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Agenda for a hearing by Commissioners of the Regulatory Subcommittee for Waikato District 
Council to be held in Council Chambers, 15 Galileo Street, Ngaaruawaahia on FRIDAY, 4 
APRIL 2025, commencing at 10.00am. 

Information and recommendations are included in the reports to assist the Subcommittee in the 
decision-making process and may not constitute Council’s decision or policy until considered by 

the Subcommittee. 
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Waikato District Council 
Regulatory Subcommittee Hearing 
Objection to Disqualification – Daniel Warre 2 Agenda: 4 April 2025

Regulatory Subcommittee 
Reports to: Policy & Regulatory Committee 

Chairperson: Cr Janet Gibb 

Deputy Chairperson: Cr Peter Thomson 
Membership: Deputy Mayor Carolyn 

Eyre Cr Crystal Beavis 
(The composition of any Regulatory Subcommittee for quorum 
purposes to be determined by the Chairperson) 

Meeting frequency: As and when required 
Quorum: A panel of three to be appointed in the first instance allowing for a 

quorum of two once the hearing has commenced. 

Purpose 

1. To conduct fair and effective hearings and make determinations on the Council’s
regulatory functions under legislation and other matters as referred to the Committee.

2. To recommend to the Council or relevant Council committee any matters that it
considers necessary to enable the effective management of the Council’s regulatory
functions.

Terms of Reference: 

1. Hear and determine any statutory or regulatory hearings under relevant legislation
unless otherwise delegated or retained by the Council, including (but without
limitation):

a. objections under the Dog Control Act 1996;
b. matters under the Resource Management Act 1991 and related legislation;
c. matters under the Impounding Act 1955;
d. matters regarding drainage and works on private land under the Local

Government Act 1974 and Local Government Act 2002;
e. matters under the Gambling Act 2003, Health Act 1956 and Litter Act 1979;
f. matters regarding residential pools under the Building Act 2004.

2. Hear and determine other matters that require hearings or submissions, as referred by
Council or other Committees.

3. To convene working groups and carry out the Terms of Reference approved and
referred by Council or other Committees.

2



Waikato District Council 
Regulatory Subcommittee Hearing 
Objection to Disqualification – Daniel Warre 3 Agenda: 4 April 2025

The Subcommittee is delegated the following powers to act: 

• Conduct statutory hearings on regulatory matters and undertake and make decisions
on those hearings that fall within the committee’s Terms of Reference.

• Appoint additional members, including external members, for hearings where expert
advice is required.

• Establish and amend hearings protocols relating to the general conduct of hearings and
hearings- related matters in accordance with the applicable legislation and the
principles of administrative law and natural justice.

• Approval of activities and expenses relating to working groups consistent with the
terms of reference and approved working group budget.

Explanatory Note: 

1. The Committee may request expert advice through the Chief Executive when
necessary.

2. The General Manager Customer Support, in consultation with the Chairperson of the
Regulatory Subcommittee, are delegated the power to determine:

a. the composition of any hearings panel to be convened under the committee’s
terms of reference; and

b. the appointment of any independent hearings commissioner within the panel
of commissioners approved by the Council, to hear and determine any matter
under the Resource Management Act 1991 (and related legislation). An
independent commissioner can be appointed to act in his/her sole capacity, or
together with appointed councillors who hold the appropriate accreditation.

3. Decisions of a hearing panel shall be made by consensus although if necessary the
majority view prevails
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Open 

To 

Report title

Date: 

Report Author: 

Authorised by: 

Policy and Regulatory Subcommittee 
Objection to Disqualification of Owner 

18 February 2025 
Phil Greeves,  Senior Animal Control Process and 
Compliance Specialist 

 Roger MacCulloch, General Manager Customer Support 

1. Purpose of the report
Te Take moo te puurongo

To provide information to the Policy and Regulatory Subcommittee (the Committee) to 
enable the Committee to hear the objection to a disqualification from dog ownership by 
Mr Daniel Warren, and to make a decision on the objection.  

2. Executive summary
Whakaraapopototanga matua

Section 25(1)(b) of the Dog Control Act 1996 (“the Act”) states that the territorial authority 
MUST disqualify a person from being an owner of a dog if the person is convicted of an 
offence (not being an infringement offence) against this Act. (Section 25(1)(b) of the Act 
annexed as Appendix 1). 

On 16 December 2024, Mr Daniel Warren (Mr Warren) was convicted of an offence under 
Section 57 of the Act, relating to an incident where his dogs attacked other animals (sheep) 
causing serious injury and death to those animals. This section of the Act is NOT an 
infringement offence. 

Staff subsequently disqualified Mr Warren from being a dog owner for a period of three 
years, as required by the Act (Notice of Disqualification annexed as Appendix 2) . 

In accordance with Section 25(1A) of the Act, the requirement in Section 25(1)(b) of the Act 
to disqualify a person from being the owner of a dog where the person is convicted of an 
offence (not being an infringement offence) against this Act, does not apply if the 
territorial authority is satisfied that the circumstances of the offence or offences are such 
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that disqualification is not warranted; or the territorial authority will instead classify the 
person as a probationary owner under Section 21 of the Act. 

Section 25(3) of the Act provides that a disqualification under Section 25(1) continues in 
force for a period specified by the territorial authority not exceeding 5 years. 

On 17 February 2025, Mr Warren objected to the disqualification. 

3. Staff recommendations  
Tuutohu-aa-kaimahi 

THAT the Policy and Regulatory Subcommittee 

a. receives the report; and 

b. the Disqualification of Daniel Warren under section 25(1)(b) of the Dog 
Control Act 1996 is upheld for the term of 3 years. 

4. Background  
Koorero whaimaarama 

On Tuesday 28 May 2024 at 9:40am, Council’s call centre received a complaint from a 
member of the public, Mr Murray Poole (Mr Poole) who advised that some of his stock 
had been attacked by dogs. At that time, it was unknown where the dogs had come from. 
(Service Request annexed as Appendix 3).  A short time later, Mr Poole rang the attending 
Animal Control Officer (ACO Prentis-Pirere) advising he had shot three dogs in the act of 
attacking his sheep. ACO Prentis-Pirere told Mr Poole that they would come out and see 
if the dogs had microchips. 

ACO Prentis-Pirere attended Mr Poole’s property where she was directed to a trailer 
containing the bodies of three dogs were. ACO Prentis-Pirere scanned the bodies of the 
dogs and found one of the dogs had a microchip implanted (Microchip Reading annexed 
as Appendix 4). ACO Prentis-Pirere checked the National Dog Database (NDD) and 
identified the dog as Smooth, 4 years 2 months old, male, Border Collie Cross belonging 
to Mr Warren from 154 Phillips Road, Raglan (NDD Records of Mr Warren and Smooth 
annexed as Appendix 5 and Appendix 6). ACO Prentis-Pirere took photos of the dead dogs 
and transported the bodies to the Council Dog Pound (Photos of the dead dogs annexed 
as Appendix 7) . 

ACO Prentis-Pirere sent an Impound Notice to the dog Owner, Mr Warren (Impound 
Notice annexed as Appendix 8). 

Mr Poole described in his Statement (Complainant Statement annexed as Appendix 9) 
that on Tuesday 28 May 2024 at approximately 9:30am, whilst checking his stock, he had 
noticed a lamb in the next paddock. On closer inspection, he found it was dead from what 
he believed to be an obvious dog attack. He was familiar with the injuries having been 
through previous dog attacks in the past. He had approximately 320 lambs spread 
throughout 4 paddocks, about 55 hectares in total. On checking for the other lambs, he 
found multiple dead lambs most with their throats ripped out. He had gone home, 
informed Council of what had happened, picked up his gun and went back out. 
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When he returned to the paddocks, he observed three dogs attacking his lambs. He shot 
the dogs and advised Council what had happened and to come and collect the dog’s 
bodies. 

On 16 December 2024, Mr Warren was convicted and fined $500 under S57(2), convicted 
and discharged under S53(1) failure to control and a financial reparation payment of $500 
to be made to the stock owner. 

On 10 February 2025, a Notice of Disqualification from Dog Ownership was delivered to 
Mr Warren’s address,  

On 17 February 2025, Mr Warren emailed Council stating that he was objecting to the 
disqualification. 

5. Discussion and analysis
Taataritanga me ngaa tohutohu

Section 26(3) of the Act (Annexed as Appendix 10) provides that in considering any 
objection under this section, the territorial authority shall have regard to: 

(a) the circumstances and nature of the offence or offences in respect of which person
was disqualified; and

(b) the competency of the person objecting in terms of responsibility dog ownership;
and

(c) any steps taken by the owner to prevent further offences; and

(d) the matters advanced in support of the objection; and

(e) any other relevant matters.

As a result of this analysis, the Committee will have the following options: 

A. Uphold the disqualification of Mr Warren; or
B. Rescind the disqualification.

The Committee must give written notice of its decision and the reasons for it, under 
section 25(4) of the Act to the objector. 

The option preferred by staff is option A, and the reasons for this recommendation are 
discussed below.  

5.1 Options 
Ngaa koowhiringa 

Staff recommend option A because: 

• The Act states that the territorial authority must disqualify a person from being
an owner of a dog if the person is convicted of an offence (not being an
infringement offence) against the Act. The law makers clearly intended that
owners of dogs that have been convicted of offences should, as a starting point,
be temporarily prevented from owning dogs.

• Mr Warren was convicted of an offence under the Act.

6



 

• Staff consider the disqualification as issued is warranted, and the exceptions 
under section 25(1A) of the Act do not apply because: 

o The attack that Mr Warren’s dogs were involved in was of a serious nature. 
o The seriousness of the offence requires a higher classification than 

probationary ownership.  

5.2 Financial considerations  
Whaiwhakaaro puutea 

There are no material financial considerations associated with the recommendations of 
this report.  

5.3 Legal considerations  
Whaiwhakaaro-aa-ture 

Staff confirm that the staff recommendation complies with the Council’s legal and policy 
requirements. Legal Counsel will be available to assist the Committee with the matters of 
law as required. 

5.4 Strategy and policy considerations  
Whaiwhakaaro whakamaaherehere kaupapa here 

The report and recommendations are consistent with the Council’s policies, plans and 
prior decisions.  

5.5 Maaori and cultural considerations  
Whaiwhakaaro Maaori me oona tikanga 

There are no wider Maaori, or cultural considerations involved in the exercise of Council’s 
legislative responsibilities under the Act, where an individual has a conviction.  

5.6 Climate response and resilience considerations 
Whaiwhakaaro-aa-taiao 

The matters in this report have no known impact on climate change or resilience for the 
Council. 

5.7 Risks  
Tuuraru 

Should the Committee uphold the disqualification and proceed with the staff 
recommendation, the Objector is entitled to appeal the decision to the District Court. 

Should the Committee uphold but shorten the length of time of the disqualification , the 
Objector is still entitled to appeal the decision to the District Court, and will be able to own 
and responsible for dogs in public and private spaces after the disqualification period 
ends. 

Should the Committee terminate the disqualification, the Objector will be free to own (and 
therefore be responsible for) dogs after having committed an offence under the Act, 
increasing the risk of further serious safety incidents.  
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6. Significance and engagement assessment
Aromatawai paahekoheko

6.1 Significance 
Te Hiranga 

The decisions and matters of this report are assessed as of low significance, in accordance 
with the Council’s Significance and Engagement Policy. 

6.2 Engagement 
Te Whakatuutakitaki 

This is a regulatory/operational matter concerning an individual and we do not propose 
to inform more broadly than necessary to give effect to the classification, if upheld.  

7. Next steps
Ahu whakamua

Should the classification be upheld, it will apply at a national level. 

Council’s role will be to update the relevant records and enforce the requirements of the 
classification.  

There is a right of appeal. 

8. Confirmation of statutory compliance
Te Whakatuuturutanga aa-ture

As required by the Local Government Act 2002, staff confirm the following: 

The report fits with Council’s role and Committee’s Terms 
of Reference and Delegations. 

Confirmed 

The report contains sufficient information about all 
reasonably practicable options identified and assessed in 
terms of their advantages and disadvantages (Section 5.1). 

Confirmed 

Staff assessment of the level of significance of the issues in 
the report after consideration of the Council’s Significance 
and Engagement Policy (Section 6.1). 

Low 

The report contains adequate consideration of the views 
and preferences of affected and interested persons taking 
account of any proposed or previous community 
engagement and assessed level of significance (Section 6.2). 

Confirmed 
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The report considers impact on Maaori (Section 5.5) Not applicable 

The report and recommendations are consistent with 
Council’s plans and policies (Section 5.4). 

Confirmed 

The report and recommendations comply with Council’s 
legal duties and responsibilities (Section 5.3). 

Confirmed 

9. Attachments
Ngaa taapirihanga

Appendix 1 – Section 25(1)(b) of the Act 

Appendix 2 – Notice of Disqualification from Dog Ownership 

Appendix 3 – Service Request 

Appendix 4 – Microchip Reading  

Appendix 5 – NDD record – Daniel Warren 

Appendix 6 -  NDD record – Smooth 

Appendix 7 – Photos of dead dogs 

Appendix 8 – Impound Notice 

Appendix 9 – Complainant Statement 

Appendix 10 – S26(3) 
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25 Disqualification of owners 

(1) A territorial authority must disqualify a person from being an owner of a dog if—

(a) the person commits 3 or more infringement offences (not relating to a single incident or
occasion) within a continuous period of 24 months; or

(b) the person is convicted of an offence (not being an infringement offence) against this
Act; or

(c) the person is convicted of an offence against Part 1 or Part 2 of the Animal Welfare Act
1999, section 26ZZP of the Conservation Act 1987, or section 56I of the National Parks
Act 1980.
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26 Objection to disqualification 

(1)Every person disqualified under section 25—

(a) may object to the disqualification by lodging with the territorial authority a written
objection to the disqualification; and

(b) shall be entitled to be heard in support of the objection.

(2)An objection under this section may be lodged at any time but no objection shall be
lodged within 12 months of the hearing of any previous objection to the disqualification.

(3)In considering any objection under this section, the territorial authority shall have
regard to—

(a) the circumstances and nature of the offence or offences in respect of which the
person was disqualified; and

(b) the competency of the person objecting in terms of responsible dog ownership;
and

(c) any steps taken by the owner to prevent further offences; and
(d) the matters advanced in support of the objection; and
(e) any other relevant matters.

(4)In determining any objection, the territorial authority may uphold, bring forward the date
of termination, or immediately terminate the disqualification of any person and shall give
written notice of its decision, the reasons for it, and the right of appeal under section 27 to
the objector.
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