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TAUPŌ DISTRICT COUNCIL 

MINUTES OF THE ORDINARY DISTRICT DOG CONTROL COMMITTEE MEETING  
HELD AT THE COUNCIL CHAMBER, 107 TE HEUHEU STREET, TAUPŌ 

ON MONDAY, 25 SEPTEMBER 2023 AT 1.00PM 

 

PRESENT: Cr Kevin Taylor (in the Chair), Cr Anna Park, Cr John Williamson 

IN ATTENDANCE: Acting General Manager Strategy and Environment (J Rollin), Environmental 
Services Manager (J Sparks), Compliance and Regulatory Manager (R McDonald), 
Communications Team Lead (D Beck), Governance Quality Manager (S James) 

MEDIA AND PUBLIC: Ms Kate McBreen, Solicitor representing the Objector 

 

 

1 KARAKIA 

 Cr John Williamson recited Taupō District Council’s opening karakia. 

2 WHAKAPĀHA | APOLOGIES  

DDC202309/01  RESOLUTION 

Moved: Cr John Williamson 
Seconded: Cr Anna Park 

That the apologies received from His Worship the Mayor, David Trewavas and Cr Kylie Leonard be 
accepted. 

CARRIED 

 

3 NGĀ WHAKAPĀNGA TUKITUKI | CONFLICTS OF INTEREST 

Nil  

4 WHAKAMANATANGA O NGĀ MENETI | CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES 

4.1 ORDINARY DISTRICT DOG CONTROL COMMITTEE MEETING - 2 FEBRUARY 2023 

DDC202309/02  RESOLUTION 

Moved: Cr Anna Park 
Seconded: Cr Kevin Taylor 

That the minutes of the District Dog Control Committee meeting held on Thursday 2 February 2023 be 
confirmed as a true and correct record. 

CARRIED 
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5 NGĀ KAUPAPA HERE ME NGĀ WHAKATAUNGA | POLICY AND DECISION MAKING 

5.1 MENACING DOG CLASSIFICATION OBJECTION - BODKIN - 232048 

Chairperson Cr Kevin Taylor thanked Ms Kate McBreen for her attendance, representing the Objector Ms 
Susan Atkins.  Cr Taylor outlined the process to be followed, explaining that the District Dog Control 
Committee was a quasi-judicial committee of Council empowered to hear matters under the Dog Control Act 
1996 (“the Act”). 

The Compliance and Regulatory Manager addressed the Committee.  The following points were noted: 

- A menacing dog classification could be imposed under the Act as a result of observed or reported 

behaviour.  The threshold was low so that dogs could have their behaviour managed before it escalated. 

- Since early 2021, four incidents concerning the behaviour of Ms Atkins’ dog “Bodkin” (232048) had been 

reported to Council.  These incidents included Bodkin being uncontrolled and aggressive towards 

members of the public.  Warning letters and infringement documents had been attached to the agenda. 

- No further incidents had been reported since the objection had been made.  It was common for dog 

owners to comply when awaiting a hearing. 

- Section 33E(5) of the Act enabled Council to specify circumstances in which menacing dogs need not be 

muzzled.  Staff acknowledged that Bodkin did not pose much of a threat when being actively controlled 

while on a lead, so if the Committee were to uphold the classification, it could specify that Bodkin need 

not wear a muzzle while on a lead under direct control of a person. 

In answer to questions, the Compliance and Regulatory Manager advised that: 

- The issues with Bodkin related to times when she was uncontrolled.  There were no suggestions of any 

issues when the dog was on a lead. 

- If the muzzling exception was approved, Bodkin would still be required to be on a lead in off-lead areas, 

for example Seacombe Park and Spa Park. 

- It was common practice for Council staff to give advice to dog owners whose dogs had been found 

uncontrolled, for example on how to secure their property, and effective use of leads to control dogs. 

The Environmental Services Manager added that staff were happy and willing to have conversations with 
dog owners at any time, and another example of support was recommending dog behaviouralists to owners. 

In answer to further questions from members, the Compliance and Regulatory Manager advised that: 

- In relation to the advice from the complainant that this dog had bitten another of his children a few months 

ago (service request 2221524, page 26 of the agenda), historical anecdotes were difficult to verify in the 

absence of other evidence for example veterinarian or hospital reports, so were simply noted. 

- The scores on the Dog Classification Evaluation matrix were not all rated 0-5; there were different ratings 

for the different criteria.  The maximum victim impact criteria score was 2.  The maximum restraint (dog at 

large) score was 3 for a known dog; 4 for an unknown dog. 

With the leave of the Chairperson, Ms McBreen asked whether earlier evaluations had been done, to which 
the Compliance and Regulatory Manager advised that no earlier evaluations had been completed.  Warnings 
and infringements had been issued prior to the matrix being completed.  The evaluation matrix was usually 
only completed once the threshold for menacing had been reached; there may have been a suggestion in an 
earlier document of Bodkin being menacing, before the threshold had been reached to undertake the 
evaluation.  Ms McBreen expressed the view that the evaluation was punitive if based on just one incident. 

Two videos were played on the screens in the Council Chamber (A3422989 and A3422990).  The videos 
were recorded at different times and each video showed the dog Bodkin rushing at a child. 

In conclusion, the Compliance and Regulatory Manager advised that in addition to the aggressive behaviour 
of the dog, another factor to take into account was control.  When a dog was chasing a member of the public 
(in this case a child) out onto the road, the risk needed to be mitigated/controlled.  Although Bodkin had not 
bitten the child in the incidents captured on video, the implications arising from the dog’s behaviour could be 
serious. 
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With the leave of the Chairperson, Ms McBreen asked for clarification on reports of injury as a result of 
Bodkin’s behaviour (referring to page 44 of the agenda).  The Compliance and Regulatory Manager advised 
that no substantiating evidence had been obtained to corroborate the assertion in the handwritten statement 
that Bodkin had caused injury.  He acknowledged that while ‘bites’ could start as ‘grazes’, Council did not 
have any photographs or medical reports relating to the incident referred to in the handwritten statement. 

The Chairperson referred to the matters the Committee must have regard to in making its determination, 
being the evidence which formed the basis for the classification; the matters relied upon in support of the 
objection; and any other relevant matters.  The degree of relevance was a matter for the Committee to 
determine. 

Ms Kate McBreen addressed the Committee on behalf of her client, Ms Susan Atkins.  She advised that she 
was representing her client because she could not represent herself.  She asked why a sentence in the 
objection letter dated 11 May 2023 had been redacted, to which Chair Cr Taylor advised that it had been 
redacted to protect personal privacy for the public copy of the agenda, but that Committee members did have 
a complete copy of the letter. 

Ms McBreen tabled a medical report issued by Taupō Memory Clinic and dated 20 September 2023 but 
requested that the report be kept confidential to the Committee.  Members questioned the relevance of the 
medical report and how it would support Ms Atkins’ cause.  Ms McBreen advised that it was problematic for 
her client to decipher the notices sent by Council in relation to her dog, and Council staff should have known 
they were dealing with a vulnerable person, and taken that into account. 

Members read the tabled information.  A member remarked that the tabled information could raise concerns 
regarding the capability of Ms Atkins as a dog owner, it was understood that the dog was a source of great 
comfort, but it was unclear whether the dog would have therapy dog status. 

Ms McBreen continued to address the Committee and answer questions, with points noted below: 

- The issues with Bodkin would have been resolved earlier if Council staff, realising Ms Atkins was a 

vulnerable person, had recommended she have a qualified support person present during interviews. 

- Ms Atkins needed prior warnings of conversations and interviews, especially when it got serious.  That 

would have helped. 

- Ms Atkins did have some very supportive neighbours.  One had contacted Council but at that point, 

Bodkin had already been classified as a menacing dog so no more could be done.   

- The neighbours had ‘rallied around’ Ms Atkins and put in place a system that would work.  This included 

more fencing on the front side of Ms Atkins’ house. 

- Ms Atkins’ medical history had impaired her ability to liaise with Council.  She had paid the infringements.  

There was no problem with her controlling the dog. 

A member expressed sympathy for Ms Atkins and concern that her lack of capacity to reach out, and seek 
and take on board advice, could also affect her capability to manage the dog if showing signs of aggression. 

Chair Cr Taylor read out part of the tabled medical report, concluding that based on his reading of the 
document, there were no concerns with Ms Atkins’ comprehension or ability to interpret situations.  
Therefore limited weight could be put on the report.  Ms McBreen stated that she disagreed with this view 
and that her client did have issues with verbal processing, understanding and responding to speech. 

In answer to another question from a member, Ms McBreen advised that Council staff had visited her client 
a few times, but they had spoken to her like any other person.  She did understand her obligations now. 

Ms McBreen continued to address the Committee and answer questions: 

- A builder had installed a barricade in front of Ms Atkins’ front door, to make it easier to ensure Bodkin 

could not get out. 

- Ms Atkins would never go outside these secure spaces without the dog being on a lead. 

- The dog had not been ‘at large’ since the processes had been put in place and should not escape again. 

- There were other ways to solve the problem apart from classifying the dog menacing. 

- If Ms Atkins’ neighbour and/or Solicitor could have been present during discussions with Council staff, 

then the menacing classification could have been avoided, but systems were now in place. 
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- In the interests of fairness, Council staff should have taken into account that Ms Atkins was a vulnerable 

person. 

- The back of Ms Atkins’ property was all fenced.  The front of the property and driveway were not fenced 

because the contour made it difficult to do so.  However, an additional fence had been installed between 

the doors and the front yard, along with the barricade to help in case Ms Atkins momentarily forgot.  So 

reminders were now in place and it was also more difficult for the dog to be at large. 

- Neighbours were aware of the issue with the dog, but they did not realise the repercussions. 

- If the incident resulting in the menacing classification was isolated, the facts did not justify the 

classification.  However, if all the incidents resulted in the classification, then the Committee should 

reconsider in light of the actions taken to stop the dog being at large.  If the Committee were to uphold 

the menacing classification, then there was a problem with the dog wearing a muzzle, because Ms Atkins 

had not been able to find one to fit the dog’s small mouth. 

Members advised Ms McBreen that muzzles for small dogs were available for purchase online. 

Ms McBreen continued: 

- The menacing classification had been applied punatively. 

- The main problem was Bodkin being at large.  The dog was not aggressive.  Yes the dog had chased 

children, but measures had been taken to stop that happening, so that problem had been solved. 

- Because the dog would no longer be at large, no problematic behaviour would be exhibited. 

In response to a question from the Chair, the Compliance and Regulatory Manager explained that the 
Committee could remove the muzzling requirement in certain circumstances.  The behaviour of this particular 
dog had only happened when uncontrolled by a person, when the dog was by itself, running.  If this dog was 
on a lead under the control of a person in a public place, then the threat would be minimised and the muzzle 
requirement could be waived.  The dog could be pulled away by the lead if necessary. 

The Chair asked Ms McBreen for her view on whether if the classification was upheld by the Committee, a 
s33E(5) exception should be made.  She advised that her client wanted the classification removed because it 
was for life and would apply if the dog moved between districts.  She had not obtained instructions on the 
s33E(5) exception, but it would be better than nothing if the classification was upheld. 

Copies of the tabled medical report were returned to Ms McBreen at her request. 

Ms McBreen invited Committee members to Ms Atkins’ property to see changes made to contain the dog.  
Chair Cr Taylor advised that that was an evidential matter which could have been considered, along with 
photographs, had it been raised earlier.  The hearing had been postponed a number of times and the 
Committee was not going to adjourn and come back again. 

Cr Taylor then summarised the matter and evidence before the Committee for consideration: 

- The Committee had been asked to consider an objection to a menacing dog classification for a 

Chihuahua-Boston Terrier cross named Bodkin. 

- Members had received and read the Council file, and heard from Council staff in support of the 

classification. 

- There had been multiple incidents of Bodkin leaving her property and approaching young children either 

walking or on scooters or bicycles in the public space on Holland Grove, Taupō. 

- Evidence of Council staff contact with the owner of the dog had been provided.  This included letters 

written, infringements sent and engagement with staff. 

- The most recent incident resulted in completion of the Dog Classification Evaluation matrix, with a score 

of 26, which put Bodkin in the menacing dog category. 

- The Committee had heard from Ms Kate McBreen, representing the dog owner, in support of the 

objection.  A medical report had been tabled, read and referred to, but not retained.  That report referred 

to medical issues relating to the dog owner.  Limited weight was placed on that report, as it related to 

issues beyond the ability to comprehend what was occuring in terms of the obligations of a dog owner. 

- The Committee had received evidence in relation to additional fencing around the dog owner’s property, 

including the securing of a barricade.  No photographs had been supplied. 

 



Ordinary District Dog Control Committee Meeting Attachments 19 August 2025 

Item 4.1- Attachment 1 Page 7 

 
 

Ordinary District Dog Control Committee Meeting Minutes 25 September 2023 

Page 5 

 

- Ms McBreen had suggested the process had not assisted the dog owner in terms of her obligations.  The 

obligations were universal to all dog owners, whether or not someone understood or comprehended 

them, there were opportunities to learn, particularly with multiple engagements with Council staff. 

- In relation to logistical issues finding muzzles small enough to fit Bodkin, internet searches had returned 

results for small muzzles, so not much weight was placed on that point. 

- Ms McBreen had suggested the dog would no longer be at large and therefore any other issues relating 

to the dog’s behaviour had been resolved.  It was however not a safe assumption that the dog would stay 

behind doors for the rest of its life. 

Members decided to uphold the classification without an exception to the muzzling requirement. 

DDC202309/03  RESOLUTION 

Moved: Cr Anna Park 
Seconded: Cr John Williamson 

That the District Dog Control Committee upholds the menacing dog classification for “Bodkin”. 

 
CARRIED 

 

6 NGĀ KŌRERO TŪMATAITI | CONFIDENTIAL BUSINESS 

Nil  

The meeting closed at 2.22pm with a karakia recited by Cr John Williamson. 

 

The minutes of this meeting were confirmed at the Ordinary District Dog Control Committee Meeting 
held on 19 August 2025. 

 

 

................................................... 
CHAIRPERSON 
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Date:

Time interview finished: 1-2'40pm 12th of April 2025

Initial:

Date:
sR2506743
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