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ABSTRACT

Aim of the study

0000-0002-4306-0308

The aim of the study was to assess the attitudes of residents of Krakoéw towards the subject of dog parks,
and to attempt establish standards of equipment for these sites in order to make them both physically and
behaviourally safe for dogs. The following exploratory questions were posed in the study: Do Krakéw res-
idents use dog parks, and how often? Do they consider their number and equipment to be adequate? What
infrastructure is lacking in dog parks?

Material and methods

For the purposes of the study, a survey was conducted to assess the need for the creation of dog parks in
Krakow, and to examine the expectations of dog owners using such parks, regarding the infrastructure there-
of. The survey was anonymous, and it was made available online to users of popular groups on social media.

Results and conclusions

An analysis of dog parks in Krakow revealed that the level and degree of their development, their technical
condition, as well as their locations are highly varied. The parks in question include both fenced areas and
those with infrastructure for people and dogs alike. Furthermore, the number of dog parks in Poland is grow-
ing, making it difficult to find generalized guidelines and content regarding their location and design. The
study found that most respondents believe that more dog parks should be created in Krakow, ensuring easy
and equal access throughout the city. An analysis of the distribution of dog parks revealed that such facilities
are missing in many parts of the city. Observations conducted at dog parks in Krakow revealed that they are
highly varied in terms of technical condition, layout, location, and size.

Keywords: development, domestic dog (Canis lupus familiaris), social behaviour of dogs, dog park, city
infrastructure

INTRODUCTION

The first dog park in the world was created in 1979
in Berkeley, California. It was a fenced-in lawn with
a few benches and tables, and like most current dog
parks in the USA, it contained no equipment for dogs
(Urbanik and Morgan, 2013). The literature contains
several definitions of a dog park, beginning with min-
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imalist formulations such as the one proposed by Al-
len (2007), defining a dog park as a fenced area meant
exclusively for dogs. Brown (2012) proposed a more
elaborate definition, according to which a dog park
is an area designated for dogs without a lead, one
that provides them with a safe, controlled environ-
ment where they can play, exercise, and spend time
with other dogs. At the same time, it provides dog
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owners with an opportunity to spend time with their
neighbours and people with similar interests. Just as
the definitions of these places are diverse, so are the
approaches to them — on the part of dog owners as
well as the local community and authorities. Accord-
ing to Wtodarczyk (2021), this is influenced in part
by historical and geographical determinants and very
important social and cultural issues. Dog parks in the
USA are often given as an example, because that is
where the first such facilities appeared. However, this
was not so much due to concern for the welfare of
dogs but rather due to their owners’ desire to obtain
any space in which their dogs could spend time. The
first dog parks in the USA were met with reluctance
on the part of local residents, who largely considered
keeping dogs in urbanized areas to be in conflict with
“civilized life” in the city (Armbruster, 2019). The ap-
proach to dog parks in the UK is completely differ-
ent: there, dogs can roam freely in public places, on
a lead or without one. There are also fenced-in areas
for dogs, but these are perceived as a restriction on the
ability to spend time freely with one’s dog in common
space, which for British people is extremely important
(Wood, 1998). Even organizations such as Dogs Trust
and the Kennel Club have spoken out against small
fenced-in areas. They claim that small, enclosed areas
where dogs that do not know each other are present do
not benefit either the dogs themselves or their owners
(www.dogstrust.org.uk; www.thekennelclub.org.uk).
In terms of regulations and the approach to dogs in
public spaces, Poland is somewhere between the USA
and the UK, albeit it is closer to the British approach.
According to the Polish Animal Protection Act, “it is
prohibited to let dogs loose without the possibility of
controlling them and without a tag enabling identifi-
cation of the owner or caretaker.” (Journal of Laws
2023.1580). Here it is not clearly stated that the dog
must be on a lead. This provision does not apply to
dogs belonging to breeds considered dangerous ac-
cording to the Regulation of the Minister of Internal
Affairs and Administration of 28 April 2003 on the
list of breeds considered aggressive, which must be
on a lead and muzzled, and under the care of an adult
(Journal of Laws 2003.77.687). On the basis of this
act, local laws are passed in individual cities, which
often add provisions prohibiting dogs from entering
certain city parks or playgrounds for children. Polish

law also includes a ban on letting dogs loose in forests,
and a total ban on entry into most national parks. In
neighbouring countries, such as Slovakia, these laws
were much more liberal until 15 December 2023; it
was permitted for dogs to enter the Tatra National Park
on the Slovak side, unlike on the Polish side. How-
ever, these regulations were changed, and admission
to mountain trails with dogs was prohibited in order
to protect sensitive ecosystems. However, apart from
such admittedly justified cases, dogs in Poland enjoy
considerable freedom and are able to make use of
many common spaces. Dogs in Poland can use pub-
lic transport without restrictions, an increasing num-
bers of shops and restaurants even boast of being
dog-friendly, and some even have a special menu for
dogs (Gellner and Boczar, 2021).

The issue of dogs in urban areas is important for
many reasons, including the growing number of ca-
nine pets and changes in the approach to their treat-
ment. The number of pets in European Union coun-
tries has clearly been increasing in recent years. The
sharp increase in the number of pets may have been
influenced by the COVID-19 pandemic (Koohsori at
al. 2020; Chen et al. 2022). The number of pets in EU
countries increased from 73 million in 2010 to more
than 92 million in 2022 (Statista, 2024). Admitted-
ly, the best-represented species in the EU is the cat,
followed by dogs and ornamental birds. In terms of
the number of dogs in European Union countries, it
is highest in Germany, at 10.6 million, while Poland
ranks fourth, with 8.0 million (Statista, 2024). Taking
into account the differences between the populations
of the two countries, this comes to 0.127 dogs per cap-
ita in Germany, and 0.215 per capita in Poland.

The dog has begun to play an important role in
contemporary society. It is no longer only a working
animal, but above all a life companion, a friend, and
a member of the family. Increasingly, dogs and oth-
er pets are perceived as substitutes for a child, hence
the use of amusing labels such as “fur baby,” as in the
contemporary “two plus fur baby” model of the family
(Petersen and Engwall, 2019; McCants, 2024; Korach,
2022; Greenebaum, 2004). This may be supported by
the fact that, according to the FEDIAF (The European
Pet Food Industry Federation 2022), there is a dog in
49% of house-holds in Poland, with a European av-
erage of 25% (the European Pet Food Industry Fed-
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eration). Interestingly, according to Consumer Panel
Services GfK Polonia, there are now more households
in Poland with a dog than with a child, and this trend
is still on the rise (Statista, 2024a). Fortunately, as the
number of dogs in Poland increases — from 7.8 million
in 2019 to 8.0 million in 2022 (https://ipk.gfk.pl/) —
the approach to animals and their welfare is generally
improving. Dog owners are increasingly aware that the
welfare of dogs means more than meeting their most
basic needs, according to the five freedoms of animal
welfare, which are: freedom from hunger, thirst, and
malnutrition; freedom from psychological trauma and
pain; freedom from pain, injury, and disease; freedom
from fear and distress; and finally, the freedom to ex-
press natural behaviour (Hampton et al., 2023). In this
respect, one of the key elements is the provision of
adequate space and conditions as well as the company
of individuals of the same species. Of course, these are
only basic elements, which do not yet fully guarantee
the well-being of any animal.

Life in continually growing and overpopulated cit-
ies is increasingly difficult, even for people. Expanding
built development, the disappearance of green areas,
particularly those with a structure reminiscent of nat-
ural ecosystems, road traffic, air pollution, noise, and
many other factors that affect us also affect our pets
(Calderon-Garciduetias et al., 2008). Life in highly ur-
banized areas is a major challenge for any species, and
it requires dogs to adapt to continual changes in their
lives. Increasingly, people do not seem to be surprised
when dogs travel with us in cars, on trains, or even on
planes, go to the hairdresser, or use the services of a
pet sitter or an animal behaviourist (Stoltz et al., 2020).
However, for the most part dogs are generally walked
on crowded streets where people, cars, bicycles, and
scooters meet in a small space, as well as other dogs.

Therefore, it is extremely important to begin adapt-
ing urban spaces to this trend, and to create places that
will be friendly to both dogs and their owners. In the
urban structure, it is particularly difficult to meet all of
the physical and psychological needs determined by the
ethogram of the dog, as well as by differences resulting
from the breed and type of the dog, its character and
prior experiences, and many other individual factors
(Bekoff, 2018; Ward et al., 2020; Carrier et al., 2013;
Iotchev et al., 2019). Could dog parks be such a place,
and can they meet the animals’ need to explore or run
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freely? Do they constitute a restriction on freedom, or
an interesting place on the city map? There are no clear
answers to these questions. However, due to both the
behavioural needs of dogs (arising in part from their
hedonic budget) and the use of these areas by city res-
idents, an attempt to find the answers should be made.

The aim of the present study was to assess the at-
titudes of residents of Krakéw towards the subject of
dog parks, and to attempt establish standards of equip-
ment for these sites to make them both physically and
behaviourally safe for dogs. The following explorato-
ry questions were posed in the study: (1) Do Krakow
residents use dog parks, and how often? (2) Do they
consider their number and equipment to be adequate?
(3) What infrastructure is lacking in dog parks?

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Ethics statement

The participants in the study were informed that the
survey was voluntary and anonymous, and they gave
their informed consent to the use of their data for sci-
entific purposes. Ethical evaluation and approval of
the research on animals were not required, because the
study did not directly involve the use of dogs.

Data collection

For the purposes of the study, a survey was conduct-

ed to assess the need for the creation of dog parks in

Krakow and the expectations of dog owners who use

them regarding the infrastructure of such parks. The

survey was anonymous, and it was made available on-
line to users of popular groups on social media related
to the subject of dogs and Krakow. It was available

from April 1 to May 31, 2024.

The questionnaire included 18 closed-ended ques-
tions and 1 open-ended question. It was divided into
three main parts:

* The participants’ demographic data — three
closed-ended, single-choice questions: Age? Gen-
der? Does the respondent live in Krakow, and if so,
in which district?

* Description of the respondent and especially the
respondent’s dog(s) — seven closed-ended ques-
tions, including four multiple-choice: How many
dogs? How long has the respondent had the dog? Is
it the respondent’s first dog? Age of the dog/dogs?
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Gender of the dog/dogs? Neutered/spayed? Has
the dog had training?

* Questions regarding evaluation of dog parks in
Krakow — nine questions (eight closed-ended, in-
cluding six single-choice, and one open-ended):
Does the owner believe there is a need to create
dog parks in the city? Does the owner use dog
parks? (If the answer was “no,” the participants
were asked not to continue completing the survey.)
Should there be more dog parks? How often does
the respondent use dog parks? How far is it to the
nearest dog park? Does the owner spend time with
the dog/dogs while at the dog park? Does the re-
spondent believe that dog parks in Krakow are well
designed? What is missing from dog parks? What
makes the respondent want to use the dog park?
During the field visit, 22 Krakéw parks were evalu-

ated with regard to their location, layout, and other pa-
rameters. The analysis mainly focused on aspects that
often appear in works on dog parks and in surveys.
These include: location, area, fences, double gates, di-
vision into zones, lighting, surface, equipment (e.g. for
agility or socialization), shaded places, benches, dog
waste bins, dog toilets, water for dogs, lead holders,
greenery, access, parking, and the technical condition
of the park. On that basis, the authors proposed ele-
ments which must be present in dog parks to ensure
the welfare of dogs.

RESULTS AND DISCUSION

Dog parks in the eyes of their users

Demographic data

A total of 256 people aged 16 to 62 took part in the
survey. Most of the respondents — 91.8% (235) — were
women, and 8.2% (21 people) were men. The largest
age group was between 26 and 35 years (44.9%i.e. 115
respondents), and the smallest comprised respondents
under the age of 18 (2% i.e. 5 respondents). Table 1
presents information on the districts of Krakéw where
the respondents reside. As many as 73 respondents pro-
vided only the information that they live in Krakow,
without the precise location. Among the remaining re-
spondents, the most people currently lived in District
XIII: Podgoérze (40 respondents) and District V: Kro-
wodrza (29 respondents). No responses were obtained
from District XVII: Wzgdrza Krzestawickie.

Table 1. Breakdown of respondents by place of residence
(districts of Krakow)

District Number of respondents
XVII Wzgbrza Krzestawickie 0
II Grzegorzki 2
VII Zwierzyniec 2
IX Lagiewniki-Borek Fatecki 3
XVI Bienczyce 4
X Swoszowice 5
XV Mistrzejowice 6
VI Bronowice 7
VIII Debniki 7
XI Podgoérze Duchackie 7
I Stare Miasto 9
IV Pradnik Biaty 9
XIV Czyzyny 11
III Pradnik Czerwony 13
XVIII Nowa Huta 14
XII Biezanéw-Prokocim 15
V Krowodrza 29
XIII Podgorze 40
Krakow (overall) 73

Characteristics of dog parks’ users

Most respondents (198) had one dog, 45 had two
dogs, and only 13 had three or more dogs. In terms
of experience, i.e. how long the respondent had had
a dog, most participants answered that they had had
their dog longer than two years. Only seven respon-
dents had had their dog for less than six months. More
than 67% (173 people) of respondents stated that their
current pet dog (or dogs) is not their first dog, while
for the other 32.4% (83 people) it was the first dog of
their lives.

In the next four questions, the respondents were
asked about their dog’s age, gender, spaying/neuter-
ing, and participation in training. Most dogs had been
spayed/neutered and were currently between the ages
of one and four years. They were evenly divided in
terms of gender, with 170 of each gender. About 43%
of dogs (146 dogs) had taken part in training pro-
grammes (Fig. 1).
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Fig. 1. Characteristics of dogs using dog parks: a — dog’s age; b — dog’s gender; ¢ — castration/sterilization; d — dog training
(Author’s own elaboration)
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Evaluation of dog parks according to respondents
Among the respondents, 84.8% (217 people) expre-
ssed the opinion that parks for dogs should be built
in Krakow, while 10.5% (27 people) stated that they
did not see the need for such facilities. The remaining
respondents had no opinion on the matter (4.7% i.e.
12 people).

Dog parks are used by 82% of respondents,
while the rest do not make use of such spaces. To the
question “Should there be more dog parks?” 83.9%
(176 people) of respondents answered “yes,” 10.1%
(21 people) answered “no,” and 6% (13 people) had
no opinion. Of those surveyed, 4.6% (10 people) use
dog parks in Krakéw daily, and 20.2% (42 people)
use them several times a week. The most respondents
(44.5% i.e. 93 people) use dog parks occasionally, and
30.7% (65 people) use them several times a month.
According to the survey results, 5.2% of the respon-
dents (11 people) lived at the furthest distance from
a dog park, i.e. more than 10 km. Such a distance may
cause people to use the park less often, due to the need
to travel there. According to Gajda (2015), a distance
of about 500 m to green (walking) areas encourages
their use. This was the distance to a dog park reported
by 17.7% of users (37 people). The largest group of re-
spondents (36.7% i.e. 77 people) live between 1.1 km
and 3 km from the nearest dog park (Fig. 2). A slightly
greater distance to dog parks, up to 1 km, is actually
recommended, because the park itself should not be
the only attraction of the walk for the dog. The greater
distance allows the dog to explore the area, calm down

More than 10 km

3.1-10km
1.1 -3 km 36.7%
0.51-1km
To 0.5 km 17.7%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Percentage of people

Fig. 2. Distance that users must travel to reach a dog park
(Author’s own elaboration)
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after several hours spent at home, and have a bowel
movement. It is then much more likely that once in the
park, the dog will not exhibit problematic behaviour,
that could be resulting from over-excitement, for in-
stance.

The most common forms of activity for dogs and
their owners in dog parks involve the owner playing
with the dog — as reported by 146 people (69.3%),
and dogs playing together — 142 people (67.6%).
Training or playing on agility tracks is another com-
mon way of spending time in Krakéw dog parks — 80
cases (38.2%) (Fig. 3). This may indicate the need to
include this type of equipment in dog parks. Unfortu-
nately, as many as 31 (14.7%) respondents leave their
dogs to occupy themselves while the owners spend
time on their smartphones or read a book. This can
adversely affect the dog’s behaviour and contribute to
behavioural problems.

Nearly half of the respondents — 104 people
(49.4%) complained that dog parks in Krakow were
poorly designed, while 26.7% (56 people) were satis-
fied with their design. The remaining 23.9% (50 peo-
ple) had no opinion on that matter.

The next question concerned features which users
feel are lacking in Krakow dog parks. There were
a great many answers, which included multiple ele-
ments. The most common responses were: benches,
waste bins, double gates to prevent escape, water-
ing stations, agility equipment, and lighting. Other
elements, mentioned less often, included: division
into zones, shady areas, a roof or awning, terms of
use, space to run freely, an appropriate surface, dog
waste bag dispensers, and plants. Many respondents
indicated that there were not enough dog parks or
that they were too far away. Interesting suggestions
included: sandboxes for dogs that enjoy digging, or
a pool or fountain for those that like swimming. Re-
sponses also included: toilets for people, and signs
with photos or descriptions of dogs on the list of
breeds considered aggressive, which according to
the Regulation of the Minister of Internal Affairs and
Administration must be on a lead and muzzled (Jour-
nal of Laws 2003.77.687). According to the respon-
dents, this would help avoid misunderstandings and
confusion of these dogs with other breeds, such as
bull terriers. Of course, this does not solve the prob-
lem of potential aggressive behaviour, which is often
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not the result of breed determinants but a broader
context (prior experience, lack of socialization, the
owner’s use of aversive methods, and many other
factors).

The final question concerned the reasons why the
dog owner uses the dog park. Majority of the respons-
es (80.1%) had to do with the possibility of using an
enclosed area from which the dog cannot escape. The
next important issue for the users was the possibility

Different

The dog takes care of itself, and I, for example,
use the smartphone, read a book, etc.

I'm playing with my dog (ball, stick, etc.)

Dog plays with other dogs

Training on agility equipment

of interaction with other dogs — 53.4%. The third most
important reason was agility equipment used by dogs
— 23.7% of responses. The remaining respondents
(13.2%) indicated that they used dog parks for other
reasons (not specified) (Fig. 4).

Comparison of the responses revealed several pat-
terns. The most obvious include the fact that residents
who live a long way away from dog parks use them
least often, which is undoubtedly linked to the need to

69.3%

67.6%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

Percentage of people

Fig. 3. Ways of using dog parks (multiple choice) (Author’s own elaboration)

Other

Agility equipment

Fenced area

Opportunity to interact with other dogs

80.1%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

Percentage of people

Fig. 4. Reasons for using dog parks in Krakow (Author’s own elaboration)

www.acta.urk.edu.pl

11


http://dx.doi.org/10.15576/ASP.FC/215534
http://acta.urk.edu.pl/pl

Malec, M.M. (2025). How to reconcile the needs of dogs and their owners with the development of urban space. Acta Sci. Pol.,
Formatio Circumiectus, 24 (4), 5-22. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.15576/ASP.FC/215534

travel to the park and devote more time to walking the
dog. The second is the fact that people caring for dogs
over the age of nine use these places only occasionally
or not at all. There may be many reasons for this, be-
ginning with the fact that older dogs need less exercise
and are less interested in interacting with other dogs.
Also, older dogs often suffer from various ailments,
due to which they cannot exercise much or should not
play with other dogs, because of the risk of injury. De-
spite the fact that the main reason for using dog parks
is that they are enclosed areas preventing escape, they
are most often used by people whose dogs have under-
gone training, and thus, in most cases, the owners have
control over them. Here the reason may be the users’
greater awareness of dogs’ need for physical and men-
tal activity or the desire to spend time with other dog
owners. The last pattern observed is the fact that peo-
ple who often use dog parks went into more detail in
naming and describing the features they consider to
be lacking in those establishments. Most of those who
only occasionally used dog parks did not answer this
question. This may indicate a low level of knowledge
about the possibilities for designing this type of place,
or about one’s dogs’ needs.

Analysis of dog parks in Krakow
Analysis of dog parks in Krakéw shows that in terms
of the level and degree of their development, technical
condition, and location, they are highly varied. They
include places that are merely an enclosed area (with-
out even a double gate) and those with infrastructure
for both people and dogs. Although the number of
dog parks in Poland is increasing, it is difficult to find
guidelines or recommendations regarding where they
should be located and how they should be designed.
The world literature contains a few studies with
recommendations, but in many cases the choice of
solutions is dictated by the desire to minimize the
impact of the presence of dogs on both people and
the environment. This is largely due to the fact that
models of dog parks come mainly from countries in
which this type of facility is created primarily in or-
der to isolate dogs from the rest of the community. We
can find this type of recommendations in the works
of Brown (2012), De Rosa and Fergusen (2013), the
City of Ann Arbor (2014), Rahim et al. (2018), and the
Trust for Public Land (2019). However, they are lack-

12

ing in terms of significant interest in the dog ethogram
and the needs arising from it, as well as the limitations
arising from the functioning of dogs’ senses.

Location

There are about 22 dog parks in Krakéw (according to
the website of the City Greenery Board, there are 24,
and sometimes the dog park at the Krakow-Balice In-
ternational Airport is included; https://krakowwziele-
ni.pl/). There are plans to create more facilities of this
type. Their distribution in Poland is uneven, as shown
in Figure 5. This is due to the availability of green
areas belonging to the city and to the fact that in parts
of the city with large natural green areas, residents do
not see the need for such specialized establishments
(most dog parks in Poland are created and financed
from the “Citizens’ Budget,” an instrument whereby
groups of residents themselves introduce a proposal
that all residents of the city can then vote for, which
is then financed from the city budget). This type of fa-
cility cannot be created in the very centre of Krakow
due to the dense development and heritage character
of the historical parts of the city. Green areas are often
enclosed and off-limits, e.g. the monastery gardens in
District I: Stare Miasto. The eastern part of Krakow
(District VII: Zwierzyniec and Dg¢bniki) consists of
areas with a great deal of natural greenery, including
Bielansko-Tyniecki Landscape Park, Wolski Forest,
and Blonia (considered the largest city meadow in
Europe). Similarly, the Nowa Huta District contains
a large number of green areas, e.g. Przylasek Rusiec-
ki. These areas give dog owners many opportunities
to spend time actively with their pets, without the
need to resort to specially designated, enclosed spac-
es. At present, there are no official dog parks in three
districts — I: Stare Miasto, II: Grzegorzki, and X:
Swoszowice (Fig. 5).

Regarding the exact location of dog parks in
Krakow, these are very often located within the gro-
unds of city parks, and are one of many types of desi-
gnated spaces, such as playgrounds or outdoor gyms.
There are also facilities like the one located in District
VI: Bronowice, a green area within a large crossroads
and a viaduct. There are eight dog parks located along
busy streets. According to Wilczkiewicz (2012), dog
parks can be a good solution for developing difficult
areas, such as shady parts of a park or areas under
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Fig. 5. Location of dog parks in Krakéw (Author’s own elaboration)

overpasses or bridges. However, in view of the intend-
ed benefits of these places, for dog owners but pri-
marily for the main users, i.e. dogs themselves, this is
a highly inappropriate approach, particularly in busy
areas with lots of noise or rapidly moving vehicles.
Unfortunately, there is no literature on the behavioural
or general health consequences of the use of dog parks,
and specifically their inappropriate location and de-
sign. The author’s many years of experience as a pro-
fessional dog behaviourist and trainer indicate that for
young dogs, especially during the critical socialization
period, for dogs with a noise phobia, or for highly sen-
sitive dogs (HSD), exposure to such strong negative
stimuli (noise, traffic, etc.) adversely affects their emo-
tions and results in a number of behavioural disorders
(Blackwell et al., 2013; Stolzlechner et al., 2022; Car-
rieri-Rocha et al., 2020; Gates et al., 2019). Accord-
ing to recommendations, e.g. by Holderness-Roddam
(2020) for Australia or Rahim et al. (2018), dog parks
should be located in such a way as to minimize the
impact on wildlife and on local residents. In large cit-
ies such as Krakéw, dog parks are already located in
highly urbanized areas, therefore the problem of the
impact on wildlife is marginal. In terms of distance
from residential areas, a balance is necessary. The
suggested distance from residential areas is at least 50
feet i.e. about 15 metres (Brown, 2012; City of Ann
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Arbor, 2014), but the site should still be surrounded,
for instance by a strip of sound-absorbing vegetation.
This has a dual effect, because it protects both the local
residents (Brown, 2012) and the users against noise.
A short distance from residential areas enables easier
access to the site, but dogs walking a short distance do
not have the opportunity to release their emotions and
energy after several hours spent at home. This could
lead to hyperactivity and problems with the dog’s
behaviour around other dogs, particularly given that,
according to Howse et al. (2018), the first few min-
utes are the most important for dog—dog interactions,
as this is when dogs spend time together. Later, they
begin to display other behaviour, e.g. spending time
alone or with their owner.

Size

In cities, it is often difficult to acquire sufficiently
large areas that can be used for investments such as
dog parks. However, for the comfort and safety of
dogs and their owners, dog parks should be as large
as possible. According to McArthur (2007), small dog
parks do not encourage walking or playing with dogs,
but rather merely standing by. Moreover, gathering of
many dogs in a small place can lead to conflicts be-
tween them, i.e. over resources, and this makes it more
difficult for their owners to control their behaviour.
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The smallest dog park in Poland is located at the
Krakow-Balice International Airport and has an area
of only 165 m?, but this is a special type of facility,
intended specifically for dogs waiting to fly or having
arrived after an airplane journey. Among the others,
the smallest dog park has an area of 6.5 ares, the larg-
est is about 1 ha, and the average area is about 30 ares.
The literature contains highly discrepant recommen-
dations regarding the size of dog parks: according to
Brown (2012), they should be between a quarter of an
acre (10 ares) to 40 acres (about 16 ha), while Allen
(2007) reports that they usually range from a quarter
of an acre (10 ares) to 2.5 acres (about 1 ha); usually
1 acre (40.5 ares).

Fences

A fence is an important element, because without it
there would only be a designated space where dogs
can legally move about without a lead. Without
a fence, there would be no sense of security for either
the dogs or the people outside. In Krakow, 21 of the
dog parks analysed had a fence, but in six of them it
was too low, incomplete, or insufficient to prevent
small dogs from escaping. Currently only one park,
in the Nowa Huta District, is not fenced in. Brown
(2012) recommends that the fence should be about
1.8 m high and should be secured against digging un-
derneath. The average fence in Krakéw dog parks is
about 1.5 m high and is not secured against digging.
The fences are mainly made of metal mesh on posts
mounted on concrete plinths or from ready-made
fence panels.

Double gate

Double gates prevent dogs from running out of the park
and make it possible to remove the dog from the lead
with the assurance that it will be safe to enter. This
also allows the dog to first safely become acquainted
with other dogs through the fence. Of course, in this
situation the dog or dogs inside the park are at an ad-
vantage, because they have a larger area available to
them and can fully present their natural behaviour, e.g.
by increasing their distance or approaching in a curve.
However, all authors are in agreement as to the need
for this type of element (Brown, 2012; Allen, 2007;
De Rosa and Fergusen, 2013; Trust for Public Land,
2019). In the case of larger parks, the fence should
have more than one entrance/exit, at least one of which

14

should be adapted to the needs of people using wheel-
chairs. Of the 22 dog parks in Krakow, only nine cur-
rently have a double gate.

Division into zones

A dog park should have at least two zones, of which one
is assumed to be for small dogs and the other for large
dogs (Brown, 2012; Holderness-Roddam, 2020; Lee et
al., 2009). However, this is only a convention, and the
zones can also be used when dogs cannot get along or
differ in play styles, character, or temperament. In large
dog parks, it is best if a zone can be designated for pup-
pies (i.e. with elements facilitating socialization), an-
other zone for training (although the presence of other
dogs behind the fence may make training impossible),
and another zone for dogs with behavioural problems,
dogs that have to be alone, etc. These zones should be
separated by strips of greenery so that dogs cannot see
each other and so that their perception of other stimuli,
such as odours and sounds, is limited. This promotes
emotional comfort and minimizes stress in more sensi-
tive dogs. Only eight of the existing Krakéw dog parks
are divided into zones. This mainly involves separating
the park into two parts with a fence, with no official
function designated for each part.

Lighting

Lighting in dog parks is important for several reasons.
For example, as mentioned by Brown (2012), it pre-
vents vandalism. An advantage of lighting is that the
facilities can be used after dark. This is particularly
important in geographic locations where in winter it
becomes dark by 4 p.m., as it is only then that most
working people have time to spend an active after-
noon and evening with their dog. Lighting in dog
parks not only makes it easier to control the dogs, but
also makes it safer for both dogs and their owners to
walk about the park. In Krakow, only 11 out of 22 dog
parks were equipped with lighting. This is one of the
features that the respondents indicated as essential to
using the parks. Some Krakow dog parks, despite not
having their own lighting, are at least partly illuminat-
ed by street lights.

Surface

The predominant surface in Krakow dog parks is grass
in combination with other materials, such as paving
stones, asphalt, pavement tiles, or sand, from which
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typically only the paths are made, and sometimes also
the area surrounding benches or gazebos. In the small-
est parks, there is no hardened surface at all. One of
the parks (in Lilla Weneda Park) has a rubber, open-
work surface that protects the area against trampling
and the formation of puddles, and above all is an an-
ti-slip surface, which is important for dogs running or
training on agility obstacles. Works by Allen (2007),
Brown (2012), and Holderness-Roddam (2020) give
various examples of suitable surface materials: grass,
concrete, granite, wood chips, pea gravel, K9 artificial
turf, or poured rubber. Their use is often explained by
ease of maintenance, durability, resistance to digging,
hygiene, or cost. However, the safety of the dogs, e.g.
the load on the joints or damage to the paw pads on
hard surfaces, is not prioritized in these works. As in
the case of other technical solutions, the comfort or
safety of the dogs is the least consideration. Although
grass quickly becomes trampled and is dug up by dogs,
and puddles form when it rains, it is still the safest and
most natural solution. Dogs feel much better in an en-
vironment which mimics natural conditions, such as
a meadow. In this regard, Krakow dog parks have very
natural surfaces.

Equipment for agility or socialization of dogs

The most controversial question is the provision of ex-
ercise equipment in dog parks. The survey showed that
among the most desired features are agility obstacles,
although very few users know how to use them prop-
erly. According to Wtodarczyk (2021), who analysed
dog parks in Warsaw, obstacles are often “non-regula-
tory,” i.e. they are not suitable for training for compe-
titions, and they are arranged in such a way that they
cannot even be used for recreation, e.g. the distance
between obstacles is too small. In 13 of the parks ana-
lysed in Krakow, the technical condition of these ele-
ments is varied; there are often only certain individual
elements (not the entire track), and they are made of
various materials (metal or wood). A much better solu-
tion is to equip parks with branches, boulders, tyres,
and varied terrain (six dog parks in Krakow have this
type of feature). These are elements which enable free
play, reminiscent of exploration of a natural area. Some
dog parks in Krakow have such “natural” zones for
dogs. This is a much better solution than agility tracks,
which are often mentioned by users, but largely due
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to their lack of knowledge of dogs’ needs, which arise
from the predatory sequence, on which all dog enter-
tainment should be based. Larger dog parks should be
subdivided into zones, for instance with different types
of surfaces for the socialization of puppies.

Shaded areas

Not only in hot climates, but in places like Krakow
as well, there is a need for shaded areas — gazebos,
pergolas, or shade created by vegetation. This opin-
ion is shared by Brown (2012) and Lee et al. (2009),
according to whom shaded areas are necessary for the
comfort of both dogs and their owners. There are also
opinions, such as the recommendations introduced
by the City of Ann Arbor (2014), that too much tall
vegetation can inhibit the growth of grass. However,
in this instance, the comfort and safety of dogs is far
more important than the growth of grass. Most of the
dog parks in Krakéw have areas shaded by trees or by
pergolas and gazebos.

Benches

The presence of benches or other places for dog own-
ers to rest (gazebos or picnic tables) is controversial.
According to the authorities of the City of Ann Arbor
(2014), too many benches or other elements for rest
discourage walking. However, Allen (2007) draws at-
tention to the use of dog parks by older people or those
with mobility problems, and therefore recommends
a fairly high density of places to sit. The problem of
resting places is also addressed by Brown (2012), De
Rosa and Fergusen (2013), and Holderness-Roddam
(2020). These places should be located and constructed
above all so as not to pose a risk to running dogs (e.g.
with no sharp edges or slats between which a dog’s
paws could get stuck). They should be distributed in
such a way that some are in the shade, and others are
in the sun. Only five of the Krakéw dog parks have no
places to sit. There is only one bench in the smaller
ones, while there are more in the larger ones, or there
is a gazebo with seats. However, seats in these places
are not essential, as a dog park is a place to spend time
actively with one’s dog. One of the Krakéw dog parks
(in Wzgorza Krzestawickie) has a highly aesthetic ga-
zebo with benches. The question arises as to whether
this part of the dog park would not better be devoted
to a space that could be used by dogs. Also, one might
ask, is it justified to spend city funds on this type of
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infrastructure? Surely, a dog park should be designed
primarily in accordance with the needs of dogs, its
main users. Unfortunately, the design of this type of
facility is often guided by strong anthropocentrism.

Dog waste bins

Chen et al. (2022), Ebani et al. (2021), and Mori et al.
(2023) draw attention to the problem of dog excrement
and the associated risk of the occurrence of pathogens
and the spread of zoonotic diseases. In their opinion,
dog owners should be informed that they must collect
and properly dispose of dog waste. According to the
Act of 13 September 1996 on maintaining cleanliness
and order in municipalities, in Krakow, as in all of Po-
land, the dog owner is legally required to clean up the
dog’s waste. Therefore this is not a major problem in
dog parks. Admittedly, there are always people who
shirk this responsibility, but this is particularly rare in
large cities. All Krakow dog parks contain bins, usu-
ally separate ones for dog excrement and municipal
waste. Unfortunately there is a shortage of waste bags;
often there are only empty dispensers which are not
refilled frequently enough. This is not a problem in
cities like Krakow, as it is unusual to find someone
walking a dog on the street without a supply of bags.
Another, broader problem is the use of plastic bags,
which are probably the most popular form. Given the
number of dogs in Poland, several million plastic bags,
which are often not biodegradable, are released into
the environment every day. An interesting idea is the
attempt to compost dog waste in the Notre-Dame-de-
Grace (NDG) dog park in Montreal, Canada (Nemiroff
and Patterson, 2007).

Dog toilet

Another problem is dog urine, which apart from hy-
giene considerations, is damaging to plants and in-
frastructure. One solution protecting plants and in-
frastructure from dog urine is special dog toilets. In
Krakow, they are found in seven of the analysed parks,
usually in the form of a separate area covered with
sand. The central point is often a wooden stake, which
can be used by male dogs needing to mark vertical sur-
faces. However, the sand must be changed regularly,
because the concentration of urine is very high, which
poses both a sanitary problem and an odour problem.
While the concentration of urine deposited in different
places is small, and it is washed away by the rain, here
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it is accumulated in one place. Holderness-Roddam
(2020) and Paradeis et al. (2013) have proposed the
use of plants at the edges of dog parks, where the urine
concentration is high, special fertilizers to counteract
the effects of dog urine, as well as more trees and nat-
ural high grass to capture and filter the flowing urine.
This is a much better solution for a number of reasons.
It makes the area feel natural, and disperses urine over
a larger area. Moreover, when dogs are running free, it
is difficult to control them and induce them to urinate
in one place. Dogs have to be specially trained to use
a dog toilet (however, from a behavioural perspective,
training a dog to urinate only in specified places can
contribute to many problems, e.g. stress arising from
not being able to urinate when there is no appropriate
space available).

Water for dogs

Dogs need access to water, especially but not only on
hot days. When the dog owner is not carrying a bot-
tle and a bowl, watering stations in dog parks can be
useful. Six of the analysed dog parks have special wa-
tering stations, often not only for dogs, but for their
owners as well. The watering stations are connected to
the municipal water supply network, which is possible
due to the very high quality of the tap water through-
out Krakow: it is suitable for people to drink without
the need for boiling or filtering. Allen (2007) and
Brown (2012) suggest that a good solution is to install
a shower or hose to wash dogs, or special swimming
pools for dogs that enjoy playing in water.

Lead holders and “dog parking”

Additional features of seven of the Krakow dog parks
are lead holders and special “dog parking stations,”
where dogs can momentarily be tied up if necessary.

Greenery

Greenery in dog parks is a highly problematic issue
for many reasons. Vegetation makes these places aes-
thetically more pleasing, and in larger parks it can be
designed to look very natural. However, plants are
susceptible to damage, especially by urine, but also
by digging or, less often, biting. Moreover, the most
important consideration is probably the safety of dogs
— the plants must not have thorns or other elements
that could hurt a dog, and they cannot be toxic for
dogs. It should be borne in mind that plants, especial-
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ly their fruit, may be nontoxic for people but toxic
for dogs, e.g. grapes (Allen, 2007; Brown, 2012). Al-
len (2007) suggests using resistant plants belonging
to native species and planting them along fences, in
order to separate the dogs in the park from the sur-
rounding area, and also to protect local residents from
noise. Greenery is the most neglected element of dog
parks in Krakéw. Only three of these facilities contain
special beds with ornamental plants designed to be
isolated from dogs.

Access and parking

Public transport throughout Krakow is very well de-
veloped, and in contrast to countries such as Australia
or the USA, it is not a problem to travel with a dog (the
only requirement is the purchase of a special ticket and
the use of a muzzle and lead). Only three of the parks
analysed here are not directly accessible from a public
transport stop, but the distance does not exceed 1 km.
Therefore it is not a problem to reach a dog park with-
out having one’s own car. Allen (2007) and Brown
(2012) suggest that car parks should be located in the
direct vicinity of dog parks, but this is not necessary in
Poland. Moreover, these places are typically used by
people who live nearby and access them by foot. This
solution is also beneficial for the dogs, which, as men-
tioned above, have the opportunity to relieve them-
selves and release some of their energy before arriving
at the park. Furthermore, this type of place cannot be
the dog’s only form of activity.

Technical condition of the park and other features
Most of the dog parks in Krakow are in average techni-
cal condition. The benches and bins have clearly been
in use for many years, the dog waste bag dispensers
are not refilled, there are gaps in the fences, etc.
Several parks employ interesting design solutions,
such as tyres, logs, boulders, or varied levels of terrain.
This makes the park more reminiscent of a natural,
wild area, which allows dogs to spend time in a safe
but natural space. An interesting approach is present-
ed by the landscape architect Leslie Lowe, who took
part in designing Hugh Rogers Wag Park in Whitefish,
Montana, considered by USA Today to be one of the 10
best dog parks in 2015. The designer believes that a dog
park should imitate natural play in an open space and
stimulate dogs’ natural instincts arising from the canine
ethogram. She stresses that dogs feel best in a natural

www.acta.urk.edu.pl

environment among logs, rocks, and plants (Metacalfe,
2017). Why then do the respondents name agility tracks
as an essential feature? This is often explained by a poor
understanding of how to spend time with a dog, due to
a low level of knowledge of the canine ethogram and of
skill in observing dogs’ behaviour. According to Herron
et al. (2014), dog owners are unable to recognize the
factors causing frustration in dogs, which is the main
factor determining the frequency of behavioural disor-
ders. Many dog owners whose dogs exhibit behavioural
disorders are not able to indicate the factor inducing
the behavioural anomaly, which suggests a lack of ef-
fective observation of the relationship between the dog
and environmental factors. Dog owners also have diffi-
culty recognizing the needs which influence their dogs’
well-being, often due to anthropomorphism (Griffin et
al., 2023). An urban space, like other spaces designated
for dogs, must above all provide conditions for meeting
the needs of the canine species, and not the needs of
people (Case, 2023; Mamzer, 2020).

CONCLUSIONS

The survey showed that most respondents are clear-
ly in favour of increasing the number of dog parks
in Krakéw, so that access to them would be easy and
equal throughout the city. Analysis of the distribution
of dog parks shows that there are parts of the city with-
out such facilities. In some of these districts, such as
Swoszowice, there are many other attractive ways to
spend time with a dog, but in others, such as Srod-
miesécie and Grzegorzki, it is difficult to walk a dog
due to the nature of the development and the limited
number of green areas. In these parts of town it is par-
ticularly important to find an urban space to organize
a dog park. In terms of development of those that al-
ready exist, the respondents pointed out the equipment
that is most often present at this type of facility, i.e.
bins, benches, watering stations, fences, double gates,
zones, and agility equipment. It was difficult to find
responses regarding features such as “wild” spaces
allowing dogs to present natural behaviour, whereas
38.2% of the respondents named training on agility
equipment as a way to spend time with a dog in the
park. This is difficult to confirm by observing this type
of place; people often use only one obstacle or use it
in a way that is completely different from its intended
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purpose. There are probably several reasons for this:
the tracks are poorly designed (unsuitable distribu-
tion, height, material, and even colour of obstacles);
dogs and their owners do not know how to use them;
dogs are afraid of them as unknown elements, etc. The
observations carried out in 22 dog parks in Krakéw
show that their technical condition, layout, location,
and area are highly varied. There is a lack of detailed
guidelines for organizing this type of space in order
to adapt it as well as possible to the needs of its main
users, i.e. dogs. In Krakow and in other cities as well,
dog parks are located in places for which it is difficult
to find another function in the urban space, e.g. areas
located by railway tracks, along busy streets (the dog
park in Krowoderski Park), at crossroads (dog park in
Bronowice), etc. The Greenery Board often explains
that these are places far from residential areas, so in
this way they avoid possible residents’ protests. In Po-
land, it is easy to see differences in the approach to
the question of the need for dog parks between large
cities, such as Krakow or Warsaw, and smaller towns.
Residents of large cities are much more open to this
type of investment and have no problem with sharing
urban space with animals. For residents of smaller
towns, the separation between “human” and “animal”
space is deeply ingrained. For them, dog parks are
synonymous with dirt, noise, and sources of disease
and parasites (Wtodarczyk, 2021; Infoilawa.pl). The
relationship between the city, nature, people, and an-
imals inhabiting it, including pets, is still evolving.
Issues associated with the relationship between dogs
and their owners and the urban environment remain
problematic, and they tend to balance between conflict
and symbiosis. Similarly, there are varied approach-
es to dog parks around the world, from treating them
as an “urban ghetto” where dogs and their owners
feel isolated from the rest of the community, to rare-
ly used facilities that may not be necessary, to spaces
welcomed as something positive and an indicator of
change in the approach to and treatment of companion
animals.

Whatever the reason for the appearance of dog
parks in the urban landscape, it is important that
they should above all be safe for dogs and adapted to
their ethogram, or at least not cause or aggravate be-
havioural disorders. Therefore it is important to create
guidelines which prioritize not so much the human
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needs and efforts to minimize the negative impact on
the surroundings, but above all, the needs of dogs.
This means that the implementation of such facilities
requires consultation with trainers and behaviourists
and more in-depth research on the behaviour of dogs
in dog parks, especially assessment of stress levels.
Scientific studies on dog parks rarely emphasize the
negative impact of poorly designed dog parks on the
health and psyche of dogs. Therefore, on the basis of
the survey and our own observations, we have sug-
gested general design strategies defining what should
be obligatory equipment in every new dog park.

Suggested design solutions adapted to the needs
of dogs

1. Fence

 tall enough to prevent large dogs, or dogs that
can jump high, from jumping over it; at least
1.8 m;

» secured against digging, not allowing smaller
dogs to pass through it;

* the construction cannot pose dangers, e.g. sharp
edges, openings in which a dog’s paw can get
stuck, etc.;

* near the entrances, it should be possible for
owners to see through the fence to determine
whether there is someone in the park and if they
can enter with their dog.

2. Double gate

 larger parks should have at least two gates;

* there should be a double gate with a zone where
the lead can safely be fastened and unfastened;

» asign with park rules is a good solution;

» information on how to creatively and safely
use this type of facility, the basic symptoms
of stress in a dog, what types of dog behaviour
appear to be good fun but turn in-to “torment”
of other dogs or aggressive behaviour, etc. For
purposes of health safety, there should be in-
formation here on the need to properly collect
the dog’s faeces and on health prophylaxis, e.g.
deworming, faecal analysis, and routine vacci-
nations (not only the mandatory rabies vaccina-
tion but also against other infectious diseases).
This type of information could be in the form of
a QR code linking to a website.
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3. Zones

 there should be at least two zones so that, if ne-
cessary, large and small dogs can be separated,
as well as dogs with different temperaments or
styles of play, etc. They should not be official-
ly designated as zones for large or small dogs.
Their use should be fluid, depending on needs;

» special zones for puppies are often proposed,
but it is not a good idea for very young dogs to
be in dog parks, especially during the socializa-
tion period, for behavioural reasons. However, if
such a zone is created, it should have a separate
entrance, so that puppies do not have to pass the
zone for adult dogs. It should be separated from
the zone for adult dogs not only by a fence, but
also e.g. by a strip of greenery, in order to mini-
mize stress in puppies and allow them to play or
undergo training in peace;

 in the case of large dog parks, it is important to
have a zone for running loose — a “wild zone,”
separated from the sport or training part. This
would be a zone with equipment reminiscent of
a natural environment.

4. Shaded areas
* it is best if they are formed by natural vegeta-
tion, especially in small parks where additional
infrastructure in the form of elements such as
shelters or gazebos would take up space that co-
uld be used by dogs for play and exercise.

5. Bins for dog waste and other waste
 this is an important element for hygienic and
aesthetic reasons. It is not essential to install
dispensers with dog waste bags, because most
people carry them, and refilling such dispensers
is a major problem.

6. Lighting
» allows the park to be used after dark;
» where possible, it should be powered by re-
newable energy sources, especially if it is on
24 hours a day.

/. Surface
» despite its lack of durability (trampling, dig-
ging, urine, etc.), the best surface is natural
grass, which is cheap and safe for dogs.
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8. Vegetation

» above all, it needs to be safe for dogs (nontoxic,
without thorns or other dangerous elements);

» flower beds and large amounts of vegetation,
hidden behind special fences to protect against
urine, trampling or biting, are controversial.
In very large parks, if these elements are not
the basis of the infrastructure and do not pose
a risk to playing dogs, they can be an intere-
sting architectonic feature, but in small spaces
this is pointless. This type of facility is ma-
inly meant to be used. Vegetation should be
adapted to the needs of dogs, e.g. shrubs or
trees with edible fruit or the creation of places
where dogs can freely explore the terrain, e.g.
in high grasses;

» designing a large amount of ornamental plants
significantly raises the cost of the investment
and is a major challenge in terms of selection
and protection against dogs, while having no
measurable benefits for dogs;

» dog parks located in busy parts of the city, e.g.
at crossroads, should be surrounded by plants
protecting against noise and other stimuli, al-
lowing both dogs and their owners to relax. In
small parks, however, where these plants will
be very close to the fence, they will lead to the
formation of a limited, enclosed space that co-
uld negatively affect dogs’ well-being. The lack
of impression of open space may induce anxie-
ty in some dogs.

9. Elements of sport/trainin g infrastructure

* not all dog parks, especially small ones, sho-
uld have agility tracks, which are popular in
Poland. Observations show that few people use
this type of infrastructure or use it properly;

» amuch better solution is to create a natural spa-
ce with the type of obstacles a dog might find in
the environment: trees, shrubs, logs, boulders,
rocks, a place for digging, a pool of water if
possible, high grass, hillocks, etc. Instead of
e.g. a separate zone for socialization of pup-
pies with varied substrates (a “sensory trail”),
this zone can have different types of surfaces
distributed randomly: paving stone, pine cones,
wood chips, stone grit, a sewage grate, or slip-
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pery tiles. This distribution will be more in line
with the dog’s natural living environment inste-
ad of teaching it a sequence of specific elements
in its surroundings.

REFERENCES

Allen, L. (2007). Dog Parks: Benefits and Liabilities. Ma-
ster’s Thesis, University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia,
PA, USA.

Armbruster, K. (2019). Dogs, dirt, and public space. In: So-
renson J., Matsuoka A. (eds.). Dog’s Best Friend?: Rethin-
king Canid-Human Relations. McGill-Queen’s Universi-
ty Press, 113—134. https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctvscxt9m.8§.

Bekoff, M. (2018). Canine Confidential: Why Dogs Do
What They Do. Chicago and London: The University of
Chicago Press, 155.

Blackwell, E.J., Bradshaw, J.W., Casey, R.A. (2013). Fear re-
sponses to noises in domestic dogs: Prevalence, risk fac-
tors and co-occurrence with other fear related behavior.
Applied Animal Behaviour Science, 145(1-2), 15-25.

Brown, L.M. (2012). Landscape Barkitecture: Guidelines for
Behaviorally, Mentally and Physically Responsive Dog
Parks. Master’s Thesis, Ball State University, Muncie,
IN, USA.

Calderon-Garciduenas, L., Mora-Tiscarefio, A. (2008). Onti-
veros E., Gomez-Garza G., Barragan-Mejia G., Broadway
J., Engle R.W. Air pollution, cognitive deficits and brain
abnormalities: a pilot study with children and dogs. Brain
and Cognition, 68(2), 117-127.

Carrier, L.O., Anderson, R.E., Walsh, C.J. (2013). Perso-
nality, Social Behavior, and Cortisol in Dogs Visiting
a Dog Park. Journal of Veterinary Behavior, 8, e43.

Carrieri-Rocha, V.M., Duarte, M.H.L., da Silva Vascon-
cellos, A. (2020). Acoustic stress in domestic dogs (Ca-
nis familiaris) living around football stadiums. Journal
of Veterinary Behavior, 37, 27-35.

Case, L.P. (2023). The dog: its behavior, nutrition, and he-
alth. John Wiley & Sons.

Chen, S., Wu, Z., Sleipness, O.R., Wang, H. (2022). Benefits
and conflicts: A systematic review of dog park design
and management strategies. Animals, 12(17), 2251.

City of Ann Arbor Parks and Recreation. Recommendations
and Guidelines for Dog Park Site Selection, Design, Ope-
rations and Maintenance. Park Advisory Commission
Dog Park Subcommittee (2014). https://www.a2gov.org/
departments/ParksRecreation/play/Documents/Recom-
mendations%20and%20Guidelines%20for%20Do0g%20
Park%20Site%20Selection%20updated%204-10-15.pdf
(accessed: 20 March 2025).

20

De Rosa, F., Fergusen, K. (2013). Unleashed: a Guide to
Successful Dog Parks, Dog and Cat Management Board,
South Australia, Adelaide. https://cdn.dogandcatboard.
com.au/dogandcatboard/docs/Dogs/UnleashedDog-
Parks-B.pdf (accessed: 19 March 2024).

Dogs Trust, Restrictions on Dogs in Public Spaces. https://
www.dogstrust.org.uk/news-events/issues-campaigns/
restrictions-on-dogs-in-public-spaces/ (accessed:15 April
2024).

Ebani, V.V,, Nardoni, S., Ciapetti, S., Guardone, L., Loretti,
E., Mancianti, F. (2021). Survey on the Presence of Bac-
terial, Fungal and Helminthic Agents in Off-Leash Dog
Parks Located in Urban Areas in Central-Italy. Animals,
11, 1685.

FEDIAF Annual Report (2022). https://europeanpetfood.
comingsoon.site/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/Annual-
-Report-2022-2.pdf (accessed: 22 March 2024).

Gajda, M. (2015). Strategia rozwoju terené6w zieleni na ob-
szarze podwarszawskiego trojmiasta ogrodow — etap II.
Krakéw [Strategy for the development of green areas
in the Tricity of gardens near Warsaw — stage II]. http://
bip.podkowalesna.pl/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/etap-
-ii-koncepcja--programowo-przestrzenna.pdf (accessed:
19 August 2025).

Gates, M.C., Zito, S., Walker, J.K., Dale, A.R. (2019).
Owner perceptions and management of the adverse be-
havioural effects of fireworks on companion animals: an
update. New Zealand Veterinary Journal, 67.6, 323-328.

Gellner, J., Boczar, M. (2021). Architektura i zwierzeta [Ar-
chitecture and animals]. EMG, Polska, 73—83.

Greenebaum, J. (2004). It’s a dog’s life: Elevating status
from pet to “fur baby” at yappy hour. Society & Ani-
mals, 12.2: 117-135.

Griffin, K.E., Arndt, S.S., Vinke, C.M. (2023). The adapta-
tion of Maslow’s hierarchy of needs to the hierarchy of
dogs’ needs using a consensus building approach. Ani-
mals, 13.16: 2620.

Hampton, J.O., Hemsworth, L.M., Hemsworth, P.H., Hyn-
dman, T.H., Sandee, P. (2023). Rethinking the utility of
the Five Domains Model. Animal Welfare, 32, €62.

Herron, M.E., Kirby-Madden, T.M., Lord, L.K. (2014). Ef-
fects of environmental enrichment on the behavior of
shelter dogs. Journal of the American Veterinary Medi-
cal Association, 244.6: 687-692.

Holderness-Roddam, B. (2020). Dog park design, planning
and management. Australian Planner, 56(1), 48-57.
Howse, M.S., Anderson, R.E., Walsh, C.J. (2018). Social
Behaviour of Domestic Dogs (Canis familiaris) in a Pu-
blic Off-Leash Dog Park. Behav. Processes, 157, 691—

701.

www.acta.urk.edu.pl


http://dx.doi.org/10.15576/ASP.FC/215534
http://acta.urk.edu.pl/pl
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctvscxt9m.8
https://www.a2gov.org/departments/ParksRecreation/play/Documents/Recommendations%20and%20Guidelines%20for%20Dog%20Park%20Site%20Selection%20updated%204-10-15.pdf
https://www.a2gov.org/departments/ParksRecreation/play/Documents/Recommendations%20and%20Guidelines%20for%20Dog%20Park%20Site%20Selection%20updated%204-10-15.pdf
https://www.a2gov.org/departments/ParksRecreation/play/Documents/Recommendations%20and%20Guidelines%20for%20Dog%20Park%20Site%20Selection%20updated%204-10-15.pdf
https://www.a2gov.org/departments/ParksRecreation/play/Documents/Recommendations%20and%20Guidelines%20for%20Dog%20Park%20Site%20Selection%20updated%204-10-15.pdf
https://cdn.dogandcatboard.com.au/dogandcatboard/docs/Dogs/UnleashedDogParks-B.pdf
https://cdn.dogandcatboard.com.au/dogandcatboard/docs/Dogs/UnleashedDogParks-B.pdf
https://cdn.dogandcatboard.com.au/dogandcatboard/docs/Dogs/UnleashedDogParks-B.pdf
https://www.dogstrust.org.uk/news-events/issues-campaigns/restrictions-on-dogs-in-public-spaces/
https://www.dogstrust.org.uk/news-events/issues-campaigns/restrictions-on-dogs-in-public-spaces/
https://www.dogstrust.org.uk/news-events/issues-campaigns/restrictions-on-dogs-in-public-spaces/
https://europeanpetfood.comingsoon.site/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/Annual-Report-2022-2.pdf
https://europeanpetfood.comingsoon.site/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/Annual-Report-2022-2.pdf
https://europeanpetfood.comingsoon.site/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/Annual-Report-2022-2.pdf
http://bip.podkowalesna.pl/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/etap-ii-koncepcja--programowo-przestrzenna.pdf
http://bip.podkowalesna.pl/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/etap-ii-koncepcja--programowo-przestrzenna.pdf
http://bip.podkowalesna.pl/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/etap-ii-koncepcja--programowo-przestrzenna.pdf

Malec, M.M. (2025). How to reconcile the needs of dogs and their owners with the development of urban space. Acta Sci. Pol.,
Formatio Circumiectus, 24 (4), 5-22. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.15576/ASP.FC/215534

ITotchev, I.B., Egerer, A., Grafe, S., Adorjan, A., Kubinyi, E.
(2019). Encounters Between Pairs of Unfamiliar Dogs
in a Dog Park. Biologia Futura, 70, 156-165.

Koohsari, M.J., Nakaya, T., McCormack, G.R., Shibata, A.,
Ishii, K., Yasunaga, A., Liao, Y., Oka, K. (2020). Dog-
-walking in dense compact areas: The role of neighbo-
urhood built environment. Health & Place, 61, 102242.

Korach, E. (2022). Moje ,,wlochate malenstwo”. Dlaczego
Amerykanie wola wychowywac¢ zwierzeta zamiast dzie-
ci? [My “fur baby”. Why do Americans prefer to raise
animals instead of children?]. https:/klubjagiellonski.
p1/2022/08/14/moje-wlochate-malenstwo-dlaczego-
-amerykanie-wola-wychowywac-zwierzeta-zamiast-
-dzieci/ (accessed: 15 September).

Lee, H.-S., Mardelle S., Chan-Shan H. (2009). Evaluation
of Off-Leash Dog Parks in Texas and Florida: A Study of
Use Patterns, User Satisfaction, and Perception. Land-
scape and Urban Planning, 92(3-4), 314-324.

Mamzer H. (2020). Braki urozmaicen s$rodowiskowych
w schroniskach dla bezdomnych zwierzat — ludzka
percepcja potrzeb zwierzat a ich dobrostan. Med. Wet.,
76(5), 273-281.

Mapa aktywnosci. Dla czworonogdw [Activity map. For pets].
https://krakowwzieleni.pl/co/. (accessed: 6 May 2025).
McArthur, G. (2007). Why is the toilet the smallest room in
our house? How does this question affect the success or
not of off-leash dog parks? AIAM Annual Conference

on Urban Animal Management, 85—89.

McCants, C. (2025). Millenials prefer pets to children
(Survey). https://www.consumeraffairs.com/pets/pets-a-
re-family.html (accessed: 16 September).

Metacalfe J. (2017). The Anatomy of a Great Dog Park.
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2017-04-14/
how-to-design-an-excellent-dog-park (accessed: 6 May
2024).

Mori, K., Rock, M., McCormack, G., Liccioli, S., Giunchi,
D., Marceau, D., Massolo, A. (2023). Fecal contamina-
tion of urban parks by domestic dogs and tragedy of the
commons. Scientific Reports, 13.1, 3462.

Nemiroff, L., Patterson, J. (2007). Design, Testing and Im-
plementation of a Large-Scale Urban Dog Waste Com-
posting Program. Compost Sci. Util., 15, 237-242.

Number of dogs in the European Union (2024). https:/
www.statista.com/statistics/414956/dog-population-eu-
ropean-union-eu-by-country/ (accessed: 15 March).

Number of pets in Poland from 2019 to 2022, by type of pet
(2024). https://www.statista.com/statistics/1204346/po-
land-pet-population-by-pet/ (accessed: 16 September).

Panel Gospodarstw Domowych GfK Polonia (2024). ht-
tps://ipk.gtk.pl (accessed: 19 March).

www.acta.urk.edu.pl

Paradeis, B., Lovas, S., Aipperspach, A., Kazmierczak, A.,
Boche, M., He, Y., Corrigan, P., Chambers, K., Yang, G.,
Norland, J. (2013). Dog-Park Soils: Concentration and
Distribution of Urine-Borne Constituents. Urban Eco-
syst., 16, 351-365.

Petersen, H., Engwall, K. (2019 ). “Why Would You Want
a Baby When You Could Have a Dog?” Voluntarily
Childless Women’s “Peternal” Feelings, Longing and
Ambivalence. Social Sciences, 8.4, 126.

Rahim, T., Barrios, P.R., McKee, G., McLaws, M., Kosat-
sky, T. (2018). Public health considerations associated
with the location and operation of off-leash dog parks.
Journal of Community Health, 43, 433-440.

Rozporzadzenie Ministra Spraw Wewngtrznych i Administra-
cji z dnia 28 kwietnia 2003 r. w sprawie wykazu ras psow
uznawanych za agresywne [Regulation of the Minister
of Internal Affairs and Administration of April 28, 2003
in regarding the list of dog breeds considered aggressi-
ve] (Dz. U. z 2003 r. Nr 77 poz. 687). https://isap.sejm.
gov.pl/isap.nsf/download.xsp/WDU20030770687/0O/
D20030687.pdf

Stoltz, D.S., Van Ness, J., Bjerre, M.E. (2020). The Chan-
ging Valuation of Dogs 1. Sociological Forum, 35(4).
file:///C:/Users/inapiscz/Downloads/2020_Stoltz_Van-
Ness_Bjerre Changing Valuation Dogs_socf.12643.
pdf

Stolzlechner, L., Bonorand, A., Riemer, S. (2022). Optimi-
sing puppy socialization — short-and long-term effects
of a training programme during the early socialisation
period. Animals, 12(22), 3067.

The Kennel Club, Dog Parks (2025). https://www.theken-
nelclub.org.uk/our-resources/media-centre/issue-state-
ments/dog-parks/ (accessed: 11 April).

The Trust for Public Land. Dog Parks 101 (2019). https://
www.tpl.org/sites/default/files/Dog Parks best practices
2019 R3.pdf (accessed: 19 April 2024).

Urbanik, J., Morgan, M. (2013). A tale of tails: The place
of dog parks in the urban imaginary. Geoforum, 44,
292-302.

Ustawa z dnia 21 sierpnia 1997 r. o ochronie zwierzat [ Ani-
mal Protection Act of August 21, 1997] (Dz.U. 1997
nr 111 poz. 724).

Ward, C. (2020). Greeting Behavior Between Dogs in a Dog
Park. Pet Behavior Science, 10, 1-14.

Wielkie emocje na spotkaniu wladz Itawy z przeciwnikami
wybiegu dla pséw przy ,,Bagienku” [Great emotions at
the meeting of Itawa authorities with opponents of the
dog run at the “Bagienko”]. Infoilawa.pl, February 7,
2020. <infoilawa.pl/aktualnosci/item60094-wielkie-e-
mocje-na-spotkaniu-wladz-ilawy-z-przeciwnikami-wy-

21


http://dx.doi.org/10.15576/ASP.FC/215534
http://acta.urk.edu.pl/pl
https://klubjagiellonski.pl/2022/08/14/moje-wlochate-malenstwo-dlaczego-amerykanie-wola-wychowywac-zwierzeta-zamiast-dzieci/
https://klubjagiellonski.pl/2022/08/14/moje-wlochate-malenstwo-dlaczego-amerykanie-wola-wychowywac-zwierzeta-zamiast-dzieci/
https://klubjagiellonski.pl/2022/08/14/moje-wlochate-malenstwo-dlaczego-amerykanie-wola-wychowywac-zwierzeta-zamiast-dzieci/
https://klubjagiellonski.pl/2022/08/14/moje-wlochate-malenstwo-dlaczego-amerykanie-wola-wychowywac-zwierzeta-zamiast-dzieci/
https://krakowwzieleni.pl/co/
https://www.consumeraffairs.com/pets/pets-are-family.html
https://www.consumeraffairs.com/pets/pets-are-family.html
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2017-04-14/how-to-design-an-excellent-dog-park
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2017-04-14/how-to-design-an-excellent-dog-park
https://www.statista.com/statistics/414956/dog-population-european-union-eu-by-country/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/414956/dog-population-european-union-eu-by-country/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/414956/dog-population-european-union-eu-by-country/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/1204346/poland-pet-population-by-pet/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/1204346/poland-pet-population-by-pet/
https://ipk.gfk.pl
https://ipk.gfk.pl
https://isap.sejm.gov.pl/isap.nsf/download.xsp/WDU20030770687/O/D20030687.pdf
https://isap.sejm.gov.pl/isap.nsf/download.xsp/WDU20030770687/O/D20030687.pdf
https://isap.sejm.gov.pl/isap.nsf/download.xsp/WDU20030770687/O/D20030687.pdf
https://www.thekennelclub.org.uk/our-resources/media-centre/issue-statements/dog-parks/
https://www.thekennelclub.org.uk/our-resources/media-centre/issue-statements/dog-parks/
https://www.thekennelclub.org.uk/our-resources/media-centre/issue-statements/dog-parks/
https://www.tpl.org/sites/default/files/Dog
https://www.tpl.org/sites/default/files/Dog
http://Infoilawa.pl
http://infoilawa.pl

Malec, M.M. (2025). How to reconcile the needs of dogs and their owners with the development of urban space. Acta Sci. Pol.,
Formatio Circumiectus, 24 (4), 5-22. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.15576/ASP.FC/215534

biegu-dla-psow-przy-bagienku-zobacz-zdjecia-i-wi- K. (eds.). Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu Warszawskiego,
deo> (accessed: 16 September 2025). 49-66.

Wilczkiewicz, M.Z. (2012). Nowe formy miejskiej zieleni =~ Wtodarczyk, J. (2021). “My dog and I, we need the
uzytkowej (wybiegi dla psow w Nowym Jorku) [New park”: More-than-human agency and the emergen-
forms of urban greenery (dog parks in New York)]. Cza- ce of dog parks in Poland, 2015-2020. Cultural Geo-
sopismo Techniczne, Architektura, 109. graphies, 28(3), 495-511.

Whodarczyk, J. (2021). Parki sa dla ludzi? Psy w przestrzeni ~ Wood, E.M. (1998). The agrarian origins of capita-
miejskiej w USA, Wielkiej Brytanii 1 Polsce. In: Miasta- lism. Monthly Review, New York, 50, 14-31.

-zwierzeta. Jaroszuk A., Piotrowski 1., Wrobel-Bardzik

JAK POGODZIC POTRZEBY PSOW | ICH WLASCICIELI Z ROZWOJEM PRZESTRZENI MIEJSKIE)

ABSTRAKT

Cel pracy

Celem badania byta ocena postaw mieszkancéw Krakowa wobec parkow dla psow oraz proba ustalenia stan-
dardow wyposazenia tych miejsc, aby byly one bezpieczne zarowno pod wzgledem fizycznym, jak i beha-
wioralnym dla pséw. W badaniu zadano nastepujace pytania: Czy mieszkancy Krakowa korzystaja z parkow
dla psow i jak czgsto? Czy uwazajg ich liczbg i wyposazenie za wystarczajace? Jakiej infrastruktury brakuje
w parkach dla psow?

Materiat i metody

Na potrzeby badania przeprowadzono ankiete majaca na celu oceng potrzeby tworzenia parkow dla psow
w Krakowie oraz oczekiwan wlascicieli psow korzystajacych z nich w zakresie infrastruktury. Ankieta byta
anonimowa i dostepna online dla uzytkownikéw popularnych grup w mediach spotecznosciowych, zwigza-
nych z tematyka psow i Krakowa. Podczas wizyty terenowej oceniono 22 krakowskie parki pod katem ich
lokalizacji, uktadu i innych parametrow.

Wyniki i wnioski

Analiza parkéw dla psow w Krakowie pokazuje, ze poziom i stopien ich zagospodarowania, stan techniczny
oraz lokalizacja r6znig si¢ znacznie od siebie. Sg to zaréwno miejsca tylko z ogrodzonym terenem (nawet
bez podwdjnej bramy), jak i te z infrastrukturg dla Iudzi i pséw. Chociaz liczba parkéw dla psow w Polsce
ro$nie, trudno znalez¢ wytyczne i zalecenia dotyczace ich lokalizacji i projektowania. Badanie wykazato,
ze wigkszo$¢ respondentéw wyraznie opowiada si¢ za zwigkszeniem liczby psich parkow w Krakowie, tak
aby dostep do nich byl tatwy i réwny w calym mies$cie. Analiza rozmieszczenia psich parkow udowadnia, ze
istniejg czesci miasta, w ktorych brakuje takich miejsc. Obserwacje przeprowadzone w 22 parkach dla psow
w Krakowie pokazuja, Ze ich stan techniczny, uklad, lokalizacja i powierzchnia sg bardzo zréznicowane.

Stowa kluczowe: zagospodarowanie, pies domowy (Canis lupus familiaris), park dla pséw, zachowanie
spoteczne psow, miejska infrastruktura
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