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PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE

The Public Works Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Tuesday, February 11, 2014 at 5:00 p.m. in the City Council Chamber, Raleigh Municipal Building, 222 West Hargett Street, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present:
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Recreation Superintendent Hisler 
Chairman Weeks called the meeting to order at 5:00 p.m. 

Item # 13-03 Dog and Other Pet Prohibition in Certain Areas/Dangerous Dogs -  This item was referred to the Public Works Committee during the January 7, 2014 City Council meeting. 

Parks Superintendant Schindler gave an overview of the following information:

SUBJECT: Prohibition of Dogs and Other Pets from Certain Areas of Parks
The Parks, Recreation and Greenway Advisory Board (PRGAB) presented its recommendations on this issue to City Council on January 7, 2014. The item was referred to the Public Works Committee for further consideration. The following report is provided for your information and review. Included are committee meeting minutes, the minutes from the special public meeting held on May 22, 2013 and PROAB meeting minutes. Department staff will make a presentation at an upcoming Public Works Committee meeting.

General Overview

This origin of this issue is two-fold; direct public concern and anecdotal information provided by department staff. The department has historically and continues to observe citizens unleashing their dogs in our parks and allowing them to free range. On open park grounds, free ranging animals often roam beyond the sight and control of their owners and have the potential to interact unrestricted with other park patrons. Citizens also use fenced athletic fields, court areas and playgrounds as dog parks - allowing pets to run off-leash within the fenced area. Staff observing these activities are asked to remind patrons of the applicable city codes, but have no enforcement capability. The department has also received complaint calls from citizens about these issues, as well as dog owners who do no remove pet waste from park grounds and facilities. Department staff has locked gates to athletic fields prior to youth play in response to complaints from parents and coaches about pet waste. Staff has also worked with the Animal Control Unit of RPD to focus enforcement at these locations.

On several occasions department playground maintenance staff has found damage to rubber swing seats from their use in training fighting dogs (teeth marks/shredding, etc.). This is especially alarming given the number of incidents across the country where certain fighting breeds have seriously injured or killed young children. The Raleigh Police Department has also investigated dog fighting activity along the Walnut Creek Greenway Trail.

There have also been several accidents between cyclists and dogs on greenway trails involving retractable leashes. A standard dog leash (non-retractable is 6 feet in length. Retractable leashes come in varying lengths up to 30 feet. Injuries resulting from cyclists colliding with dog leashes extended across trails have ranged from minor cuts and scrapes to ruptured internal organs.

Community Request

In 2010, several citizens in the Oakwood community approached the department with concerns about incidents between dogs and other dogs and dogs and children at Oakwood Commons Park. This fenced mini-park is comprised of a playground with adjacent play lawn. Some residents were unleashing their pet within this small enclosed space. There were also complaints about potential adverse health effects related to dog owners not removing dog waste from the park. There is a dog waste station in the park along with signage referencing the city code related to pet waste removal and dogs on leash. Citizens in this community asked the department to ban dogs from the park. After initial discussion with the City Attorney’s Office, the department requested City Council to add this issue as an item to PRGAB work plan. With Council approval, the PROAB did ultimately undertake this issue through its Greenway and Urban Tree Committee beginning in March, 2013.

PRGAB Work Plan Item

Review the need to develop a policy and subsequent ordinance prohibiting dogs and other pets from specific park use areas (playgrounds, athletic fields, court areas, etc.) with the exception of dogs trained to assist those with disabilities.

Committee Review

At the February 2013 PRGAB meeting, the Greenway and Urban Trees Committee was assigned the work plan item related to prohibition of dogs and other pets from certain park use areas.  The Greenways and Urban Trees Committee reviewed the following:

1) Current City ordinances related to the definition of pet and domesticated animals, animals running at large and removal of pet waste.

2) Enforcement by the Animal Control Division of the Raleigh Police Department.

3) Comparative study of other municipalities - animal control officers per capita.

4) Penalties for ordinance violations; comparative fine structure of other jurisdictions.

5) Diseases transmitted from dogs to humans via feces and urine.

6) Dog bite incidence and demographics; diseases associated with dog bites.

7) Dog fighting and associated training techniques; dog fighting laws.

8) Comparative policies from other municipalities related to prohibition of dogs and other pets from certain public park areas; restriction of pet leash length and type.

Public Input

Along with the opportunity for public input at the Greenway and Urban Tree Committee meetings on March 14, April 11, June 13 and July 11, a special public input meeting was held on May 22, 2013 in Room 305 of the Raleigh Municipal Building. The committee received comments from 18 citizens. A copy of the minutes from the public input meeting is attached. The committee also received public input from six citizens at its meeting on July 11, 2013. The PRGA_B received public input at its meeting on July 18, 2013. Minutes from these meetings and the November 21, 2013 PRGAB meeting are also attached.

Mr. Schindler stated in addition Staff has received 44 contacts from citizens through emails, facebook, and phones.
Current City Code

Current city code requires pet owners to remove and dispose of pet waste (fecal matter) from both public and private property. Some owners are not as diligent as others in removal of waste which can pose a public health issue (as well as a public nuisance) for patrons utilizing park facilities. Current city code also prohibits unleashed dogs (dogs at large) on public property with the exception of our designated dog parks. (Raleigh Code of Ordinances: Chapter 3. Animals: Article A.: General Provisions: Sec. 12-3007: Running at Large Prohibited and Raleigh Code of Ordinances: Chapter 3.  Animals: Article B.: Dogs and Cats: Division 1: Generally: Sec. 12-301 1: Dogs at Large; Defecation on Streets and Private Property).

Zoonotic Diseases and Dog Bites

Dog waste and urine cause physical damage to athletic turf and landscaping, contaminate safety surfacing and sand-play areas in playgrounds and can adversely impact the use of park facilities such as ball fields and courts. There is substantial scientific research (CDC) related to transfer of parasites from dog waste and urine to humans. There is also a body of work related to dog bites. The peak incidence of animal bites occurs among children aged 5-9 years old. 80-90% of all animal bites that occur in the US are from dogs. While the incidence of death is relatively low (10-20 annually), the total number of dog bites is high (3-6 million per year). The amount and severity of damage that can be potentially sustained by a small child is great given their inability to react and protect themselves, along with their limited knowledge related to the social nature of some breeds, older dogs, etc.

Comparative Review of Other Jurisdictions

A number of jurisdictions and park systems in the United States and elsewhere have prohibited dogs from particular public areas and restricted dog leash length and type. Examples include the following:

· Seattle: dogs not allowed at organized athletic fields, beaches or children’s play areas in Seattle parks.

· New York City: dogs not permitted in playgrounds, zoos, swimming pools/facilities, bathing areas/beaches, fountains, ball fields, or on basketball handball/tennis courts.

· San Francisco: dogs prohibited from playgrounds.

· Orange County (CA): dogs banned from athletic fields and playgrounds.

· Mecklenburg County, NC: dogs prohibited from playgrounds, athletic fields and swimming pools.

· Portland, Oregon: dogs prohibited from athletic fields, tennis courts, basketball courts, running tracks, lakes, fountains and streams.

· New York City: dog must be restrained on a leash or chain no more than six feet in length if in or abutting a public place.

· Los Angeles, CA: off of private property, a dog must be substantially restrained by a chain or leash not exceeding six feet in length.

· San Jose, CA: pets must be on non-retractable leash no longer than six (6) feet in length.

· Bloomington, IN: pets must be on non-retractable leash no longer than six (6) feet in length.

· Charles County, MD.: pets must be on non-retractable leash no longer than six (6) feet in length.

Attachments: -

1) PRGAB recommendations.

2) GWUT Committee minutes: March 14, 2013.

3) GWUT Committee minutes: April 11, 2013.

4) Public Meeting Minutes: May 22, 2013.

5) GWUT Committee minutes: June 13, 2013.

6) GWUT Committee minutes: July 11, 2013.

7) PRGAB meeting minutes: July 18, 2013.

8) PRGAB meeting minutes: November 21, 2013.

Recommendation from the Greenway and Urban Trees Committee Excerpt from page 4 of the PRGAB draft minutes (July 18, 2013):

Recommendations from the Greenway and Urban Trees Committee were presented by Mr. Schindler as follows:

(1) The Parks, Recreation and Cultural Resources Department currently provide three off-leash dog parks (Millbrook Dog Park, Carolina Pines Dog Park and Oakwood Dog Park). The City should place a priority on the development of additional dog parks and dog areas to meet the growing demand for these facilities and to provide an alternative to the use of athletic fields, courts and other non-sanctioned areas currently being utilized for this purpose.

(2) Dogs and other pets as defined in Raleigh Code of Ordinances: Chapter 3.

Animals: Article A.: General Provisions: Sec 12-3004: Definitions: Pets shall be prohibited from the following areas in City of Raleigh Parks, Open Spaces and Greenways:

(a) Playground areas;

(b) Athletic fields (fenced and unfenced)

(c) Tennis Courts;

(d) Basketball courts

(e) Volleyball Courts
(f) Horseshoe pits, and

(g) Other areas as designated by the Department Director.

(3) Dogs shall be permitted in City of Raleigh Parks, open spaces, greenways and other properties managed and maintained by the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Resources Department and shall be leashed at all times per Raleigh Code of Ordinances: Chapter 3. Animals: Article A.: General Provisions: Section 12- 3007: Running at Large Prohibited and Raleigh Code of Ordinances: Chapter 3. Animals: Article B.: Dogs and Cats: Division I: Generally: Section 12-3011: Dogs at Large; Defecation on Streets and Private Property, (a). only non- retractable leashes up to six (6) feet in length shall be permitted. Areas designated by City Council as dog exercise and play areas shall be exempted per Ordinance No. 2013-57.

The following are provided as comments outside of the official committee recommendation since they are not officially part of the Parks, Recreation and Greenway Advisory Board work plan item:
· The current fine structure as outlined in Raleigh Code of Ordinances Chapter 3, Animals: Article E.: Administration and Enforcement Division: Division 1:  Impoundment and Disposition: Section 12-3069 Fines and Penalties, (a) and (b).

It is suggested that increased fines and penalties might provide a more significant deterrent to violators.
· It is suggested that additional officers and staff may need to be added to the Animal Control Unit of the Raleigh Police Department to provide enhanced enforcement capability.
In addition, the Parks, Recreation and Greenway Advisory Board seeks authorization from City Council to add to the current work plan the opportunity to work with staff to research and review the development of additional dog parks and dog areas. This will include the opportunity to partner with neighborhoods to assist the department with ongoing maintenance of these areas.

Mr. Schindler also gave an overview of the following PowerPoint presentation:
Prohibition of Dogs from Certain Areas of City Parks
Dogs and other pets would continue to be allowed within general use areas of City parks and along greenway trails as long as they are appropriately leashed and owners remove pet waste. 

Off-Leash Opportunities

· Currently three off-leash dog parks: 
- Millbrook Dog Park 

- Oakwood Dog Park 

- Carolina Pines Dog Park 
· Management through citizen advocacy group at each location. 

· Code permitted. 

Dog Parks in Existing Park Master Plans
Buffalo Road Athletic Park: included in park master plan; location shown would be difficult site due to access and wetlands. 

Leesville Road Park: originally considered but not officially in the park master plan; referred to Strickland Road Park for possible inclusion in master plan; not included. This was referred back to Leesville Road Park by the City Council. Present location for the dog park is in the northwest corner of the property. This would require construction of a parking lot, road access, etc. 

No funding is currently available to construct either dog park.
Mr. Odom asked whether Buffalo Road Athletic Park is not conducive to a dog park.

Mr. Shindler stated the area where the Master Plan shows the location of a future dog park is a problematic area because of wetlands.  
Mr. Odom pointed out this is a huge park. 

Parks Director Sauer pointed out the location needs to be clear but the concept was adopted and is clear. 
Mr. Shindler reiterated currently there is no funding available to construct a dog park.  He stated Staff has continued to receive complaints over the years from citizens concerned about pet waste in play fields throughout the City’s park system.  This is a public health issue.  
Mr. Maiorano questioned whether Staff would be able to quantify the number of complaints.  

Mr. Shindler stated they would touch on this as the presentation continues.  

Prohibition of Dogs from Certain Areas of City Parks 
Origins of the Issue 
· This issue originated out of both direct public concern and information provided by department staff. The department has received complaints from citizens concerned about pet waste on athletic fields, court areas and playgrounds throughout the parks system citing the public health risk. Citizens have also reported and voiced concern over the interaction between dogs and children in city playgrounds, park areas and trails. The department continues to observe citizens unleashing their dogs in our parks/greenways and allowing them to free range. Fenced facilities (ballfields, playgrounds and courts) are used as off-leash dog areas producing conflicts with user groups. 
· Greenway Patron Accidents: over the past year, several accidents have occurred on City greenway trails involving cyclists and dogs on extended leashes. Injuries have ranged from minor cuts and bruises to ruptured organs. 

· Training of Fighting Dogs/Dog Fights: use of swings at Williams Park playground to train fighting dogs; dog fights on Walnut Creek Greenway Trail. 

Oakwood Common Park 

· Mini-park comprised of a small playground and open lawn area. 

· Concerns from several neighbors about unleashed dogs, unsanitary conditions and interaction between dogs and small children. 

· Request to ban dogs from the park. 

Other Citizen/Staff Concern Locations 

· Fallon Park (at large) 

· Anderson Point Park (playground) 

· Fletcher Park (ballfield, tennis courts, at large) 
· Jaycee Park (ballfields) 

· Millbrook Park (ballfields) 
· Oakwood Park (ballfields, at large) 

· Nash Square (at large)

· Marsh Creek Park (ballfield) 

· Horseshoe Farm Park (at large) 

Participant Complaints/Incidents Related to Ballfields and Dog Activity 

· Jaycee Park: staff has had to lock field gates due to excessive dog waste. 

· Baileywick Park: playing fetch; won’t get off field during softball/baseball practices. 

· Oakwood: injury from sliding in dog waste. 

· Optimist: two dogs fighting on field during football practice. 

· Carolina Pines: general complaints about excessive dog waste. 

· Honeycutt Park: complaints about dog waste on field. 

· Laurel Hills: complaints about dog waste on fields. 

· Green Road: complaints about dog waste on fields. 

· Buffalo Road Athletic Park: complaints about dog waste on multi-purpose field. 

· Millbrook #2: dog waste complaints. 

· Lions #2: player slid in dog waste during league play. 

· Millbrook #2: dog waste complaints. 

Mr. Shindler read several written complaints from citizens with concerns that a pet not being in designated areas is a public health issue.  He read a statement from a Staff member at Marsh Creek Park addressing an incident relating to public safety which involved a pit bull being aggressive toward him as he worked in the park.   The employee would like the problem addressed and Staff has instructed employees on how to handle future circumstances.  

Recreation Superintendent Hisler stated his Staff is in charge of field activities.  They do take this seriously.  He briefly talked about issues at Jaycee Park.  He pointed out they have had to lock the gates on the lower field due to excessive dog waste.  He pointed out Baileywick Park was built with an open space in mind to support general use.  There is an opportunity for citizens to be out and some pet owners will not get off fields during softball, baseball practices, etc.  He briefly talked about different scenarios involving pets on activity fields.  He talked about citizens using the fields to have dog fights and questioned whether parents are signing up to have their children exposed to this. It is not Staff’s desire to limit the dogs that use the parks.  He stated there is 10,000 acres of park land and they are asking them to consider that about 115 acres is for athletic use and given 500 acres is used for courts or playgrounds.  There is 9500 acres that is still available for dog advocates.  It is not that there is a limit it is just space for everybody to do what they desire from a recreational pursuit.  It is hard enough to come to a parent when there is an obvious risk but there are things that can be controlled. 
Mr. Odom asked how many spaces are being used as athletic turf.  

Mr. Hisler stated there is approximately 115 acres and there are approximately 86 fields.  

Mr. Odom questioned whether Staff‘s desire is keeping them off the greenways.  

Mr. Hisler stated they just want everyone to follow the existing rules.  

Mr. Schindler gave an overview of the following:
Athletic Fields 

· Damage to hybrid sports turf from dog urine. 

· Injury and public health risk to players. 

Unleashed Dogs within Park Facilities

Existing Signage

Current City Ordinance 

· Sec. 12-3007. -Running at Large Prohibited. (Also referenced in Code Section 12-3011) 

· Sec. 12-3011. - Dogs at Large; Defecation on Streets and Property. 

· Sec. 12-3004. – Definitions: Animal at large. 

· Sec. 12-3004. – Definitions: Domesticated animal. 

· Sec. 12-3004. – Definitions: Pet. 

Diseases from Dog Feces/Urine 

· Transmittable diseases are known as zoonoses. 
Worms 
There are several worms found in dog feces that can spread to humans, among them roundworms and hookworms.   Hookworms eat away at the intestinal wall, in some cases causing anemia or inflammation. Roundworms attack the lungs and digestive system. Whipworms burrow into the intestinal wall and are difficult to diagnose and treat. Symptoms include vomiting, weight loss and diarrhea.

Leptospirosis: (dog urine): kidney failure, meningitis, liver failure, respiratory disease. 
· Campylobacteriosis: diarrhea 
· Cryptosporidiosis: diarrhea 
www.petsandparasites.org 

www.petdoc.ws/zoonoticdiseases.htm, www.cdc.gov/ncidod/diseases/list_zoonotic.htm 
Animal Control Division of RPD 
Dog Bites Reported in Raleigh 
- average 63 dog bite calls per month. 

- 769 calls in 2011. 

- 733 calls in 2012. 
Source: Animal Control Unit of RPD
Mr. Maiorano questioned whether the dog bites are throughout the City of Raleigh or City Parks.  

Mr. Shindler stated they are throughout the City of Raleigh and provided by 911.

Diseases Associated with Dog Bites 

· Sixty-four (64) species of bacteria exist in the canine mouth, causing all infections to be mixed. 

· Bites of the hand generally have a high risk for infection (poor blood supply/poor wound cleansing). 
· Common bacteria involved in dog bite wounds include: 

Staphylococcus species 
Streptococcus species 
Eikenella species 
Pasteurella species 
Proteus species 
Klebsiella species 
DF-2 or Capnocytophaga canimorsus
Dog Fighting/Training 

· Dog fights have occurred on Walnut Creek Greenway Trail. 

· Dog fight training has occurred at Williams Park (playground). 
Mr. Maiorano confirmed whether dog fighting is illegal.  
Mr. Shindler answered in the negative. 
Comparative Policies 

· Seattle: dogs not allowed at organized athletic fields, beaches or children’s play areas in Seattle parks. 

· New York City: dogs not permitted in playgrounds, zoos, swimming pools/facilities, bathing areas/beaches, fountains, ballfields, or on basketball/handball/tennis courts. 

· San Francisco: dogs prohibited from playgrounds. 

· Orange County (CA): dogs banned from athletic fields and playgrounds. 

· Berkeley, CA: dogs prohibited in sand or wood chip surfaced playgrounds or in a totland or other fenced tot play area. 

· Napa, CA: dogs not permitted in any playground or tot lot. 

· Portland, Maine: dogs prohibited from playgrounds, school yards and athletic fields. 

· Mecklenburg County, NC: prohibit dogs from playgrounds, athletic fields and swimming pools. 

· Portland, Oregon: dogs prohibited from athletic fields, tennis courts, basketball courts, running tracks, lakes, fountains and streams. 

· Carmel, Indiana: pets must be on non-retractable leash no longer than six (6) feet in length. 

· Three Rivers Park District (MN): pets must be on non-retractable leash no longer than six (6) feet in length. 

· Dakota Rail Trail (Wayzata, MN): pets must be on non-retractable leash no longer than six (6) feet in length. 

· Chico, CA: pets must be on non-retractable leash no longer than six (6) feet in length. 

· Charles County, Md.: pets must be on non-retractable leash no longer than six (6) feet in length 

· San Jose, CA: pets must be on non-retractable leash no longer than six (6) feet in length. 

· Bloomington, MN: pets must be on non-retractable leash no longer than six (6) feet in length. 

· New York City: dogs must be restrained on a leash or chain no more than six feet in length if in or abutting a public place. 

· Los Angeles, CA: off of private property, a dog must be substantially restrained by a chain or leash not exceeding six feet in length. 
Chairman Weeks questioned whether Animal Control receives more calls from neighborhoods. 

Mr. Schindler stated there is really no way to link this with a specific location to a park or a greenway.  Reports are taken from various sources.   

Mr. Maiorano questioned what made Staff escalate enforcement.  

Mr. Shindler stated they have attempted to work very closely with animal control when a specific situation has occurred. Animal Control has a very limited Staff.  There are only 11 officers and they not only handle domesticated animal they have to deal with the wild. 

Mr. Hisler briefly explained the process of reporting calls and retrieving information from citizens.  

Mr. Schindler briefly described how they would quantify on a monthly basis.  

Mr. Hisler expressed concern about a need for the power of an ordinance behind this to address the issue.  

The group extensively discussed equality for all citizens, enforcement, problems for Staff, how data is retrieved, the need for more staff, dog advocates, pet lovers, options to better identify park related problems, finding an analysis to determine how this should be addressed, educating citizens, tools to educate citizens, the existing ordinance, amending the ordinance, various locations to be addressed, using RPD for enforcement, challenges before Staff, providing the ordinance to the public, width as it relates to the greenways and the problems they have with use, interaction with citizens and pet lovers, maintenance costs as it relates to City property, increase use of the play fields, fecal deposits as it relates to property damage and how it relates to being a public health issue, public safety, and various costs for the City of Raleigh, etc.
Mr. Weeks stated education is the key.  He talked about the need for education at the parks as well as throughout the neighborhoods. 
Mr. Odom agrees with Mr. Hisler that there is a need for the power of an ordinance behind this to address the issue.  

Mr. Maiorano thanked Staff for their hard work and commended them for doing a great job. 
Mr. Shindler concluded his presentation as follows: 

Parks, Recreation and Greenway Advisory Board Recommendations/Comments 

· The Parks, Recreation and Cultural Resources Department currently provide three (3) off-leash dog parks (Millbrook Dog Park, Carolina Pines Dog Park and Oakwood Dog Park). The City should place a priority on the development of additional dog parks and dog areas to meet the growing demand for these facilities and to provide an alternative to the use of athletic fields, courts and other non-sanctioned areas currently being utilized for this purpose. 

· Dogs and other pets as defined in Raleigh Code of Ordinances: Chapter 3. Animals: Article A.: General Provisions: Sec. 12-3004: Definitions: Pets shall be prohibited from the following areas in City of Raleigh Parks, Open Spaces and Greenways: 

· Playground areas; 

· Athletic fields (fenced and unfenced); 

· Tennis courts; 

· Basketball courts; 

· Volleyball courts; 

· Horseshoe pits, and 

· Other areas as designated by the Department Director 
· Dogs shall be permitted in City of Raleigh Parks, open spaces, greenways and other properties managed and maintained by the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Resources Department and shall be leashed at all times per Raleigh Code of Ordinances: Chapter 3. Animals: Article A.: General Provisions: Sec. 12-3007: Running at Large Prohibited and Raleigh Code of Ordinances: Chapter 3. Animals: Article B.: Dogs and Cats: Division 1: Generally: Sec. 12-3011: Dogs at Large; Defecation on Streets and Private Property, (a). only non-retractable leashes up to six (6) feet in length shall be permitted. Areas designated by City Council as dog exercise and play areas shall be exempted per Ordinance No. 2013-157. 
The following are provided as comments outside of the official committee recommendation since they are not officially part of the Parks, Recreation and Greenway Advisory Board work plan item: 
· The current fine structure as outlined in Raleigh Code of Ordinances Chapter 3. Animals: Article E.: Administration and Enforcement: Division 1: Impoundment and Disposition: Sec. 12-3069 Fines and Penalties, (a) and (b). It is suggested that increased fines and penalties might provide a more significant deterrent to violators. 
· It is suggested that additional officers and staff may need to be added to the Animal Control Unit of the Raleigh Police Department to provide enhanced enforcement capability 
· In addition, the Parks, Recreation and Greenway Advisory Board seeks authorization from City Council to add to the current work plan the opportunity to work with staff to research and review the development of additional dog parks and dog areas. This will include the opportunity to partner with neighborhoods to assist the department with ongoing maintenance of these areas. 

Kimberly Siran, Parks, Recreation & Greenway Advisory Board Chair stated they have multiple meetings on this.  There has been a lot of public comment.  City Staff was very helpful.  They had regular inspections.  She pointed out some of the items in the recommendation were a little easier to work through as it related to the leash law and the dog in the play ground and court areas.  The ball field issue is deep.  She stated she is a dog owner but does not feel it safe for her child to play in the same sand box that the dog has used.  Finding locations or other areas is important as part of their recommendation for dogs.   She is a citizen of Raleigh and she has two dogs and is very attached to them.  She is an advocate for more dog parks.  Even as a dog advocate there are issues. 
Mr. Weeks questioned how many citizens from the audience would like to speak.  Approximately 10 people raised there hands.    

David Lipton, 3210 Arthur Court stated he works for NC Division of Public Health. These stated these are people parks.   He explained certain scenarios that cause pets to be startled.  When they are startled they will jump.  They get startled on streets and not just in parks.  When he is walking his dog and a jogger comes by they are going to jump and he does not see how a six foot leash will stop this.  He stated there is plenty information from the CDD about Zoonotic diseases and a website called Helping People Cope with Pets.  He elaborated on the diseases that were in the discussion as reportable from the hospitals and doctors when they are being diagnosed and he encourages contacting the Wake County Health Department for contacts on education and the burden of these diseases.   He feels the real issue is the timing of the dogs using the parks versus people in the park.  He expressed concern that there is no issue at times when there are no activities scheduled.   
Clodagh Bastian, 1000 Chamberlain Street has tried to find a good resolution for the dog issues.  She has had a number of conversations about this issue.  Everyone agrees they need more access for dogs.  There is very little money available to build facilities.  She would like to find ways to do a time share.  She talked about opposition to prohibiting the use.  Most people do pick up behind their dogs.  There are at least 25 people in the neighborhood who walk their dogs on a daily basis.  She expressed concern of dog bites as they relate to diseases. She would prefer to have an alternative rather than restrictions.  

Gail O’Brien 2532 Ashley Court moved within a block of Jaycee Park in 1967 and had a dog while expecting her first child.  She still has a dog and she had her child at Jaycee Park for many years and if there is a place that should not be occupied she does not go there.  She keeps a bag and cleans up after her dog.  She pointed out University Park Homeowners Association spent over $600.00 for doggy bags.  She gave details about the meeting that was held by the University Homeowners Association a week ago.  She pointed out that RPD commended the neighborhood for being productive in watching out and keeping the crime level down in the neighborhood.  They stay out and about with their dogs in the neighborhood and are out in the park at 7: 15 am and it is a help against crime.  She would like to work out a solution.  

Phil White stated he loves to walk his dog.  He stated he worries about walking his dog in the street because it could be a little bit dangerous.  If the ballfields are taken away where will the availability be?  He pointed out Raleigh has three dog parks.  He stated in San Francisco about every other block is a park.  He reiterated Mr. Hisler’s statement of the City having 500 acres of open space.   He would like to know where this is located because it is not in his neighborhood.  He feels every dog owner wants to abide by the law.  He feels a small minority has made this an issue.  He stated he does not want them to take away the ball fields.  He stated as it relates to the 6 foot leash law everybody he knows has a retractable leash.  
Laurie Mayor, 919 Saint Mary Street stated this means she lives in downtown Raleigh.  She is a condo owner and does not own land.  Fletcher Park is the only open space near.  She is a responsible dog owner.  The 6 foot leash is problematic.  How do they have so much free space available if they have wetlands and access precluding building dog parks?  Fred Fletcher has a wetland.  She asked that they look at this thoughtfully and make sure the Parks Department does not do a leisure reaction the same as it was a complaint about the homeless in Moore Square that received attention from the media nationally. They can do things intelligently and think outside the box.  Minimizing access and the playgrounds and the green way is truly understandable.  
Mark Turner, 1108 Chancellor Drive, Former Chair of the Parks Board very concerned with the issue and the need for more park areas.  He does not feel there is anyone here that does not want more dog parks.  .  They have seen data from the park staff that talk about how many more dog parks are needed.  They do have storage for this type City.  This takes some planning time.  The second part of their recommendation was to ask City Council to task the Parks Board with finding more areas where they could carve some space in various parks and also look for new areas in the City to locate dog parks. He feels the key is finding more areas to play on.  This is very important to the Parks Board.  That is why they unanimously supported this particular measure.  

Mr. Odom asked how long has this issue been going on.  Mr. White stated 4 years.  
Mr. Maiorano asked what alternatives have been explored.  

Mr. Turner stated Leesville Road was part of the Master Plan but the neighborhood was against having the dogs there because of barking. They have had some complaints in the Oakwood Park also but not as many as he would have expected.  They were not so enthusiastic about having a dog park there even though it is in the Master Plan and it could be funded it never was.   
Mr. Maiorano questioned within those existing parks have there been any evaluations to determine whether they can set aside property to allow for access in those areas.  
Mr. Odom stated he would like to ad to readjust the parks. 
Parks Director Sauer stated part of the recommendation is to authorize the Parks Board and Staff to take that next step.  
Mr. Maiorano questioned whether Staff has a plan for carving space.
Mr. Turner stated he feels what they are asking is appropriate for City Park Staff to have the authority where dogs should and shouldn’t be.  He feels it would be highly appropriate.  At the same time he feels it is important that they emphasize the need for dog parks and dog areas in the City and he hopes they get tasks for finding work. 
Amy Simes stated she feels they do need to figure out another way to distinguish the dog areas from dog parks with respect to ball fields there are many times children’s faces wind up on the play equipment or sand.  She feels even if something is cleaned up she still would not want her child’s face to be on that surface.  

Teresa 3210 Arthur Court stated she would like to reiterate the fact that they need to find a way within their existing parks to have their pets and to give them free range to run.  There is a lot of acreage and parks in the City but they should be able to use the existing parks to help accommodate both pets and the children.  This has been going on for years.  There are more people moving into the area and people don’t want to be driving way out of there own area.  All people should have access to the park and there should not be any reason why an area should not be designated for a dog.  Since people pay to use the ball fields she would be glad to get a membership to pay a fee for use of the dog field.   This would be a way to figure out the responsible dog owners and determine who is picking up dog feces and who isn’t picking it up.  
Mr. Maiorano questioned whether there are any concerns about implementing a restriction process like this.  
Deputy Attorney Botvinick pointed out the pets can’t be at large.  As it pertains to a leash law should the leash be limited.  He briefly explained what would be legal. 
Mr. Maiorano wanted Staff to advise him on designating portions of existing parks or the access and use.    Parks Director Sauer briefly explained the Master Plan process and the Master Plan amendment.  Deputy Attorney Botvinick briefly talked about park use and general policy. 
Mr. Maiorano questioned whether timesharing would be a Master Plan.  Ms. Sauer stated it is a change of use of an existing adopted facility and she feels it would take a Master Plan process. 

Mr. Botvinick explained briefly the current process.  He stated that a public input hearing would need to be held and City Council would decide if they wanted this and not a Master Plan.  

Mr. Turner pointed out the current at large ordinance says specifically dogs are allowed to be at large except in certain areas designated by the City Council.  
Chairman Weeks motioned to report the item back to City Council without a recommendation.  By consensus it passed unanimously. The Committee recommends reporting the item back to City Council without a recommendation.
 Mr. Odom pointed out this issue will need a lot more discussion with City Council’s involvement.  

Mr. Weeks thanked everyone for their comments and for attending the meeting.  
Adjournment: There being no further business, Chairman Weeks announced the meeting adjourned at 6:37 p.m.

Daisy Harris Overby 
Assistant Deputy Clerk 
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