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ISSUE AT-A-GLANCE   
The Council formed a community working group in April 2014 to provide recommendations regarding potential 

new dog off-leash opportunities for residents. The working group was comprised of Council Members Charlie 

Luke, Luke Garrott and Erin Mendenhall, as well as community stakeholders, relevant City department officials, 

and the director of Salt Lake County Animal Services.1 The group’s discussions during four meetings were guided 

by the Council’s policy goal: To expand opportunities for residents to enjoy outdoor activities with their off-

leash dogs while minimizing impacts on other people, on health and safety, on parks and open space, on 

nature and wildlife, and on Salt Lake City’s budget. The results consist of recommendations for policy 

priorities, tools for success, and action steps for the Council’s consideration. The policy goal to expand 

opportunities for outdoor activities with off-leash dogs is related to the Council priorities of Neighborhood 

Quality of Life, and Parks & Open Space. 

 

Goal of the Briefing: 

The goal of the briefing is to consider working group recommendations and determine next steps the Council 

may wish to take, including public input opportunities. The Council may wish to start the discussion with a 

review of the statements prepared by the working group, which is the basis of the recommendations (See 

attachment A for the group statements).  

                                                        
1 See Attachment A for information on the meetings and the full list of working group members. 
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WORKING GROUP’S RECOMMENDATIONS 

Prioritization of Dog Off-Leash Options 

These options were considered by the working group to have the greatest potential to achieve the Council’s 
overall policy goal.2 Their ranking was based on consideration of the costs associated with each, as well as the 
ease and time associated with implementation. The options are listed below in order of the group’s preference: 

1. New off-leash areas in existing parks, trails and open space 

2. Part-time off-leash areas in existing trails and open space 

3. Part-time off-leash areas in existing parks 

4. New off-leash dog parks 

5. Potential use of golf courses during off-season 

 

Recommended Tools for Dog Off-Leash Success 

The working group agreed that the following tools will help ensure the success of the off-leash options listed 
above. No preference is meant to be implied by the numbering in this case: the group recommends that all of 
them be integrated into City actions related to off-leash areas.3  

1. Volunteer programs to help with educational outreach to all users and enhance park experience, 
organized by community groups that have signed formal written agreements with the City  

2. Improvements to park design, development and implementation processes 
3. Improved signage 
4. Ongoing education 
5. Better enforcement of rules inside and outside off-leash areas, with targeted enforcement efforts based 

in part on on-going reviews of monthly Salt Lake County Animal Services data. 
6. Closely evaluated pilot programs designed to test new locations and processes, and that provide 

measurable results to help determine whether each pilot program should continue. 

 

Recommended Funding Options 

Depending on the options ultimately selected, the Council may wish to consider new sources of funding (no 
preference order): 

1. Sale of tags for new and exclusive off-leash opportunities 
2. User donations 
3. Outside donations and sponsorships 
4. Competitive grants 
5. Tax increase 
6. Reallocation of revenue 
7. General Obligation Bond 
8. Privatization of one or more parks 

 

 

 

  

                                                        
2
 See Attachment B for the group’s recommended action steps and responsible parties. 

3 See Attachment C for relevant examples from other cities. 
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POLICY QUESTIONS   

 
1. Does the Council wish to adopt some or all of the working group’s recommendations regarding 

prioritization of dog off-leash options?  

These recommendations represent consensus opinions of the Council’s off-leash working group. They do 

not imply changes to any particular park or trail, but are designed to orient City efforts to meet the 

public’s interest in additional options. Implementation would require some policy shifts that involve 

changes in ordinance and in current practices and potentially budget (see question 2 below). 

Implementation of the recommended options also could result in a need to change the City’s contract 

with its animal services provider.  

2. Is the Council interested in directing additional resources to create new options for residents to use 

parks and trails with their off-leash dogs?  

The working group agreed that a number of specific practices, listed as Recommended Tools above, 

could help minimize complaints and conflicts regarding dog off-leash areas. While some of these 

practices are low-cost, or may even save money for the City, others will require on-going new spending. 

3. Would the Council like to ask the Administration to identify potential impacts of off-leash dogs on parks 

and to estimate budget needed for mitigation and maintenance? 

4. Does the Council wish to implement user fees for parks and open space areas that are exclusively for 

dogs, with the proceeds directed to improvements to these areas?  

The working group recommends that if user fees are implemented, they apply only to expanded 

opportunities, and be charged through the issuance of a special annual tag. Salt Lake County Animal 

Services stated that they could administer this program as part of their licensing program. This 

approach may be most efficient for the City, though the County’s administrative fee would reduce the net 

revenue generated by this tag. It should be noted that a minimal tag fee, such as $5 per year, would 

generate little funding for needed improvements, so either the fee would have to be higher or other 

funds would have to be identified. 

5. Would the Council like to request an evaluation of current off-leash experiences (for example, Lindsey 

Gardens, Parley’s Historic Nature Park, Jordan Park) to identify lessons learned and other useful 

information? 

6. Is the Council interested in exploring any of the proposed pilot projects or considering others?  

 New off-leash opportunities in existing parks, such as Wasatch Hollow, Rotary Glen, Rosewood 
Park, Fairmont Park, a portion of Jordan River Par-3 and Bonneville Shoreline Trail, with the 
option to designate part-time off-leash use? 

 Permitting part-time off-leash hours or days in other City parks? 

 Seasonal uses or use of specific sections of open space abutting golf courses? 

Would the Council like to identify a time frame or sunset clause for any potential pilot program? 

7. Based on the adopted budget for fiscal year 2014-15 regarding golf courses, does the Council wish to 

discuss golf courses as an option for dog off-leash areas, either in the off-season, or if portions of any 

courses are designated by the City at a future date for other use? 

8. Staff has shared this report with the Parks, Natural Lands, Urban Forestry and Trails Advisory Board. Is 

the Council interested in engaging this board in discussions? 
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Additional Background Information 

The Council’s policy decisions may have impacts on the City’s contract for animal services. The current contract 

has been extended to allow the City time to adequately review proposals and successfully negotiate an animal 

services contract with the entity chosen.  The decisions made by the Council regarding off-leash dog options may 

have implications for the ultimate contract negotiations.  

Resolution No. 52 of 2004 provides the current process and evaluation guidelines for designating a dog off-leash 

area. As part of these guidelines, a sponsor must be willing to “adopt” any new off-leash area. It is the current 

practice of the City to require a signed Letter of Understanding to clarify the roles and responsibilities of the City 

and the sponsor of an off-leash area.4  Both of these documents would likely need to be modified based upon the 

outcome of the Council’s policy discussion.    

 

Chronology and Next Steps 

 
 On April 1, 2014, the City Council received a briefing from the Administration regarding potential 

options for dog off-leash areas and potential next steps. The Council conducted a straw poll and 

unanimously supported the creation of a Council-led community working group to discuss options. The 

working group’s recommendations would then be presented to the Council for their consideration. 

 

 The community working group convened on April 22, May 9, May 13 and May 20, 2014.  This report 

represents the working group’s recommendations. 

 

 The working group’s recommendations are tentatively scheduled to be presented to the Council in July. 

 

 A public comment period or other public engagement designated by the Council can be discussed by the 

Council at their July briefing. 

 

 

 

 

List of Attachments 

 
A. Statement from Off-Leash Working Group, June 11, 2014 

B. Working Group’s Recommended Action Steps and Responsible Parties for Meeting Council Policy Goal 

C. Examples from other cities 

D. Resolution No. 52 of 2004 and Salt Lake City Letter of Understanding 

  
 

  

                                                        
4 See Attachment D. 
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ATTACHMENT B 
 

Working Group’s Recommended Action Steps and Responsible Parties for Meeting Council Goal 

 

Tool Action steps Responsible party 

Community-organized 
volunteer programs to 
educate all users and 
enhance park experience 

 Propose new revisions to Resolution No. 52 of 2004—or 
entirely new resolution—to establish option of agreements 
between City and community organizations, formalizing 
expectations and guidelines. Consider role of Park 
Advisory Board in this process.  

 Public Services 
 Community 

organizations 

 Consider formal adoption of revisions to Resolution No. 
52 of 2004, or adopt new resolution, to facilitate 
participation of community organizations that would 
sponsor off-leash areas. 

 Council 

 Reconvene working group twice per year for updates, 
information, adjustments. Include Community Councils 
through Salt Lake Community Network.  Consider role of 
Park Advisory Board in this process. 

 Council staff 

Improvements to park 
development, design and 
implementation 
processes 

 Include in development, design and implementation 
process: changes to forming new off-leash parks and 
areas; operating agreements with community groups 
within or outside ordinance; input from users’ groups. 

 Public Services 

 Council staff  

 Community groups 

Improved signage 
 

 New sign standard project for open spaces is underway in 
Public Services; prototype sites will be operating within 
next 6 months. For off-leash areas, develop sign content 
and strategy for placement with input from community 
groups, Parks Advisory Board.  

 Public Services 

 Community groups 

 Consider funding options for additional signage and on-
going maintenance, if requested by Administration. 

 Council 

Ongoing education  Develop standard education content for off-leash areas 
with input from community groups, Parks Advisory Board.  

 Public Services 
 Community 

organizations 

 Coordinate with respective City offices to place education 
content in: 

- Council and Administration newsletters and 
communications  

- Community Councils 
- City on-line communications  
- City utility bills 

 Council Staff 

 Public Services 

 Coordinate with respective organizations to share 
education content with: 

- Off-leash community groups 
- Animal services provider (include with licenses)  
- Local veterinarians 
- Schools 

 Community 
organizations 

 Animal services 
provider 

 Create a centralized on-line location to serve as the source 
of updated information on all aspects of outdoor 
recreation with on- and off-leash dogs. Include location 
information, downloadable information, links to 
community groups 

 Public Services 

 Community 
Organizations 

FT0698
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Enforcement inside and 
outside off-leash parks 

 Take advantage of SLCO Animal Services data (with ability 
to roughly track information related to particular parks) to 
inform decisions on education and enforcement: develop 
mechanisms to inform elected officials and agency 
decision makers of trends 

 SLCO Animal Services  

 Council staff 

 Administration staff 

 Review animal services contract with eye toward 
opportunities for changes 

 Public Services 
 

 Consider additional funding for animal services contract if 
recommended by the City Administration 

 Council 

 Signage: include telephone numbers for complaints 
(differentiate from 911)  

 Public Services  

 Consider additional service by SLCO Animal Services: 
make monthly reports for specific parks available to 
Community Councils (Community Councils could request 
relevant data through the Community Council Network) 

 SLCO Animal Services 

 Public Services 

 Council 

Pilot projects  Evaluation of current off-leash experiences for Council 
policy consideration: Lindsey Gardens, Parley’s, Jordan 
Park 

 Public Services 

 Community 
organizations  

 Council 

 Consideration of new off-leash opportunities  in Wasatch 
Hollow, a portion of Jordan River Par-3, Bonneville 
Shoreline Trail 

 Public Services 

 Community 
organizations  

 Council 
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ATTACHMENT C 

 

Examples from Other Cities 

 

 Article, Creating Dog Parks—Without Rancor, The Trust for Public Land, 2005. Summary of Seattle, 

Baltimore, New York City (Prospect Park) and others. 

 Atlanta 

 Austin 

 Charleston County, SC 

 King County, WA 

 New York City (Central Park, Riverside Park) 

 Portland 

 San Francisco 
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ATTACHMENT C 

RELEVANT EXAMPLES FROM OTHER CITIES 



Highlights from Creating Dog Parks - Without Rancor 
The Trust for Public Land, 2005 

 
Bottom line 

―The demand for dog parks is strong and growing. This trend has the capacity to add significant power to 

the general park movement—or it can create divisions that debilitate it. … By communicating sensitively 

and by planning carefully together, park advocates of all stripes—including both dog lovers and haters—

should be able to strengthen urban park systems across the board through better design, better space 

utilization and the acquisition of more land.‖ 

 

The Seattle success 

―The pilot program made all the difference. First, it showed residents that the city was in charge and 

acting reasonably. Second, it taught Seattle how to identify site selection criteria that would lead to 

successful locations, which turned out to be: (1) avoid interference with other established uses or 

department-sponsored activities; (2) avoid locations directly abutting residences; (3) assure availability of 

close-by parking; (4) avoid locations near children‘s play areas; (4) choose spots where there are minimal 

impacts on the visual character of a park; (5) site so as to avoid spillover into non-dog areas; and (6) avoid 

sensitive environmental habitats.‖ 

 

―Thanks to a phased-in program by a no-nonsense agency that backed up its promises with both real 

facilities in some places and tickets in others, Seattle‘s program today is ‗wildly successful,‘ according to [a 

park department spokesperson].‖  

 

Difficulties in Baltimore  

―… a classic case of a city without an off-leash policy, without a plan of action, without criteria and without 

enforcement—there are only two animal control officers for 650,000 residents.‖ 

 

Part-time off-leash success in Brooklyn (Prospect Park) 

The parks administrator ―… used the clock and the sign, not the fence. She allowed leash-free only in the 

morning and evening - and dog owners who didn‘t comply began receiving costly citations. She also 

stressed that taking off the leash was a privilege, not a right, and it could be taken away if there were 

problems.‖ 

 

Why cities benefit from working with dog owners  

―Cities … need more parkland. Instead of cramming more users into existing parks, the search should be 

on for alternative places to take the leash off – preferably using the not insignificant political and 

economic clout of urban dog lovers.‖ 

 



Creating Dog Parks - Without Rancor
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Contact:
Peter Harnik
Director, Center for City Park Excellence

The Trust for Public Land
660 Pennsylvania Ave., S.E.
Washington, D.C. 20003
(202) 543-7552
peter.harnik@tpl.org

© The Trust for Public Land

By Peter Harnik and Cerise Bridges

DOG PARKS UNLEASHED! That’s how a tabloid might cover it.  Or, just as
plausibly, FIDO FINALLY GETS TO PLAY!  Either way, the hottest new city park
issue to hit America -- the skyrocketing support for creating places to let dogs run free -
has been challenging park directors, roiling communities and making headlines.  

Dogs have always played a big role in city parks, but their traditional position at
the end of a lead has been upended by changing mores and a rising enthusiasm among
dog owners for much more active play.  By one estimate there are now at least 2,000 off-
leash dog areas, ranging from small parks entirely devoted to canines to substantial cor-
ners of larger green spaces—and the number is growing exponentially.  From Berkeley,
Calif. (site of reputedly the nation’s first, in 1983) to San Antonio and Atlanta (which
each opened their first only in 2003), the issue has provoked excitement and furor, with
raucous public hearings sometimes running well past midnight.  Interestingly, in some
cases the dog park issue has badly fragmented a city while in others it has been resolved
harmoniously, even adding potency to the park constituency.  Why the difference?

In a crowded city where almost every square foot is precious, it’s not easy for a
park department to announce that some of its land will be devoted to free-running dogs.
To some folks that sounds like “your dogs over my children.”  But from the other side of
the fence, the reaction is equally strong: “My kid happens to be a dog.  We all pay taxes
here, don’t we?”

Of all the clashes, nowhere has it gotten as bad as in San Francisco, a city with
multiple park agencies and as many dogs as children.  

In the 1970s, an off-leash culture began on some of the chilly, foggy and remote
San Francisco beaches operated by the National Park Service.  Initially, removing leashes

Prospect Park; New York Ctiy

              



was illegal because of a blanket prohibition on all Park Service land, but a special advisory
group recommended an exception for portions of the Golden Gate National Recreation
Area.  Not everyone in the city approved, but it did provide an escape valve to keep off-
leash dogs from running in more heavily used places like Golden Gate Park or Union
Square.  Then, in 2001 park naturalists realized that the populations of two threatened
beach birds, the snowy plover and the bank swallow, were dropping rapidly and that it
was probably due to the unleashed dogs.  Suddenly park police began enforcing the leash
law and handing out expensive tickets.  Just as suddenly, owners began to take their pets
to much smaller and more centrally located neighborhood parks run by the city park
department.

In San Francisco, the second most densely populated city in the nation (after New
York), even quarter-acre patches of green are dearly loved and heavily used.  If one of
them is suddenly peppered with dog droppings, or if someone is bitten while sunbathing,
or if mothers start screaming at the owner of an off-leash dog, the whole city quickly
hears about it.  Perceiving a lack of leadership (the city has two park agencies which rarely
communicate, plus the mayor and the city council are usually at odds), every park became
a battleground.  Both sides dug in, roiled by both the media and a number of grandstand-
ing politicians.  Ultimately, the Park Service brought in two organizations, the Institute
for Environmental Conflict Resolution and the Center for Collaborative Policy, to con-
duct a “negotiated rule making process,” a formal consensus approach to problem solving.
There are early indications that San Francisco’s off-leash dog battle might eventually be
amenable to a negotiation, but this particular process is federally mandated and, as such,
is so bureaucratic that it can easily take years. When asked if he was surprised that a dog
park issue has gone so far, Mike Eng, a senior program manager with the conflict resolu-
tion institute was appropriately diplomatic.  “On the grand scale of environmental con-
flicts we deal with, this is low,” he said, “but with the emotional attachments people have
for their dogs, it is understandable.”  

Perhaps the real wonder should be reserved for Seattle, 1000 miles to the north,
which made the civic transition to dog parks with relative ease and polish.  Seattle, too,
was hit by the off-leash trend in the early 1990s and, after complaints escalated, the city
initially took a hard-line approach, adding more animal control officers and increasing
the number of citations. Concerned about where the policy would lead, dog owners
formed Citizens for Off-Leash Areas (COLA) and caught the attention of a city council
member.  The Seattle Department of Parks and Recreation was not the least bit enthusi-
astic, but COLA helped identify about 70 possible off-leash sites and the City Council
mandated a 15-month pilot program at eight of them in 1996.

The pilot program made all the difference.  First, it showed residents that the city
was in charge and acting reasonably.  Second, it taught Seattle how to identify site selec-
tion criteria that would lead to successful locations, which turned out to be: (1) avoid
interference with other established uses or department-sponsored activities; (2) avoid
locations directly abutting residences; (3) assure availability of close-by parking; (4) avoid
locations near children’s play areas; (4) choose spots where there are minimal impacts on
the visual character of a park; (5) site so as to avoid spillover into non-dog areas; and (6)
avoid sensitive environmental habitats.  

Seattle also learned something else.  “Try to find property with no history,” says

Dog Owner Associations
Who says dog owners (and their 
opponents) don’t have a sense of humor?

SCOOP: Sacramento Owners 
for Off-leash Parks, Sacramento

KC SCOOP: Kansas City Society 
of Canine Owners for an 
Off-leash Park, Kansas City

POOP: People Organized for 
Off-Leash dog Parks, Nashville

PUP - People Using Parks, 
Oregon

PiP - Partners in Parks, Milwaukee

FIDO - Fellowship in the Interest 
of Dogs and their Owners,
Prospect Park, Brooklyn, New York

ROMP: Responsible Owners 
of Mannerly Pets, Minneapolis

Fort Woof Dog Park: Forth 
Worth, Tex.

LAPP: Leash-free Alliance of 
Piedmont Park, Atlanta, Georgia

COLA: Citizens for Off-Leash 
Areas, Seattle (and other locations)

UnCOLA: Off-leash opposition 
group, Seattle

   



Dewey Potter, spokeswoman for the park department.  “It’s a lot easier than persuading
people to change a field’s use into something different.”

Thanks to a phased-in program by a no-nonsense agency that backed up its prom-
ises with both real facilities in some places and tickets in others, Seattle’s program today
is “wildly successful,” according to Potter.  In fact, dogs in Seattle have even helped
reclaim some parks from illegal users: in 1995, when police reported a high volume of
unlawful alcohol, drug and sexual activity in three particular parks, the park department
converted them to pilot off-leash areas and criminal activity soon evaporated.  
There’s no doubt that off-leash areas are good for dogs and their owners.  The dogs can
run and cavort; the humans can stand or sit, talk or read, watch and provide comfort, if
necessary.  It’s pretty similar to a children’s playground and just about as much fun, even
for non-dog owning passers-by who often stand at the fence and enjoy all the activity.
The more enterprising sites even have playground-like props and accoutrements - sprin-
klers, fake fire hydrants, wading pools, bridges, tunnels and more - often in bright, pri-
mary colors (even though dogs are largely color-blind). When dogs run off excess energy
they become less aggressive.  When people socialize they often strengthen their commu-
nity.  In Seattle, off-leash areas were so successful that one pundit dubbed them “the sin-
gles’ bars of the 90s.”

There’s also no doubt that nearby neighbors are often less enthusiastic.  As with
playgrounds, noise is a factor, and most people have less tolerance for barking than for
children’s delighted shrieks.  Dog parks also take a physical beating.  Even beyond issues
of droppings and urine, there is no way to keep grass green, growing and healthy on any
dog park smaller than about 15 acres, according to Don Colvin at Indianapolis
Department of Parks and Recreation.  Thus, most dog parks are surfaced with shredded
bark, pebbles, synthetic materials - or, de facto, with mud and dust.

Robert E. Lee Park, in Baltimore, exemplifies the range of problems - environ-
mental and otherwise—which can arise on an inadequately planned and managed space.
Lee is not officially a dog park, but because of its relative remoteness and a lack of
enforcement, it has become a popular one.  “Overrun,” is how one user put it.  “Families
used to come to picnic, but that’s out of the question now with all the dogs running
around,” he said.  When the city announced that it would close the park for a year to
reconstruct a bridge and to remediate soil that it said was contaminated by the dogs,
owners engaged in what park superintendent Connie Brown called “civil disobedience,”
cutting fences and circumventing welded steel bars.  When a local citizen group pleaded
for the creation of a fenced off-leash area within Robert E. Lee Park, the park depart-
ment deferred the issue until a policy on off-leash areas can be established. Baltimore is a
classic case of a city without an off-leash policy, without a plan of action, without criteria
and without enforcement—there are only two animal control officers for 650,000 resi-
dents.

The story from Atlanta’s Piedmont Park had a happier ending.  There, too, an out-
of-the-way portion of the 185-acre park had evolved into an illegal but popular off-leash
gathering spot. When it came time to renovate that section of the park, the Piedmont
Park Conservancy realized it would have to confront the issue head-on or risk a
Baltimore-like uprising.  Fortuitously, a solution was at hand. Piedmont Park has a num-
ber of undeveloped, unusable sections which have never evolved a culture or a user con-

A Temperament Test

Every dog park has guidelines and
rules of etiquette.  Commonly, owners
are required to clean up after their
pets and are prohibited from bringing
aggressive dogs, dogs in heat, and dogs
that have not been vaccinated.  They
are also required to be within calling
distance of their pets.  Some facilities
are divided into “large dog” and “small
dog” areas.  However, Paw Run
Recreation Area, a privately run dog
park in Ann Arbor,  Mich., takes
things a step further.  Paw Run
requires dogs to pass a temperament
test to enter.  

The temperament test evaluates two
forms of aggression: dog-to-people
and dog-to-dog.  In each test the dog’s
reaction to a greeting, handling, and
object possession is graded from A
(“leans forward, averts eyes, relaxes
posture and wags tail”), to F (“growls
or tries to bite the handler”).

Though grades are not a judgment
about dog’s worth, says Carolyn
Kinsler, operator of Paw Run
Recreation Area, “members appreciate
the test, assured that aggressive dogs
will not be a threat to their own or
their dog’s enjoyment.” 

 



stituency.  One, down in a valley shielded by trees and tracks from earshot of most
homes, had recently been renovated.  It was there that conservancy staff, relying entirely
on donations from dog lovers, erected a fence and posted rules.  It has become one of the
most frequented areas of the park and operates virtually around the clock. “Atlanta has no
other dog park,” said conservancy Development Director Kendra Cotton. “It was so des-
perately needed that people treat it as a gift, and take care of it.”  (The facility is basically
self-policed by users, although after a pit bull killed a miniature pincher, the two-acre
park was divided into sections based on canine size and weight, and a security patrol was
added.  The conservancy is also considering instituting a temperament test for dogs.)   

The cutting edge in off-leash management is to do a dog park without a fence.
This is relatively common in some of the sprawling cities of the west and southwest, such
as Colorado Springs and Portland, Ore.  Surprisingly, it’s also the rule in New York City’s
Prospect Park.  

Prospect Park is a 526-acre oasis in the heart of Brooklyn, one of the most densely
populated places in America.  Today it is a manicured delight of forest and field, but in
the 1970s it was in shambles, a dangerous no-man’s land where dogs were both a prob-
lem and a source of protection, and many of them were off-leash.  With the creation of
the Prospect Park Alliance and the successful effort to turn the park around, Tupper
Thomas, park administrator, decided to add some structure to the chaotic situation.  But
she used the clock and the sign, not the fence.  She allowed leash-free only in the morn-
ing and evening - and dog owners who didn’t comply began receiving costly citations.
She also stressed that taking off the leash was a privilege, not a right, and it could be
taken away if there were problems.  To defuse a potentially explosive situation, advocates
formed Fellowship in the Interest of Dogs and Owners (FIDO) to maintain good com-
munication with the park staff and to support self-enforcement of the rules.  FIDO is
now part of a community committee on park policy. 

Specifically, here are the rules: from April 1 to October 31, off-leash dogs are per-
mitted from 9 p.m. to 9 a.m. in three specific places -- Long Meadow, Peninsula Meadow
and the Nethermead - which total  an amazing 116 acres; in Nethermead they are also
permitted from 5 p.m. to 9 p.m., but only Monday through Friday.  From November 1 to
March 31, the off-leash hours for all three areas are 5 p.m. to 9 a.m. seven days a week.
Josephine Pittari, vice president of the Alliance, reports that off-leash problems are mini-
mal; she attributes the program’s success to good communication between the park and
dog owners.  In addition to some signs, the Alliance aggressively gives out cards which
state clearly the rules, hours and locations.

Perhaps a more typical response was in Milwaukee.  When Citizens for Public Dog
Parks brought up the issue in the early 1990s, the group was greeted with deep skepti-
cism.  The county board expressed concern about maintenance costs and about slotting
county land for dogs.  Eventually, creativity and persistence paid off - the group located a
26-acre backwater between a highway and a river that the county owned but had no
plans for.  But even then, the county put most of the weight of the experiment on the
backs of the dog owners by leasing the land (for $1) instead of operating it as an official
county park.  When Granville Off-Leash Dog Park officially opened in the spring of
1999, Citizens for Public Dog Parks changed its name to Partners in Parks (PiP).  The

 



county agreed to pay half the $4,000 cost of fencing the area but it left all other expenses
and management decisions to PIP, which subsists on voluntary contributions and mem-
berships.  

Fred Mennecke, board president of PiP, isn’t bitter. “Milwaukee County is not a
very dog friendly area, but it also has budget problems.  If it were known that the county
put money into a dog park, all hell would break loose.”  Despite its step-child status,
Granville is a big success - possibly because of its dramatic landscape (stemming from the
dumping of old construction fill that resulted in hills and wetlands with woods and
trails), or possibly because it is still the only dog park in Milwaukee County.  

In the long run, Milwaukee’s experience may be more telling than Prospect Park’s.
Cities - Brooklyn included - need more parkland.  Instead of cramming more users into
existing parks, the search should be on for alternative places to take the leash off - prefer-
ably using the not insignificant political and economic clout of urban dog lovers.  Dog
parks can be established on vacant lots, on drainage detention sites or on former landfills.
For instance, villagers in Weston, Wis., plan shortly to officially open their dog park on
top of a former landfill that has been covered with topsoil and planted. They raised
$7000 for fencing, benches, and a waste disposal center for the 10-acre facility.
Berkeley’s Caesar Chavez Park, a closed landfill, designates 17 of its 90 acres as off-leash.
(It’s now the largest dog park in the San Francisco Bay area.)  Genessee Park in southeast
Seattle, another newly sealed landfill, includes a 3-acre off-leash area and a ball field.
(Staying true to the goal of choosing land with no previous park history, Seattle is also
utilizing a fenced stormwater detention site for another off-leash spot called Blue Dog
Pond.) 

Though dog parks are in high demand, no park department has thus far taken the
step of purchasing land for one.  “I don’t think we’re there yet,” says Christine Weber of
FIDO Carolina.  “Normally, dog parks are added to an existing park or are part of the
master plan for a new multi-purpose park.”  Even parks on landfills, because they are
usually quite large, are designed to meet a variety of recreational purposes.

The demand for dog parks is strong and growing.  This trend has the capacity to
add significant power to the general park movement - or it can create divisions that
debilitate it.  More so than any other new segment of the park user universe (infinitely
more so than skateboarders, for instance), dog owners are a constituency with clout.
(The U.S. “dog economy” is estimated at around $7.5 billion a year.)  By communicating
sensitively and by planning carefully together, park advocates of all stripes - including
both dog lovers and haters - should be able to strengthen urban park systems across the
board through better design, better space utilization and the acquisition of more land. 
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ATTACHMENT D 
  

RESOLUTION NO. 52 OF 2004 
                                                     APPROVING MODIFIED PROCESS AND EVALUATION 
                                                                        GUIDELINES DEVELOPED BY THE  

PUBLIC SERVICES DEPARTMENT REGARDING  
THE CITY’S DOGS OFF-LEASH PROGRAM 

  
WHEREAS, the City Council has heretofore enacted ordinances establishing designated areas of certain 

city parks as areas where dogs may run without leashes under controlled conditions and has heretofore enacted 

Resolution No. 101 of 1999, approving process and evaluation guidelines developed by the Public Services 

Department regarding the City's dogs off-leash program; and  

  
WHEREAS, the City’s Public Services Department (“the Department”) has developed modified process 

and evaluation guidelines from those previously developed in determining the propriety of establishing additional 

off-leash areas within the City in the future as well as a form letter of understanding to be entered into between the 

City and sponsors willing to accept certain responsibilities regarding off-leash parks/areas; 

  
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of Salt Lake City, Utah: 

  
                That it does hereby express its approval of the modified process and evaluation guidelines developed by 

the City’s Public Services Department (“the Department”) regarding establishing additional areas within the City for 

dogs to run off-leash, as set forth in Attachment “A” and the Salt Lake City Letter of Understanding - Off-leash Dog 

Park/Area set forth as Attachment "B," attached hereto and made a part hereof by this reference. 

  
Passed by the City Council of Salt Lake City, Utah, this 9

th
 day of September, 2004. 

  

  
Public Services Department 

Modified Process and Evaluation Guidelines 
Regarding Future Dogs Off-Leash Areas 

  
                The Public Services Department proposes the following modified process and development guidelines: 

  
PROCESS 

  
1.     The process is a community friendly process directed at serving the interests of Salt Lake City residents. A 

Salt Lake City resident, city official, or other interested party must provide Salt Lake City Public Services a 

petition signed by at least 25 Salt Lake City residents in order to initiate the process to designate an area as off-

leash. If the location is in an area represented by an active Community Council, the request must be forwarded 

to that Community Council for comment and recommendation. 

  
2.     City Parks Division personnel will receive and evaluate the proposal. Staff will meet with interested parties 

and address any issues related to the request. Staff will make final recommendations to the Public Services 

Department Director. 

  
3.     Requests that meet development guidelines will be recommended to the City Administration for review 

and endorsement.           

  
4.     A community based “Parks for Dogs Advisory Panel” will be established that will meet as needed to 

discuss issues relating to the off-leash areas and to solve community problems. The panel will monitor off-leash 

area use, develop education programs, raise funds, and work to make the off-leash area successful for both dog 

owners and non-dog park users. The panel should consist of a representative from each community council 

having an off-leash area within its boundaries; a Public Service Department representative; and a County 



Animal Services representative. The panel's recommendations shall be advisory only and in no way binding 

upon the City staff, administration, or Council. 

  
5.  Each new off-leash site must pass through a 12-month test period before it can be permanently established. 

  
      6.  During the trial period City parks staff and animal control services will monitor the activities within the off-

leash area. 

  
7.  At the conclusion of the trial period City parks staff will make a final recommendation to the City 

Administration and City Council on whether to make the off-leash designation official.  Each new site will be 

considered for establishment by ordinance after the 12-month test period. 

  
     8. Official designation will be included in the City code. 

  
EVALUATION GUIDELINES 

The criteria used by the City to establish an off-leash area in a City park will be as follows:  

  
1.  The prospective off-leash area must exist within property owned by Salt Lake City or other consenting 

governmental entity. 

  
2.  The off-leash area must be appropriate in size in relation to the size of the area and historical uses. The off-

leash area will not unduly occupy, interfere, or displace existing activities, facilities, or other historical factors 

or areas in the park. 

  
                      3.  Areas within Liberty Park, City Cemetery, public squares, plazas and designated watershed areas 

will not be considered appropriate sites for an off-leash area. 

  
4. An area proposed as an off-leash site must be consistent with established use and/or must meet arising 

community needs. Special care will be taken to avoid children’s play areas. 

  
5. An off-leash area must be accessible to support enforcement. 

  
6. Salt Lake City will provide appropriate signage, waste facilities, and, when budgets allow,  other amenities 

relating to dog use. 

  
7. The need for physical, topographical, or other constructed barriers to assist in avoiding conflict between park 

users will be considered. 

  
8. The potential conflicts with the park master plan or other restrictive covenants will be evaluated. 

  
9. Any public health, environmental and safety concerns will be reviewed. 

  
10.  Consideration will be given to park accessibility (Americans with Disabilities Act issues) where feasible. 

  
11.  Evaluation will be made of other sites in the community that might be more compatible. 

  
12.  No off-leash area may be located next to a school. 

  
13.  The ability of the park to support the activity will be reviewed. 

  
14.  A "sponsor" (including, but not limited to, individuals who signed a petition, FIDOS, a business, 

community council, or private citizen) must be willing to adopt the off-leash park with the task of keeping the 

park reasonably clean of dog feces, litter related to off-leash activities, etc.  A "Letter of Understanding" will be 

signed to clarify the roles and responsibilities of Salt Lake City and the sponsor group at each off-leash area. 



Salt Lake City 

Letter of Understanding 

Off-leash Dog Park/Area 

  
I. Purpose 

  
                The purpose of this agreement is to outline the duties of Salt Lake City (SLC) and 

______________________ (sponsor) for the operation of the ______________________ (site name) off-leash area. 

This agreement lays out the responsibilities a sponsor will carry out in support of the program, describes the limits 

of a sponsor’s responsibilities, and clarifies the roles of SLC. If a site sponsor fails to meet the responsibilities 

outlined in this agreement, the City retains the right to eliminate the off-leash designation of the site.  

  
II. Effective Date 

  
                This agreement will be in effect upon signature by the Salt Lake City Public Services Department Director 

and the off-leash area sponsor. It shall continue, with amendments or revisions as necessary, unless terminated by 

the City. 

  
III.  Responsibilities 

  
                Administration of Agreement: Sponsors from each Salt Lake City Off-Leash Area and a representative 

from SLC Parks Division will meet on a regular basis, but at least bi-annually, to discuss off-leash areas managed by 

SLC and supported by the sponsor. Such meetings shall be open to the public.  The purpose of these meetings is to 

discuss clarifications, additions or amendments to this agreement. City staff from the Parks Division and the 

Mayor’s Office shall provide oversight required to carry out duties under this agreement, and shall monitor and 

administer it.  

  
                1.      Operations. SLC has primary responsibility for maintenance of all off-leash areas.  Parks staff will 

ensure that maintenance and improvements initiated and carried out by the park sponsor are done according to SLC 

specifications.  SLC Parks will inform individual site sponsors of issues relating to the maintenance or operation of 

off-leash areas, and may request the sponsor’s help in resolving them.  

  
                SLC Parks staff will ensure that all responsibilities and duties under this agreement are carried out 

according to City policies, rules and ordinances, and will provide the off-leash area sponsor with copies of all such 

off-leash areas policies, rules and ordinances. 

  
                A single person or group will be assigned by the sponsor to carry out duties at each off-leash site. Each 

person or group will provide SLC Parks with a number where the City can reach, or leave a message for, the 

designated representative. The designated representative will respond to City inquiries within a reasonable time. 

SLC shall respond to the sponsor and its site stewards' inquiries within a reasonable time. If there is a change in the 

lead site sponsor, the sponsor will notify SLC staff by telephone, written correspondence or another mutually 

agreed-upon method. 

  
                2.      Education, Training and Information.  On a bi-annual basis, the City expects sponsors and their 

volunteers to provide, with prior notice to and approval from SLC, education events for dogs and their owners. 

Topics may include issues reasonably related to off-leash dog areas or dogs and their owners.  

  
                Sponsors and their volunteers may provide the public with written materials regarding off-leash areas and 

other information of interest to dog owners without prior notification to the SLC Parks Division staff.  Written 

materials may not unduly litter an off-leash area.  

  
                3.      General Maintenance (Cleanup) of Off-Leash Areas.   Sponsors and their volunteers will provide for 

general cleanup and maintenance activities relating to the implementation and operation of off-leash sites. These 



duties include, but are not limited to, clean-ups of a frequency necessary to keep the site reasonably clean of feces 

and litter, and refilling “poop” bag dispensers.  

  
                SLC will provide each site with relevant signage regarding off-leash park policy and site maps, adequate 

number garbage cans, garbage bags, bag dispensers and bags for cleaning up dog feces and reasonable maintenance 

of grounds. SLC will be responsible for trash removal from off-leash areas. 

  
                4.      Off-Leash Site Improvements.  Sponsors may help with improvements to an off-leash area.  SLC and 

off-leash area sponsors may work together on such improvements. All improvements must be to SLC specifications, 

which shall be provided to the off-leash area sponsor. Improvements may include: 

  
                ·                    Installation of lighting; 

  
                ·                    Installation or maintenance of fencing and gates; 

  
                ·                    Installation or maintenance of signs; 

  
                ·                    Trimming of weeds or other undesirable vegetation; 

  
                ·                    Maintenance of paths or trails; 

  
                ·                    Rehabilitation of lands, turf and vegetation; and 

  
                ·                    Adding park furniture or other amenities mutually agreed upon by SLC and 

                                                     area sponsors. 

  
                SLC will not unreasonably withhold consent for improvements done at the sponsors expense, and will 

provide a written reason for denial of permission if it opposes the sponsors proposed improvements. 

  
                5.      Monitoring Off-Leash Areas:  Sponsors duties include performing monitoring activities that may 

include: 

  
                ·                    Inspecting off-leash sites to identify and report to SLC maintenance staff any 

                                 damage to fencing, signs or other fixtures that may impair operations; 

  
                ·                    Notifying SLC maintenance staff of hazardous materials, debris or 

                                                                      conditions in or around the site. 

  
                6.      Fundraising.  Sponsors and their volunteers may engage in private fundraising efforts for the purpose 

of making improvements to off-leash areas or carrying out other duties outlined in this agreement. 

  
IV.  REPRESENTATION REGARDING ETHICAL STANDARDS FOR CITY OFFICERS AND 

EMPLOYEES AND FORMER CITY OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES. 

  
                Sponsor represents that it has not: (1) provided an illegal gift or payoff to a city officer or employee or 

former city officer or employee, or his or her relative or business entity; (2) retained any person to solicit or secure 

this agreement upon an agreement or understanding for a commission, percentage, brokerage or contingent fee, 

other than bona fide employees or bona fide commercial selling agencies for the purpose of securing business; (3) 

knowingly breached any of the ethical standards set forth in the city’s conflict of interest ordinance, Chapter 2.44, 

Salt Lake City Code; or (4) knowingly influenced, and hereby promises that it will not knowingly influence, a city 

officer or employee or former city officer or employee to breach any of the ethical standards set forth in the City’s 

conflict of interest ordinance, Chapter 2.44, Salt Lake City Code. 

  
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this agreement by having their respective 

representatives affix their signatures in the spaces below: 



  
__________________________________                _______________________ 
Rick Graham,   Director                                                Date 
Department of Public Services 

  
_________________________________                  _______________________ 
Off-leash Area Sponsor                                                 Date 
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