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Open Meeting 
 

To Regulatory Subcommittee 
From Sue O’Gorman 

General Manager Customer Support 
Date 20 July 2020 

Prepared by Tracey Oakes 
Animal Control Officer 

Chief Executive Approved Y 
Reference  # Dog ID: 151240 & 151239 

Name ID: 157968 
Property ID: 2003992 
CRM ID: DOGS2532/20 

Report Title Hayley Maree Edwards – Objection to Dangerous 
Classification 

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Section 31(1)(b) of the Dog Control Act 1996 (“the Act”) provides  that the Waikato 
District Council (“Council”) must classify a dog as dangerous if the Council has reasonable 
grounds to believe that the dog constitutes a threat to the safety of any person, stock, 
poultry, domestic animal, or protected wildlife (annexed as Appendix 1). These reasonable 
grounds must be on the basis of sworn evidence attesting to the aggressive behaviour of the 
dog. 
 
‘Klouws’ and ‘Meelah’, two black dogs belonging to Hayley Edwards, were involved in an 
incident on 19 March 2020 where  they were wandering at large and attacked a small dog on 
its own property. A member of the public chased the offending dogs back to their own 
property. 
 
On 18 June 2020 Council classified ‘Klouws’ and ‘Meelah’ as dangerous pursuant to section 
31(1) of the Act. 
 
In accordance with Section 31(3) of the Act, Ms Hayley Edwards has objected in writing to 
the dangerous classification within the statutory time frame. 
 
Council believes the behaviour displayed by ‘Klouws’ and ‘Meelah’ during the reported 
incident is very concerning.  Due to this displayed behaviour, Council believe both ‘Klouws’ 
and ‘Meelah’ pose an on-going threat to domestic animals and members of the public and 
therefore Council believes they should remain classified as dangerous in accordance with the 
Act. 
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2. RECOMMENDATION 
 
THAT the report of the General Manager Customer Support be received; 
 
AND THAT the Classification of ‘Klouws’ and ‘Meelah’ under Section 31of the 
Dog Control Act 1996 be upheld. 

3. BACKGROUND 
 
At 8.34am on 19 March 2020, the Council’s Animal Control team received a complaint from 
a member of the public who had been in his kitchen when he heard some yelping. He went 
out onto his front deck and saw two black dogs attacking a small white dog at number 31 
Hartis Avenue, Huntly. He ran down the road yelling at the dogs. The dogs continued the 
attack. As the witness approached the dogs, the larger black dog was growling and barking at 
him and moved towards him, causing him to take a couple of steps back. The dogs eventually 
moved away and were chased back to 32 Hartis Avenue, Huntly.  (Witness Statement 
annexed as Appendix 2). The witness’ wife had also heard the commotion and went to stand 
on the foot path outside their house to watch what unfolded. (Witness Statement annexed 
as Appendix 3). 
 
Council responded to the service request (annexed as Appendix 4) and two Animal Control 
Officers (“ACOs”) located the dogs. The ACOs knocked on the door and called out to the 
occupants to discuss the incident. As there was no response, the ACOs entered the 
property to seize the two dogs. The two dogs were barking aggressively. Whilst in the 
process of this, Ms Edwards came out of the garage and secured the two dogs into the 
garage. The ACOs entered into discussion with Ms Edwards about the incident, however Ms 
Edwards was dismissive, denied her dogs involvement and quickly became agitated and very 
hard to communicate with. Two youths emerged from the house. The ACOs explained that 
the dogs were being seized pending an investigation and the dog owner was given a 
timeframe of five minutes to comply with a request to allow the dogs to be seized. The two 
youths arrived at the Council vehicle with the two dogs. One stated she was 16 years of age. 
The dogs were secured in the vehicle and a seizure notice left. (Seizure Notice annexed as 
Appendix 5). 

The ACOs then took witness statements from the two witnesses involved on 19 March 
2020. The ACOs also took scene photographs of the address where the incident happened 
and the front of the property where Ms Edwards dogs reside (Photos annexed as Appendix 
6). 

The victim dog was badly hurt requiring veterinary treatment, details of which are included 
in the evidence at Appendix 2. 

Six days after the incident, on 25 March 2020, Ms Edwards applied for her dogs’ release by 
way of phone call, followed by email. Ms Edwards was advised of the applicable fees and paid 
by internet banking as per Council policy during Alert Level 4 of the Covid 19 pandemic. On 
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30 March 2020 the funds had cleared and the two dogs were released to Ms Edwards at the 
Ngaruawahia Dog Pound. 

On 16 June 2020 Council ACO’s affirmed their evidence in front of a local Justice of the 
Peace. The Act requires that the evidence be sworn to impose a Dangerous Classification.  

On 18 June 2020 the Dangerous Classification was signed by Council and sent by registered 
post to Ms Edwards (Classifications annexed as Appendix 7). 

On 24 June 2020 Ms Edwards objected to the Dangerous Classifications imposed on both 
‘Klouws’ and ‘Meelah’ by way of email (Emails annexed as Appendix 8). 

ACO 16 has also supplied an Officers Statement (Statement annexed as Appendix 9). 

For completeness Council notes that these dogs have previously been identified wandering 
outside the property, service request details are annexed as Appendix 10. 

4. OBJECTION TO DANGEROUS CLASSIFICATION 
 

Pursuant to section 31(3) of the Act (Territorial authority to classify dangerous dogs), Ms 
Edwards has written to Council and advised of her objection to the classification.  Section 31 
of the Act states; 
 

31 Territorial authority to classify dangerous dogs 

(1) A territorial authority must classify a dog as a dangerous dog if— 

(a) the owner of the dog has been convicted of an offence in relation to the dog under 
section 57A(2); or 

(b) the territorial authority has, on the basis of sworn evidence attesting to aggressive 
behaviour by the dog on 1 or more occasions, reasonable grounds to believe that the dog 
constitutes a threat to the safety of any person, stock, poultry, domestic animal, or protected 
wildlife; or 

(c) the owner of the dog admits in writing that the dog constitutes a threat to the safety of 
any person, stock, poultry, domestic animal, or protected wildlife. 

(2) Where any dog is classified as a dangerous dog under subsection (1), the territorial authority 
shall immediately give notice in the prescribed form of that classification to the owner. 

(3) Where any dog is classified as a dangerous dog under subsection (1)(b), the owner may, within 
14 days of the receipt of notice of that classification under subsection (2), object to the classification 
in writing to the territorial authority, and shall be entitled to be heard in support of his or her 
objection. 

(4) In considering any objection under this section, the territorial authority shall have regard to— 
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(a) the evidence which formed the basis for the original classification; and 

(b) any steps taken by the owner to prevent any threat to the safety of persons and animals; 
and 

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

(d) any other relevant matters— 

and may uphold or rescind the classification. 

(5) The territorial authority shall give notice of its decision on any objection, and the reasons for its 
decision, to the owner as soon as practicable. 

 

5. CONSIDERATION 
 
The evidence provided by the eye witnesses by way of witness statements (Appendix 2 
and 3) confirms that the two dogs acted in an aggressive manner when they attacked the 
victim dog.   
 
Ms Edwards refuses to believe that it was her two dogs that were witnessed in the attack.  
 
As at the date of this report Ms Edwards has given no undertaking, assurance or evidence 
verbally that she will be able to prevent any threat to the safety of persons or animals.  

6. OPTIONS AVAILABLE 
 
The Committee has two options in considering the objection to the menacing classification: 
 

• Uphold the classification of the dogs as dangerous; or 
• Rescind the classification 

 

7. CONCLUSION 
 
The classification of ‘Klouws’ and ‘Meelah” as dangerous under the Act will reduce the risk 
posed to the community by requiring ‘Klouws’ and ‘Meelah’ to be kept within a securely 
fenced portion of the owners property that it is not necessary to enter to obtain access to 
at least one door of any dwelling on the property and to be muzzled when in public.  
‘Klouws’ and ‘Meelah’ are already micro-chipped and desexed. 
 
If the classification is rescinded, Council believes there is a risk that further breaches of the 
Act and Dog Control Bylaw will occur and members of the public, or further domestic 
animals will be threatened or injured. 
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The position of the Animal Control Team on behalf of the Council is that the evidence 
substantiates the classification of ’Klouws’ and ‘Meelah’ as dangerous under the Act. 
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Appendix 1 – Section 31 of the Dog Control Act 1996 
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Appendix 7 – Dangerous Classifications for both dogs 
 
Appendix 8 – Objection to Classifications by email 
 
Appendix 9 – Officer’s Statement 
 
Appendix 10 – Previous roaming history of the dogs 
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