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Executive Summary
Purpose of Report
The Town is considering the creation of an off-leash dog exercise area. Consideration of a dog exercise
area is in response to a petition from more than 300 Town residents presented to the Town Council at
its May 9, 2018 meeting. The Town held a public forum on September 26, 2018 to gather resident
feedback. At the public forum and from subsequent resident comments, potential sites in addition to
Zimmerman Park were suggested for consideration.
At the request of the Town Council, the Land Use Committee (LUC) was asked to evaluate sites within
the Town that might be suitable for use as a dog exercise area (DEA). This report is not a
recommendation to the Town Council whether a DEA should or should not be built. Rather, the report
is intended to help the Town Council in future deliberations as it continues to evaluate the suitability of
a DEA in the Town.

DEA Candidate Sites
There is no standard or ideal size for a DEA. Nationally, they range in size from about 5,000 sq. ft. to 70
acres. Local examples of neighborhood DEAs include the 8,500 sq. ft. Gazebo Park in Chevy Chase
Section 3 and the recently opened 7,800 sq. ft. Brookville Road Park in Chevy Chase Village. Given the
limited open space in the Town, the LUC chose to evaluate nine sites within the Town, all with a
minimum area of 6,000 sq. ft.
The nine sites included in the LUC evaluation fell into two groups, those owned by the Town and those
owned by either Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS) or Maryland-National Capital Park and
Planning Commission (M-NCPPC)/Montgomery Parks.

•

Sites owned by the Town
o
o
o
o

•

Rosemary Circle
Rosemary Triangle
Tarrytown Park
Zimmerman Park

Sites owned by MCPS or M-NCPPC/Montgomery Parks
o
o
o
o
o

Chevy Chase Elementary School Athletic Field
Chevy Chase Elementary School (CCES) – The Point
Elm Street Urban Park
Leland Neighborhood Park – Between Tennis Courts & Elm Street
Leland Neighborhood Park – Tennis Courts

Except for Leland Neighborhood Park, the other sites are located around the perimeter of the Town (see
Figure 1).
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Figure 1- Map Showing Nine Sites Evaluated

Evaluation Process and Results
To evaluate the nine sites, the LUC defined 28 criteria within seven broad categories and developed a
weighted scoring system. The broad categories included size and space, topography, water/stormwater,
amenities, impact, cost and other (see Appendix B). LUC members independently evaluated the sites
based on 23 of the 28 criteria. The water criteria and the two criteria related to resident objections
were not scored. The LUC met several times to discuss the scoring results. Based on the LUC evaluation,
the ranking of the sites was as follows:

Ranking
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
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Zimmerman Park
Tarrytown Park
Elm Street Urban Park
Leland Neighborhood Park – Between Tennis Courts & Elm
Leland Neighborhood Park – Tennis Courts
Rosemary Circle
CCES Athletic Field
Rosemary Triangle
CCES – The Point
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Scores for the nine sites ranged from 82 for the top-evaluated Zimmerman Park to 35-36 for Rosemary
Triangle and CCES - The Point. Zimmerman Park, Tarrytown Park, Elm Street Urban Park and Leland
Neighborhood Park were the top four evaluated sites. Elm Street Urban Park and Leland Neighborhood
Park however are County-owned. Since County approval for a DEA at either of these sites appears
unlikely in the near term, these locations may not be realistic or timely options. It should be noted that
no site received a maximum score of 96. The highest score in the evaluation (Zimmerman Park with a
score of 82) received 85% of the maximum score. Descriptions of the individual sites, in rank order,
follow the executive summary.

Town-Owned vs County-Owned DEA Options
If the Town is interested in pursuing further a DEA, there are advantages in choosing a Town-owned site.
•
•
•
•

The Town would have legal authority to establish a DEA on Town-owned property.
The Town could move at a pace it deemed to be appropriate toward creating a DEA.
The Town could design the DEA to meet its desired specifications.
Once a DEA was established, the Town would be in control of operations.

Current County policies and preferences suggest that sites owned by M-NCPPC/Montgomery Parks and
MCPS would not favor the creation of a DEA in the near future, if ever.
•

•
•

•

Montgomery Parks staff, in a December 4, 2018 meeting with a member of the Town Council
and a co-chair of the LUC, stated their opposition to the joint use of the Leland tennis courts and
a DEA.
Montgomery Parks staff also expressed concern about a DEA near a playground and other park
activities.
Montgomery Parks staff explained that a Countywide suitability study was underway to examine
possible options for future dog parks. Elm Street Urban Park was one of more than 300 sites
included in the study. Leland Park was not included in the study due to its small size. The Town
requested a follow-up meeting with Montgomery Parks staff to learn more about the status of
the County’s suitability study On February 5, 2019, Montgomery Parks staff had a follow up
meeting with representatives from the LUC and the Town Council.
MCPS prohibits dogs on school grounds when school is in session. County regulations prohibit
unleashed dogs on school athletic fields.

Site Evaluation Summaries
The Town-owned Zimmerman Park received the highest score of all nine sites evaluated. Zimmerman
Park which comprises approximately 30,000 sq. ft. is the largest Town-owned parcel of land. It has an
open and relatively flat area of about 10,000 sq. ft., ample space needed to build a large fenced exercise
area and to create a generous buffer area of plantings. Plantings around the perimeter of the fence
could serve to limit noise and to landscape the area in an aesthetically attractive manner. The site
would allow for the construction of a DEA without tight corners and with enough unobstructed space for
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a clear run. Preliminary engineering work indicates that water mitigation concerns could be addressed
without excessive costs, but final costs would depend on what other enhancements are made to
Zimmerman Park, and what mitigation strategies would be installed to reduce potential DEA impacts in
the immediate neighbors. A DEA at Zimmerman Park would have an impact on the fewest immediate
neighbors. Zimmerman Park because of its size allows flexibility in the exact location of the DEA. The
location could be adjusted to minimize potential impacts on neighbors, storm water and other nearby
activities. The other Town-owned sites are much smaller and lack that flexibility.
Parking at Zimmerman Park however would need to be addressed by the Town. Currently, Maple
Avenue which runs along the eastern boundary of Zimmerman Park has no parking on the west side and
permit parking on the east side. The street also has restricted access during evening rush hours.
Zimmerman Park’s non-central location in Town increases the likelihood that Town residents would
drive to the site. A DEA located on the northern edge of Town could attract dog-owners living outside of
Town, adding potential parking pressure to the area.
Tarrytown Park received the second highest score in the evaluation, though a score well below
Zimmerman Park. It has the advantages discussed earlier of a Town-owned site, but Tarrytown Park is
the smallest of the sites evaluated, has no unrestricted parking and has a high number of houses within
100’ of the site. Four houses share property lines with Tarrytown Park.
Two of the other Town-owned sites evaluated have size and topography issues and parking and traffic
issues (Rosemary Circle and Rosemary Triangle). A DEA at Rosemary Triangle, like Tarrytown Park,
would be within 100’ of many houses. DEAs at Rosemary Triangle and Rosemary Circle also would
require severely limited access hours because the sites are located so close to CCES. Greater parking
and traffic issues would also exist due to restricted access during morning and evening rush hours and
during school hours.
Elm Street Urban Park and Leland Neighborhood Park between the Tennis Courts and Elm Street
received the highest scores of the County-owned sites. Elm Street Urban Park is the largest of the four
County-owned sites in the evaluation and shares many of the same characteristics as Zimmerman Park.
It includes more than 66,000 sq. ft. of land. A fenced area with a vestibule and buffered area with
plantings could be built on the site. Like Zimmerman Park, a large portion of the topography is relatively
flat. The area lends itself to the construction of an area without tight corners and with enough
unobstructed space for a clear run. Depending on how the DEA was sited, the houses facing the park
could be more than 100’ from the DEA.
As with all County sites however, the Elm Street Urban Park site could only move forward if the County
was willing to pursue a DEA. Although it is encouraging to note that Montgomery Parks included Elm
Street Urban Park in its suitability study, it is not known if this park will be identified as a potential site
for a dog park. Further, with proposals now under consideration for the development of the Farm
Women’s Market and the two County-owned surface parking lots, discussions with the County for a DEA
at Elm Street Park may not be a priority. The up-coming disruption to Elm Street Park due to the Purple
Line, including the construction of the surface Capital Crescent Trail along the 47th Street border and the
replacement tunnel, also may postpone serious discussions of a DEA by the County.
The area behind the tennis courts at the Leland Neighborhood Park at Elm Street also has its challenges
as a County-owned site. It was not a site identified in the Montgomery Parks dog park suitability study
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due to its small size. Montgomery Parks staff raised concerns about its use as a DEA because of its
proximity to the playground. They felt that strong neighbor support would be needed if the site were
selected given the proximity of many houses to the park. They also recommended that the cherry trees
in the middle of the site would need to be removed and the two large trees fenced if the site were to
become a DEA. The staff also stated that they did not support using the County-owned tennis courts as
a DEA.
Given stated policies of the County and MCPS, the MCPS-owned sites at Chevy Chase Elementary, the
Athletic Field and The Point, are not viable candidates for DEA consideration.

Evaluation Process
Evaluation Criteria
The evaluation criteria characterize the degree to which different alternatives are expected to meet
objectives. The LUC developed 28 evaluation criteria (Appendix B) based on input from residents, Town
leadership and best practice information on the construction of DEAs from other communities.

Weighting the Evaluation Criteria
The criteria were weighted from 1 to 3 based on their importance.
•
•
•

3 = Most important
2 = Slightly less important
1 = Much less important criteria

Scoring the Evaluation Criteria
For each site the criteria were given a raw score by assigning a numeric value from 0 to 2.
•
•
•

2 = Fully meets criterion
1 = Partially meets criterion
0 = Does not meet criterion

Using a spreadsheet with the criteria, LUC members independently scored each site. The raw scores for
each criterion were averaged and then multiplied by the weight to determine a weighted score. The
weighted scores for all the evaluated criteria were then totaled to arrive at an overall evaluation score
for a site.
The LUC scored 23 of the 28 evaluation criteria. The LUC did not score the three water-related criteria
or the two site-specific resident comment criteria. Scoring the three water-related criteria would have
required initiating expensive engineering work for each site, five of which are owned by the County. It
was decided once the initial evaluation was complete and the top sites selected, the Town Council could
then decide if it wished to proceed with the engineering studies. The LUC could then score the waterrelated criteria based on the results of any engineering analysis. The scoring of the two site-specific
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resident comments was also postponed until the top sites had been identified, and a possible second
forum had been held where residents could provide input.
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Site Evaluations
Maps of the sites are provided in Appendix C. For each site there are two maps. The first map shows
the site as part of a map of the Town. The second map is a more detailed image showing the immediate
area surrounding the site.

1. Zimmerman Park
Background
Ownership: Town
Location: Zimmerman Park is at the northern edge of Town. East-West Highway borders to the north
and Maple Avenue to the
east.
Area: Zimmerman Park is
approximately 30,000 sq. ft.
with an open area to the
northeast of approximately
10,000 sq. ft.
Topography: The 10,000 sq.
ft. of open area to the
northeast has a relatively flat
basin with land on the west
and north sides that slopes
into the basin. The open
area is surrounded by
plantings on the south and
Figure 2 - Zimmerman Park; Imagery © 2018 Google, Map data © 2018 Google
west sides. There is a rain
garden on the southern edge of the site. There are several manholes and drainage grates on the site.
Amenities: Mature trees surround the site with small young trees in the basin. There is a water spigot
on the site.
Impacts: There is one house above the site on East West Highway that is within 100’ of the basin. There
are two houses on the east side of Maple Avenue with side property lines that face the site. Both
houses are more than 100’ away if the site is kept inside the Town right of way.
Parking: There is no parking on Maple Avenue on the park side and there is restricted Town permit
parking in the 7600 and 7700 blocks of Maple on the opposite side 7am to 7pm Monday through Friday.
There is also permit parking on Aspen Street and Blackthorn Street near Zimmerman Park.
Other: There is a deed covenant that states that Zimmerman Park shall be maintained as public
parkland.
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Evaluation
Zimmerman Park received a score of 82, the highest score of the nine sites evaluated. The LUC was
unanimous in its scores for 16 of the 23 criteria considered in the evaluation. Zimmerman Park is the

largest site of the Town-owned properties.

All LUC committee members agreed that there would be more than enough space to construct a DEA,
build a perimeter fence and vestibule, install buffer plantings, a maintenance gate and access road. The
site received high scores for all those criteria. The land has some slope, but the LUC felt it was
sufficiently flat for a DEA. The site would also allow for “Clear Run Space” as well as “Construction of a
DEA without Tight Corners.” The site received high scores for “Mature Trees that Provide Some Shade.”
As with other Town-owned properties, the LUC gave the site high scores for “Land Owned by Town” and
“No Land Use Restrictions.” The site received high scores for “No Limitations on Usage Hours Required”
and “No Conflicts with Other Nearby Activities.” Regarding the covenant, it was felt that a DEA would be
consistent with the covenant, and M-NCPPC concurred. Because of its size, Zimmerman Park would
allow latitude in the exact location of the DEA. The exact location could be adjusted to minimize
impacts on neighbors, stormwater and other nearby activities.
The site received a reduced score for “Existing Space for Parking.” The LUC felt that limited parking
possibilities existed. It received a very low score for “Centrally Located” because it is at the far northern
edge of Town. Because the site is near the northern edge of Town, the LUC felt there was an increased
likelihood that residents would drive to the site or simply not use the site. The LUC notes also that a
DEA in this location may attract dog owners from areas outside the Town. There was some concern on
the part of the LUC regarding implementation costs. This centered around possible water mitigation
needs. However, LUC notes that because the Town may want to implement water mitigation measures
whether or not a DEA is placed in the park, any such costs should perhaps not be attributed to the DEA.
Concern regarding the proximity of the house that is above the site on East West Highway resulted in a
reduced score for “No House within 100' of Site.”
On February 5, 2019, Montgomery Parks staff visited Zimmerman Park with representatives from the
LUC and the Town Council. They were favorably impressed with the site and stated that if it were part
of the Montgomery County park system it would be a site considered for a DEA. They saw its location
near East-West Highway as a positive as it reduced the usefulness of the land for other purposes and the
traffic noise obscures any noise emanating from a DEA. They mentioned that a DEA in Zimmerman,
because the Town owns the property, would give it the option of charging fees to defray maintenance
costs. They recognized Zimmerman does have limited parking.

2. Tarrytown Park
Background
Ownership: Town
Location: Tarrytown Park is located at the northern edge of Town at the dead-end of Tarrytown Road
and bordered to the north by Lynn Drive.
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Area: There is approximately 7,000 sq. ft. of available land, bordered on the southwest by a sidewalk
that connects Tarrytown Road to Lynn Drive and on the northeast by Lynn Drive.
Topography: The land is relatively flat. Tarrytown Park narrows to a point at its western end.
Amenities: Mature trees surround the site. There is a water spigot on the site.
Impacts: The site is surrounded
by nine houses. Seven of the
houses are within 100’ feet of the
site and three have property lines
adjacent to the park. In addition,
there are four more houses that
do not directly face the park, two
on Lynn and two on Tarrytown,
also within 100’.
Parking: There is Town-issued
permit parking on both sides of
Lynn Drive and Tarrytown Road,
7am to 7pm Monday through
Friday.
Figure 3 - Tarrytown Park; Imagery © 2018 Google, Map data © 2018 Google

Evaluation
Tarrytown Park ranked second out of the nine sites.

Tarrytown Park received a high score for its open flat land. As with other Town-owned sites, Tarrytown
received high scores for “Land Owned by Town” and “No Land Use Restrictions.” The LUC also felt that
there wouldn’t be any unusual costs associated with building or maintaining a DEA at Tarrytown.
Presently, the site is in a low traffic area and as a result received high scores for “No Traffic Concerns.”
Tarrytown Park is the smallest site evaluated. A fence, vestibule, plantings would reduce the size of the
space available and produce a very small DEA. As a result, the site received reduced scores for the
size/space criteria. Because the site is near the northern edge of Town, the LUC felt there was an
increased likelihood that residents would drive to the site or simply not use the site. This resulted in a
low score for “Centrally Located.” Because the site narrows to a point towards its western edge,
Tarrytown Park received reduced scores for clear run space as well as the likelihood of a tight corner. It
also received a very low score for “No Houses within 100’ of Site” as there are several houses adjacent
to the site and a number of houses within 100’. This site would have an impact on more residences than
any of the nine sites. Because the site is surrounded by houses, it also received a low score for “No
Limitation on Usage Hours Required.” Finally, the site received a low score for “Existing Space for
Parking.” Permits are required to park on Tarrytown Road and Lynn Drive.
On February 5, 2019, Montgomery County Department of Parks staff visited Tarrytown Park with
representatives from the LUC and the Town Council. They felt that Tarrytown was too small an area for
a DEA and noted that the several mature canopy trees inside the site would need to be fenced off from
the dog area to ensure their survival, thus further reducing the size of the site. They too were
concerned about the proximity of neighboring houses that surrounded the park.
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3. Elm Street Urban Park
Background
Ownership: Maryland-National Capital Parks and Planning Commission
Location: Elm Street Urban Park is located on Willow Lane between 46th and 47th Streets. The site is at
the far northwestern corner of Town.
Area: The site is very large, including
more than 66,000 sq. ft. of land.
Topography: The land slopes gently
from the southwest to the northeast.
Amenities: Dozens of mature trees
and shrubs are throughout the site.
A wide path divides Elm Street Park.
A half tennis court and playground
are on the north side of the path.
Two gazebos are in the middle of the
park, and there is a network of paths
throughout the park.

Figure 4 - Elm Street Park; Imagery © 2018 Google, Map data © 2018 Google

Impacts: To the north and east of the
park, five houses partially or fully face the site. All five houses are within 100’ of the park but depending
on how a DEA was sited and the size of the fenced area, the houses could be more than 100’ from the
DEA.
Parking: A large County-owned public parking lot is located to the south of the park, and metered
parking spaces are available on Willow Lane between 46th Street and 47th Street. Parking on other Town
streets near the park is by permit only.
Other: Elm Street Urban Park was created as a passive park.

Evaluation
Elm Street Urban Park ranked third out of the nine sites in the evaluation.
The site is the largest location considered by the LUC. Because of its size, the site received high scores
for providing enough space to build a fenced area with a vestibule that could be buffered with plants.
There would also be more than enough space for an access gate, road and benches. Part of the land has
some slope. The site received high scores for providing ample area to construct clear run space and a
space without tight corners. The park also earned high scores for nearby parking and its mature shade
trees.
The site however is on the far northwestern corner of Town and therefore received a low score for its
location. The LUC felt there was an increased likelihood that residents would drive to the site or simply
not use the site. The LUC notes also that a DEA in this location would attract dog owners from areas
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outside the Town. This site also received reduced scores for its proximity to nearby houses as well as its
conflict with other nearby activities such as a playground. As with other County-owned properties the
LUC gave the site low scores for “Land Owned by Town” and “No Land Use Restrictions”.
On December 4, 2018, representatives from the LUC and the Town Council met with staff from MNCPPC’s Montgomery Parks. Montgomery Parks and is conducting a dog park suitability study that
includes 300 County parks. Elm Street Urban Park is part of the study. The Town will meet further with
County park staff to learn more about the study and the county’s evaluation of Elm Street Urban Park
for a dog park.
On February 5, 2019, Montgomery County Department of Parks staff met with representatives from the
LUC and the Town Council. They confirmed that Elm Street Park is included in their suitability study of
about 300 parks and is also part of the smaller group of about 50 parks selected as finalists. They
mentioned construction complications associated with the Purple Line that could delay implementing a
DEA at Elm Street Park. They acknowledged that it could take years before a DEA would be built at Elm
Street Park.

4. Leland Neighborhood Park– Between Tennis Courts & Elm Street
Background
Ownership: Maryland- National Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC)
Location: Leland Neighborhood Park is a 3.7-acre county park. Leland Park is bordered by Elm Street,
44th Street, Willow Lane and Oakridge Avenue. It is situated about four blocks east of Wisconsin Avenue
and four blocks south of
Montgomery Avenue. The
potential DEA site is in the
northeast corner of Leland
Neighborhood Park. It is bordered
on the north by Elm Street, on the
east by Oakridge Avenue, and on
the south by the tennis courts.
The site is more centrally located
than many other locations
included in this report.
Area: The site is approximately
8,000 sq. ft.
Topography. The land is relatively
flat.

Figure 5 - Leland Center - Between Tennis Courts & Elm St; Imagery © 2018 Google, Map
data © 2018 Google

Amenities: There are mature trees
throughout the site. There is no water spigot on the site although there is a water fountain next to the
tennis courts. The Leland Neighborhood Park playground for young children, basketball courts, and the
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tennis courts are adjacent to the site. Also, on the property are the Town Offices, the Lawton
Community Center, Wonders Early Child Development Center and a parking lot.
Impacts: Eight houses to the north and east of the site partially or fully face the site. Seven houses are
less than 100’ from the sidewalk surrounding the site. Depending on how the DEA was located and the
size of the fenced area, some of the houses could be more than 100’ from the perimeter. At the west
end, a large plastic pipe carries storm water into a stone drainage area. Depending on its location, the
DEA could abut the playground.
Parking: The Leland Neighborhood Park’s parking lot is nearby. Town-issued permits are required to
park on the streets adjacent to Leland Park.

Evaluation
Of the nine sites evaluated, the Leland Neighborhood Park ranked fourth.
The land is relatively flat. The Leland Neighborhood Park has public parking. The site is more centrally
located than most of the other spaces considered in the evaluation. The LUC felt that there would not
be any unusual implementation or maintenance costs. The site isn’t currently in use, so it received high
scores for “Doesn’t Conflict with Other Uses.”
The site received reduced scores for criteria related to size and space. With the addition of a fence,
vestibule/gate and plantings, there would be limited space for a DEA. In addition, the land narrows on
the western side of the site which resulted in a low score for “Allows Construction of a DEA Without
Tight Corners.” The site is surrounded by houses and received a low score for “No Houses with 100’ of
Site.” Finally, because the site is adjacent to tennis courts, basketball courts and a playground, it
received low scores for “No Conflicts with Other Nearby Activities.” As with other County-owned
properties, the site received low scores for “Land Owned by Town” and “No Land Use Restrictions.”
On December 4, 2018, representatives from the LUC and the Town Council met with staff from MNCPPC’s Montgomery Parks. Montgomery Parks is conducting a dog park suitability study that includes
300 County parks. Leland Neighborhood Park is not part of the study due to the small size of remaining
uncommitted areas. When asked about a DEA at Leland Neighborhood Park, the Montgomery Park staff
expressed concerns about its location near a children’s play area.
On February 5, 2019, Montgomery County Department of Parks staff visited Leland Neighborhood Park
with representatives from the LUC and the Town Council. They looked at the area between Elm Street
and the Tennis Courts. They felt it would be possible to build a DEA in that space but that the three
cherry trees in the middle of the site would likely have to be removed and that the two large deciduous
trees on the perimeter of the area would need to be protected by fencing to ensure their survival. They
also noted the proximity of the surrounding houses and felt it would be advisable to get strong support
from neighbors given the proximity of many houses to the park.
The Montgomery County parks staff noted that putting a DEA at this site would be a new type of
installation for the County. They did not know if the County would consider a partnership with the Town
to build a DEA on the site, but if it did there would need to be a memorandum of understanding (MOU)
drawn up between Montgomery Parks and the Town regarding the land. The responsibility for costs
associated with implementation and maintenance would need to be carefully defined. Likely most of
those costs would be the responsibility of the Town.
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5. Leland Neighborhood Park – Tennis Courts
Background
Ownership: Maryland-National Capital Parks and Planning Commission
Location: Refer to the above background description of the 3.7-acre Leland Neighborhood Park. The
Tennis Courts are located on the northeast corner of Leland Neighborhood Park between Oakridge
Avenue and Elm Street.
Area: The area within the fence that surrounds the Tennis Courts is approximately 12,000 sq. ft.
Topography: The tennis courts are flat.
Amenities: There are some mature trees around the tennis courts. There is no water spigot on the site
although there is a water fountain next to the tennis courts. The Leland Neighborhood Park playground
for young children and basketball courts, are adjacent to the site. Also, on the property are the Town
Offices, the Lawton Community Center, Wonders Early Child Development Center and a parking lot.
Impacts: Five houses to the north and east of the tennis court either partially or fully face the site. All
five houses are more than 100’
from the tennis court fence.
Parking: The park’s parking lot
is nearby. Town-issued permits
are required to park on the
streets adjacent to Leland Park.

Evaluation
The evaluation of the Tennis
Courts was based on the site as
a dual-use facility, meaning a
part-time tennis court and
part-time DEA. The site ranked
fifth out of nine in the overall
evaluation prior to the
December meeting with
Montgomery Parks staff.

Figure 6 - Leland Tennis Court; Imagery © 2018 Google, Map data © 2018 Google

The site received high scores
based on space criteria due to the existing fencing and plant buffer. The availability of parking also
generated high scores. By design, a tennis court is a flat open space with no tight corners. These
characteristics generated high scores for the corresponding criteria.
The dual use plan for the site resulted in low scores for “Doesn’t Conflict with Other Uses.” “No
Limitation on Usage Hours Required” also received low score. The LUC gave the site a low score for “No
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Conflicts with Other Nearby Activities.” Given its proximity to the playground for small children, there
was concern about the dual-use of the tennis courts and a DEA, even for limited hours. The lack of
shade trees and the asphalt surface on the site also generated low scores. As with other County-owned
properties, the LUC gave the site low scores for “Land Owned by Town” and “No Land Use Restrictions.”
On December 4, 2018, representatives from the LUC and the Town Council met with staff from MNCPPC’s Montgomery Parks. Montgomery Parks has identified conducting a dog park suitability study
including 300 County parks. Leland Neighborhood Park is not part of the study. Montgomery Parks staff
also emphatically stated that they were not in favor of using the County-owned tennis courts as a DEA.
They were aware that people sometimes exercise their dogs on tennis courts but indicated that it would
be a bad precedent for the County to create a dual-use facility of tennis courts and a DEA.

6. Rosemary Circle
Background
Ownership: Town
Location: The Rosemary Circle site is located at the intersection of Rosemary Street, Hillcrest Place and
Stanford Street. Located near the southeastern edge of Town, Rosemary Circle is two blocks from
Connecticut Avenue and a block from Bradley Lane.
Area: Rosemary Circle is
approximately 11,000 sq. ft.
The relatively flat top portion
of the circle however is only
4,500 sq. ft.
Topography: Rosemary Circle
is a mound. Only the top of
the mound, about two-fifths
of the area is flat. The
remaining three-fifths of the
mound has a pronounced
slope. The southeast side has
a gentle grade from the top
to the curb.
Amenities: Several mature
trees are on the site including Figure 7 - Rosemary Circle; Imagery © 2018 Google, Map data © 2018 Google
a tree dedicated as part of
the millennium celebration in 2000. There is a small plaque at the base of the millennium tree. The
Circle has a water spigot situated on the flat portion at the top.
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Impacts: Chevy Chase Elementary School is adjacent to the Circle. In addition to the elementary school,
Wonders, an extended day program, runs both before and after-school programs. Three houses
surround the site on the northwest, southwest and southeast. All properties are within 100 feet of the
curb of Rosemary Circle. The point of Rosemary Triangle also borders the Circle. Rosemary Circle also
has traffic issues due to restricted access during morning and evening rush hours and during school
hours.
Parking: Access to parking is limited in the Rosemary Circle area due to the proximity of surrounding
homes to CCES, the restricted street parking during school hours and the restricted street access during
morning and evening rush hours. A small parking lot is located on the school grounds to the south of
the CCES Athletic Field. The parking lot is available to the public only during non-school hours.

Evaluation
Rosemary Circle ranked sixth out of the nine sites considered. The LUC felt there was enough space for
the DEA, but not enough additional space for plantings/buffers, gate and access road. The LUC was
concerned that placing plantings/buffers on the slope of the hill would limit visibility for motorists and
pedestrians navigating around the Circle. The LUC also was concerned that a DEA of more than 4,500
sq. ft. would encompass some of the sloping area of the circle which would make it difficult for dog
owners to pick up after their dogs.
Given its geometry as a circle, Rosemary Circle received high scores for “Allow Construction of a DEA
Without Tight Corners.” It also received a high score for “Doesn’t Conflict with other Uses” as it is
currently not being used. It also received high scores for amenities such as a water spigot and mature
trees.
The Circle received low scores for those criteria related to the site’s proximity to surrounding homes, an
elementary school and day care center of more than 450 students. A DEA would need to have limited
and irregular hours of use so as not to interfere with students walking or biking to and from school,
children being dropped off and picked up from the day care center programs and with the arrival and
departure of school buses. The site received low scores because of the already limited street parking
and the area’s existing high volume of traffic. Located on the southeast edge of Town, the site is not
centrally located.

7. Chevy Chase Elementary School Athletic Field
Background
Ownership: Montgomery County Public School
Location: Chevy Chase Elementary School is bounded by Rosemary Street, Hillcrest Place, Valley Place
and Meadow Lane near the southeast edge of Town. The school is two blocks from Connecticut Avenue
and a block from Bradley Lane. The CCES Athletic Field is located on the southwest corner of the
property along the north side of Rosemary Street.
Area: The Athletic Field is approximately 33,000 sq. ft. and is the school’s only field.
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Topography: The land is flat.
Amenities: Mature trees surround
the site. There is no water spigot on
the site.
Impacts: Five houses border the
Athletic Field to the east and north.
The back or side of all five houses
are within 100 feet of the perimeter
of the school.
Parking: A small parking lot is
located on the school grounds to
the south of the CCES Athletic Field.
The parking lot is available to the
public only during non-school hours.
Street parking is also restricted
during school hours along west side
of Hillcrest Place. As with Rosemary Figure 8 - CCES Playground; Imagery © 2018 Google, Map data © 2018 Google
Circle and Rosemary Triangle,
parking near the Athletic Field is further limited due to restricted street access during morning and
evening rush hours.
Other: CCES has sole use of the Athletic Field during school hours. Like all MCPS properties during nonschool hours, the CCES Athletic Field is managed by the Office of Community Use of Public Facilities
(CUPF). CUPF is governed by a board within the Office of the County Executive. CUPF issues permits on
a fee basis to public and private entities who wish to use County facilities and fields. According to the
CUPF web site, the Athletic Field at CCES may be used for youth 11 years and under for soccer and
baseball practice. During the summer months, the County’s Department of Recreation runs a camp
program at CCES.
Most relevant, it is a County-wide policy that dogs be kept off athletic fields. Below are the field use
guidelines which include dogs being kept on a leash and kept off athletic fields. Fields are also closed
after sundown.
Field User Guidelines
• Field permits DO NOT grant users access to any school building. Users must apply for an indoor
facility permit and pay the associated fees in order to enter a school building.
• Any trash generated by the permit holder’s organization must be bagged and removed before
leaving the field.
• Vehicles must be parked in designated areas only.
• Selling products or food is permissible only with a vendor permit.
• Consumption of alcohol or drugs is strictly prohibited.
• Lighting open fires, gambling, urinating, or changing clothes at fields, woods, or parking lots are
prohibited.
• Fires, grills, open flames, and flammable materials are prohibited.
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•
•
•
•

Use of stereos, speakers or other electronic equipment is prohibited.
Fields must be vacated by sundown.
Dogs must be leashed and kept off athletic fields.
Violation of these guidelines may result in the modification or termination of the contract.

Evaluation
The CCES Athletic Field ranked seventh out of the nine sites considered. The LUC concluded that it
would be highly unlikely that Montgomery County Public Schools and/or Community Use of Public
Facilities would enter into a precedent-setting agreement to allow formal access for a dog exercise area
at CCES. There have been long running concerns about inappropriate use of school athletic fields by dog
owners. The LUC found newspaper articles going back to 2009 that discussed the County’s concern
regarding residents using MCPS athletic fields and failing to clean up after their dogs.
Although the site received high scores because of its size and flat topography, the CCES Athletic Field
received very low scores for “No Conflicts with Other Nearby Activities” and “Doesn’t Conflict with Other
Uses.” Even if a memorandum of agreement could be reached with MCPS and CUPF, hours of use would
be extremely limited given school, day care center and summer camp hours of operation. The CCES
Athletic Field, as with the Rosemary Circle and Rosemary Triangle sites, also received low scores because
of parking limitations and traffic concerns.

8. Rosemary Triangle
Background
Ownership: Town
Location: Rosemary Triangle is located near the southeastern edge of Town. The triangle is formed
where Rosemary and Stanford Streets intersect at Rosemary Circle. The site is one block from Bradley
Lane and three blocks from Connecticut Avenue.
Area: The site is approximately 8,000 sq. ft
Topography: Rosemary Triangle is a v-shaped ravine with only a small portion of the land flat.
Amenities: There are several mature trees including several memorial trees with plaques. Rosemary
Triangle has a water spigot on site.
Impacts: Rosemary Triangle is surrounded by houses except for the point on the eastern end which
borders Rosemary Circle. Eight houses either fully or partially front Rosemary Triangle. All eight are
within 100’ of the outer edge of the Triangle. A drainage grate is located toward the east end of the site.
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Parking: A small parking lot is located on the school grounds to the east of the Triangle. The parking lot
is available to the public only during non-school hours. Street parking is also restricted during school
hours along the north side of
Rosemary Street and the west
side of Hillcrest Place. As with
Rosemary Circle, parking is
further limited due to restricted
street access during morning
and evening rush hours.
Other: Rosemary Triangle was
deeded to the Town with a
covenant to run with the land
that states: “No trade, business,
manufacture or sales or
nuisances of any kind shall be
carried on or permitted upon
the subject property.”

Evaluation

Figure 9 - Rosemary Triangle; Imagery © 2018 Google, Map data © 2018 Google

Rosemary Triangle ranked
eighth out of the nine sites considered and only slightly higher than the ninth ranked The Point at CCES.
The site is located on the edge of Town. The Triangle received low scores for many of the same reasons
as Rosemary Circle relating to the site’s proximity to the surrounding homes, parking limitations and
volume of existing traffic. Because of its proximity to CCES, the LUC gave the site low scores for usage
hours. It was felt that hours of usage would be severely limited so as not to interfere with school
activities.
The Triangle received low scores for “Land Flat.” Its acute angles produced low scores for “Allows
Construction of a DEA Without Tight Corners,” and “Clear Run Space.” Required fencing, a vestibule,
plantings to buffer noise, a maintenance gate and access road would greatly reduce the DEA space.
Thus, it received low scores for enough space for fence, vestibule, plantings/buffers, gate and access
road. The site is heavily wooded and has considerable understory planting, thus creating insufficient
open space to create an unobstructed area for dogs to run and exercise. The topography of and
plantings on this site would make it difficult for dog owners to traverse the site and to clean up after
their dogs. Lastly, the creation of a DEA on the site could run counter to the no nuisance provision in the
covenant.
Most of the site is sloped toward a drain. Any attempt to moderate its ups and downs by filling in low
places would endanger the health of the mature trees. For these reasons, the site received low scores
for implementation and maintenance costs.

9. Chevy Chase Elementary School – The Point
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Background
Ownership: Montgomery County Public Schools
Location: The Point at CCES is located at the northeast end of the school property and is bordered by
Valley Place and Meadow Lane.
Area: The site is
approximately 18,000 sq.
ft.
Topography: The site is flat
at the top with some
terracing as the land slopes
down to a point.
Amenities: There are
mature trees on the site
and a mix of mature and
understory trees and
shrubs surround the site.
There is no water spigot on
the site.

Figure 10 - Meadow & Valley Triangle; Imagery © 2018 Google, Map data © 2018 Google

Impacts: The Point is
surrounded by houses except for the south side which boarders the playground. Six houses either face
The Point or have a side property line that borders the site. All of the houses are within 100’ of the
fence that surrounds the site. Playground equipment is located at the top and bottom of the site. The
site is an active playground for the school during school hours and for the day care center and the Town
during non-school hours. Montgomery County’s Department of Recreation runs a camp during summer
hours which uses the site.
Parking: A small parking lot is located on the school grounds to the south of the CCES Athletic Field. The
parking lot is available to the public only during non-school hours. Street parking is also restricted
during school hours along the north side of Rosemary Street and the west side of Hillcrest Place. Parking
is further limited due to restricted street access during morning and evening rush hours. Unrestricted
parking is available along Meadow Lane.
Other: The Town, the school’s PTA and the State of Maryland’s Program Open Space (POS) jointly
funded the installation of playground equipment and other open space improvements on The Point and
the Athletic Field more than 20 years ago. As part of the POS agreement, any change in use requires
prior approval from the Secretaries of the Departments of Natural Resources, Budget and Management,
and State Planning. The PTA recently installed new playground equipment at The Point to which the
Town contributed.

Evaluation
The Point received the lowest ranking of the nine sites considered. Like the CCES Athletic Field, the LUC
felt that it would be highly unlikely that Montgomery County Public Schools would entertain a
precedent-setting DEA on the site.
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The site is large, but much of the space slopes down to a point where Meadow Lane and Valley Place
intersect. For this reason, the site received low scores for the topographic criteria. The LUC felt that the
existing topography would also result in unusual implementation and maintenance costs.
The LUC gave the site low scores for usage hours. Like the Athletic Field, hours of use would be severely
limited so as not to interfere with school and day-care use. The site’s already limited parking and the
existing high volume of traffic on the streets surrounding the school also resulted in low scores. Located
on the southeast edge of Town, the site is not centrally located.
The POS agreement which restricts change in land-use without prior State approval was viewed as a
major drawback to the site. Given that the Town secured POS funds many years ago to improve the
CCES playground area and that this area was recently refurbished by the PTA, the LUC felt that the
Montgomery County Board of Education, the State and the school would not be in favor of a request to
convert the site to either a full-time or part-time DEA.
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Appendix A – Montgomery Parks’ Dog Park Site Selection Study
Montgomery Parks, a department of the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, is
conducting a suitability study investigating possible options for future dog parks. Of the five County
sites included in the LUC evaluation only Elm Street Urban Park is currently part of the County study.
The potential sites have been identified, scored and ranked.
From the Montgomery Parks web site, the following criteria were used to evaluate the suitability of
future dog parks:
•
•
•
•
•

Size: Adequate space available for the facility (approximately 10,000 square feet)
Playground Proximity: Adequate distance from playgrounds (65 feet or greater) to minimize conflicts
Residence Proximity: Adequate distance from homes to minimize noise transfer (200 feet being the ideal
distance)
Parking: Available parking if needed
Safety: Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) principles and strategies (ex. lighting and
visibility)

Park Management and Operations staff are currently reviewing the highest scoring parks. Staff
anticipates completing their study sometime this year with a “hand-off” to the Park Development
Division.
The Town requested that Montgomery Parks set up a meeting with representatives from the Town and
Park Management and Operations staff. A meeting was held on February 5, 2019. The meeting
provided an opportunity for the Town to learn more about the study and further actions by the County.
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Appendix B – DEA Evaluation Criteria
Criterion
Number
Size/Space

Criterion Title

Weight

S1

Area Sufficient for Medium DEA
(6,000 sq. ft.)

3

S2

Enough Space for a Sturdy 5’ to 6’
Fence and Vestibule

2

S3

S4
S5
Topography

Enough Space for
Plantings/Buffers
Enough Space for a Maintenance
Gate & Access Road
Enough Space for Benches,
Bulletin Boards, etc.

T3
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1

Land is Flat

T1

T2

2

2
Allows Construction of a DEA
without Tight Corners
Clear Run Space

2

2

Descriptions
Area is between 1/10 and 1/5 of an acre, similar in size to one tennis
court at the Leland Neighborhood Park.
A fencing and posts plus a double gated entrance area (vestibule) can be
built large enough to minimize the chance of dogs escaping while
exercising.
There is enough space for plantings around the parameter of the fence
to improve the aesthetic quality of the site and to mitigate noise
associated with the DEA. At a minimum, the plantings can be on all sides
of the DEA that face houses.
A large gate and access road/ramp are needed to perform periodic
maintenance of the surface area, fencing, etc. This will in most cases
require a curb cut on a street where a truck with a ½ ton capacity could
easily enter the site.
Space for a bulletin board with rules and hours is a necessity. Benches
are not a necessity, but a common feature of many DEAs.
The site has little or no change in elevation. There is little need for
grading and no drainage issues. The site can readily comply with ADA
requirements. While the site might be leveled as part of the
construction work, this criterion refers to the current state of the site.
The site is free of tight corners. Tight corners (acute angle) crowd dogs
together and can promote aggressive behavior if a dog feels cornered. It
is preferable to have a circular fenced area or an area with obtuseangles, “corners.”
The site is sufficiently open that dogs have adequate space to run and
exercise. In contrast, if a site is narrow, small, steeply sloped or crowded
with mature trees and limits dog exercise it does not meet the criterion.
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Criterion
Number
Criterion Title
Water/Stormwater
Soil Perks Well After a Rain Event
W1

W2
W3

3
No Stormwater Run-off Concerns
Enough Space for a Bioswale as
Needed.

3
2

Amenities
A1
Existing Space for Parking
Centrally Located
A2
A3

Weight

2
2

No ADA Accommodations
Required

1

Water Spigot Available
A4
A5
Impact
X1
X2
X3

2/6/2019

1
Mature Trees that Provide Some
Shade
Little Objection from Residents
Near Site
Little Objection from Residents
Not Near Site
No Houses with 100’ of Site

1
3
2
2

Descriptions
If there is little or no standing water at the site within a half day or less
after a typical rain event, criterion is fully met. If it takes 24 hours for a
site to drain, the criterion is partially met. If a site often has water
ponding and it takes more than a day to drain, the criterion is not met.
Final word on this criterion will come from an expert the Town hires.
Run-off from site will not create downstream water quality issues. Final
word on this criterion will come from an expert the Town hires.
There is enough space outside the fence to install a bioswale to capture
stormwater run-off.
Unrestricted parking is available at the site.
The site is in the center of Town easy access by the greatest number of
Town resident dog-owners.
There is barrier-free access to the site and vestibule as well as barrier
free access within the DEA. Sites with steep slopes would not meet this
criterion.
There is currently a spigot available for dog bowls, etc. Sites with
amenities like a drinking fountain have water available and would
partially meet this criterion. Water is not intended to be used for
washing dogs.
Some shade is desirable, but not heavy shade. Some shade allows grass
to grow and the ground to dry.
This refers to objections from residents who are adjacent to or are
within a block of the site.
This refers to objections from residents who are more than a block from
the site.
The site has a buffer between nearby residences and the DEA. A buffer
allows for neighbors to have no more disturbances from a dog park than
other typical park uses. Buffers may include vegetation and/or berms to
aid in noise/visual attenuation.
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Criterion
Number
X4
X5
X6
X7
X8
Costs

C1

C2
Other

Criterion Title
No Conflicts with Other Nearby
Activities

2/6/2019

2

Does Not Conflict with Other Uses
No Traffic Concerns

Site Does Not Create Unusual
Implementation Costs
Site Does Not Create Unusual
Maintenance Costs

3
2

No Limitations on Usage Hours
Required
Mature Trees Do Not Need to be
Removed

2
2

3

3

Land Owned by Town

Y1

Y2

Weight

3

No Land Use Restrictions

3

Descriptions
The site has no conflicting activities that would require limited hours for
parking and the possibility of unwanted encounters between dogs and
users participating in the other activities.
Installation of a DEA on a site does not replace or significantly limit the
site’s current use.
The site is located away from busy Town streets or major roadways on
the edge of Town.
The site has regular hours that are not in conflict with other land-uses in
the surrounding area
There are no trees within the DEA that would need to be removed to
provide enough clear run space, to allow fencing, vestibules, etc.
Unusual implementation costs could include making the site ADA
accessible, grading of a site to eliminate drainage problems and
mitigating storm run-off issues that could impact downstream water
quality.
A site with sloping topography could require additional maintenance to
deal with surface material washing off. Shaded sites with large canopy
trees could prevent surface materials such as grass from being planted
or increase time to dry after a storm.
The Town owns the following sites:
• Rosemary Circle
• Rosemary Triangle
• Tarrytown Park
• Zimmerman Park
Land owned by another entity could increase the time to implement a
DEA and could mean that Town would not be in charge of managing the
site.
In some instances, the Town owns the land, but there are covenants or
other restrictions that limit how the Town can use the land.
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Appendix C – Site Location Maps
The maps in this section are to provide general location information. The green shaded areas on the MCATLAS maps are not meant to represent
any decision regarding size and location of a DEA.

2/6/2019

LUC - Evaluation of Sites as Dog Exercise Areas

28

Zimmerman Park

Figure 11 - Zimmerman Park, Imagery © 2018 Google, Map data © 2018 Google
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Figure 12 - Zimmerman Park, Source: Montgomery County Zoning Map (MCATLAS)
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Tarrytown Park

Figure 13 - Tarrytown Park, Imagery © 2018 Google, Map data © 2018 Google
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Figure 14 - Tarrytown Park, Source: Montgomery County Zoning Map (MCATLAS)
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Elm Street Urban Park

Figure 15 - Elm Street Park, Imagery © 2018 Google, Map data © 2018 Google
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Figure 16 - Elm Street Park, Source: Montgomery County Zoning Map (MCATLAS)
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Leland Neighborhood Park – Between Tennis Courts & Elm Street

Figure 17 - Leland between Tennis Courts & Elm St, Imagery © 2018 Google, Map data © 2018 Google
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Figure 18 - Leland between Tennis Courts & Elm St, Source: Montgomery County Zoning Map (MCATLAS)
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Leland Neighborhood Park – Tennis Courts

Figure 19 - Leland Tennis Courts, Imagery © 2018 Google, Map data © 2018 Google
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Figure 20 - Leland Tennis Courts, Source: Montgomery County Zoning Map (MCATLAS)
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Rosemary Circle

Figure 21 – Rosemary Circle, Imagery © 2018 Google, Map data © 2018 Google
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Figure 22 - Rosemary Circle, Source: Montgomery County Zoning Map (MCATLAS)
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CCES Athletic Field

Figure 23 – CCES Athletic Field, Imagery © 2018 Google, Map data © 2018 Google
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Figure 24 - CCES Athletic Field, Source: Montgomery County Zoning Map (MCATLAS)
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Rosemary Triangle

Figure 25 – Rosemary Triangle, Imagery © 2018 Google, Map data © 2018 Google

2/6/2019

LUC - Evaluation of Sites as Dog Exercise Areas

43

Figure 4 - Rosemary Triangle, Source: Montgomery County Zoning Map (MCATLAS)
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CCES – The Point

Figure 5 – CCES The Point, Imagery © 2018 Google, Map data © 2018 Google
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Figure 28 - CCES The Point, Source: Montgomery County Zoning Map (MCATLAS)
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