures of 131 citizens of Northeast Alexandria that
SUPPORT THE CURRENT MIXED-USE STATUS OF CHETWORTH PARK - that is,
as both a children’s playground area and a dog exercise area (dogs off-leash). These 131
citizens live in the immediate vicinity of the park. (Please note that signatures that have been
marked through are repeat signatures, and are not counted in the total of 131.)

These items should give you sufficient evidence that there is overwhelming support in
Northeast Alexandria for the retention of use of Chetworth Park as a shared, mixed-use space,
and for the Department of Parks and Recreation to move forward to make long-needed changes
(a higher fence and separate children’s entrance) that would address existing concerns.

If you have any questions regarding these iterns, please feel free to contact me at 202-547-7424
(work) or 703-684-7054 (home).

Sincerely,

I D,

Theresa M. Forster
702 Avon Place




| 5002
0]
RN
o
[IRIAI
02
[ 308
[
[S16
| O

M.
AT I

n
®

1300 1302 faid
00 00 00

M6 1308 Ry
00 b 00

Chetworth
Park

Legend

Support

Neutral

Not home

Opposed

0/0

Kids (under 10)/dogs per household




I support the current use of Chetworth Park as both a children’s
playground area and a dog exercise area (dogs off leash).

I support the plan put forth by the Department of Parks and Recreation
that would create a higher fence for the children’s area and a separate

entrance.
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I support the current use of Chetworth Park as both a children’s
playground area and a dog exercise area (dogs off leash).

I support the plan put forth by the Department of Parks and Recreation
that would create a higher fence for the children’s area and a separate

Qayy

entrance.
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Kiista YWaslyr W3S Devan PL_as3iy
‘ &mmﬂkfd@«w 700 Denon £,

///M Maﬂ/%\—v 203 e van 7{7 ZAZ/ ¥
p‘g/wi%‘/ //////éh ?00/)&,-24 /% 22 3\

Tut (ANC RON (evor L 32314
’:STZ. 220U S ON

‘){P/uu pm DQA@H\

Sol Ve /0/_23/9-—.
€0 Loin

TIIARY JANE CANDAX

812 Devon Pl 2231
pworl Loy ev 16 Duvn 0.

h g Ptz Qi1 22319
a—% ””” o da? 1 Ll d
Matt Agne s GoU__Deyen Plges

LQA Qhwf\ BoU_ Devun Pl
/A/?\\J L/\!r

ALt Bisk )

0% Nesvites PAACE

¥0% Dizvoy Fipes




VO ol Aopest e xealbizhan (\ TNV
m;%ﬁmé\md& MR € Lo Jaid donei Aok s
B\ Ve %k\\nﬁ\\“ﬁﬁé o T QN\T\\ A3 an f\\bk (‘A\)(}\\O&&Q
RN %AJM ‘L\l 'S DO A U\u Pndohl Jd{b\
NN *\\x\m@ A \\ﬁw\ <2 e d o 6D
Ll oo\l o Aoy ook Dttienmaby e
A T T W N D\ Osas A Dt ey
Qr})\k\, Q{ltlv\\) \)\\AB\N\‘S DQUKL S DU&XQ Lf\MD“’
P A
o (V) /Y QA e D ondda
Yt“’/\u\\(}nr\h DL;\.nn\\:\) QCG‘\L\ Q%N\Q\hu \J

)




I support the current use of Chetworth Park as both a children’s
playground area and a dog exercise area (dogs off leash).

I support the plan put forth by the Department of Parks and Recreation
that would create a higher fence for the children’s area and a separate
entrance.

Name ] f — Address
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I support the current use of Chetworth Park as both a children’s
playground area and a dog exercise area (dogs off leash).

I support the plan put forth by the Department of Parks and Recreatjon
that would create a higher fence for the children’s area and a separate

entrance.
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I support the current use of Chetworth Park as both a children’s
playground area and a dog exercise area (dogs off-leash).

I support the plan put forth by the Department of Parks and
Recreation that would create a higher fence for the children’s area
and a separate entrance.
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I support the current use of Chetworth Park as both a children’s
playground area and a dog exercise area (dogs off-leash).

I support the plan put forth by the Department of Parks and
Recreation that would create a higher fence for the children’s area
and a separate entrance.
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W 1082,

I support the current use of Chetworth Park as both a children’s
playground area and a dog exercise area (dogs off leash).

I support the plan put forth by the Department of Parks and Recreation
that would create a higher fence for the children’s area and a separate

entrance.
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I support the current use of Chetworth Park as both a children’s
playground area and a dog exercise area (dogs off leash).

I support the plan put forth by the Department of Parks and Recreation
that would create a higher fence for the children’s area and a separate

entrance.
Address
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1 support the current use of Chetworth Park as both a children’s
playground area and a dog exercise area (dogs off leash).

1 support the plan put forth by the Department of Parks and Recreation
that would create a higher fence for the children’s area and a separate
entrance.
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City of Alexandria Website Contact Us - EMail for Beverly Jett
(beverly.jett@ci.alexandria.va.us)

Time: [Mon Mar 11, 2002 10:40:19] IP Address: [204.246.230.3]

First Name:
Last Name:
Street Address:
City:

State:

Zip:

Email Address:
Comments:

Erin

Lee

1312 Seaport Lane
Alexandria

VA

22314

els51@yahoo.com
Dear Ms. Jett:

| would like to go on record with the City Clerk and
City Council regarding Docket ltem #17, Status of
Chetworth Park, before Council on Tuesday, March
12th,

I do not support the proposed recommendation
before that recommends the designation of
Chetworth Park as a dog exercise area be
rescinded effective March 31st.

I do support City Council voting in favor of
developing a temporary fenced dog park at Slater\'s
and Powhatan Street. My neighbors who are
concerned about this issue are more than willing to
donate funds to the development of this site.
Alexandria Dogs which represents 500 members
and Del Ray Dogs are also willing to help in
fundraising.

Thank you for voting not to eliminate Chetworth
Fark as an off-leash dog park until the Slater\'s and
Fowhatan site can be developed.

Sincerely,

Erin Lee
1312 Seaport Lane
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Concerned Fairlington Residents 215 alizlo:
PO Box 6914
Shirlington Station
Arlington,VA 22206-0914

February 11, 2002

Alexandria City Council
City Hall

301 King St.
Alexandria, VA 22314

RE: Docket ltem 15, Chetworth Park's fenced dog exercise area.

Concerned Fairlington Residents is a citizens group dedicated to improving the
quality of life in Fairlington, Arlington and Alexandria. We are an historic
community, located in both Arlington County and the City of Alexandria.

CFR encourages the siting of dog exercise areas in commercial and industrial
zoned locations where they will bother no one. We encourage municipalities to
move DEAs from residential neighborhoods and public parks to locations zoned
industrial and commercial {e.g., the former Potomac Yards) whenever possible.

Many of Arlington County’s dog exercise areas have been constant problems
since they opened. We estimate that dog exercise areas in Arlington’s parks and
residential areas have cost taxpayers at least $1 million for unanticipated staff
time to resolve problems over the past 5 years. At least two Arlington DEAs will
need hundreds more hours of staff time to resolve ongoing problems.

We ask Ariington County and the City of Alexandria to find sites zoned industrial
and commercial for dog exercise areas, as expeditiously as possible.

Sincerely,

e Dt

Beth Davis
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Concerned Fairlington Residents 25 aliz|oz
PO Box 6914
Shirlington Station
Arlington, VA 22206-0914

February 11, 2002

Alexandria City Council
City Hall

301 King St.
Alexandria, VA 22314

RE: Docket ltem 15, Chetworth Park's fenced dog exercise area.

Concerned Fairlington Residents is a citizens group dedicated to improving the
quality of life in Fairlington, Arlington and Alexandria. We are an historic
community, located in both Arlington County and the City of Alexandria.

CFR encourages the siting of dog exercise areas in commercial and industrial
zoned locations where they will bother no one. We encourage municipalities to
move DEAs from residential neighborhoods and public parks to locations zoned
industrial and commercial (e.g., the former Potomac Yards) whenever possible.

Many of Arlington County's dog exercise areas have been constant problems
since they opened. We estimate that dog exercise areas in Arlington’s parks and
residential areas have cost taxpayers at least $1 million for unanticipated staff
time to resolve problems over the past 5 years. At least two Arlington DEAs will
need hundreds more hours of staff time to resolve ongoing problems.

We ask Arlington County and the City of Alexandria to find sites zoned industrial
and commercial for dog exercise areas, as expeditiously as possible.

Sincerely,

e D

Beth Davis
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MEMORANDUM
DATE: JANUARY 31, 2002
TO: THE HONORABLE MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF CITY COUNCI

THROUGH: PHILIP SUNDERLAND, CITY MANAGER p_f

FROM: SANDRA WHITMORE, DIRECTOR  5¢/2s /i
RECREATION, PARKS AND CULTURAL ACTIVITIES

SUBJECT: STATUS REPORT REGARDING CHETWORTH DOG PARK AND THE
PLANS FOR A TEMPORARY DOG PARK AT RAIL PARK

This memorandum is in response to Mayor Donley’s request from the January 22, 2002, City
Council meeting that staff provide a status report regarding Chetworth dog park and the plans for
a fenced dog park at Rail Park in Potomac Yard.

Staff prepared a status report in December regarding an analysis of alternative sites for a fenced
dog park near Chetworth Park, which concluded that we would proceed with Crescent Resources

to develop one acre of the three acre Rail Park as a fenced dog park site as rapidly as possible
(Attachment 1).

Since the December 4 report to City Council, staff from the Department of Recreation, Parks and

Cultural Activities have held a series of meetings related to the development of a fenced dog park
at Rail Park.

. The first meeting was held on December 6, 2001 at Charles Houston Recreation Center to
brief the residents of the Chetworth Park area on alternate sites and the staff
recommendation to develop a fenced dog park at Rail Park in Potomac Yard. Twenty-six
people attended this meeting, including Councilman Euille and Councilman Speck.

Attendees were divided between accepting this plan or leaving the fenced dog park at
Chetworth.

. On December 8, 2001, twenty-five people toured the Rail Park site with staff and gave
input. Comments ranged from possible parking problems, safety concerns, and the lack
of a playground in the Old Town Greens area' to enthusiasm for a such a large dog park.

'Staff held a follow up meeting with residents of Old Town Greens and members of Northeast Citizens’
Association to address this concern on January 14, 2002. Representatives from both Crescent Resources and Eakin
Youngentob, the contract purchaser of the Potomac Greens site, were in attendance. Residents voiced their concern
that the City was moving ahead on a dog park before addressing the issue of a children’s tot-lot in the Old Town
Greens and Potomac Greens area. After a discussion of the development process for Potomac Yard, which includes
the fenced dog park as a component of the concept plan, and the Old Town Greens development, which did not
include a tot-lot in the initial design, both Eakin Youngentob and Crescent Resources, as good neighbors, agreed to
explore with the residents possible solutions to their lack of a playground.



. A third meeting was held on December 13, 2001, at Lee Center for citizens that were
interested in contributing ideas for the initial one-acre dog park at Rail Park, as well as for
the three-acre permanent dog park. Twenty-seven people were in attendance, including
Councilwoman Pepper. Ideas ranged from drinking water for both dogs and people,
double-gated entrances, shade and benches, safe crossing across Slater’s Lane, lighting
for night use, bulletin boards, pick-up bag stations and hard surfaces beyond the entrance
gates and around the drinking fountains.

In accordance with the time line presented in the December status report, the Planning
Commission will consider Crescent Resources’ application for a special use permit (SUP) to
make initial improvements for a public fenced dog park on the one-acre southern portion of Rail
Park at its February 5" meeting. This SUP will be docketed for public hearing and consideration
at Council’s February 23 public hearing meeting. Amenities in the initial plan incorporate
several of the suggestions from the citizen input process during December, include fencing
around the perimeter of the dog park, fenced deleashing pens at the dog park entry, park seating
and benches, ground surface material for the park such as blue stone dust, screening of the fence
arca that faces the Old Town Greens tennis courts, an asphalt trail that connects the dog park

entry and the street, covered trash receptacles, pick-up bag stations and a bulletin board for
posting park regulations.

City staff will also work with neighbors to make a safe route from the Chetworth neighborhood
to this site. At this time, the dog park at Rail Park will not be lighted. It should be noted that the
City does not currently light any of our existing fenced dog parks.

If the Planning Commission and City Council approve the SUP for the initial fenced dog park at
Rail Park, Crescent Resources intends to begin work as soon as possible with a target date of late
May 2002 to complete the project. It is the recommendation of staff that, at the time the initial
one-acre dog park at Rail Park is completed, the designation of Chetworth Park as a fenced dog
exercise area be eliminated and that the City allow only dogs on-leash at Chetworth Park. We

will be docketing this recommendation for Council’s consideration at the February 12 legislative
meeting.

Attachment 1: December 4, 2001 Memorandum - Status Report Regarding Alternative Sites for a
Fenced Dog Park Near Chetworth Park



Attachment 1

City of Alexandria, Virginia

MEMORANDUM
DATE: DECEMBER 4, 2001
TO: THE HONORABLE MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF CITY COUNCIL
FROM: PHILIP SUNDERLAND, CITY MANAG

SUBJECT:  STATUS REPORT REGARDING ALTERNATIVE SITES FORAFENCEDDOG
PARK NEAR CHETWORTH PARK

BACKGROUND: Atthe October 13,2001 public hearing, City Council received comments from
anumber of citizens regarding the fenced dog park and the children’s playground uses at Chetworth
Park. Following Council discussion on these issues, Council unanimously voted that staff proceed

with the playground changes' in Chetworth Park, and look for alternative sites for the fenced dog
park by the end of year.

DISCUSSION: Staffreviewed five sites as possible locations for a fenced dog park near Chetworth
Park, including the site identified by Councilwoman Pepper that is immediately west of and adjacent
to Domino’s Pizza on Slater’s Lane. In reviewing these sites, staff took into consideration location,
property ownership, and the potential cost to the City of developing the site for a fenced dog park.
Of these five sites, the three acre site at Potomac Yard, called Rail Park, is currently designated to
be a fenced dog park as part of the approved Potomac Yard plan.

Crescent Resources has agreed to accelerate the development of this fenced dog park by starting
immediately to develop one acre of this three acre site for use by May 2002, with the remaining two
acres to be developed later in 2002. I have directed staff to work with Crescent Resources to
facilitate the development of this dog park as soon as possible. Crescent Resources will make
application for a Special Use Permit (SUP) for a temporary fenced dog park in December, have it
heard by the Planning Commission and City Council in February, and begin construction in March
with completion planned by May, 2002. After receiving additional community input from potential
users of the entire dog park site Crescent Resources will complete the remaining two acres in late
fall 0of 2002. Crescent Resources will pay for the development of the site, with no cost to the City.
A meeting for all City residents to provide input into the design of the dog park is scheduled with
the architects from Crescent Resources on Thursday, December 13,2001, at 7 p.m. at the Lee Center.
Residents from the Chetworth Park area will be invited to this meeting, but they will also be briefed
prior to December 13 at a separate meeting on December 6 as discussed below.

' The Department of Recreation, Parks and Cultural Activities had been working with
Northeast Civic Association for several months regarding improvements to Chetworth Park, At
the October 3 meeting of the civic association, the association approved the playground
improvement plans recommended by the Department of Recreation, which include removing and
replacing the playground equipment, and modifying the fence and gate so children can enter the
playground area directly without going through the dog exercise area.



The following is a summary of the other four sites reviewed by staff, including why these sites are
not recommended as sites for a fenced dog park.

1) The parcel identified by Councilwoman Pepper that is immediately west of and adjacent to
Domino’s Pizza on Slater’s Lane: this property is owned by Crescent Resources and would
only serve as a temporary park until Crescent develops the property. The City would bear
the expense of developing the site. I do not believe it is fiscally prudent to expend monies
for the temporary development of this site as a fenced do g park, and I do not recommend that
the City acquire this site from Crescent for permanent use as a fenced dog park.

2) The City-owned property at Slater’s Lane and Powhatan Street: this property is seen as a
gateway for people entering Old Town Greens and, in the future, Potomac Yard. A fenced
dog park would not be seen as an aesthetically pleasing gateway to these communities. The

City would bear the expense to develop the site. This site is not recommended for
development as a fenced dog park.

3) The property at Slater’s Lane and Portner Road, adjacent to the City-owned parcel: this
property is privately owned. If it were made available for a temporary dog park, the City
would bear the expense of developing the site. I do not believe it is prudent to expend

monies for the temporary development of this site as a fenced dog park, and I do not
recommend that the City acquire this site.

4) The property at the corner of Bashford Lane and Powhatan Street: this property is owned by

the Virginia Department of Transportation, and the site is too small for consideration as a
fenced dog park.

Staff from the Department of Recreation, Parks and Cultural Activities will hold a meeting on
December 6, 2001, at 6:00 p.m. to brief residents of the Chetworth Park area on these efforts to
identify an alternative site, the plan to proceed with the development of Rail Park as the alternative

site, and the time line for the playground improvements at Chetworth Park. This meeting will be
held at Charles Houston Recreation Center.

While the one-acre portion of Rail Park is under development, Chetworth Park will remain both an
off-leash dog area and a park for children and passive users. Once the one-acre fenced dog park at
Rail Park is completed in the Spring 2002, I will docket the reevaluation of the fenced dog park at

Chetworth Park for City Council’s consideration, as required under the approved Master Plan for
Dog Exercise Areas and Fenced Dog Parks.

ce: Sandra Whitmore, Director, Recreation, Parks & Cultural Activities
Lori Godwin, Assistant City Manager
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