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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

As of 2009, approximately 39% of U.S. households owned at least one
dog. Today, off-leash dog parks are the fastest growing types of parks

in the country. At these facilities, which range widely in amenities, dogs
are allowed off their leashes to play and interact, while owners also get
the chance to exercise and build social capital. In tandem with this trend,
Apache Junction has developed three plans for an off-leash dog park in
the city since 2008.

Apache Junction’s first off-leash dog plan was to be the fourth phase

of Prospector Park, which is located on the north side of the city and
has facilities including multi-use fields, restrooms, and playgrounds.
Construction drawings were even made and approved in 2009 for this
more than 5-acre extension. The second plan was created at the same
time as part of a master plan for Silly Mountain Park, which is located in
the southeast part of the city off U.S. 60 and includes a multi-use trail
and botanical garden. The approximately 4.5-acre dog park portion of
the facility was introduced as a result of public interest during hearings
about plans for the greater park. However, these first two off-leash dog
park plans came with price tags of at least $3 million. Since both were
unveiled in the midst of the Great Recession, a lack of funding halted
their forward movement. The third conceptual plan, which was generated
in 2015, was to be located on 1.5 acres of county property near City
Hall. The cost to build it was much more modest, estimated to be nearly
$650,000, but it never received an official decision and therefore was not
presented to city council.

For more than a decade, public support for an off-leash dog park in the
city does not appear to have waned. However, the high costs of the two
original plans are ongoing barriers to implementation. The city would like
to find more affordable alternatives or new funding sources so that it can
finally provide its residents and their pets with a public place to play.

For this reason the fall 2017 PAF 509 Public Affairs Capstone course
partnered with the city through Arizona State University’s Project Cities
program. Students in the course researched important elements of dog
parks and alternative funding models to help Apache Junction persevere.
Its graduate students performed surveys and field observations, dug
through documents about off-leash dog parks and the practices of other
cities, and compared plans and parks to provide this guidance.

ASU Project Cities: Apache Junction
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PAF 509: The students in this course dedicated their independent
master’s degree capstone reports to Apache Junction’s aspiration for
an off-leash dog park. Each pursued their own angles on this topic,
such as the potential of local public-private partnerships for funding, or
which features are most important to the success of a park. Based on
their research methods, the students generated their own findings and
recommendations. Among these were: 1) that a dog park should be at
minimum 1 acre and have a fence with a gate, benches, water sources,
waste receptacles, and shade; 2) the facility could be financed with
funds sourced from other delayed or under-budget projects.

The ideas and recommendations (see Table 1 and Table 2) presented
by these students are kickoff points for Apache Junction. They are
meant to support the city in making improvements through plans
informed by research, demographics, and opportunities. The work

is not comprehensive or totally cohesive, and any pursuit of the
recommendations will require professional review and consideration.
That being said, the course reports are meant to stimulate deeper

conversations for managers, policy makers as well as staff, residents, and

community groups.

Following this executive summary and the goals and recommendations
of each report are introductory summaries of the final reports generated
by students in the course. These cover the problem targeted, research

methods used, research findings, resulting recommendations, and areas

for further exploration. These are followed by select student deliverables
in their entireties, which can be consulted for greater depth and more
clarity on how the recommendations were reached.

Off-Leash Dog Park
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OPPORTUNITIES FOR AN OFF-LEASH
DOG PARK IN APACHE JUNCTION
GOAL & RECOMMENDATIONS

Goal

The goal of this report is to determine how Apache Junction
might fund the construction of an off-leash dog park, and what
amenities a city dog park should have.

While Apache Junction has generated three plans for an
off-leash dog park in the city and has strong indications of
support from its citizens and officials to build one, the city has
not moved forward on a facility in large part due to funding
constraints.

OFF-LEASH DOG PARKS NEAR APACHE JUNCTION

i — j TNV AV VT

% DOGPARK |

- Use r own

and damage caused by their animals.

* Dogs must be leashed while outside of the fenced area.
* Limit 3 dogs per visit. No other animals allowed.

* Owners/custodians must carry a leash at all times.

\ be with and have visual
& and voice control of their dogs at all times.

» 3 tag.
& ° Spaved or neutered animals recommended.

. ive behavior
+ Owners/custodians must clean up after their dogs.

supervision.

Photos of off-leash dog parks near Apache
Junction and their features. Clockwise from top
left: Shawnee Dog Park in Chandler, Cosmo
Dog Park in Gilbert, Deer Valley Dog Park in
Phoenix, and Crossroads Dog Park in Gilbert.
Photos by Katherine Brewer and Robert
Valentine.
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Recommendations for Off-Leash Dog Park
Site Selection, Setup, and Amenities

Take Care with
Site Size and Selection

L,

Include Select Amenities

=

An off-leash park should be at least 1 acre in
size to accommodate small and large dogs. If
the park is only for large breeds, it should be at
minimum a half acre. If the park is only for small
breeds, it needs to be at least a quarter acre.

To start, pursue a dog park with basic amenities
including fencing, a gate, shade, water, waste
disposal, segregated dog pens, and seating.

Locate the off-leash dog park near a residential
area, or an extension of a community park,
based on the comparison of dog parks near
Apache Junction.

Have signage that notifies owners of regulations
and appropriate park behavior. (See Figure 7 for
suggested signage language.)

The site should be on land that is flat and
permeable.

The park’s fencing should be at least 5 feet high.

Dedicate time and resources to ensuring an
adequate surface for the facility, selected based
on climate, terrain, and use patterns. Place
harder surfaces in high-traffic areas.

There should be at least two sections of the park,
one for smaller dogs and one for larger dogs. An
alternative is sections for active and timid dogs.
This helps prevent injuries and ease interactions.

The park should have at least one water source for
owners and dogs.

Receptacles for waste should be distributed
throughout the park to keep the facility clean and
sanitary.

Shading and seating should be available for dogs
and owners. This could be in the form of trees, a
ramada, picnic tables, or benches. Shade was the
top priority of surveyed pet owners.

If funding allows, also consider a water feature that
dogs could use for bathing or cooling off. These
range from kiddie pools to ponds.

Table 1. Student recommendations regarding site selection, site features, and amenities to prioritize.

Off-Leash Dog Park




Recommendations for Which Plan to Pursue

and How to Fund an Off-Leash Dog Park

Which Plan to Pursue

i

How to Fund the Dog Park

Pursue a dog park with basic features to start,
due to limited funds. It should have fencing, a
gate, shade, water, waste disposal, segregated
dog pens, and seating.

Allocate funding from other Parks and Recreation
projects that can withstand a cut in costs, or from
delayed projects.

Alternatively, use the County Complex Dog Park
as a trial run. Its lower cost is a strength, as is
its existing connection to water and electricity
infrastructure. Through this trial run, the city

can find out if an off-leash dog park is still in
demand.

Consider approaching larger-scale businesses, like
Banner Baywood Center, about a public-private
partnership. Do not look to smaller Apache Junction
businesses for significant partnerships.

If price were not an issue, Silly Mountain Dog
Park would be most favorable. While it is slightly
less convenient for Apache Junction residents,
its somewhat isolated location would attract
more dog owners to the city, and reduce public
safety risks.

Include the park in an overall park project.

Consider structuring a fundraising plan using bonds.

Charge local animal services and businesses a fee
for advertisements to help with upkeep costs while
building community partnerships and awareness.

Appeal to the public for minor costs or donations.
This would compel businesses and citizens to take
an active interest in the dog park’s creation.

Ask for donations for material items, such as water
bowils, a kiddie pool, trash cans, and seating. This
would help save a small amount of cost and build
community investment.

Consider implementing a dog park membership fee.
This can be a protective barrier to dog-borne illness
if membership requires proof of vaccination.

Consider a partnership with resident volunteers who
maintain the dog park through visitor hours and help
fundraise for construction, services, and upkeep.

Table 2. Student recommendations for off-leash dog park plans to pursue and how to fund the chosen plan.
Due to students generating individual reports, some recommendations are not directly aligned. It is up to the
city to choose the most pertinent and preferred recommendations.

ASU Project Cities: Apache Junction

Goal & Recommendations 13



This page was intentionally left blank.



PAF 509 PUBLIC
FACULTY MALCOLM GOGGIN AFFAIRS CAPSTONE

SCHOOL OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS FALL 2017

Opportunities for
an Off-Leash Dog

Park in Apache
Junction

PUBLIC AFFAIRS




ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Faculty
Malcolm Goggin

Teaching Assistant
Alison Richardson

Students

Chelsea Bowdren
Katherine A. Brewer
Jodie L. Fenn
Rebecca Codi Garcia
Linsey Goodwin
Andrew McCarter
Robert Valentine






PROBLEM

While Apache Junction has generated three plans for an off-leash dog
park in the city in the last decade and believes it has the support of its
citizens and select officials to build one, the city has not moved forward
on such a facility, in large part due to funding constraints.

METHODS

To better understand the general requirements of off-leash dog parks,
assess Apache Junction’s proposals, and locate possible sources of
funding, students in PAF 509: Public Affairs Capstone used a variety

of research methods. These included the general method of literature
review, which they used to gather significant background information like
infrastructure considerations, potential issues presented by dog parks,
and how other cities have generated funding. They also used community-
based methods to research the realities of local dog parks and the
proposed locations in Apache Junction, as well as explore the potential
for financial support from interested citizens and local businesses. Finally,
two students used their literature-based and community-based research
to compare case studies as a way to assess nearby parks and the city’s
existing plans.

“What dog park features | Before conducting their research, students identified
are essential to the background issues to explore, but also specific questions

function of a dog park?
Which features are the

they wanted to answer. Such questions identified by one
student were: “What dog park features are essential
to the function of a dog park? Which features are the

cost//es? to ./m,tzlement costliest to implement and maintain? Which dog park
and maintain? features do Apache Junction citizens desire the most?”

18

(McCarter report, page 3-1). Another such focus was
“How did other Arizona cities apply different fundraising strategies to
raise resources to construct their own dog parks?” (Brewer report, page
2-5). The research methods they used to answer such questions are
explained below.

Document-Based:

Literature review: Literature review requires compiling and analyzing
information and data related to a specific subject. In this case, literature
means the broad scope of documents and written work. For this report,
students reviewed academic papers, city resources, case studies, and
educational and regulatory materials produced by city, county, and
federal governments.

Off-Leash Dog Park
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Community Engagement:

Survey: This human-centered research method involves gathering
structured information from participants about a specific topic. For this
project, a student surveyed visitors at the Veterinary Centers of America
(VCA) Apache Junction Animal Hospital. The surveys were distributed

to people in the waiting room by contacts at the animal hospital over the
course of a week. Survey questions regarded overall interest in a dog
park, what features of a dog park are most important, and if dog owners
would be willing to pay a service fee. The student received 62 completed
surveys.

Needs and Benefits Assessment: This research method involves
engaging with a defined group to identify and assess needs or benefits
regarding a specific topic. For this report, one student sent surveys via
email to 21 for-profit and nonprofit organizations in Apache Junction

to assess their levels of interest in partnering with the city to build and
maintain an off-leash dog park. The student also conducted follow-up
calls to get feedback and encourage recipients to take part in the survey.
Questions included length of time in business, annual revenue, whether
its current location was dog-friendly, if the business would thrive in a
park environment, and if the business would commit to inspections to
maintain the “upkeep of location.” The goal was to determine the level of
local interest in public-private partnership. However, none of the target
audience responded to the survey. Respondents may have been deterred
by the survey’s focus on the businesses or organizations being physically
located in a city park, but why they didn’t respond is unclear. This lack of
response does provide insight, albeit limited, regarding the potential for
partnership (Bowdren, page 4-1). This is explored in the findings section.

Field observations: This is an on-the-ground research method. It
requires researchers to visit a location to gather situational information
and document how the facilities are used. One student compared six dog
parks in cities near Apache Junction by making field observations at each
location. This student visited each for 30 minutes between late morning
and early afternoon to watch how dogs used the space, how intensively
features were used, and gathered background information like the park’s
size, context, parking availability, fencing, and amenities (Brewer, page
2-11). Another student visited the proposed locations of dog parks in
Apache Junction to get greater contexts for each area, like physical
features, frequency of use, and available infrastructure (Goodwin report,
page 1-1).

ASU Project Cities: Apache Junction 19



Informal communications: While this isn’t a formal research method,
it is a valuable source of information. One student communicated with
Apache Junction officials to get greater insight into the three proposed
dog park plans. Another student communicated informally with Parks and
Recreation officials from cities with existing dog parks that this student

planned to compare (see “Comparative Analysis” below).

Communicating Doing so allowed the student to generate data about the
with officials was an | kinds of fundraising strategies the cities implemented in order
effective method for | to build, and in some cases maintain, their dog parks. The
gathering information | same student inquired about the year the dog parks opened

not available in
documents, at the

and their sizes, if this information was not available elsewhere.
Communicating with officials was an effective method for
gathering information not available in documents, at the

parks, or online. parks, or online (Brewer, page 2-11).

20

Combined:

Comparative Analysis: This method involves comparing specific
examples of desired outcomes as executed by other entities to gain
greater insight. The idea is to look for inspiration for how to implement
something or make changes, rather than having to “reinvent the wheel.”
In this case, a student compared six dog parks located within 30 miles of
Apache Junction in Mesa, Gilbert, and Chandler. (This student originally
intended to include parks in Tempe but they were eliminated due to time
constraints and the city’s unresponsiveness.) The student compared
funding models and facility features (Brewer, page 2-10).

SWOT Analysis: SWOT analysis is a practice used to determine
something’s “strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats” by
determining individual factors for each of these categories. In this case,
one student performed a SWOT analysis of the three proposed dog
park options for Apache Junction. To conduct the analysis, this student
took information gathered through resource assessment and community
engagement, and selected traits—also called factors—for each SWOT
category of each plan. For example, for the SWOT analysis of the County
Complex Dog Park proposal, a strength factor was “easily accessible”
and a weakness factor was “will need constant upkeep” (Goodwin
report, page 1-7).

Off-Leash Dog Park
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Such elements are necessary for the success of a dog park. However,
there are other features that improve the experience and success of

a dog park. A student who surveyed visitors to VCA Apache Junction
Animal Hospital got 62 completed surveys. Of those surveyed, 62 filled
out portions of the survey correctly, while 29 filled it all out correctly,
including the questions that required ranking items from one to ten. Of
the 29 who correctly responded to the amenities ranking questions, 44%
said shade was the most important amenity at a dog park. Water
was the second in importance, and waste stations were third.
(See Figure 2 for how all ten of the amenities listed on the survey ranked.)

THE RANKING OF OFF-LEASH
DOG PARK AMENITIES BY
SURVEY PARTICIPANTS

1 Shade 2 Water
3 Dog waste stations

4 Segregated areas for dogs

5 Parking for patrons 6 Seating
7 Ponds for dogs to play or bathe in

8 Restrooms for pet owners
9 Dog play equipment 10 Lighting
Figure 2. The order of priority in which 29 survey responders ranked these ten

amenities. Of all 62 responders, 68% had visited a dog park and 95% lived in
Pinal or Maricopa counties.

The rankings from these survey respondents closely align with the results
of the student who did field observations at six parks within 30 miles of
Apache Junction (Brewer, page 2-1): Cosmo Dog Park and Crossroads
Dog Park in the Town of Gilbert, Countryside Dog Park and Quail Run
Dog Park in the City of Mesa, and Nozomi Dog Park and Shawnee

Dog Park in the City of Chandler (see Figure 3). This student found that
most of these parks were popular with dog owners. Cosmo Dog Park in
Gilbert was the most popular, attracting visitors from up to 40 minutes
away (see Figure 4), while Crossroads in Gilbert appeared the least
popular.

ASU Project Cities: Apache Junction PAF 509 Public Affairs Capstone
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Figure 3. A view of the active dog and timid dog areas within Shawnee Park in
Chandler. The timid dog area is fenced off centrally within the active dog area.
Photo by Katherine Brewer.

Figure 4. A view of the lake and dog beach found within Cosmo Dog Park.
Photo by Katherine Brewer.
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Regardless, each park had similar features: easily accessible parking,
water sources, dog waste disposal materials and receptacles, a double-
gate system (which requires one gate to be closed at all times to

prevent dogs from escaping), perimeter chain link fences that were at
least 5 feet tall, and posted signs detailing municipal rules and policies
for appropriate behavior (See Figure 5). Each also had lighting for
after-dark park use, which is desirable in Arizona when high summer
temperatures limit daytime opportunities to go outside. At these parks,
most dogs were in “active dog” areas and made significant

use of water resources. Every park had a dual-use water fountain

for owners and pets, which got significant traffic. However, these were
typically located at entrances. If parks had widely distributed water bowls,
dogs drank from these most. Another popular amenity was a kiddie pool
where dogs cooled off, though only select parks had these. Knowing
the minimum amenities a dog park should have helps ensure the
facility will be successful, and also provides insight into what
unnecessary amenities can be excluded from plans to save the
city valuable funds.

TAVAY AVA Vi "
|sp DOGPARK &
| RULES & REGULATIONS

| * Use park at your own risk. Owner/custodian is liable for all injuries
and damage caused by their animals.

* Dogs must be leashed while outside of the fenced area.
* Limit 3 dogs per visit. No other animals allowed.
= Owners/custodians must carry a leash at all times,

. Owners_;‘custndlans must be in attendance with and have visual
and voice control of their dogs at all times.

| * Dogs must be licensed, vaccinated and wear a visible tag,
| * Spayed or neutered animals recommended.
* Dogs exhibiting aggressive behavior must be removed immediately.

* Owners/custodians must clean up after their dogs. -
e,
® in heat |
= I * Children under 13 wi e . .
| " Dcsthatraveanistoryor  supervison. Glloert recomener | X Figure 5. A sign at Cosmo Dog Park
avior !hJI}EI-Ith W!ﬁ'ygagga 3 - .
* Dogs under 4 months o —do nof enter the g, detailing rules and regulations of the
- due to active dog behavier - §
Please refrain from smoking, . dog park. Mesa and Chandler each

have their own variations of a “rules
and regulations” sign. Photo by
Katherine Brewer.
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Funding:

As for fundraising, three strategies were used to construct five

of these parks. They were: 1) a capital improvement plan, 2)
inclusion in larger park masterplans and development, and 3)
park bond funds. None made use of private funds. However, private
partnerships have worked for other parks and recreation projects in
Maricopa County, including Adobe Dam Regional Park, Estrella Mountain
Regional Park, and Lake Pleasant Regional Park. The student who set
out to perform a needs and benefits assessment hypothesized that
businesses with strong ties to the community may want to contribute

to an off-leash dog park in Apache Junction, or that such a partnership
might provide more financial security. However, the survey got

zero responses, signifying no expressed interest from the
organizations contacted in a public-private partnership for
building a multi-use venue or park. Organizations provided little to no
engagement with the student (Bowdren report, page 4-12). Additional
surveys may verify this or reveal other insights. If interest were expressed,
Maricopa County does have Request for Proposal guidelines for creating
such a partnership.

Even if local organizations aren’t interested in supporting an off-leash
dog park in Apache Junction, a successful dog park does require

a core group of residential stakeholders. These residents can be
engaged in a number of ways that also generate some funds for startup
costs or maintenance. One example is inviting residents and businesses
to purchase bricks that will be personally engraved prior to use for
construction. Additionally, 76% of survey participants from VCA
Apache Junction Animal Hospital indicated they would be willing
to pay an annual membership fee to use an off-leash dog park,
with the most popular amount being no more than $10. (See Figure 6 for
a breakdown of the amounts survey participants were be willing to pay.)
An additional 16% were unsure if they would be willing to pay such a fee
and 8% would not be.

Off-Leash Dog Park
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NUMBER OF SURVEY RESPONDENTS
WILLING TO PAY A DOG PARK FEE

$1-10
$11-15
$16-20
$21-25
$26-30

$31 or more
No

Don't know
] ]

0 3 6 9 12 15
Figure 6. The amount survey participants were willing to pay in annual dog park
fees (McCarter, page 3-17).

Park Selection:

As for determining which of Apache Junction’s plans is most promising,
that depends on Apache Junction’s long-term plans and priorities.
According to the student who performed the SWOT analysis, all plans
offer accessibility and will likely receive the same amount of
visitors. County Complex Dog Park’s lower cost is a strength. So is

its connection to water and electricity infrastructure, which reduces
construction costs. However, its smaller size is a weakness, as it would
limit expansion and require more frequent and labor-intensive upkeep.
Because of this assessment (see Table 1), the student believes County
Complex Dog Park would be best used as a test case. Conversely,
the larger space and greater isolation of Silly Mountain Dog Park are
strengths (see Table 2). Its space provides more flexibility and less
frequent and less labor-intensive maintenance. Its isolation reduces
chances of negative interactions with the surrounding community.

ASU Project Cities: Apache Junction PAF 509 Public Affairs Capstone
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SWOT ANALYSIS OF THE
COUNTY COMPLEX DOG PARK PLAN

Internal | Strengths Weaknesses
+ Easily accessible » Small comparatively
» Constant visitors » Will need constant upkeep
» Convenience * Lack of parking*
» Connected to preexisting
infrastructure

» Cheaper than other plans

External | Opportunities Threats

» Park in middle of city center |+ Higher proximity to living
could serve as a “trial run” |+ Higher incidents of hazardous

» Developing city codes/ waste
ordinances to set a » Higher expectation of cleanliness
framework for parks * Risks associated:

+ Liability of dog fights
+ Liability of dogs biting humans
+ Legal ramifications

Table 1. One student’s SWOT (strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, threats) analysis of
Apache Junction’s proposed County Complex Dog Park plan (Goodwin, page 1-11).

*While the student stated a lack of dedicated parking as a weakness of this conceptual
plan, Liz Lazenbach, the Director of Parks and Recreation at Apache Junction, pointed out
that there is a lot of parking in the County Complex where this park would be located, and
anyone visiting would be able to make use of the empty spaces available during the day.
While the complex is closed evenings and weekends, this parking would still be open for
dog park visitors to use.

28 Off-Leash Dog Park Fall 2017









RECOMMENDATIONS

After examining their research findings, each student generated their own
recommendations for Apache Junction. The main areas of interest were
which type of plan to pursue, what amenities should be prioritized, and
recommendations for possible fundraising models. Since each student
approached the topic from a different angle and with different methods,
their recommendations both overlap and diverge.

Accordingly, student recommendations are useful to the city, but will
require some discretion. It is up to Apache Junction to determine
which recommendations seem most applicable and beneficial. Each
recommendation requires the city to collect further input from residents
and explore in more detail costs and benefits. This section presents
paths for the city to consider, but it is up to Apache Junction to further
define which is best for its priorities, constituency, and budget.

L’Q Key Features of an Off-Leash Dog Park

F=f 1 An off-leash park should be at least 1 acre in size to include
o accommodations for both large and small dog breeds. (Brewer,
page 2-16).
2. If the park is only for large breeds, it should be at minimum a half
acre. If the park is only for small breeds, it needs to be at least a
quarter acre (McCarter, page 3-20).

3. Locate the off-leash dog park near a residential area or an extension
of a community park, based on the comparison of dog parks near
Apache Junction.

The site selection should be on land that is flat and permeable.
Dedicate time and resources to ensuring an adequate surface for
the facility, selected based on climate, terrain, and use patterns. For
example, harder surfaces near the entry, under benches, and by
water fountains help prevent wear and muddy conditions. If surface
materials are not considered in advance, this can result in high cost
of maintenance or a rundown park that residents are less inclined to
use (McCarter, page 3-20).
6. The park should have signage notifying owners of regulations and
how they and their dogs should behave within the park. (See Figure
7 for suggested signage language.)
7. The park’s fencing should be at least 5 feet high.

SL
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8. There should be at least two sections of the park, one for smaller
dogs and one for larger dogs. An alternative is sections for active
and timid dogs. This helps prevent injuries and ease interactions.

9. The park should have at least one water source for owners and
dogs.

10. Receptacles for waste should be distributed throughout the park to
keep the facility clean and sanitary.

11. Shading and seating should be available for dogs and owners. This
could be in the form of trees, a ramada, picnic tables, or benches.

12. If funding allows, also consider a water feature that dogs could use
for bathing or cooling off. These range from kiddie pools to ponds.

SUGGESTED SIGNAGE

LANGUAGE FOR AN
OFF-LEASH DOG PARK

Assumed responsibility of dogs by their owners.
Licensure, vaccination, and visible tag requirements.
Recommendations for dogs to be spayed or neutered.

An age minimum for dogs and children to enter the park to
minimize safety and health risks.

Restrictions on food, alcohol, or beverages that can cause
potential harm and safety concerns to dogs and their
owners.

Consequences for aggressive dog behavior that can
include removal from the park.

Requirements that owners clean up after their own dogs.

Figure 7. Suggested language to be posted on signage at the off-leash dog
park (Brewer, page 2-16).
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ﬁ How to Fund an Off-Leash Dog Park:

1

2.

LT (1]

Allocate funding from other Parks and Recreation projects that can
withstand a cut in costs, or from delayed projects.

Include the park in an overall park project. (Mesa did this for its
Countryside Dog Park. However, it was paid for with cost savings
from certain projects and delays in others, so Mesa’s funding
strategy aligns with the first recommendation (Brewer, page 2-17).)
Consider structuring a fundraising plan using bonds.

To help with upkeep costs, charge a fee for advertisements, in
which local animal services and businesses may be interested. This
creates a revenue stream while building community partnerships
and awareness. Cosmo Dog Park in Gilbert does this.

Consider approaching larger-scale businesses, like Banner
Baywood Center, about a public-private partnership. Do not look
to smaller Apache Junction businesses for significant partnerships.
(Bowdren, page 4-1) (See Figure 8.)

Appeal to the public for minor costs or donations. This would
compel businesses and citizens to take an active interest in seeing
the dog park come to fruition.

Ask for donations of material items such as water bowls, a kiddie
pool, trash cans, and seating. This would help save a small amount
of cost and build community investment.

Figure 8. The welcome sign at the City of Phoenix's Washington Park, which reflects that
PetsMart donated $100,000 to the city for five dog parks in exchange for being able to advertise
at them, according to student Robert Valentine.
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8. Consider implementing a dog park membership fee. While this is not
likely to generate significant income, it can be a protective barrier
to dog-borne iliness if membership requires proof that dogs were
vaccinated (McCarter, page 3-23).

9. Consider a partnership with resident volunteers who maintain the
dog park through visitor hours, and help fundraise and collect
donations for construction, services, and upkeep. While this model
may not cover the cost of Apache Junction’s larger plans, it worked
for a smaller off-leash dog park within a city-operated park in
Lynchburg, Virginia (Bowdren, page 4-20).

Which Off-Leash Dog Park Plan to Pursue

The student who performed a comparative analysis of Apache Junction’s
three off-leash dog park plans made her decision based on their
potential to attract visitors and lower public safety risks. Another student
recommended the park be in an area away from neighborhoods, which
aligns with the City of Portland’s guidelines for site selection of off-leash
dog parks. In contrast, a third student suggested the park be based
near a residental area or extension of a community park as this student
found these types of locations to be the most popular. This reflects how
recommendations diverge, and that it is up to the city to choose which
align best with its priorities.

1. Pursue a dog park with very basic features to start, due to limited
funds. It should have fencing, a gate, shade, water, waste disposal,
segregated dog pens, and seating (McCarter, page 3-20).

2. Alternatively, use the County Complex Dog Park as a trial run. Its
lower cost is a strength, as is its existing connection to water and
electricity infrastructure. Through this trial run, the city can find out if
an off-leash dog park is still in demand.

3. If price were not an issue, the Silly Mountain Dog Park is most
favorable. While it is slightly less convenient for Apache Junction
residents, its somewhat isolated location will attract more dog
owners to the city, and will reduce any potential public safety risks
(Goodwin, page 1-1).
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AREAS FOR FURTHER EXPLORATION

The city may also want to conduct its own needs and benefits
assessment survey of local businesses if it is still interested in public-
private partnerships. If a survey is conducted by another ASU student,
they should consult with Apache Junction officials prior to selecting

or reaching out to organizations, since city leadership’s knowledge

about local organizations will likely improve the response rate. City
officials could also help formulate survey questions to ensure they aren’t
misperceived and that they align with city concepts and goals. In order to
increase its response rate, this survey should be pre-tested before being
distributed to local business owners.

Another avenue Apache Junction might consider for its off-leash dog
park is adding it to the Multi-Generational Center (MGC) the city
operates at 1035 North Idaho Road. There is a large area located directly
east of the MGC that has promise for such a park. Currently, MGC
includes a fitness center, class and meeting rooms, and a game room,
and is located within walking distance of City Hall, the public library, and
senior center. At this location, residents would easily be able to access
the park. If adding an off-leash dog park to the center were considered,
the city should conduct an environmental survey of the area to confirm it
is indeed appropriate before setting forth plans. To fund the construction,
the city could consider a municipal bond for a capital improvement
project, which would cover updating the multi-generational center and
creating an off-leash dog park.

If it is possible to pair the construction of an off-leash dog park with

the construction of other public venues, the city might also consider
building an off-leash dog park as part of a new multi-use venue at Silly
Mountain Park or Prospector Park. The project could provide economic
benefit to less-populated areas. However, much more consideration and
assessment would be required before any recommendation could be
made.
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Apache Junction Off-Leash Dog Park Proposal

Graham and Glover (2014) define dog parks as “provid[ing] a leisure-oriented urban
landscape where owners can legally bring their dogs to exercise and socialize off-leash” (p. 218).
It wasn’t until the early 1980°s that dog parks surfaced in response to growing municipal
adoption of leash laws (Matisoff & Noonan, 2012, p. 29). By developing dog parks, cities are
simultaneously responding to community demand, protecting the interests and well-being of their
residents, and providing individuals with the ability to safely let their dogs roam free. While
there is demand and a municipal desire to build a dog park in the City of the Apache Junction,
the plans have yet to be executed.

The City of Apache Junction is a small community located on the outskirts of the
Phoenix metropolitan at the base of the Superstition Mountains. The city and its amenities serves
an approximate population of 40,000 with an additional 10,000 living on the surrounding Pinal
County land. It was in 2008 that the city first developed and approved master plans for two
separate off-leash dog park facilities: Silly Mountain Park and Prospector Park. Unfortunately,
due to the sheer size and scope of the projects, the costs far exceeded what was feasible for the
city. It wasn’t until 2015 that the city’s Parks and Recreation Department revisited the idea of an
off-leash dog park facility. A new plan was designed with costs far below the other two plans. At
this point, no further action has been taken by staff or City Council.

The purpose of this capstone project is to aid the City of Apache Junction in
understanding both the preferential and financial feasibility of the pre-planned off-leash dog park

locations.
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Driving through the City of Apache Junction, it is easy to see how drastic the population
density varies. There are a lot of mobile parks that house individuals over the age of 55. Often,
these individuals are not year-round residents; they are instead referred to as “snow-birds” that
spend half of their time in warm regions during the winter months and the other half of their
time, during summer months, in a cold region. From growing up in Apache Junction, I was able
to experience first-hand those households that would seasonally come and go with their dogs in
tow. Walking dogs in Apache Junction is a way of life for these individuals. However, the city
itself, especially where the vast majority of the mobile home parks are located, is not walkable in
nature. These mobile homes do not have backyards and there are limited sidewalks in the
surrounding neighborhoods. While there are parks nearby within driving distance, none of them
allow an animal to be off-leash.

Scarcity of Green Space. “Given the scarcity of green space and population densities in
urban areas, dogs in parks are often highly contested” (Graham & Glover, 2014, p. 218). As
cities continue to grow and green space begins to dwindle, individuals are left searching for areas
to take a pet to interact and exercise. While Apache Junction is not reminiscent of a large
metropolitan area like Phoenix, there is still contested green space throughout the small city.
Instead of growing up and building tall skyscrapers, the city grew out. Now there is little space
for common pool resources such as additional parks. This lack of space is prevalent in the city’s
new park additions such as the Flatiron Park, which is a very small park located off a busy street
near the city’s downtown area.

In a study on a specific dog park, Matisoff & Noonan (2012) found that managing
neighborhood commons required community-governance (p.45). Regular visitors who were both
vested and invested in the park could monitor the park for safety and reinforce norms for new or
infrequent visitors (p. 46). While most dog parks are governed at the city level through the Parks
and Recreation Department, a core group of residential stakeholders are vital to ensuring the
success of the dog park.

Urbanik and Morgan (2011) use preexisting data sets and surveys to understand the
relationship between individuals and their dogs, and the new configuration needed in urban areas
to accommodate them (p. 292). The research shows that dog owners tend to favor their dogs as
their own family so developing dog parks and catering to dog-families adds to social capital

within the community that leads to an increase in the city’s overall appeal (p. 301). Adversely,
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other individuals were more focused on developing space for their own children that were not
canine, and thus wild, in nature.

Animal Waste Contamination. Oft-leash dog parks will either aid in decontamination
of current parks that require leashes for dogs, or they will cause concentrated waste that could
potentially contaminate soils (Paradeis et. al, 2012, p. 2). Dog feces are regulated and it is illegal
for an owner not to dispose of it. However, urine is not. It is simply another thing to think about

when conceptualizing the pros and cons associated with off-leash dog parks.

History of Apache Junction Park Plans
As stated before, the City of Apache Junction created two master plans in 2008. These plans
were both adopted by the City Council, but no action has been taken in terms of development
(Project Cities: Off Leash Dog Park, 2017).

One of the plans was the Silly Mountain Park. It was planned as a 4.5-acre off-leash
facility and is located off Highway 60. The original plan for this off-leash facility park would
include a 4-acre add-on to the already existing park. The existing park, however, is simply a
hiking trail with a botanical garden. There is no electricity or plumbing attached to the land. In
addition to the lack of amenities, the land is covered in brush that would need to be removed
before development. The other park plan created and adopted was the Prospector Park Phase 4
Dog Park. Prospector Park is located north of Lost Dutchman Boulevard on Idaho Road. City
officials considered this park addition the “Cadillac” of the two original master plans. It was
intended to be built in phases to the east of the pre-existing park. Lighting, plumbing and brush
removal would also be necessary to build. Additionally, both parks would need to be built
around the protected saguaros or the cacti would need to be professionally removed at an
exorbitant cost. Both parks were estimated to cost between $3-4 million and the Parks and
Recreation Department did not and still does not have the funding for either a project.

In 2015, city staff designed a new conceptual park plan called the County Complex Dog
Park. It would be situated in small area of land, owned by Pinal County and maintained by both
the country and city, across from City Hall on the corner of East Superstition Boulevard and
North Idaho Road. This park was priced far lower than the other parks at $650,000. This

proposal was never presented, and thus never adopted, by City Council.
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City employees state their number one problem is funding. While $650,000 is far less
than $4 million dollars, it is still a lot of money for a very small and conservative tax-base.
Methodology
A SWOT analysis is used to identify both internal and external helpful and harmful
attributes of a project (see Table 1). SWOT itself is an acronym that stands for the following:
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats. In developing a plan for a city, such as building
an off-leash dog park policy, it is essential to perform a SWOT analysis to ultimately maximize

strengths, minimize weaknesses, benefit from opportunities, and diminish threats.

Table 1. SWOT Template

Helpful Harmful
Internal | Strengths: Weaknesses:
External | Opportunities: Threats:

For this capstone, a SWOT analysis for each of the pre-planned locations will be
performed. These locations include the Prospector Park Phase 4 Dog Park, the Silly Mountain
Dog Park, and the County Complex Dog Park. The primary observations within the SWOT
analyses for these locations will be community preference of location in addition to sources of
funding.

The first step will be reviewing and analyzing these plans in depth to determine the plans’
SWOT. This step will include not only understanding the strengths and weaknesses of the merits
and amenities of the plans, but also the funding for the plans. The second step will include sitting
down with key staffers within the city of Apache Junction to properly capture and pinpoint the
plans’ SWOT. The third step will entail interviewing dog owners at currently existing parks to
understand the preferences of the community. Limited questions will be asked to gauge what
potential users of this park want along with if and how they are willing to fund it.

Research Questions
The research questions for this analysis will be as follow:

RQ1: Do off-leash dog parks build a sense of community?
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RQ2: What can be learned of the implementation of an off-leash dog park from a SWOT
analysis?

Findings

Physically traveling to the City of Apache Junction, visiting, and observing the three
potential park locations with city officials as well as receiving findings directly from city
officials was essential in analyzing the locations’ strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and
threats.

Prospector Park Phase 4 Dog Park

The SWOT table for the Prospector Park Phase 4 Dog Park is pasted below (see Table 2).
We can very easily identify traits that make this location preferable such as: a preexisting park
establishment which indicates a connection to electricity and plumbing making it easier to build
new lighting and water structures; plenty of land to build many types of pods, or sections, as
indicated in the original building plan; and, no need for new roads or advertisements as the park
is already well-known and very popular with the city’s residents.

In terms of weaknesses, the designated land faces many. Before construction, the
plentiful wildlife and vegetation that exists on the land will need to be removed and the land will
need to be flattened. Additionally, the protected saguaro cactus exists throughout the designated
land. To remove this plant, protected under Arizona’s Native Plant Protection Act, it would
require a removal permit from the Arizona Department of Agriculture (National Park Service).
Should construction entail simply removing the cacti, both costs and time will increase. Costs
will also increase through a park design that physically works around the protected cacti. Other
major costs include the actual construction and development of the site, which sits between $3-4
million, as well as ongoing maintenance that will need to be provided by the City.

Opportunities for this plan includes expanded use of a preexisting park, which will
ultimately result in more human (and canine) traffic of individuals who are either not residents of
Apache Junction or had no reason to come to the park in the first place. Should the City not have
the desire to pay for ongoing maintenance, this park would be ideal for recruiting volunteers for
upkeep due to its current popularity. One of the greatest opportunities for this plan will be the
ability for lawmakers in the City to discuss and regulate the park in whatever way they so

choose.
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Table 3. SWOT Template for Silly Mountain Dog Park

Helpful Harmful
Internal | Strengths: Weaknesses:
! Exclusivity to dog-owners ! Monetary costs associated with
! More flexibility in development new park
e! Doesn't encroach on the e Costs may be far greater due to
community due to its isolation the absence many amenities
e Volume not an issue el Remove wildlife
! Plan seeks revolving pods el Remove vegetation

el Inconvenient location
el Needs established source of
ongoing maintenance

External | Opportunities: Threats:

! General partnerships in ! Encroach on hiking trails
profitability ! Encroach on wildlife

! Go-to place for other nearby ! Coyotes need be deterred
rural communities -accessibility | el Risks associated:
to surrounding towns/cities o! liability of dog fights

! Establish source of ongoing o! liability of dogs biting
maintenance (could be volunteer humans
based vs city-based) o! legal ramifications

! Developing city
codes/ordinances to set a
framework for parks

County Complex Dog Park. The SWOT table for the County Complex Dog Park is
pasted below (see Table 4). Strengths for the dog park located next to Apache Junction’s City
Hall includes accessibility, convenience, and economical. By being located on the corner of East
Superstition Boulevard and North Idaho Road, the park presents itself within the hustle and
bustle of the city while the other two locations require a bit of travel. Through its accessibility
and convenience, more visitors will come and utilize the park. In addition, because it is in the
parking lot of preexisting infrastructure, it will be connected to electricity and plumbing making
it far less expensive than other options.

While being smaller and more accessible results in low-costs, the lack of space will prove

to be a weakness. By not having revolving pods, upkeep and maintenance of the park will need
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Addressing Research Questions
RQ1: Do off-leash dog parks build a sense of community?

When asking if dog parks create a sense of community, both literature and city officials
agree. It has been said that the City of Apache Junction has been wanting to implement an off-
leash dog park for many years, but has simply not had the funds to do so. It was the Director and
Deputy Director of the Apache Junction Parks and Recreation Department that insisted on the
community’s desire of funding and building a master plan that would not only benefit city
residents, but individuals from other cities and towns as well.

At a Prospector Park visit in late October, a very modest sample of six individuals with
dogs were asked if they would: (1) want an off-leash dog park and (2) feel that the dog park

would bring value to the community. Not unsurprisingly, everyone responded positively.

RQ2: What can be learned of the implementation of an off-leash dog park from a SWOT
analysis?

While reviewing the three potential locations for an off-leash dog park, the following
themes reoccurred: accessibility, costs, and public health and safety. All park plans offered
accessibility in location. Not one plan seems to have an advantage over the other as all parks will
very likely receive the same amount of visitors. In terms of costs, the County Complex Dog Park
far exceeds the others as it is over two to three million dollars cheaper than the Prospector Park
Dog Park and the Silly Mountain Dog Park. In terms of public health and safety, all parks face
the same risks associated with an off-leash dog park. However, being located in a small, enclosed
area (like County Complex) or being located near a regular park (like Prospector Park) could
result in far more incidents of attacks and/or health hazards. Silly Mountain has the advantage of
being both isolated and exclusive as well as large.

Recommendations

In determining whether the City of Apache Junction should pursue an off-leash dog park,
the answer is an emphatic yes. The community wants it, city officials want it, and the SWOT
analysis does not indicate something so severe as to prevent it. Choosing the location for where
the park should be located is the difficult part.

While there are many costs associated with building something so extravagant, it is fair to

stop and wonder if the costs are justified and worth it. If they are, there should be no reason than
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to move forward with finding a source of revenue and beginning development. While the City
does not necessarily have the funds available at this very second, that is not to say there are not
ways to figure out a funding source. The City has used business partnerships to create other,
smaller parks like the Lost Dutchman park. Additionally, the City could use bonds to fund a dog
park.

As for what park location to choose? That is a much different story. In taking into
consideration the accessibility, costs, and the facts of public health and safety, no one park plan
has an advantage over the other. Two of the three parks (Prospector and Silly Mountain) are
going to be very expensive while one park (County Complex) will be relatively less expensive.
Two of the three parks (Prospector and Silly Mountain) will be very spacious while one park
(County Complex) will be relatively small. Two of the three parks (Prospector and County
Complex) will be in close proximity to neighborhoods and people, resulting in possible waste
contamination and dog bites/attacks, while one park (Silly Mountain) will be more isolated and
less risky to human population.

In conclusion, it is fair to say there are definite advantages to one park that trumps the
others. The Silly Mountain Dog Park is the most favorable location overall. It may be located in
a minimally less convenient place to Apache Junction residents, but its slightly more isolated
location will lead to more overall individuals (and dogs) entering into the city. Creating more
traffic through the city will increase tourism and expenditures, which is advantageous to the city
as a whole. The more money moving through the city will call for more businesses which in turn
will bring job growth. Additionally, having the semi-isolation will keep public safety at a
minimum by not jeopardizing families or children who do not have dogs and are not choosing to
be specifically at a dog park. The semi-isolation will also keep public health at bay through the
minimization of those who may come into contact with the animal waste and diseases associated
with the parks.

Conclusion

Off-leash dog parks are becoming more and more attractive overtime. As urbanization
persists and more people acquire dogs, they will discover a need to both socialize and exercise
said pet. As mentioned before, the City of Apache Junction is not a city that has much expanding
to do as it is very small in land and population. However, it absolutely has the ability to continue

bettering itself with the land and resources that it currently has available to it. Through the
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financing, construction and implementation of an off-leash dog park, this city could benefit
greatly.

Should the City of Apache Junction choose to build an off-leash dog park, this capstone
project should aid in determining the best option for a location. Taking into consideration
accessibility, costs, and public health and safety are of utmost importance in determining the best
course of action. To reiterate what has already been said, a spacious location with easy
accessibility and minimized risks should prove to be optimal. By vigorously using SWOT
analyses to weigh the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats, the overall best location

to utilize for an off-leash dog park is the Silly Mountain site.
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Abstract

Since 2008, the city of Apache Junction, Arizona has held a widely supported vision of creating
an off-leash dog park for its citizens. However, funding for a dog park has been lacking, leading
to multiple shelved proposals as city officials attempt to discover other ways to locate resources.
The city needs recommendations on how to proceed with building an off-leash dog park. A
literature review identified a history of off-leash dog parks in the United States, health and social
benefits, and risks and barriers to constructing dog parks. A comparative analysis and
benchmarking study of six dog parks in Gilbert, Mesa, and Chandler, cities within a 30-mile
radius of Apache Junction, were then conducted to identify key features of off-leash facilities
and fundraising strategies that Apache Junction could refer to as options to raise resources in a
cost-effective manner. Based on these findings, a recommendation was provided to the city of
Apache Junction that encompassed key features that should be factored in to the design of a dog
park and different fundraising strategies that could be utilized to offset building costs and
recurring maintenance costs.

Keywords: off-leash dog park, key features, amenities, fundraising strategies
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Purpose

The Parks and Recreation Department in Apache Junction’s mission is to provide
“quality services to an entire community with diverse recreational programs and an integrated,
efficient, and safe system of parks, trails, and recreational facilities” (City of Apache Junction,
2017¢). Providing these services to Apache Junction citizens is mandated, but many people
might unintentionally exclude Apache Junction’s canine residents from being able to take
advantage of these services as well. In the benefit of acting upon public interest, and in the
importance of demonstrating a commitment to the well-being of all community members, the
city has continued to look for new and innovative ways to raise the resources needed to build a
dog park, culminating in the need for a new proposal and recommendation. The objective of this
study is to conduct a comparative analysis of successful dog parks throughout Arizona cities near
Apache Junction to propose a formal recommendation of how a cost-effective off-leash facility
can be built in the community.

Document review and field observations of other Arizona dog parks will be utilized to
explore the following research questions:

1. What are the necessary features and key elements of a successful community off-leash

dog park?

2. How did other Arizona cities locate the resources to build their off-leash facilities?

3. How can Apache Junction apply different fundraising strategies to raise the resources

to construct its own dog park?

Literature on the history of dog facilities, the health and social benefits of building dog
parks within communities, and barriers to constructing facilities will be reviewed in the next
portion of the study. Methods to acquire and consolidate research to answer the aforementioned
research questions will be discussed following the literature review. Then, the answers to the
research questions will be outlined in a discussion of the comparative analysis of Arizona dog
parks. From this discussion, recommendations for the construction of an off-leash dog park will
be made for the city of Apache Junction.

Literature Review

In 2017, it has been reported that approximately 89.7 million dogs live in households

throughout the United States, an almost 25% increase from 68 million dogs in 2010 (Statista,

2017). One in every three American families owns at least one dog (Stecchi, 2006). For dog
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owners, dogs are a significant aspect of the family dynamic and can be brought into families for
a variety of reasons, such as companionship, emotional and physical service and assistance,
extracurricular activities such as hunting and agility, and more. Dogs can also induce substantial
health benefits such as stress relief, socialization, reduced risk of heart problems, weight loss,
and heightened physical activity and fitness (Davis, 2005). In fact, it has been reported that dog
owners over the age of 65 visit the doctor about 30 percent less than non-dog owners do (Siegal,
1990).

Dogs are an integral part of society and are treated similarly to humans, being trained to
perform certain tasks out of amusement or necessity and often being treated as family members
or as an assistant that provides services or does tasks for their owners that they are otherwise
incapable of performing. A popular service dog community forum, Service Dog Central, states
that in 2014, there were approximately 387,000 service dogs partnered with owners with medical
disabilities located in the United States (Service Dog Central, 2014). While it is clear that many
people rely on dogs for many reasons, the relationship between dogs and their owners are
reciprocal — dogs need to reap the same health and social benefits that their owners do.

History of Dog Parks & Facilities

Dog parks are a comparatively recent phenomenon in community parks and recreation
development. Historically, dogs in urban areas are confined to their homes or small areas within
the home — this can be in a crate, in a room in the house, or in an enclosed yard of any shape or
size. Dog owners typically leave their dogs alone for periods of time during the day, especially
during business and working hours. This means that dogs have a limited opportunity to get all of
the exercise and physical activity that they need to remain healthy. These opportunities usually
appear in the form of daily walks on a leash, which restricts dogs’ freedom of movement and
ability to roam while often preventing dogs to socialize with other dogs and people that they
come across. Every city has a form of leash laws that dog owners must abide by; in the city of
Phoenix, for example, dogs must be leashed at all times unless within the confines of a park
designated by the city’s Parks and Recreation department as a dog park (City of Phoenix, 2017).
Not abiding by the city’s leash ordinances often results in fines or some form of retribution.

The first public dog park was not built until the late 1970s, when the city of Berkeley,
California opened an experimental dog park within Ohlone Park in the heart of the city. The

experiment proved to be a success, and the dog park was officially incorporated into the park,
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Methods

This research study consisted of a qualitative approach to identify key commonalities
among established off-leash dog parks in order to make a recommendation for how to build a
cost-effective dog park in Apache Junction. Data collection methods involved were document
review, field observations, and informal communications with Parks and Recreation city officials
from each of the four cities. The four cities selected are Tempe, Mesa, Gilbert, and Chandler,
with two dog parks selected in each city (eight dog parks in total) to perform a benchmarking
and comparative analysis. Characteristics for analysis included physical features, regulations,
and fundraising strategies to construct the dog park.

Data collection began by determining which cities would be selected for analysis.
Originally, four cities within a 30-mile radius were chosen due to their proximity to Apache
Junction, their affinity for building and maintaining well-used dog parks within their
communities, their population demographics, and the variety of activities for dogs and their
owners that the park supports (socialization, behavioral classes, agility programs, etc.). The cities
of Tempe, Mesa, Gilbert, and Chandler fit these criteria. The next stage involved selecting two
dog parks within each city that would serve as adequate baselines for understanding different key
features present in the dog parks that would inform a recommendation for the city of Apache
Junction. This involved conducting an Internet search of popular dog parks in each city, resulting
in the selections shown in Table 1.!

Due to time constraints and unresponsiveness from the City of Tempe Parks and
Recreation Department, dog parks selected within Tempe were discarded from the overall
comparative analysis and benchmarking process. This reduced the number of dog parks visited

and observed from eight to six.

City Dog Park

Cosmo Dog Park

Gilbert
Crossroads Park
Countryside Park

Mesa
Quail Run Park
Nozomi Park

Chandler

Shawnee Park
Table 1: Dog parks selected for comparative analysis and benchmarking.

2-10



CREATING AN OFF-LEASH DOG PARK IN APACHE JUNCTION
!

The next component of the study involved spending 30 minutes at each dog park (three
hours of observation in total) to conduct field observations at each dog park. Parks were visited
between late morning and early afternoon hours. The parks were observed for several descriptors
first provided by a study conducted by Lee, Shepley, & Huang (2009). These descriptors are: the
year that the park first opened; the park’s size; the park’s context and location; parking
availability; dog separation and containment; fence, perimeter, and gate; shade structure; seating;
play areas; water play areas; and, other amenities. The presence of each descriptor in the dog
parks was coded into Microsoft Excel, with a “1” representing “Yes” and a “0” representing
“No”. An explanation is provided with each descriptor, describing the exact characteristics of
each descriptor as it was observed. The term “other amenities” was used to describe any
additional characteristics of the dog parks that could not be classified under the previously stated
descriptors; this was not numerically codified, but did include a description of the additional
facilities within the dog parks. It is also noted if each dog park had posted regulations of what
was tolerated within the dog park; this was coded into Excel with a “1” representing “Yes” and a
“0” representing “No”, also including a short description of which rules were publicized. An
additional column, “fundraising strategies”, describes the methods used to fundraise for the dog
park (see Appendix A).

The final component of the comparative analysis required informal communications with
Parks and Recreation staff members from each city to determine what kind of strategies were
utilized to allocate funds to the construction of each dog park. Parks and Recreation officials
were located on the Internet on each individual city’s government website. They were emailed
inquiring about what kind of fundraising strategies were relied upon to build the dog park, as
well as the year that the park opened and the park’s size if this information was not already
published online or at the dog park itself (an example email can be found in Appendix B).

These research methods were selected for their practicality in providing context for why a
dog park is beneficial to its community. Witnessing how dogs utilize the park space
demonstrates how resources within the park are used in terms of frequency and volume. A needs
assessment or public survey would have discussed the necessity of a dog park and whether
community members still wanted it to be built, but public and official interest in building a dog
park in Apache Junction has been continually expressed in the last decade, and only not occurred

because of a lack of funding.

2-11






CREATING AN OFF-LEASH DOG PARK IN APACHE JUNCTION
!

Quail Run Dog Park. Opened in 2001, Quail Run Dog Park is a one-and-a-half-acre
park situated within the larger 40-acre Quail Run Park, located near commercial developments.
This park was built as a key deliverable in the city’s general park masterplan and offers two
separately fenced areas for active and timid dogs (see Appendix C, Picture 6). Similar to
Countryside, Quail Run also displays signage at the entrance to the dog park describing the
benefits of dog parks within the community.

City of Chandler

Nozomi Dog Park. Nozomi Dog Park is sized at less than an acre and opened to the
public in 2004. As a part of the Nozomi Park, this dog park is the smallest of the dog parks
selected for field observation. Signs posted at the entrance offer information about the city of
Chandler’s other dog parks, such as their locations and hours of operation (see Appendix C,
Picture 7). This dog park offers an area for agility training, complete with agility obstacles and
structures; it is considerably smaller than the active dog area (see Appendix D, Picture §). The
dog park is occasionally reserved for dog obedience classes and police K-9 training (City of
Chandler, 2017a).

Shawnee Dog Park. Shawnee Dog Park, which opened in 2000, is the largest dog park
selected for field observation at over two acres. It is located within a residential neighborhood
and is part of the larger Shawnee Park. Like Nozomi, Shawnee offers two separately fenced
areas for active dogs and agility training. The agility training area is situated directly in the
center of the dog park, complete with agility structures. The dog park, along with Nozomi, is also
a part of the city’s Dog Waste Stations & Plastic Bag Recycling Program, an award-winning
initiative that asks dog owners who frequent Chandler’s dog parks to bring plastic bags that
would otherwise be thrown away and use them to dispose of dog waste (City of Chandler,
2017Db).

Comparisons

Each park utilizes the double-gate system, which requires one gate to be closed at all
times to prevent dogs from escaping the parks. All parks use chain-link fences around their
perimeters (the heights of which are at least over five inches tall), and have easily accessible
parking lots nearby. Each park is lit at night for those owners who enjoy taking their dogs out in
the evening, which can be a popular time to visit during Arizona summers when there are cooler

temperatures. A water source is present within each park, along with dog waste materials and
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dirt or mud picked up in any of the fenced areas, a perk that many dog owners at this park tend to
enjoy. However, it is understandable that the other dog parks would not have the capability of
installing a doggie shower; every dog park should at least have a water source, while other water
resources such as kiddie pools and doggie showers can be considered desired but ultimately
unnecessary (City of Ann Arbor, 2013). The capability of installing these kinds of resources
depends on the fundraising resources available to each city, which differed among these dog
parks.

Three fundraising strategies were used to construct the dog parks, with the exception of
Crossroads because the information is unavailable. The town of Gilbert utilized funds devoted to
constructing Cosmo as part of a capital improvement plan. A capital improvement plan
“communicates timing and costs associated with construction, staffing, maintaining, and
operating publicly financed facilities and improvements with a cost over $100,000” (Town of
Gilbert, 2013). Therefore, the costs associated with constructing Cosmo were already planned
for, and included looking at cost estimates of operating over a five-year period. Countryside in
Mesa initially had private support that was eventually withdrawn, but was then able to move
forward in construction when public funding became available due to cost savings and delays in
other projects. Costs allocated to build Countryside amounted to about $30,000. Quail Run, also
in Mesa, was included in Mesa’s general park masterplan, so there was no specific separation of
costs associated with development and construction. Countryside and Quail Run’s initial
development and construction costs were budgeted for in the sense that their locations within
larger parks enabled the City of Mesa to lump those costs in with the larger costs of park
development as noted in the city’s masterplan. Annual upkeep costs are allotted within the parks’
overall maintenance plans (not just for the dog parks themselves). Nozomi and Shawnee, both in
Chandler, utilized park bond funds.

At this time, a request for more information about the costs of construction and
maintenance for each dog park remains unanswered from Chandler and Gilbert city officials.
Multiple attempts were made to contact the appropriate people, but unfortunately, no additional
information was obtained.

Recommendations
The purpose of this study was to determine the key features of a successful community

off-leash dog park, how other Arizona cities located resources to build their off-leash facilities,
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and how Apache Junction can apply different fundraising strategies to raise resources to
construct its own dog park. The answers to these questions formulate a recommendation to the
Apache Junction City Council on how they can move forward with plans to build a dog park in a
cost-effective and efficient way that satisfies the community.
Key Features

A successful dog park will have numerous features and amenities that are both necessary
and satisfactory to both dogs and their owners. The park should be at least one acre in size and
preferably near a residential area, or be an extension of a community park. The proposals put
forth that would place a dog park at Silly Mountain Park or Prospector Park are good options, but
expensive ones because both of these proposed parks are at least four acres in size, which
increases costs exponentially. The option to build across the street from City Hall, though much
less expensive, is still expensive. Costs would be minimized by a smaller park, which would
mean a smaller perimeter.

The perimeter of the park should be at least five feet high, and there should be a double-gated
entrance to the park to prevent dogs from escaping. At least one area for active dogs and one area
for timid dogs must be included. The park must also post regulations that determine appropriate
behavior for both dogs and their owners within the park. This should include:

! A notice of assumed risk for owners.

e Assumed responsibility of dogs by their owners.

! Licensure, vaccination, and visible tag requirements.

! Recommendations for dogs to be spayed or neutered.

! An age minimum for dogs and children to enter the park to minimize safety and health

risks.

! Restrictions on food, alcohol, or beverages that can cause potential harm and safety

concerns to dogs and their owners.

! Restrictions on aggressive behavior by dogs that results in removal from the park.

e Requirements that owners clean up after their own dogs.

Other key features that should be included are a water fountain for owners and dogs, or
another applicable water source for drinking and potentially bathing (should funding allow for

the latter). Some form of waste receptacles should be spread throughout the dog park for
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cleanliness and health purposes. Due to Arizona weather, some shading and seating should be
readily available for dogs and their owners, such as trees, a ramada, picnic tables, or benches.
Fundraising

Currently, the City of Apache Junction Parks and Recreation department receives funding
from the general fund, development fees, grants, bond issues, and donations from local business
and citizens (City of Apache Junction, 2017a). Because the problem with building a dog park in
Apache Junction is the lack of funding available, the city should consider looking inward to
determine if there are cost savings on other projects that could be allocated to building a dog
park. As noted above, Countryside in Mesa was built for around $30,000 as a result of cost
savings and project delays; however, these funds were not separated out from the overall park
project. Costs of land, light, turf, irrigation, and other infrastructural necessities were budgeted
for.

It is also worth noting that none of the dog parks selected for this study were fundraised
using private support. Money was allocated to Cosmo via Gilbert’s capital improvement
program, and to Quail Run as a part of Mesa’s general park masterplan. Nozomi and Shawnee
were built from funds gained through park bonds. It may also be worth structuring a fundraising
plan using bonds to construct a dog park in Apache Junction. Since the city’s Parks and
Recreation department budget is partially sustained by bonds, this could be a viable source of
funding.

Due to the continued interest in building an off-leash facility, it might also be a good idea
to look to the public for support in assisting with minor features of the park. Similar to how
Chandler’s dog parks participate in the city’s Dog Waste Stations & Plastic Bag Recycling
Program, citizens could feel compelled to taking a frontline interest in seeing the dog park come
to fruition by assisting with its maintenance and saving costs. The city could also ask for
donations for material items, such as water bowls and possibly a kiddie pool, trash cans, and
seating rather than purchasing these items upfront. Partnerships with local animal services could
be beneficial as well — as noted, some of the dog parks mentioned in this analysis were hubs of
information for available dog services. If the city charges a regular fee for advertisements, this
creates a stream of revenue while cementing community partnerships and shortening the gap

between communities.
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Many of these fundraising strategies are adequate for producing short-term benefits and
implementing small-scale amenities, as well as accounting for maintenance and upkeep.
However, the bulk of funding for an off-leash dog park would best come from internal funding,
such as by using a means of allocating funds in the scope of a larger Parks and Recreation
budget. Another consideration is to look at streamlining funding from other Parks and Recreation
projects that can withstand a cut in costs.

Based on observations and research, an off-leash dog park structured similar to Cosmo
Dog Park is most recommended due to its size, amenities, water resources, and popularity
throughout the community and beyond.

Conclusion

The biggest advantage to creating an off-leash dog park in the community will be the
ability to capitalize on community support and partnerships to make this possible. One of
Apache Junction’s biggest challenges that comes with spurring economic development and
improving general welfare is the disconnect between Apache Junction’s various urban areas
(ASU School of Geographical Sciences and Urban Planning, 2016). An off-leash dog park could
be the spark that crosses the metaphorical boundaries that bring connection to a halt between
urban communities. However, there is no conclusive way to know that any of the
recommendations put forth would be as effective for Apache Junction as they have been for the
dog parks in Gilbert, Mesa, and Chandler. However, the success of the dog parks mentioned in
this analysis shows that these recommendations could prove to be fruitful. It will require scaling
each feature and financial strategy to be conducive with Apache Junction’s infrastructure. But,
there is no doubt that an off-leash dog park would benefit Apache Junction’s citizens, human and

canine alike.
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Appendices
Appendix A
Cosmo Crossroads | Countryside | Quail Run Nozomi Shawnee
Year 2007 1996 2010 2001 2004 2000
opened
Park size 2 acres 1 acre 1.2 acres 1.5 acres + 0.83 acres + 2.21 acres
Part of
Near a larger 92-
shopping acre Part of larger | Part of large.r Adjacent to In a
Park center & Crossroads | 28-acre 40-acre Quail residential residential
adjacent to Park.? Countryside | Run Park. i neighborhood.
context & . . . neighborhoods.
location regldentlal Adj acent to Par.k. In. Near . Part of larger Part of larger
neighborhoods. | a residential | residential commercial Nozomi Park Shawnee
Part of 17-acre | area and a area.’ development.* " | Park.
Cosmo Park.! | shopping
center.
Parking Parking lot Barklng lot Barklng lot Barklng lot Barklng lot Stree?t
e right next to | right next to | right nextto | right next to parking, park
availability | nearby. .
park. park. park. park. parking lot.
Dog Separate but Separate but | Separate but | Separate but | Separate but Separate but
separation | connected connected connected connected connected connected
& areas; 4 areas areas; 2 areas; 2 areas; 2 areas | areas; 2 areas areas; 2 areas
containment | total. areas total. | areas total. total. total. total.
Fence, Chain link grlif émk Chain link | Chain link | Chain link Chain link
perimeter & | fence & double fence & fence & fence & double | fence &
double
gate gates. sates double gates. | double gates. | gates. double gates.
. No shading
Ramada & No shading | No shading Is\ifuz?jrdem‘tg)ut structure.
Shade . . Ramada & structure, but | structure, but ’ Outskirts of
picnic table in . lots of trees .
structure picnic table. | trees on the | plenty of . park heavily
lake area. . outlining the
outskirts. trees. ark shaded by
park. trees.
Some
Benches on Picnic table | seating Not much A few picnic Picnic tables
Seating edges of park | and a few (plastic seating tables scattered | and ledges for
areas. benches. chairs), but | available. in both areas. | seating.
not much.

! Retrieved from https://www.gilbertaz.gov/departments/parks-and-recreation/parks-facility-rentals/parks-info-
ramada-rentals/parks/cosmo-dog-park.

2 Retrieved from https://www.gilbertaz.gov/departments/parks-and-recreation/parks-facility-rentals/parks-info-
ramada-rentals/parks/crossroads-park.

3 Retrieved from http://mesaaz.gov/things-to-do/parks-recreation-commercial-facilities/parks/countryside-park.

4 Retrieved from http://mesaaz.gov/things-to-do/parks-recreation-commercial-facilities/parks/quail-run-park.
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Active dog | Active dog | Active dog Active do
Active do area is area is area is Active dog area is £
Areas are 1%1 roe spacious. spacious. spacious. area is spacious
o £% | Timid dog | Timid dog Timid dog spacious. pacious.
Timid dog area . . . . .| Agility area is
Play areas s smaller area 1S area 1S area 1S Agility area is smallor
connecte d’ to smaller, smaller, smaller, smaller, locate d’in the
the active area connected to | connected to | connected to | connected to middle of the
" | the active the active the active the active area. active area
area. area. area. '
Access to lake | No water NIZ Waarf; No water play | Kiddie pool for Ifilrdg;e E?c?lla
and dog beach | play area, piay ’ area, but dogs to lay in. | . g Y
Water play but water .| iIn. Water
area for dogs to but water fountain and water Water fountain fountain and
swim. Kiddie | fountain water bowls fountain and bowls bowls
pool for dogs. | available. . available. available. .
available. available.
Doggie
shower, Hub for Agility course | Agility course
playground Hub for advertising | Playground §tmctures, toys structtures,
nearby, extra advertising | dog services. | nearby, toys in park to play | toys in park to
seating outside L N with. Dog play with.
Other of the do dog Toys leftin | left in park to aste Do waste
amenities & services. park to play | play with. W g W
park. Hub for Dog waste | with. Dog Dog waste receptacles & | receptacles &
advertising dog receptacles. | was t'e receptacles plastic bag plastic bag
services. Dog ' receptacles ' donations donations
waste P ' used. used.
receptacles.
. Sign posted | Sign posted | Sign posted at Sign posted at | Sign posted at
Sign posted at at entrance at entrance entrance entrgqce entrgqce
entrance detailing detailing dog | detailing dog detailing dog | detailing dog
detailing dog dog park park rules & | park rules park rules, park rules,
park rules, AZ rules, AZ benefits of | benefits of other c'log‘ other c'log‘
Posted leash law, and leash law doo park doo park. and parks in city of | parks in city
regulations | contact and conta’c ¢ anc% EOH‘[;.C ¢ cor%tgc ¢ ’ Chandler, and | of Chandler,
information for information | information | information gontact . gnd contgct
relevant for relevant | for relevant | for relevant information for | information
municipal municipal municipal municipal rele\{apt for r§1§vant
departments. departments. | departments. | departments. municipal municipal
departments. departments.
Fundraising Funding
strategies available Part of the
Canital due to delays | general park
improvemen ERERTN in other masterplan — | Park bond Park bond
lalil Parks & no specific funds funds
P Rec. projects | separation of
and cost costs.
savings.
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Appendix B

From: Katherine Brewer

Sent: Monday, October 02, 2017

To: City of Gilbert Parks and Recreation
Subject: Off-Leash Dog Parks

Good afternoon,
I’m emailing to inquire about information regarding two dog parks in the city of Gilbert:

Crossroads Park and Cosmo Dog Park. I am interested in researching dog parks, their features,
and their financial feasibility, and am conducting a comparative case study of off-leash dog
parks. This information is being collected for my Masters Capstone research project at Arizona
State University. If possible, could I please be directed to someone who can answer the
following questions:

1. When were each of the dog parks opened to the public?
2. What is the size (in acres) of each dog park?
3. What fundraising/financial strategies were utilized to open the dog parks?

Thank you.
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Picture 3: A view of the active dog area in Crossroads
~ Park in Gilbert.

Picture 4: Rules and
regulations of the dog park
- posted at Countryside Dog
Park in Mesa. Park use rules
as well as benefits of the dog
park to the community are
included.

ed, vaccinated and wear a visibl

rea
visible at all tim

hibiting aggr behavior must be
immediately.

are liable for injury caused by aggressive

+ Children under the age of 12 must be accompanied
by an adult.

me all risk re



CREATING AN OFF-LEASH DOG PARK IN APACHE JUNCTION
!

» Picture 5: A view of the
active and timid dog (to
the right) areas of
Countryside Dog Park.

Picture 6: A view of
the active dog area
and timid dog area
(to the left) at Quail
Run Dog Park in
Mesa.

2-27



CREATING AN OFF-LEASH DOG PARK IN APACHE JUNCTION
!

| Picture 7: A sign
| posted at Nozomi
' Dog Park in
| Chandler detailing
" other dog parks
' available for use
within the city,
along with their
locations and

A hours of operation.

Picture 8: A
view of the
active dog
area within
Nozomi Dog
Park.

active dog
area.
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APACHE JUNCTION DOG PARK

Abstract

Apache Junction, Arizona, has proposed multiple dog park plans for implementation. This
research examines previous dog park site design to help guide what amenities are needed for off
leash dog parks. This research set out to determine what amenities are essential to the function of
a dog park, and which amenities are desired by Apache Junction citizens. Input regarding desired
amenities was compared with previous research to determine what amenities are needed to
provide a minimum viable dog park model. Apache Junction citizen input was obtained through
62 surveys distributed at local veterinary hospitals. Approximately 95 percent of survey
respondents lived near Apache Junction. Previous research found that shade, water, dog waste
disposal, segregated dog pens, and seating are critical amenities for dog parks in the United
States. Survey responses from this research corroborated these findings. Shade, water, dog waste
disposal units, segregated dog pens and parking ranked highest among Apache Junction citizen
survey participants. Shade was consistently rated as the most important amenity among survey
participants. Cleanliness was also a crucial factor for survey respondents. Site design and
substrate selection have direct impacts on perceived cleanliness of dog park facilities, and are

important considerations in planning dog park site design.
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Introduction

Dog ownership has become a popular endeavor for many people in the United States.
Approximately 39% of US households own at least one dog (Lee, Hyung-Sook, Shapley, M..,
Chang-Shan, H., 2009). A combination of high density living areas, and dog leash laws has
helped fuel the demand for dog parks (Lee, Hyung-Sook et. al., 2009). Dog parks are the fastest
growing form of parks in the United States (Schlreth, 2016). Although dog park research is new,
researchers have found dog parks promote responsible pet ownership and help to build a sense of
community (Batch, E., Hale, M., Palevsky, E., 2001). The city of Apache Junction, Arizona, has
formulated two master plans to implement an off-leash dog park. These plans have been in the
works since 2006, and were projected to cost approximately 3.5-4 million dollars. These dog
park plans listed the following amenities for the park; large space, turf, enclosed areas, lighting,
restroom facilities, parking lot, water, sewer/septic, electricity, ramadas for sitting, and
rotating/resting pods. A major barrier for implementation lies in the prohibitive costs projected
from the previous dog park plans. The goal of my research is to determine which of these
amenities are the most important to the citizens of apache junction. Features that are not
important to the citizens or critical to the success of the dog park will be cut. This will help to
reduce costs, and make it easier to secure funding to implement this project. What dog park
features are essential to the function of a dog park? Certain features, such as accessible water,
will be essential for a dog park to operate successfully. Which features are the costliest to
implement and maintain? Which dog park features do Apache Function citizens desire the most?
This research will produce a list of dog park features for site location and design. I hope to
produce a model for a dog park that is less costly, while still providing a safe facility for the
Apache Junction citizens. Certain features, such as access to clean water, will be essential to the
success of the dog park. Previous research and design of modern dog parks will aid in

formulating a cost-efficient features list for a new dog park model.

Literature Review

Site Selection Factors
Parks have a rich history of development and design that dates to the mid 1800’s (Hawn,

2009). However, design specific to dog parks has only recently become a component of park
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minimum dog park size to be half an acre for large dog parks, and a quarter acre for small dog
parks (City of Norfolk, 2016).

Lee, Shepley and Chang-Shan (2009) found that user satisfaction for site size was high
based on the four dog parks they examined. Harmony Dog park is approximately 2.3 acres, and
Cattail dog park is 1 acre. Danny Jackson Park is 2.5 acres, and Millie Bush Bark Park is
approximately 15 acres. Portland, Oregon cites the following guidelines for site selection
(Gelbach, 2013);

ol At least 5,000 square feet or .11 of an acre

el Level, dry and irrigated

! Away from playgrounds, residential areas and heavy traffic

! Close to parking

! Evenly distributed throughout the city (multiple dog parks)

! Does not affect fish and wildlife habits or water quality

¢! Outside main circulation of park (if it is connected to a general park)
el Already sees high off-leash activity

Site selection and substrate can impact the ability to prevent and maintain a healthy park.
Dog feces in concentrated areas can bring the risk of parasite infested soil. This issue can be
mitigated with good veterinary preventative care, adequate signage and good surface
maintenance. Some facilities utilize rotation pods. Allen (2007) found rotating pods to be one
important feature to promoting healthy dog park function. Rotation pods allow the soil to recover
from all the feces, urine and foot traffic (Hawn, 2009). One gram of dog feces has up to 23
million fecal coliform bacteria (Hawn, 2009). Resting periods vary from site to site, but Hawn
(2009) recommends annual rotations to ensure adequate recovery. Paradeis et. al. (2012) also
recommends that groundwater quality be monitored in areas in which dog parks are built on
sandy soils in high rainfall regions or when irrigation is used. Soils comprised of a more clayey
soil offered better protection from urine run-off. Site selection also requires enough space to

allow for adequate parking for dog park visitors.
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Dog Park Features Overview

Early dog parks were developed with a basic list of features such as; dog bowls, poop
bags, water, seating areas, shades and signage surrounded by chain link fence (Gomez, 2013).
Gomez designates these dog parks as stage one facilities. Stage two facilities feature rotation
pods, and separate areas for big and small dogs (Gomez, 2013). Stage three dog parks expand to
feature events and programs such as flyball competitions and training sessions (Gomez, 2013).
Bark Park in Fort Lauderdale Florida is an example of a stage three dog park with multiple
events and programs (Gomez, 2013). Other cities have devised a list of features that are needed
based on health, sanitation and citizen desires. Ann Harbor, Michigan devised a dog park
guideline based on research and surveys to determine what features were essential for the future
designs of their dog parks. Ann Harbour determined these features to be the most important for
their facilities; size, location, water, shade, parking, protection of natural areas, conflict
avoidance and suitable land. Many dog parks feature some or all of these items in different
forms. Ann Harbor found that the most crucial factors for a successful dog park were cleanliness,
maintenance, location, and shade (Park Advisory Commission, 2014).

Allen (2007) examined the following six dog parks; The Camden, Hamilton, Mount
Laurel, Princeton, State College and Battery Park. All of these parks were located in the state of
New York or New Jersey. Each of these parks had varying types of amenities and designs. All of
the parks examined by Allen (2007) had fencing, water, shade and restrooms for dog owners.
Some facilities utilized port-a-potty system and others with traditional restroom style buildings.
Some dog parks supply food for the dogs, however none of the sites surveyed by Allen (2007)
provided food. Concrete paths are sometimes utilized to encourage physical activity, and
promote access to the physically disabled (Schlereth, 2016). This feature, along with compliance
to ADA standards will improve access to patrons with disabilities (Schlereth, 2016).

Many dog parks also have separate areas for large, and small dogs to prevent smaller
dogs from being injured by larger dogs (Schlereth, 2016). Lee et. al. (2009) examined the
following dog parks; Harmony Dog Park, Cattail Dog Park, Danny Jackson Family Bark Park,
and Millie Bush Bark Park. These dog parks were in Florida, and Texas. All four of the dog
parks examined had separate areas for large and small dogs. Consistent with Ann Harbors

findings, all the dog parks examined by Lee et. al. (2009) also had shade, seating and water.

3-7



APACHE JUNCTION DOG PARK

Some dog parks also utilize dog agility or play equipment. However, Lee et. al (2009)
findings showed that the most popular activity for dog owners at the park was stationary
activities. Approximately 54.5 % of survey respondents spent their time talking with other dog
owners and watching their dogs play. This activity generally took placed under shaded areas with
seating (Lee et. al., 2009). This reinforces previous findings that shade is a vital component of

dog park design.

Substrate

The surfacing of the dog park is a critical component of the park. Budget, climate, park
size, usage and amenities are critical components in determining the best surface type for the
facility (Gelbach, 2013). Glasser (2016) listed the following surface types for dog parks; cement,
pea gravel, modified wood chips, grass, artificial turf and mulch. Each surface has benefits
associated with them. Mulch is a cheap option, but it makes fecal clean-up harder, and the
material needs to be constantly replaced (Hawn, 2009). Turf is a popular substrate but requires
constant maintenance (Hawn, 2009). Norfoilk, Virginia has committed to using artificial turf as
its primary surface (City of Norfolk, 2016). Allen (2007) found that Stonclad GS, although
expensive, can be a good surface for heavy traffic areas. The substrate or surface of the facility,
can dictate how well the land drains. Improper drainage can become a breeding ground for
harmful bacteria, and discourage people from visiting the dog parks.

In selecting a surface type careful consideration of the topography and weather conditions
need to be considered (Schlereth, 2016). A park utilizing a mulch or wood chip surface on
slopped terrain would result in heavy erosion of the surface under rainy conditions (Schlereth,
2016). Grass is a cheaper substrate, but does not hold up well under heavy foot traffic. Grass also
requires constant maintenance, and an irrigation system (Avrasin, 2003). Costs for grass can vary
between $380 and $500 per acre (Avrasin, 2003). Climate and rainfall can also make it difficult
to utilize grass surfaces. Dog parks utilizing grass in desert climates require constant upkeep to
keep the grass healthy (Gelbach, 2013). Some facilities opt for a concrete or pea gravel surface
near the entrance, exits and water fountains. These surfaces can stand up to the heavy traffic, and
prevent areas from becoming barren muddy soil. Allen (2007) noted that the Camden, Mount

Laurel, and State College dog parks utilized a grass surfacing that had become so deteriorated
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that the facility was mostly dirt and mud. This negatively impacted the user experience at these
facilities (Allen, 2007).

The Hamilton, New Jersey, park utilized pea cement in heavy traffic areas, and grass in
less used portions to keep the park in good condition (Allen, 2007). Hawn (2009) also
recommends the use of a harder surface around the entry gates, because it is a high foot traffic
area. A harder surface can be utilized in the bullpen area, under shade pavilions, benches and
picnic tables in the park (Hawn, 2009). Hamilton dog park in New Jersey utilized the pea cement
surface near the entry gates and around the water fountains (Allen, 2007). These hard surfaces
are also good around signage, trash bags, cleanup bag dispensers and watering stations (Hawn,
2009). Hard surfaces are easier to maintain, but cost more than other surface types (Hawn, 2009).
Decomposed granite is another good option, because it is permeable. Decomposed granite is easy
on dog joints, and environmentally friendly (Allen, 2007). Decomposed granite can cost
anywhere from 6-7 dollars per ton, and a two-acre park could require up to 1500 tons (Avrasin,
2003). Decomposed granite also requires flatter terrain, and good drainage to prevent the pebbles
from clogging drainage systems (Avrasin, 2003). Ann Habour, Michigan found permeable
surfacing to be an important component for designing dog parks (Park Advisory Commission,
2014). Substrate maintenance can contribute greatly to yearly maintenance costs for the facility,
and needs to be taken into consideration when choosing surface types. A well-maintained park is
critical to the health and safety of patrons (Allen, 2007). Schlereth (2016) also found that the
surfacing of the dog park is the most important feature, and is often underfunded. In park design,
Hawn (2009), also found that park maintenance and adequate surfacing is critical to the success

of dog parks.

Fencing

Fencing can be very costly to implement, but is a necessity for off leash dog parks. Most
dog parks utilize a steel chain link fence. Heights vary from 4 feet to 6 feet, depending on if the
fence is designed for small dogs or large ones (Lee et. al., 2009). A double gate feature is a
popular feature of dog parks to allow time for owners to leash and unleash their dogs while
entering or exiting (Hawn, 2009). All four sites examined by Lee et. al. (2009) utilized a chain
link fence with a double gate entry system. However, no user satisfaction data was collected for

this feature. It is recommended to design a double gated entry, and an exit gate at different areas
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of the facility (Lee, et. al., 2009). Dogs that are entering the facility are often more excited,
compared to those leaving (Hawn, 2009). Sometimes, this can lead to confrontations at the gate,
and a popular mitigation tool is separate entry and exit gates. However, this is costlier, and not
all facilities implement this design feature. For dog parks with swimming ponds, Gelbach (2013)
also recommends fencing to be placed around those so that owners can control access for their

dog.

Water and Restrooms

Allen (2007) recommends that all dog parks provide water for dogs and patrons.
Lee et. al. (2009) also found that access to water, and even swimming ponds were ranked highly
as factors that motivated dog owners to visit the park. It is noted that these dog parks studied
were in warm climates during the summer season, so responses may be biased based on external
factors (Lee et. al, 2009). Most dog parks feature accessible water for dogs and humans, as well
as shade from the elements (Gelbach, 2013). A common water fountain found in dog parks
contains one close to the ground for dogs, and two higher up for human only consumption.
Restrooms are also an important feature that facilities have started to implement in dog parks.
Only one of the four dog parks examined by Lee et. al. (2009) had restrooms available for dog
owners. While four out of five of the dog parks examined by Allen (2007) had restrooms
available to dog owners. Three of the facilities utilized a port-o-potty style restroom, and the
other two featured a traditional permanent style restroom facility (Allen, 2007).
Shading and Seating

Ann Harbor, Michigan, found that shade was a critical component of their
successful dog parks, and is part of their recommended guidelines for creating future dog parks.
Lee et. al (2009) findings showed that the most popular activity for dog owners at the park was
stationary activities. Approximately 54.5 % of survey respondents spent their time in group
stationary activities such as talking with other dog owners and watching their dogs play.
Approximately 25.3% of respondents cited individual stationary activities as their most utilized
activity (Lee et. al., 2009). This activity generally took placed under shaded areas with seating
(Lee et. al., 2009). This reinforces previous findings that shade is a vital component of dog park
design. It is noted that Lee’s study was conducted in the summer months in Florida, and Texas.

This may have impacted the results in relation to the emphasis on shade, and activity levels.
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Gomez (2013) also found that owner and pet socialization was a popular theme in survey
respondents in their case study of the Colonial Greenway Dog Park in Norfolk, Virginia. Shade
in dog park design generally fall into natural, such as trees, or manmade structures. If natural
shade is used, such as trees, small fences around the tree can be used to protect the tree from dog
urine (Hawn, 2009). Manmade shade structures vary greatly, and range from gazebos to ramada
style buildings.

A common design theme is to provide seating under the shade structure. Seating options
vary greatly. Many facilities use an outdoor bench style seat. All the facilities examined by Lee
et. al (2009) had very low user satisfaction rates for seating. Seat satisfaction ranked as the
second lowest user rated feature among all four dog parks studied (Lee et. al., 2009). Lee’s
research indicated that seats location should vary, so that users can sit in groups or by
themselves. It is not clear if comfort was a factor in user satisfaction with seating provided at the
sites Lee examined. Hawn (2009) recommends that seats be placed on the edges of the facility to
ensure owners can observe their dogs in all areas of the facility. Lee’s dog park guidelines
emphasized seating with tables to encourage conversation and gathering, and chairs that can be
moved so that users can ensure they are always in the shade or in the sun during colder months.
(Lee et. al., 2009). However, Hawn (2009) warns of utilizing tables, because it can encourage
users to bring in foot or drink into the facility. User who bring in food can cause aggressive or

protective behavior from the dogs (Hawn, 2009).

Parking and Lighting

Allen (2007) recommends gravel parking lots, because they do not cause storm water
runoff. However, gravel is more difficult to maintain (Allen, 2007). Danny Jackson Family Bark
Park in Houston, Texas, scored a 4.81 out of 5 for user satisfaction (Lee et. al., 2009). The
Danny Jackson Family Bark Park utilized an asphalt parking lot with 100 parking spaces. This
parking lot is very large compared to others examined by Lee’s research. Harmony dog park in
St. Cloud, Florida, received the lowest rating for parking satisfaction at 3.64 out of 5. Harmony
dog park has no designated parking lot, and users must park on the side of the street. Cattail dog
park in Woodland, Texas, also scored high in user satisfaction (4.09) with a gravel lot that
contains 24 spaces, and is shared with other park visitors (Lee et. al., 2009). Based on Lee’s

study, it appears that if parking was provided within a reasonable distance to the dog park, then
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users were satisfied. This fits with other research that parking lots be close and easily accessible
to dog park patrons.

Lightning is also often used in dog park facilities, especially for parking lots Allen (2007)
examined 6 dog parks and found all but one had fixed lighting, but none of them were energy
efficient. Some of the dog parks Allen (2007) examined had standard street lamp lighting, and
others opted for colonial style lighting. If the facility has trees that prohibit or limit access to
power lines, low voltage lightning can be used (Allen, 2007). Many dog parks close at dusk, but
lightning can aid in preventing vandalism at night (Hawn, 2009). Dog parks are often built in

already established parks, which already provide electricity and lighting.

Dog play equipment

Some dog parks provide dog equipment for agility exercises, or just general play.
Gelbach, (2013) does not recommend the agility equipment used in professional competitions,
because it can be high and narrow. Look for equipment lower than 3 feet with slip resistant
surfaces, and equipment covered by a warranty (Gelbach, 2013). Dog play equipment ranges
from ladders, hoop jumps, crawling tubes and more. However, dog park play equipment may not
be a good option if the dog park allows children under 12 years of age. Hawn (2009) found that
children often want to use the equipment, which can create safety issues. It is also recommended
to segregate this equipment into its own fenced area, so users can decide if they want their dog to
use the equipment (Hawn, 2009). None of the six dog parks examined by Allen (2007) featured
any kind of dog playground equipment. Lee et. al. (2009) examined four dog park sites, and none
of them had dog play equipment either.

Signage and Pet Waste Stations

Signage plays a critical role to prevent disease in dog parks. Soils can become
contaminated if dog waste is not picked up (Allen, 2007). The most common intestinal parasite
in dogs is the Toxocara Canis, and can be spread from contaminated drinking water or licking
contaminated paws, soil or fur (Allen, 2007). Toxocra Canis develop into larva, and is found in
dog feces. Other common parasites are the hookworm Ancylostoma caninum, whipworms
Trichuris vulpis, and tapeworms Dipylidium caninum. A heartworm preventative can be

important to prevent the spread of these worm based diseases (Allen, 2007). These parasites can
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live a long time on many surface types, including concrete (Allen, 2007). Feces removal is also a
critical component of parasite prevention (Allen, 2007). An effective way to promote sanitation
and reduce parasite infestations in dog parks is to provide self-service pet waste stations with
pick-up bags (Hawn, 2009). Research conducted by Leonard, Zolik and Matese (1979) found
that a mix of signage along with instruction and modeling led to over 80% of dog owners picking
up dog feces. Signage by itself had negligible impact on compliance. Most pet waste stations
have signage, and directions on how to throw away pet waste. The waste bags for these stations
need to be constantly replenished. Allen (2007) found that one of the common responses to his
survey to improve user experiences at the six dog parks he examined was to ensure that the bags
at the waste stations were always stocked. Adequate waste management is critical to combat
disease, and improve user experience.

Signage is also important so that users understand the rules and regulations for the
facility. Lee et. al (2009) recommends that signage be placed at the entrance with the park rules
and hours clearly posted. Park rules vary by location. Colonial Greenway Dog park, in Norfolk
Virginia utilizes the following dog park rules;

1.)! Owners are responsible for bodily injury and property damage caused by their dog

2.)! Owners must clear up waste left by their dog

3.)!Owners must remain with their dog and keep in sight at all times

4.)! Dogs must wear valid rabies vaccinations and city license tags

5.)!'No dogs in heat are allowed

6.)! Puppies must be older than four months old

7.)!'Dogs must be leashed when entering and leaving the parks

8.)! Dogs that show aggression toward people or other animals must be removed from the
park

9.)!' A maximum of three dogs per owner is allowed at any one time.

One way to mitigate noise complaints from nearby neighborhoods is to ensure the park

closes before dark.
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Research Methods

The literature review will be utilized to establish a list of possible features for a dog park,
and determine which of these features represent the bare minimum set of amenities for a safe and
useable dog park. Costs will be examined through the literature review, and compared with the
cost of Apache Junctions previous dog park plans. A survey with a mixed methods approach will
be utilized to capture Apache Function citizens input on desired features. I will also use the
survey to determine overall interest in the dog park, and explore citizen opinions on a monthly or
yearly service fee to aid in combating park upkeep costs. The following is a list of research
questions the research will answer;

! What dog park features are essential to the function of a dog park? Certain features, such
as accessible water, will be essential for a dog park to operate successfully.

! Which features are the costliest to implement and maintain? Features will be itemized
based on monetary costs to produce a features list.

! Which dog park features do Apache Function citizens desire the most? Desire will be
measured through surveys completed by Apache Junction citizens to determine which
features they value the most.

The VCA Apache Junction Animal Hospital, and the Companion Pet Clinic in Gold Canyon,
Arizona, will be the two sites that the surveys will be distributed. I do not reside in Arizona, so
the surveys will be mailed to each survey site. The survey will be completely anonymously, so
names and demographic data will not be collected. My contacts at each facility have agreed to
distribute the surveys to patients in the waiting room. VCA Apache Junction Animal Hospital
and Companion Pet Clinic personnel understand that the primary goal is to distribute surveys to
those with dogs, and to not allow the same people to repeat the survey. Approximately 100
surveys will be issued at each location over a one-week period. Each survey will be issued a
unique identifier code that identifies the location and number of the survey issued. At the end of
the survey period the surveys will be mailed back to me for analysis.

Results from the survey will be compiled, and analyzed. The survey results will provide me
with information regarding desired amenities for the dog park, as well as opinions regarding dog
park membership fees. The survey will also provide data on how many of the participants have
been to a dog park before, and if they live in the Maricopa or Pinal Counties of Arizona. Surveys

have low response rates, and could be a weakness for my research. I chose to keep my
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Figure #1

Previously Visited A Dog Park

m Yes = No

Most of the respondents had visited a dog park before taking this survey. Figure one shows that
Approximately 68 percent of respondents indicated that they had visited a dog park before. This
question helped to show a point of reference for their opinions regarding amenity selection.
Figure #2 illustrates that Approximately 95 percent of survey respondents lived in Pinal or
Maricopa county, Arizona. This question helped to establish that the survey respondents
represented a population that would live in driving distance of the dog park, and therefore be

likely patrons of a future dog park in Apache Junction.
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Figure #2

Percent of Respondants Who Live In The Area

m Pinal or Maricopa County = Other

Out of the 29 respondents that answered the amenities question correctly, subjects
indicated that shade was the most important amenity. Shade ranked in at a score of 245 with a
mean ranking of 8.4, and a mode of one. Approximately 44 percent of all survey responses
indicated that shade was the most important amenity, and 27 percent of respondents ranked it as
the second most important feature. This feature had the highest and most consistent ranking as
the most important amenity out of all the other options. This data is illustrated in figures three
and four.

Water was ranked the second most important amenity with a total score of 203, and a mean
rating of seven. This amenity was described as water for people, and dogs at the park. The mode
for the water amenity ranking was nine. Approximately 24 percent of completed surveys
indicated that water was the second most important amenity for dog parks. See figures three and
four.

Dog waste stations ranked third most important with a total score of 183, and a mean rating
of 6.34. The mode for dog waste station ratings was eight. Approximately 27 percent of survey
respondents ranked dog waste stations as the third most important dog park amenity.
Respondents also indicated that a clean, and well-maintained park was important to them.

Approximately 96 percent of surveys indicated it was important that the dog park was kept clean.
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Besides basic amenities such as water and shade, respondents indicated that dog waste cleaning
stations were the most important.

The fourth most important amenity was segregated areas for small and large dogs with a
total score of 169. The mean rank for this amenity was 5.8, and the mode for this category was
ten, nine and four. Approximately 13.8 percent of respondents ranked this amenity as being the
most important amenity.

A parking lot designated for dog park patrons ranked as the 5 most important amenity with
a score of 149. The mean ranking for this amenity was 5.13, and the mode was seven. This
amenity was ranked as the seventh most important amenity in 27 percent of survey responses.
Seating data rankings ranked this amenity as the sixth most important feature with a total score
of 143. The mean ranking for this item was 4.93, and the mode was five. Approximately 20
percent of all respondents believed seating was the fifth most important feature for a dog park
facility. The total scores for parking lot, and seating were very close. The parking lot data only
scored 6 points higher than seating.

Ponds, or swimming areas for dogs was ranked seventh with a score of 134. The mean
ranking for this item came out to 4.62, with a mode of one. Approximately 34 percent of survey
respondents indicated that a pond amenity was the least, or second least important amenity.

Restrooms were ranked as the 8" most important amenity with a score of 131, and a mean
ranking of 4.51. The mode for this feature was nine. Dog play equipment came in as the second
lowest rated amenity. The mean score of this amenity was 4.41, with a mode of four. The lowest
rated amenity was lighting, with a score of 114. The mean rating for this feature was 3.93.

Figures three and four illustrate these comparisons between amenities.
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Figure #3

Amenities Total Score
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Opinions regarding membership fees to help maintain a dog park was also explored on the
survey. Only 8 percent out of 60 responses indicated that they would not be willing to pay any

kind of membership fee to use dog park facilities. The majority, approximately 25 percent,
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indicated that they would be willing to pay an annual fee of 1-10 dollars to use a dog park. About
17 percent of survey data indicated that an annual membership fee of 11-15 dollars or a fee of
16-20 dollars was acceptable. Only about seven percent indicated that they would pay an amount
of 30 dollars a year or more to use a dog park. Opinions regarding membership fees were
positive overall, with 76 percent of respondents indicating that they would be willing to pay
some sort of membership fee to help with park upkeep and ensure animals are vaccinated prior to
park use. Approximately 16 percent of surveys indicated they were unsure if they would be

willing to pay a dog park membership fee.

Figure #5

Number Of Respondents Willing To Pay A Dog

Park Fee
16
14
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1-10$ 11-15S 16-20S 21-258 26-30$ 31S or more

Most of the survey participants were Maricopa or Pinal county residents, and had
experience visiting previous dog parks. This data helped to illustrate the relevance of their
opinions regarding dog park facilities, and established that they are a sample population that a
dog park located in Apache Junction would be serving.

Based on all the data collected from the 29 survey respondents, the top five desired
amenities are the following; shade, water, dog waste disposal units, segregated dog enclosures,
and parking lots. However, the scores for parking lots, and seating were very close. Seating
ranked 6™, but on a larger sample size seating could rank higher than parking lots. Survey

findings regarding shade, water and waste disposal units are consistent with findings from
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previous studies in our literature review. Shade, water and dog waste units were determined to be
critical components in other dog parks examined in the literature review, and was also reflected
in survey respondent’s opinions. This pattern was prevalent in not only the total scores for these
amenities, but also in the modes for each category. Shade and water are likely to be even more
important in a hot climate, such as Apache Junction, Arizona. Based on previous findings in the
literature review, seating is also a vital component of a successful dog park. Survey results were
very close between parking lots, and seating scores.

Survey respondents overwhelmingly believed that park upkeep and cleanliness was a critical
component for dog parks. This was also reflected in the high scores given to the dog waste
disposal unit amenity, and helps guide recommendations for park upkeep and design. Previous
research has shown that surface type, and design play a critical role in park maintenance.
Surfaces that degrade, such as grass, can create the appearance of a dirty or poorly maintained
park. Surface type plays a key role in the ability to keep the appearance of a clean park. Surfaces,
such as decomposed granite, are more expensive, but are important for areas that see high foot
traffic. Failure to budget for a more durable surface, could result in destroyed surfaces that
degrade into muddy areas. Simple amenities such as fencing, water, shade, waste disposal units
and seats can be implemented at minimal cost. A successful dog park plan should allocate as
much of the budget as required to ensure the correct surface type is chosen, and ensure it can be
installed and maintained properly.

Responses to dog park membership fees were overall positive, but were mostly on the low
end. Most users reported only being willing to spend 1-10$ on an annual dog park membership.
This would likely not be a significant amount of income for the facility, but it serves another
purpose. Dog membership fees help to keep animals that are not properly vaccinated out of the
park, and contributes to the health of the facility. Park cleanliness was important to 96 percent of
survey participants, and dog borne illnesses can be an issue in dog park facilities if measures are
not taken to prevent them. The use of a membership fee will provide users with the added
knowledge that efforts are being taken to keep the dog park a safe place for them and their canine
companions.

Based on previous dog park research, most criteria for park size calls for at least half an acre
of land. Generally, larger is better, but it must be small enough that dog owners can see their pet

at any vantage point in the park. Another important consideration for deciding on dog park size
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is the inclusion of segregated dog park areas. Segregated areas for large, and small dogs ranked
as the 4" most important feature based on our survey data. Previous research also reinforced the
importance of separating large dogs from smaller ones.

An interesting result was the low ranking for a pond or swimming area for dogs. Even in a
warm climate like Arizona, participants did not rank this amenity as being very important.
Previous research has shown that dog park owners may not want their dogs to become dirty by
swimming in a pond, and could be a reason why it was ranked so low in this survey. Parks that
utilize this feature, usually provide dog washing stations for users to clean up their pet before
leaving the facility. If a dog washing station was included as a package amenity with the pond on
the survey question it could have impacted the results. However, standing water can also be a
source for disease and should be accounted for if deciding to utilize a pond or swimming area in
a dog park. Previous research also recommends fencing ponds, so users can control access to
each pet.

Restrooms, dog play equipment and lighting received low scores on survey responses.
Restroom responses may be low, because respondents didn’t believe they would be at a dog park
long enough that they required a restroom be nearby. It appears participants believed a restroom
was not required for an enjoyable dog park experience. Results for dog play equipment, was also
consistent with previous research that found it to be underutilized by pet owners. Participants
ranked dog play equipment as the second least desired amenity. Although lighting received the
lowest scores in our survey data, lighting could still be a vital component of a dog park. It is
unclear why lighting was ranked the lowest. Participants may not believe they would visit a park
at night and therefore would not need lights. Previous research has shown that lights can be
important to prevent vandalism when the park is closed. Most dog parks close at night, but if dog

park rules allow the park to stay open lights would be an important amenity to consider.

Recommendations
Research and design in dog park facilities is a relatively new field. Due to a significant
increase in dog ownership, especially in congested cities, has contributed to a need for open
spaces for owners to take their pets. Site selection should be in an area that is away from
neighborhoods, and land that is flat and permeable. Based on Apache Junction’s limited funds, a

stage one dog park should be pursued. Gomez (2013) designated a stage 1 dog park as one that
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has the very basic amenities. A standard four to six-foot height chain link fencing can be utilized
to enclose the facility with an entry pen to allow leashing and unleashing of dogs prior to park
entry. Previous research has shown that shade, water, dog waste disposal, segregated dog pens,
and seating are critical amenities for dog parks. Although my sample size was less than 100, the
data obtained during this research corroborates these findings.

Dog park size should be at a minimum half an acre for a large breed dog park, and a
quarter acre for a small breed dog park. It is important that the park include segregated areas for
large, and small dogs to prevent injuries. Amenities, such as dog play equipment, and ponds are
nice to have, but not important to establish a minimum viable dog park. A smaller dog park with
basic amenities can be established at a low cost. A dog park in North Myrtle Beach spent
$25,000 on steel chain link fencing that enclosed a half an acre of land, and $5,500 on three
water fountains. North Myrtle Beach spent approximately $4,000 on bench style seating, and
utilizes trees for natural shade. Costs vary greatly for each, depending on where it is purchased,
and what it is composed of. A popular cost cutting technique is to utilize your own labor to
install these amenities, especially when installing a substrate.

Time and resources should be spent on ensuring an adequate surface is selected based on
climate, terrain and facility use patterns. The impact of the surface type on maintenance and
perceived cleanliness of the park makes it one of the most crucial factors in designing the park.
High foot traffic areas, and areas surrounding drinking fountains require a harder surface to
prevent surface degradation. Data obtained through this survey rated lighting as a very low
amenity, however if the park is open at night it is likely that it would be required. Many parks
close at night, but it may be beneficial to allow the park to stay open after dark.

The use of a dog park membership fee is not likely to generate significant income, but
can be used as a barrier of protection for users to ensure the park is protected from dog borne
illness. My contact with VCA Apache Junction Animal Hospital, Doctor Danielson, believed a
membership fee would be a great idea to ensure dogs are vaccinated prior to gaining admission
to the dog park. VCA Apache Junction Animal Hospital was on board with being a distributor of
a key card type system, but would likely require other animal hospitals in the area to participate.
A veterinary facility would be a good facility to distribute a key card to allow access to a
membership controlled dog park. Previous research has also shown other clever ideas to help

with park startup costs and maintenance. A popular startup program is to allow members of the
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community to purchase bricks, with personalized engraved messages. The fee covers the cost of
the bricks, and generates extra revenue to finance the building of the park. These bricks are used
to build parts of the park. Businesses often purchase these bricks, because they function as cheap
advertisement.

Based on previous research, and data collected during this research, dog park patrons see
dog parks as simple parks with open space. Patrons desire basic amenities, and bigger is not
necessarily better. A park with a large features list will be barren if the design of the park does
not facilitate an easily maintained park. Apache Junction has had an issue securing funding for a
dog park, so the initial design should be conservative and feature the basic list of amenities. A
half-acre plot of land with shade, water, waste disposal units, segregated dog pens and a parking
lot is the minimum viable dog park design. The challenge is in choosing an adequate surface
substrate, and ensure that surfacing is well maintained to promote a clean and successful facility

on a limited budget.

Conclusion

Previous research has shown that although dog park design is in its infancy, there are
some establish standards in the industry. Site selection factors include the need for flat permeable
land, and consideration of nearby neighborhoods to prevent conflicts. Dog parks typically are
often segregated with at least half an acre for large dog parks, and a quarter of an acre for small
dog parks. Shade, water, segregated dog pens and seating are often seen in dog parks across the
United States. Gomez (2013) designates these as stage one dog parks, that provide basic
amenities. Survey responses from Apache Junction citizens fit in line with this stage one dog
park model. Amenities, such as swimming ponds and dog play equipment, are amenities that can
be added after the basic dog park model is implemented and successful. Apache Junction should
provide these basic amenities to reduce costs, and provide a dog park model that provides

amenities that are both required, and desired by Apache Junction citizens.
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