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	Language assistance
Русский (Russian): 03 9679 9813
Polski (Polish): 03 9679 9812
Ελληνικά (Greek): 03 9679 9811
廣東話 (Cantonese): 03 9679 9810
普通話 (Mandarin): 03 9679 9858
Italiano (Italian): 03 9679 9814
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If you are deaf or have a hearing or a speech impairment, you can phone us through the National Relay Service (NRS):
· TTY users dial 133677, then ask for 03 9209 6777
· Speak and listen users phone 1300 555 727, then ask for 03 9209 6777
For more information - accesshub.gov.au
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[bookmark: _Toc234846932][bookmark: _Toc242189665]Executive Summary
Project Background
This report summarises what we did to inform community members about the proposed new fenced dog off-leash area at Fennell Reserve, and what we heard from the community during the engagement period from 10 August to 30 August 2026. The engagement sought feedback on the proposed concept design before it is finalised.
What did we ask?
In this round of community engagement, we asked the community for feedback on the proposed concept design for the new fenced dog off-leash area at Fennell Reserve, including what they liked, disliked and what improvements they would like to see.
What did we hear?
Most participants who told us how they felt about the proposed design were supportive. 65% per cent (43 participants) were satisfied or very satisfied with the design, while 23% (15 participants) were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied.
Many participants supported the creation of a secure fenced dog area and welcomed features such as double-gated entries, shade, water fountains and dog-friendly facilities. We also received many comments about specific improvements participants would like to see, including additional amenities, separate areas for different dog sizes and changes to fencing and gate locations. Some participants were concerned about the impact of the dog area on other users of the reserve and wanted to ensure the space continued to cater for the broader community.
Feedback from the City of Port Phillip Dog Network was generally supportive and focused on practical improvements to the design, including making the dog area as large as possible, improving access, providing additional shade and shelter, improving fencing design and maintaining the natural character of the reserve.

Comments from participants commonly highlighted the following issues/requests:
  fencing, double-gated entries and dog park safety 
  separate areas for small and large dogs 
  protecting shared community space for non-dog users 
  access, gate locations and path safety 
  seating, shade, bins, signage and water facilities 
  dog waste facilities and ongoing maintenance 
  maintaining a natural park setting 
  balancing the needs of dog owners with other reserve users.
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[bookmark: _Toc242189667]Project background
Fennell Reserve is a well-used community space, and the community is passionate about its future. Previous engagement with residents and reserve users identified strong support for additional off-leash dog facilities and highlighted the importance of features such as drinking fountains with dog water bowls, double-gated entries, security fencing, agility equipment, seating and shade.
Community members also raised concerns about the potential impact of a dog park on other activities currently undertaken at the reserve, as well as the need to manage interactions between dogs and cyclists to support the safe shared use of the space.
On 21 August 2024, Councillors approved the location of a new fenced dog off-leash area at Fennell Reserve. Since then, we have developed a proposed concept design for community feedback.
[bookmark: _Toc242189668]What we set out to achieve
The purpose of this consultation was to seek community feedback on the proposed design for the new fenced dog off-leash area before the design is finalised.
Specifically, the engagement aimed to:
· Understand community views on the proposed design
· Identify what elements of the design are supported by the community
· Gather suggestions for improvements and additional features
· Better understand community priorities for the future use of the reserve
· Inform refinements to the final design while balancing community needs, project requirements, budget and site constraints

[bookmark: _Toc242189669]About this report
The purpose of this report is to provide an overview of what we did as part of this engagement project, and what we heard from community.
[bookmark: _Toc242189670]Before reading this report
The following should be considered in reading this report:
The findings are based on qualitative feedback from people who chose to take part. This means the views shared are not statistically representative of the whole community and may only reflect a portion of local voices.
While we aim to include diverse perspectives, some community members may have faced barriers to participation, including people with disability, multicultural communities, older people, and Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people.
Participants refers to everyone involved in the engagement; respondents refers to those who answered a specific question or activity.
The report summarises what we heard. Feedback has not been independently verified, so some comments may be incorrect, unachievable or outside the project scope. Not all individual comments are shown; themes, quotes and numbers are used to reflect the range of views.
Some people may have contributed more than once across different activities, which may result in unintentional double‑counting.
Demographic data was not collected consistently across all activities, which limits our ability to analyse differences between groups.
The report covers Council‑led engagement activities only and does not include community‑run or third‑party events, surveys or petitions.
This report was developed through a combination of human analysis and artificial intelligence (AI). Human analysts conducted the primary data analysis. AI tools were used to process and analyse large datasets, identify trends, and generate some preliminary findings. Any AI-generated findings were subsequently reviewed, validated, and interpreted by human analysts with expertise in the subject matter. The final conclusions and interpretations presented in this report represent the considered judgment of these human analysts, even where AI contributed to the data processing.


[bookmark: _Toc242189671]What we did
Between 10 August and 20 August 2026, we delivered a range of communications activities to let the community know about this project and collected feedback through a mix of engagement activities.
[bookmark: _Toc242189672]Communications activities
To increase awareness of the engagement process, we did the following:

	[image: Sign outline]
	Posters x2
	Posters about the engagement process and the opportunity to provide feedback were placed around the park.

	[image: Megaphone1 outline]
	Newsletters    x2
	Project information and an invitation to engage was included in two newsletters during the engagement period: the Community Sector News and DiverCity Your Say newsletters.

	[image: Online Network outline]
	Social media posts                   x2
	Social media posts were included on both Facebook and Instagram to promote the engagement process. We subsequently boosted the social media post with a paid ads targeted to Ripponlea residents. 
· Facebook: Views: 44,437
· Instagram: Views 4.785

	[image: Internet outline]
	‘Have your say’ website

	Council’s dedicated engagement website, ‘Have your say’ included a page for this project, with information on the process, a timeline, contact details, and opportunities to engage.


[bookmark: _Toc242189673]
Engagement activities
To collect feedback from the community we did the following activities:
	[image: Clipboard Partially Checked outline]
Survey 
(66)
	This survey collected demographic details about participants, and asked for community feedback on:
· Five design principles
· Proposed actions for specific locations
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Uploded feedback
(1)

	Participants had the choice to uploaded their feedback on the Have Your Say website.






[bookmark: _Toc242189674]Who we heard from
[bookmark: _Toc242189675]Demographics
Through our surveys, we asked questions about participants’ demographic details. Of the total 66 participants, 65 shared their demographic information with us. The following explores those demographics.
[bookmark: _Toc239413260][bookmark: _Toc242189676][bookmark: _Toc239413258][bookmark: _Toc161384104]Gender
A total of 59 participants provided their gender. Most respondents identified as female (54%, 36 participants), followed by male (35%, 23 participants). 

[bookmark: _Toc242189558]
Figure 1: Which gender do you identify with?. (59 total responses).

[bookmark: _Toc239413259][bookmark: _Toc242189677]Age
A total of 65 participants provided their age group. The largest age groups were 35 to 49 years (43%, 28 participants) and 25 to 34 years (17%, 11 participants) and 50 - 59 years (17%, 11 participants). 
[bookmark: _Toc242189678]
Figure 2:  Please indicate your age group. (65 total responses).



[bookmark: _Toc242189679]Suburb
Of the 67 participants who provided their suburb, most lived in Port Melbourne (51%, 27 participants) followed by South Melbourne (26%, 17 participants) all other suburbs where quite low. This distribution reflects the local focus of the project and the strong participation from people living closest to the precinct.

Figure 3: What is your residential suburb? (67 total responses).



[bookmark: _Toc242189680]Diversity and inclusion
We asked people if they identified with any of the following statements. The statements included (in order of number of responses): 
· ‘I identify as LGBTIQA+’ ( 10 responses).
· ‘I am a person with disability’ (5 responses).
· ‘I speak a language other than English at home’ (3 responses). 
· ‘I am from an Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander background’ (3 response).
[bookmark: _Toc239413262][bookmark: _Toc242189681]Previous engagement with Council 
We also asked if participants had engaged with Council on any other projects in the past 12 months. We had 65 responses to this question and the majority (36 participants, 55%) of these said ‘Yes’ they had not engaged with Council in the past 12 months. 20 participants (30%) said ‘no’, and 9 participants (14%) were unsure.


Figure 4: Have you provided feedback on any other City of Port Phillip projects in the past 12 months? (65 total responses).
[bookmark: _Toc242189682]Connection to Fennel Reserve. 
Participants can choose multiple answers to this question.  Most participants live on this street (39%, 50 participants), showing strong local resident involvement in the engagement. Many also live nearby (22%, 28 participants) and I’m here most days (16%, 20 participants).

Figure 5: How often are you at or near this location? (126 total responses).





[bookmark: _Toc242189683]Dog relationship 
Participants were then asked ‘do you own or care for a dog?’. Most participants said yes (74%, 49 participants) followed by no (23%, 15 participants).

Figure 6: Do you own or care for a dog? (66 total responses).





[bookmark: _Toc242189684]Fennel Reserve visitation 
Most participants visit the reserve serval times a week (27%, 17 participants), and Daily (16%, 10 participants showing strong usage. Many also visit the reserve only a few times a year (22.6%, 14 participants).

Figure 7: How often do you visit Fennell Reserve? (66 total responses).


[bookmark: _Toc242189685]What we heard
[bookmark: _Toc242189686]Survey questions
SATISFACTION WITH the proposed design
Of the 66 participants who responded to this question, (41%, 27 participants) indicated they were satisfied with the proposed design and (24%, 16 participants) were very satisfied. A further (12%, 8 participants) were neutral. In contrast, (8%, 5 participants) were dissatisfied and (15%, 10 participants) were very dissatisfied. Overall, (65%, 43 participants) were satisfied or very satisfied with the proposed design, indicating overall broad support.

Figure 8: Overall, how satisfied are you with the proposed design? (66 total responses).


elements of the proposed design most liked 

Participants most commonly supported the creation of a secure dog park with fencing and double gated entries (33 comments), with many highlighting the safety benefits for both dogs and reserve users. Other commonly supported elements included dog friendly features such as agility equipment and separate areas for different dog sizes (12 comments), trees and shade (9 comments) and water fountains and amenities (18 comments). Overall, participants valued a safe, well equipped and comfortable space that supports both dogs and their owners.

	Theme  
	Number of comments  
	Example comment  

	Secured Dog Park 
	33
	“That is it fully enclosed and there will be lots of shade that remains in there which is helpful for summer. I like the addition of 2 water fountains too”
“Love that it’s fenced in for the safety of those visiting the park, and also those travelling around it”

	Dog-Friendly Features 
	12
	“I would propose to split the area between small and big dogs”
“Agility equipment and other enrichment spaces beyond grass”

	Trees & Shade
	9
	“Areas of interest and shade is good”
“Lots of sitting and shade areas.”

	Water & Amenities 
	8
	“Drinking fountains inside and outside the park.”
“Provision of water for the dogs and the double entry gates”




elements of the proposed design most disliked
Concerns were relatively evenly distributed across several aspects of the proposed design. The most common concerns related to protecting shared community space (9 comments), with participants expressing concern about losing open space for non-dog users. Respondents also highlighted the need to better manage the needs of different dogs (9 comments) through separate areas for small and large dogs. Other concerns related to seating and amenities (9 comments) and access and path safety (8 comments), particularly where gates connect directly to shared cycling and pedestrian paths. Overall, respondents wanted the final design to balance the needs of dog owners with those of the wider community.
	Theme  
	Number of comments  
	Example comment  

	Protect Shared Community Space
	9
	“The whole reserve becoming fenced off for dogs. While I understand the reserve was planned to have a portion of it fenced off, taking the entire reserve away from the residents and workers in the immediate vicinity is pretty disappointing.”
“The whole park does NOT need to be fences off for dogs - its absurd! I enjoy sitting in this park with my family and enjoy the grass, the sun and the trees.”

	Manage Separate Dog Needs 
	9
	“Have a separate area for small dogs. My regular sized dog swallowed a miniature ball used by small dogs and required surgery to have it removed.”
“The fenced area is one big space with no safe area for small dogs”

	Amenities 
	9
	“Benches and picnic tables are also potential points of collision and conflict if dogs jump up onto them.”
“There should be another water fountain on the Evans St side (at the opposite side of the park to where the existing proposed one will go. I also think there isn't sufficient lighting on Evens St side. Overall, there should be more seating throughout the park, and more sheltered seating also.”

	Improve Access & Path Safety
	8
	“The gate opening up onto the bike path.”
“The gate onto the shared pathway risks dogs running in front of cyclists/scooters etc”





Other suggestions for improvements 
Participants provided a range of suggestions to strengthen the design. The most common recommendations related to additional amenities such as signage, bins, poo-bag dispensers, seating and water facilities (11 comments) and improvements to the dog area itself, including fencing, gate locations and dog-friendly features (11 comments). Several participants also suggested creating separate dog zones (9 comments) and the importance of protecting shared community space (9 comments). Overall, participants wanted the dog area to be practical, safe and accessible while continuing to accommodate other reserve users.

	Theme  
	Number of comments  
	Example comment  

	Amenities 
	11
	“Poo bag stations?”
“There should be more than one water bowl inside the fence area, maybe another near the other entrance.”

	Improvement to  dog off leash area 
	11
	“There should be a double gated entrance near Ingles street … if you are walking from that direction you have to walk past half the park to get entrance.”
“There should be more than one water bowl inside the fence area, maybe another near the other entrance. Perhaps a small sub-fence area for small dogs only. Does not need to be huge, but somewhere for dogs that are uncomfortable with bigger dogs.”

	Create Separate Dog Zones
	9
	“Perhaps a small sub-fence area for small dogs only. Does not need to be huge, but somewhere for dogs that are uncomfortable with bigger dogs.”
“A separate area for "shy" dogs who prefer minimal socialisation, but still want to sniff would also be good. There could be a limit of 1-2 dogs in this "shy" zone.”

	Protect shared community space
	9
	“Remove the dog only reserve. Relocate these features to a different reserve which is already off leash.”
“Make the fenced off area smaller. The rest of the master plan for these reserves recognises the importance of sharing the spaces and making them accessible for everyone.”














Is there anything else you would like us to consider?
Participants mostly highlighted the importance of preserving shared community uses of the reserve (11 comments) and ensuring the space continues to meet the needs of residents, families and visitors without dogs. Respondents also raised the need for appropriate amenities such as fencing and signage (34%, 11 comments) to support safe and effective use of the off-leash area. Other participants suggested expanding dog infrastructure (5 comments) through features such as separate dog zones, while (5 comments) called for additional dog waste facilities such as bins and poo-bag dispensers. Overall, feedback reflected a desire to improve facilities for dog owners while maintaining a balanced and inclusive community space.
	Theme  
	Number of comments  
	Example comment  

	Preserve Shared space uses
	11
	“The people in the area, especially families, who don’t have dogs and will lose an importance piece of accessible green space.”
“Open the space up and place trees around the edges and also use to divide into two separate play areas.”

	Amenities 
	11
	“Please make clear signage for the rules that apply to the dog park off leash area when exiting the area dogs must be leashed as an example. And strict signage regarding disposable of dog poo.”
“Please use mesh fencing rather than the type of fencing that is used at the Park St dog park. My dog got through the Park St fence when he was a puppy (Jack Russell, of course!) Also can the fence be very close to the ground, again the smaller pups can squeeze under fence gaps.”

	Expand Dog Infrastructure
	5
	“Just the small dog separated area”
“This is only a good idea if this ads to the numbers of dog parks in Port Melbourne - NOT taking any other dog parks away. It is out of the way for many people and so with limited parking this is not convenient for many. All other dog parks need to stay in port Melbourne for this to be a good idea.”

	Provide Dog Waste Facilities
	5
	“Ensure dog poo bags are accessible - a lot of the new ones at other parks are hard to turn to get access to the bags.”
“More bins at entry and exit to help with dog poo on ground.”



















[bookmark: _Toc242189687]Dog Network feedback summary
COPP Dog Network meeting on Fennell Reserve, 13 August

The City of Port Phillip (COPP) Dog Network generally supported the proposed fenced dog area and focused on ways to improve its usability, safety and comfort for dog owners and their pets. Participants recommended making the dog area as large as possible, relocating the entrance to a corner location for easier access, and ensuring fencing extends to ground level and is of sufficient height to safely contain dogs. There was also support for moving seating into shaded locations, retaining a natural park setting, adding a shelter, providing dog friendly drinking facilities such as tip over bowls, and replacing hard landscape elements such as rocks with planting. Overall, feedback focused on creating a larger, safer and more functional dog area while maintaining the natural character of the reserve.
Key themes raised by the City of Port Phillip Dog Network included:
· maximising the size of the fenced dog area
· improving access through revised entrance locations
· ensuring safe and effective fencing design
· providing additional shade, shelter and seating
· enhancing dog friendly facilities and amenities
· maintaining a natural landscape character
· improving the layout of agility equipment and planting areas


[bookmark: _Toc242189688]Next steps
Thank you to everyone who provided their feedback as part of the Fennell Reserve Dog Park consultation. Your feedback will be considered and captured as we progress the design. 
Next steps for this project:
· Further develop the design while considering community feedback received, which will be shared via the Have Your Say page.
· Complete a competitive public tender with construction anticipated to start mid-2027.



[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]

[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]

[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]



Female (woman or girl)	Male (man or boy)	Non-binary	I’d prefer not to say	36	23	2	4	54.5%	34.8%	3.0%	6.1%	

[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]

 5 - 11	12 - 14	15 - 17	18 - 24	25 - 34	35 - 49	50 - 59	60 - 69	70 - 84	85 and over	I'd prefer not to say	0	0	0	1	11	28	11	8	4	0	2	0.0%	0.0%	0.0%	1.5%	16.9%	43.1%	16.9%	12.3%	6.2%	0.0%	3.1%	


[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]

Albert Park	Balaclava	Elwood	Melbourne	Middle Park	Port Melbourne	Ripponlea	South Melbourne	Southbank	St Kilda	St Kilda East	St Kilda West	Windsor	Prefer not to say	Other	3	0	2	2	0	27	1	17	3	4	0	2	1	2	1	4.6%	0.0%	3.1%	3.1%	0.0%	41.5%	1.5%	26.2%	4.6%	6.2%	0.0%	3.1%	1.5%	3.1%	1.5%	


[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]

[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]

[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]


Yes	No	Not sure	36	20	9	55.4%	30.8%	13.8%	

[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]

I live on this street	I live nearby	I’m here most days	I come here occasionally	Rarely or never	Other	50	28	20	4	18	6	39.7%	22.2%	15.9%	3.2%	14.3%	4.8%	


[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]

[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]




Yes	No	Other	49	15	2	74.2%	22.7%	3.0%	0.0%	0.0%	

[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]

Daily	Several times a week	Weekly	Monthly	A few times a year	Never	Other	10	17	8	9	14	4	4	16.1%	27.4%	12.9%	14.5%	22.6%	6.5%	6.5%	0.0%	0.0%	0.0%	


[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]
[CELLRANGE] - [VALUE]

Very satisfied	Satisfied	Neutral	Dissatisfied	Very dissatisfied	16	27	8	5	10	24.2%	40.9%	12.1%	7.6%	15.2%	
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