




Waikato District Council 
Regulatory Subcommittee Hearing 
Objection to Dangerous Dog Classification – Natalie Parkinson Agenda: 3 July 2026

Regulatory Subcommittee 
Reports to: Policy & Regulatory Committee 

Chairperson: Cr Peter Thomson 

Deputy Chairperson: Cr David Whyte (Deputy Chair) 
Membership: Cr Crystal Beavis 

Cr Carolyn Eyre 
Cr Fabio Rodrigues 
(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.
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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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Prior to this incident there have been no previous complaints recorded with Waikato 
District Council regarding either dog. The dog owners have maintained a good registration 
history on both dogs. 

Under Section 32 of the Act, an owner of a dog classified as dangerous must comply with 
several statutory requirements, including: 

a. ensuring the dog is kept within a securely fenced portion of the property within
one month of receiving the notice;

b. ensuring the dog is not at large or in any public place unless muzzled and
controlled on a leash (with limited exceptions);

c. providing veterinary certification confirming the dog has been neutered or is
temporarily unfit to be neutered;

d. paying annual registration fees at 150% of the standard rate; and
e. obtaining written consent from the territorial authority before transferring

ownership of the dog.

Under Section 31(3), an owner may object in writing to the classification within 14 days of 
receiving notice and may be heard in support of their objection. 

On 2 April 2026,    submitted an objection to the Dangerous Dog 
classifications for both dogs (Appendix 19). In her objection, she accepted full 
responsibility for the incident and outlined significant improvements made to ensure 
containment, including reinforced boundary fencing and the construction of a 
high-security enclosure with restricted public access. 

The objection also noted that Floyd suffers from a chronic autoimmune skin condition, 
and that wearing a muzzle for a long period of time could cause significant irritation. This 
was supported by a letter from their veterinarian,    of Anexa Veterinary 
Services (Appendix 20). 

While these post-incident actions are acknowledged and commended, Council maintains 
that the classifications should be upheld for the following reasons: 

a. The severity of the attack warrants strong enforcement.
b. The classification ensures that the property remains securely fenced to contain

the dogs.
c. The classification applies nationally, ensuring the dogs must be securely

contained regardless of where they reside.
d. The requirement for muzzling in public reduces the risk of further incidents in

unpredictable situations.
e. Gracie will be required to be de-sexed, which may reduce the likelihood of

similar aggressive behaviour.
f. A dangerous classification enables Animal Control to take stronger

enforcement action should further incidents occur.
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Council recognises Floyd’s medical condition and the potential irritation caused by the 
requirement of wearing a muzzle in public. However, Council has no authority to waive 
individual statutory requirements of the classification. Floyd may continue to be housed 
and exercised on the property or transported in a vehicle without wearing a muzzle. 

3. Staff recommendations
Tuutohu-aa-kaimahi

THAT the Policy and Regulatory Subcommittee: 

a. receives the report from the Animal Control Specialist (Objection to Dangerous
Dog Classification); and

b. upholds the classification of the dogs Gracie and Floyd under Section 31 of the
Dog Control Act 1996.

4. Background
Koorero whaimaarama

On Thursday 5 March 2026 at 11:20am, Waikato District Council received a report 
regarding two dogs that had attacked at least one cow at the property of   

 , causing injuries severe enough that the animal would likely require 
euthanasia (Service Request DOGS3593/26 is annexed as Appendix 6).  

The complainant,    reported the dogs were known to be owned by 
a neighbour   .  

   advised that the dogs remained at the scene and that his son 
 , the stock owner, was positioned between the dogs and the injured 

cow to prevent further harm and to keep the dogs separated from the remainder of the 
herd.  

He further stated that a person with a firearms licence was present and he wished for the 
dogs to be shot; however, he was advised by the call centre operator not to do so.  

Animal Control Officer (AC))   (“ACO ”) was assigned 
to investigate (ACO Statement –   annexed as Appendix 7). 

At 11:26am, ACO , accompanied by Senior Animal Control Officer (SACO) 
 , arrived at    . They spoke with the stock owner, 

  , and a witness to the attack,   .  

The injured animal was identified as a calf club pet yearling heifer, which was later 
euthanised due to the extent of its injuries (photographs annexed as Appendix 8).  
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   identified the dog owners as    and   
 of     

At 11:45am, ACO  visited     and spoke to  
 and  , owners of the dogs Gracie and Floyd. Both expressed shock 

at the incident and stated that such behaviour was uncharacteristic of their dogs.  

  acknowledged that he had been aware of the need to install an additional wire 
on the boundary fence but had not yet done so. He showed ACO  the kennel 
and run where the dogs were normally confined.  

  outlined the potential outcomes of the investigation and invited them 
to provide a statement. After being cautioned,   agreed (Dog Owner Statement 
–  , Appendix 9).

In his statement,   said he had been working in  when he had received 
a phone call from his neighbour   . After confirming he was the owner 
of two dogs,    had informed him his dogs had injured a cow, and they 
were at risk of being shot.   requested that    not shoot the 
dogs and immediately left work, also sending a text message reiterating this request.  

Upon arriving at the property, he observed his dogs sitting under a hedge. After speaking 
with   , he whistled for the dogs and secured them in his vehicle. He 
noted that he did not observe significant blood on the dogs. 

Following the statement, ACO  seized the dog Gracie under section 57 of the 
Act (Notice of Seizure – Gracie annexed as Appendix 10). The dog Floyd was not seized 
due to his advanced age and on learning the dog had an autoimmune condition, with 
concerns that impoundment stress could worsen his health. 

At 2:44pm, ACO  recorded a statement from    in which 
he stated that he had been working in   when he received a call from a neighbour 
of the farm where the stock was kept    advising that two dogs were 
attacking his stock.  

Upon arriving at the paddock, he observed two dogs present, one of which—a small 
staffy—was latched onto a yearling cow’s leg, while a larger dog stood behind it. He 
contacted the dogs’ owners, who subsequently collected them (Witness Statement –  

, Appendix 11).  
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On Friday, 6 March 2026 at 10:45am, ACO  attended    
 and recorded the witness statement of    (Appendix 12).  

  stated that she initially heard her own dog barking and, upon looking outside, 
saw a cow in her driveway. When she later went outside to hang washing, she observed 
two black dogs chasing the cow along the paddock fenceline while barking. She contacted 

   and then ran to the paddock. By the time she arrived, the cow had 
become stuck by its neck between the gate and the strainer post.    
arrived shortly thereafter, and the dogs retreated, growling, before sitting under a tree.  

  stated that both dogs were involved in the attack and were acting as a team. She 
also expressed concern that, if the dogs returned and attacked another animal, they could 
redirect aggression toward small children on the property.  

Later that day,    called SACO  advising that he wished to speak 
to his family about whether he would be willing to go to court if a decision was made to 
prosecute the dog owners for the attack and would provide an update after the weekend. 

On Sunday, 8 March 2026,    emailed ACO  confirming that 
he had repaired the boundary fencing and reinforced it with netting wire. He also advised 
that he had relocated the dogs’ kennels to a new, fully enclosed confinement area under 
a roof, secured with chain-link fencing (photographs annexed as Appendix 13).  

  further stated that other neighbouring stock owners had expressed no 
concerns about his dogs and reiterated his commitment to ensuring Gracie’s 
rehabilitation and safe management (Appendix 14). 

On Monday, 9 March 2026,    informed ACO  that 
although he initially wished to proceed to court, his family did not want to risk conflict 
with neighbours.  

As a result of this information Animal Control Team Leader  , in 
consultation with ACO , completed the Classification Decision-Making 
Criteria, where it was decided that both dogs Gracie and Floyd should be classified as 
dangerous dogs as alternative enforcement action to prosecution (Appendix 15).  The dog 
owners also received a fine for failure to keep dog under control for each dog (Section 
53(1) of the Dog Control Act). Subsequently the dog Gracie was released from the pound. 

On Monday 9 March 2026 ACO  visited   property,   
 , to inspect the completed enclosure and fencing repairs (Appendix 16).  

On 27 March 2026 at 2:00pm, ACO  revisited     to 
serve the Dangerous Classifications.  
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The process and objection rights were explained to  , who confirmed service 
(Appendices 17 and 18).  

On 2 April 2026,    emailed an official objection to the Dangerous 
Classifications for both dogs (Appendix 19).  

The objection stated they acknowledged full responsibility for the incident and advised 
that significant improvements had been made to the property to ensure complete 
containment. These measures include the installation of reinforced boundary fencing and 
the construction of a new high security enclosure with restricted public access.  

The objection also advised that the dog Floyd suffered from a chronic autoimmune skin 
condition where the requirement for the dog to wear a muzzle would cause significant 
skin irritation. This condition was verified with a letter from their veterinarian   

 of Anexa Veterinary Services. 

The objection was forwarded to the Council’s Democracy Team. 

On 7 April 2026, Animal Control Principal Specialist    emailed   
acknowledging receipt of the objection and that the Democracy Team would contact her 
to confirm a hearing date (Appendix 21).  

On the same day,   emailed    to advise that the dog owners 
had objected to the classification and that a hearing before the Regulatory 
Sub-Committee would be scheduled.  

   was informed that he was welcome, but not required, to attend 
(Appendix 22). 

5. Discussion and analysis
Taataritanga me ngaa tohutohu

Section 31(4) of the Act provides that in determining this objection the committee shall 
have regard to: 

(a) the evidence which formed the basis for the classification; and

(b) any steps since taken by the owner to prevent any threat to the safety of person or
animals: and

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

(d) any other relevant matters.

12



In considering the objection to the classifications the Committee must decide to either 
uphold or rescind the classifications. 

Section 31(5) of the Act provides the Committee shall give written notice of its decision on 
any objection, and the reasons for its decision, to the owner as soon as practicable. 

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

a. The Act states that the territorial authority must classify a dog as dangerous if the
territorial authority considers any dog may pose a threat to any person, stock,
poultry, domestic animal, or protected wildlife because of any observed or
reported behaviour.

b. The severity of the attack warrants strong enforcement.
c. The owners were absent at the time of the incident and therefore unable to

physically or verbally prevent this situation occurring.
d. The owners have only brought forward the planned secure enclosure for the dogs

because of the incident involving both dogs.
e. As the classification extends nationally the dogs will have an ongoing

requirement to be housed securely in a containment area irrespective of where
they reside.

f. The dogs will be required to be muzzled in public which will prevent any further
risk to public safety

g. The dog Gracie will be required to be de-sexed which may reduce aggression of
a similar nature.

h. A dangerous classification allows Animal Control to take stronger measures of
enforcement if further incidents occur.

i. While Council acknowledges and sympathises with the medical condition of the
dog Floyd, and that the wearing of a muzzle for long periods of time may cause
irritation, Council has no jurisdiction to eliminate any one of the effects of the
classification. The dog can continue to be housed and exercised on its own
property and be contained in a vehicle without wearing a muzzle.

5.1 Options 
Ngaa koowhiringa 

The only option available to the committee is to either uphold or rescind the 
classifications in full for each dog. 

Council staff recommend that the Committee uphold the classifications for the reasons 
expressed in the Discussion and Analysis section above. 
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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.  

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 rescind the classifications, there is a risk that further breaches of 
the Act will occur, and stock could be further threatened or even harmed.  
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