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Purpose: 

1. To conduct fair and effective hearings and make determinations on a range of the Council’s quasi-

judicial functions under legislation and other matters as referred to the Committee. 

2. To convene and coordinate Task Force groups on matters referred by other Committees. 

 

The Committee is delegated the following Terms of Reference and powers: 

Terms of Reference: 

1. Hear and determine any statutory or regulatory hearings under relevant legislation unless otherwise 

delegated by Council, including (but without limitation):  

- objections under the Dog Control Act 1996; 

- matters regarding drainage and works on private land under the Local Government Act 1974 and 

Local Government Act 2002; 

- proposals for temporary closure of any road. 

2. Consider and determine changes to the registers and parking restrictions in the Traffic Bylaw 2015, 

including hearing any submissions relating to those proposed changes. 

3. Hear and determine matters arising under current bylaws, including applications for dispensation from 

compliance with the requirements of bylaws, unless such matters are otherwise delegated by Council. 

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

other Committees. 

5. To convene Task Force groups and carry out the terms of reference approved and referred by Council 

or other Committees. 

The Committee is delegated the following powers to act: 

 Approval of matters determined by the Committee within its Terms of Reference. 

 Approval of activities and expenses relating to Task Force groups consistent with their terms of 

reference and approved Task Force group budget. 

The Committee is delegated the following recommendatory powers: 

 The Committee may make recommendations to Council. 

 The Committee may make recommendations to Committees. 

Special Notes: 
 The Committee may request expert advice through the Chief Executive when necessary. 

 The Committee may appoint additional members for hearings where the relevant terms of reference 

specify the requirement for expert or external representation. 
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1 Apologies  
   

2 Confirmation of Agenda 
The Committee to confirm the agenda. 
 

3 Declaration of Interest 
Members are reminded of the need to be vigilant to stand aside from decision making when a 
conflict arises between their role as an elected representative and any private or other external 
interest they might have.  
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Committee: Regulatory and Hearings 

Committee 
Date: 23 March 2017 

Report Name: Objection by Andrew Rabbitt 
to the Classification of Rex as 
Menacing 

Author: Susan Stanford 

 

Report Status Open  

Strategy, Policy or Plan context Dog Control Act 1996 

Financial status N/A 

Assessment of significance 

Having regard to the decision making provisions in the 
LGA 2002 and Council’s Significance Policy, a decision 
in accordance with the recommendations is not 
considered to have a high degree of significance 

1. Purpose of the Report 
2. To request that the Regulatory and Hearings Committee uphold the classification of the dog 

“Rex” as menacing by Animal Education and Control. 

3. Executive Summary 
4. Under the Dog Control Act 1996 a Territorial Authority may classify a dog as menacing if it 

believes the dog poses an ongoing risk to public safety; including the safety of domestic 
animals, stock and protected wildlife. 

5. Animal Education and Control believe the dog “Rex” poses an ongoing risk to public safety. 

6. The dog “Rex” was classified as menacing after a substantiated attack on a domestic cat. The 
cat had to be euthanized due to its injuries. 

7. “Rex” has a history of roaming and was impounded again one month after the attack on the 
cat for roaming. 

8. Andrew Rabbitt objected to the menacing classification on 12 September 2016. 

 
 

Recommendations from Management 
That the Regulatory and Hearings Committee: 

a) receives the report; and  

b) upholds the classification of “Rex” as menacing. 

 

 

council report 
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 9. Attachments 

10. Attachment 1 - Objection received and acknowledgement 

11. Attachment 2 - CAR 135675 2016-06-19 

12. Attachment 3 - Animal History "Rex"  

13. Key Issues 
14. Background 

 On 19 June 2016 a roaming complaint was received regarding a roaming dog.  Upon 
arrival at the scene the Animal Education and Control Officer found that the dog had 
mauled a cat. 

 After securing the dog and impounding it at the Animal Education and Control Centre 
the officer returned to the scene, caught the cat and took it to the vet. 

 The vet examined the cat and recommended euthanizing it due to the severity of its 
injuries. 

 The dog’s microchip identified it as the dog “Rex” belonging to Andrew Rabbitt. 

 Witness statements relating to the attack on the cat note the dog as being persistent in 
trying to get at the cat which was under a car. One witness observed the dog’s paws 
make contact with the cat when he was looking under the car. 

 On 23 June 2016 Animal Education and Control decided to classify “Rex” as menacing 
based on his behaviour. 

 On 12 September 2016 Mr. Rabbitt objected to the classification for the following 
reasons: 
 -  Rex is not aggressive to people 
 -  He has not seen Rex show aggression to dogs  
 -  He believes another roaming dog probably attacked the cat 
 -  He uses Rex as a test dog in obedience class (attachment 1). 

 The Customer Action Request (CAR) 135675/2016 containing the complaint, witness 
statements, photographs of the cat and vet report is attached (Attachment 2). 
 

 Since October 2012 Animal Education and Control have received seven roaming 
complaints relating to Rex; five prior to the attack on the cat and one since (full history 
Attachment 3). 

 The number of roaming incidents would indicate that the dog owner is unable to ensure 
his dog is securely confined to his section and therefore will likely continue to roam and 
pose a threat to public safety. 

 
15. Legislative requirements or legal issues 

 Section 33A of the Dog Control Act 1996 gives territorial Authorities the ability to classify 
dogs as menacing based on observed or reported behaviour or any characteristics 
associated with the dogs breed or type. 

 If a dog is classified as menacing the territorial authority must give notice in writing 
immediately to the dog owner outlining the effect of classification as menacing and the 
right of the dog owner to object to the classification. 

 Section 33B of the Dog Control Act 1996 outlines a dog owner’s right to object to the 
classification of their dog and the responsibility of the territorial authority to give due 
consideration to the objection.  



 

Regulatory and Hearings Committee Agenda 23 March 2017- OPEN Page 7 of 106 

It
e
m

 4
  In reaching a determination the Territorial Authority must consider the evidence that led 

to the classification, steps taken by the owner to prevent any ongoing threat to public 
safety, matters in support of the objection and any other information relevant to the 
situation. 

 
16. Options  

 To uphold the classification of the dog as menacing 

 To rescind the classification of the dog as menacing. 

17. Risk 
18. Mr Rabbitt may continue to fail to contain “Rex” adequately. One month after the attack “Rex” 

was found roaming and impounded. 

19. That “Rex” may attack another cat or domestic animal. 
 

Signatory 
Authoriser Kelvin Powell, City Safe Unit Manager  
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Committee: Regulatory and Hearings 

Committee 
Date: 23 March 2017 

Report Name: Objection by Brad Ager to the 
Classification of Sam as 
Menacing 

Author: Susan Stanford 

 

Report Status Open  

Strategy, Policy or Plan context Dog Control Act 1996 

Financial status N/A 

Assessment of significance 

Having regard to the decision making provisions in the 
LGA 2002 and Council’s Significance Policy, a decision 
in accordance with the recommendations is not 
considered to have a high degree of significance 

1. Purpose of the Report 
2. To request that the Regulatory and Hearings Committee uphold the classification of the dog 

“Sam” as menacing by Animal Education and Control. 

3. Executive Summary 
4. Under Section 33A the Dog Control Act 1996 a Territorial Authority may classify a dog as 

menacing if it believes the dog poses and ongoing risk to public safety; including the safety of 
domestic animals, stock and protected wildlife. 

5. Animal Education and Control believe the dog “Sam” poses an ongoing risk to public safety. 

6. The dog “Sam” was classified as menacing after roaming and behaving aggressively to a 
member of the public on her property and behaving aggressively towards the Animal 
Education and Control staff that collected and impounded him. 

7. Brad Ager objected to the menacing classification on 14 December 2016. 
 

Recommendation/s from Management 
That the Regulatory and Hearings Committee: 

a) receives the report; and 

b) upholds the classification of “Sam” as menacing. 

 

 

 

council report 
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 8. Attachments 

9. Attachment 1 - Classification documentation 

10. Attachment 2 - CAR 141653 

11. Attachment 3 - Objection received  

12. Key Issues 
13. Background 

 On 8 November 2016 at 0910 a complaint was received regarding a roaming tan and 
white foxy. 

 The complainant was too scared to go out of her house. When she did the dog showed 
aggression towards her.  

 The dog was aggressive towards the Animal Education and Control Officers who caught 
and impounded him (CAR 141653 – Attachment 1). 

 The dog’s microchip did not return to any records in Authority or on the National Dog 
Database. This indicated the dog had never been registered. 

 Brad Ager and Charlotte Webber came to Animal Education and Control in the afternoon 
of 8 November 2016. 

 The Animal Education and Control Officer who impounded “Sam” spoke to the dog 
owners and informed them of the impending menacing classification based on “Sam’s” 
behaviour. 

 On 9 November 2016 Animal Education and Control classified “Sam” as menacing based 
on his behaviour under Section 33A of the Dog Control Act 1996 (Attachment 2). 

 Brad Ager objected to the classification on 14 December 2016 (Attachment 3) for the 
following reasons: 
 - They have had “Sam” for approximately two years and he has not shown 

aggression towards any members of the family 
 - Being aggressive on the occasion of his impounding does not make him 

aggressive. 
 - He is not a menacing breed but a small foxy. 

 
14. Legislative requirements or legal issues 

 Section 33A of the Dog Control Act 1996 gives territorial Authorities the ability to classify 
dogs as menacing based on observed or reported behaviour or any characteristics 
associated with the dogs breed or type. 

 If a dog is classified as menacing the territorial authority must give notice in writing 
immediately to the dog owner outlining the effect of classification as menacing and the 
right of the dog owner to object to the classification. 

 Section 33B of the Dog Control Act 1996 outlines a dog owners right to object to the 
classification of their dog and the responsibility of the territorial authority to give due 
consideration to the objection.  

 In reaching a determination the Territorial Authority must consider the evidence that 
lead to the classification, steps taken by the owner to prevent any ongoing threat to 
public safety, matters in support of the objection and any other information relevant to 
the situation. 
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 15. Options  

 To uphold the classification of the dog as menacing 

 To rescind the classification of the dog as menacing. 

16. Risk 
17. That “Sam” may act aggressively towards a member of the public again. 

 

Signatory 
Authoriser Kelvin Powell, City Safe Unit Manager  
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Committee: Regulatory and Hearings 

Committee 
Date: 23 March 2017 

Report Name: Objection by David Tuck to 
disqualification from dog 
ownership  

Author: Susan Stanford 

 

Report Status Open  

Strategy, Policy or Plan context Dog Control Act 1996 

Financial status  N/A 

Assessment of significance 

Having regard to the decision making provisions in the 
LGA 2002 and Council’s Significance Policy, a decision 
in accordance with the recommendations is not  
considered to have a high degree of significance 

1. Purpose of the Report 
2. To request the Regulatory and Hearings Committee uphold the disqualification from dog 

ownership of David Tuck for the full term of five years. 

3. Executive Summary 
4. After receiving four infringements for three separate incidents in 24 months David Tuck was 

disqualified from owning a dog on 6 October 2016 as required under Section 25 of the Dog 
Control Act 1996. 

5. David Tuck objected to the disqualification on 31 October 2016. 

6. There are no exceptional circumstances to indicate that disqualification was not appropriate in 
this case. 

7. David Tuck has not demonstrated responsible dog ownership. His dog was involved in three 
attacks on people in 10 months. The dog was not adequately confined to his property. 

 

Recommendations from Management 
That the Regulatory and Hearings Committee: 

a) receives the report; and 

b) upholds the disqualification from dog ownership of David Tuck for the full five years 
because; 

(i) he has demonstrated that he is not a responsible dog owner; his dog was not suitably 
contained and attacked three people in 10 months; and 

(ii) there are no exceptional circumstances to indicate that disqualification from dog 
ownership is not appropriate in this case. 

council report 
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8. Attachments 

9. Attachment 1 - Animal History 

10. Attachment 2 - CARS 

11. Attachment 3 - Hearing request  

12. Key Issues 
13. Background 

 David Tuck’s dog “Happy” was involved in three dog attacks on people in 10 months 
(history - Attachment 1). 

 In all of the attacks “Happy” left the section and bit the victims as they walked/ran 
passed David Tuck’s property (Customer Action Requests - Attachment 2) 

 David Tuck received an infringement for each attack. 

 Four infringements were issued in total; at the time of the second attack “Happy” was 
unregistered and an infringement was also issued for non-registration. 

 David Tuck did not pay his infringements.  The infringements were lodged in court two 
months after they were issued. 

 After the fourth infringement was lodged in court on 8 July 2016 David Tuck met the 
criteria for disqualification from dog ownership under Section 25 of the Dog Control Act 
1996. 

 David Tuck submitted an objection and requested a hearing on 31 October2016 
(Attachment 3). 
 

 

14. Legislative requirements or legal issues 
15. Section 25 notes that a Territorial Authority must disqualify a person from being a dog owner if 

they receive three infringements in a 24 month period, for three separate events, and there 
are no exceptional circumstances which would see disqualification as not being warranted. 

16. Under Section 26 of the Dog Control Act 1996 every person disqualified from dog ownership 
has the right to object and for that objection to be heard by the Territorial Authority. 
 
 

17. Options  

 To uphold the disqualification for the full term of five years. 

 To reduce the length of the disqualification period. 

 To overturn the disqualification. 

 To make the dog owner a probationary owner under Section 21 of the Dog Control Act 

1996. 
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 18. Risk 

19. If the disqualification of David Tuck from dog ownership is overturned there could be further 
breaches of the Dog Control Act 1996 and the Hamilton City Council Dog Control Bylaw 
requiring involvement of the Animal Education and Control unit. 

 

Signatory 
Authoriser Kelvin Powell, City Safe Unit Manager  
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Committee: Regulatory and Hearings 

Committee 
Date: 23 March 2017 

Report Name: Objection by Kaatahi Heke to 
disqualification from dog 
ownership 

Author: Susan Stanford 

 

Report Status Open  

Strategy, Policy or Plan context Dog Control Act 1996 

Financial status N/A 

Assessment of significance 

Having regard to the decision making provisions in the 
LGA 2002 and Council’s Significance Policy, a decision 
in accordance with the recommendations is not 
considered to have a high degree of significance 

1. Purpose of the Report 
2. To request the Regulatory and Hearings Committee uphold the disqualification from dog 

ownership of Kataahi Heke for the full term of five years. 

3. Executive Summary 
4. After receiving three infringements in 24 months, Kaatahi Heke was disqualified from owning a 

dog on 6 October 2016 as required under Section 25 of the Dog Control Act 1996. 

5. P.O.N.O. Trust on behalf of Kaatahi Heke objected to the disqualification on 23 December 
2016. 

6. There are no exceptional circumstances to indicate that disqualification was not appropriate in 
this case. 

 

council report 
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7. Attachments 

8. Attachment 1 - Animal history 

9. Attachment 2 - PONO Trust 

10. Attachment 3 - Objection to disqualification  

11. Key Issues 
12. Background 

 There is an extensive history of contact between Kaatahi Heke and Animal Education 
and Control with regard to the dog “SonSon” from September 2014 to January 2017. 

 “SonSon” was impounded on five occasions and three infringements were issued. (Full 
history see Attachment 1) 

 After the third infringement was lodged in court on 8 July 2016 Kaatahi Heke met the 
criteria for disqualification from dog ownership under Section 25 of the Dog Control Act 
1996. 

 Disqualification notice was delivered on 6 October 2016. 

 On 22 October 2016 Kaatahi Heke appointed T and A McQueen of P.O.N.O Trust to be 
her representative (Attachment 2). 

 P.O.N.O Trust then lodged an objection to disqualification on behalf of Kaatahi Heke on 
23 December 2016 (Attachment 3).  

 Further information in support of the objection was to be emailed to Animal Education 
and Control by P.O.N.O. Trust; as at 20 February 2017 none has been received. 

 On 18 December 2016 “SonSon” was impounded for roaming. 

 Kaatahi Heke requested a fee waiver on 31 December 2016. Due to the extensive history 
of impoundings, attack and rushings this was declined. 

 “SonSon” remained in the pound. He was not collected and was euthanized on 12 
January 2017. 

 

Recommendations from Management 

That the Regulatory and Hearing Committee: 

a) receives the report; and 

b) upholds the disqualification from dog ownership of Kaatahi Heke for the full five years 
because: 

(i) she has demonstrated that she is not a responsible dog owner; her dog was in breach of 
the Dog Control Act 1996 and Hamilton City Council’s Dog Control Bylaw nine times in 27 
months; 

(ii) after “SonSon” was impounded on 18 December 2016 he was held for 25 days and, as he 
remained uncollected, was euthanized as he was not suitable for rehoming; and 

(iii) there are no exceptional circumstances to indicate that disqualification from dog 
ownership is not appropriate in this case. 
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 13. Legislative requirements or legal issues 

14. Section 25 notes that a Territorial Authority must disqualify a person from being a dog owner if 
they receive three infringements in a 24 month period, for three separate events, and there 
are no exceptional circumstances which would see disqualification as not being warranted. 

15. Under Section 26 of the Dog Control Act 1996 every person disqualified from dog ownership 
has the right to object and for that objection to be heard by the Territorial Authority. 

 
16. Options  

 To uphold the disqualification for the full term of five years. 

 To reduce the length of the disqualification period. 

 To overturn the disqualification. 

 To make the dog owner a probationary owner under section 21 of the Dog Control Act 
1996. 

17. Risk 
18. If the disqualification of Kaatahi Heke is overturned she may get another dog and there could 

be further breaches of the Dog Control Act 1996 and the Hamilton City Council Dog Control 
bylaw requiring involvement of the Animal Education and Control unit. 

 

Signatory 
Authoriser Kelvin Powell, City Safe Unit Manager  
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Committee: Regulatory and Hearings 

Committee 
Date: 23 March 2017 

Report Name: Traffic Bylaw and Parking 
Restriction Changes 

Author: Robyn Denton 

 

Report Status Open  

Strategy, Policy or Plan context Access Hamilton 

Financial status 
There is budget allocated to complete this work in the 
City Transportation Operating and Discretionary 
Transport budget to cater for these changes.  

Assessment of significance 

Having regard to the decision making provisions in the 
LGA 2002 and Council’s Significance Policy, a decision 
in accordance with the recommendations is not 
considered to have a high degree of significance 

1. Purpose of the Report 
2. To seek approval of proposed changes to traffic controls throughout the city. 

3. Executive Summary 
4. The Hamilton City Traffic Bylaw 2015 sets out the requirements for transport related activities 

within the road reserve.  A Council resolution is required to make changes to any of these 
restrictions. 

5. The changes proposed for approval in this report are considered in two categories: 

• parking restriction changes include No Stopping, bus stops and time limits 

• Traffic Bylaw - changes to the Cycle Path Register, Special Purpose Vehicle Lanes Register 
Part 1 Cycle Lanes and the Heavy Vehicle Prohibitions Register. 

6. Changes are recommended in order to improve safety and accessibility and can be identified 
by residents, businesses and staff.  

7. Consultation has been completed for all proposed changes and in general there is support for 
the changes.   

8. We have received feedback against changes proposed in Beale Street and Ellicott Road.  It is 
recommended that monitoring of parking demand at these locations be undertaken to 
determine need for any changes.  A report back will be provided in the next parking report to 
this committee. 

 
 
 

council report 
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 11. Attachment 2 - Illustrations of proposed changes 

12. Attachment 3 - Heavy Traffic Prohibitions Register updated 23.3.17  

13. Background 

14. The Hamilton City Traffic Bylaw 2015 sets out the requirements for a variety of activities within 
the road reserve including: 

 parking  

 general control of vehicular or other traffic e.g. banning of turns, installation of No Stopping 
restrictions  

 creation of cycle lanes 

 establishment of specific parking zones such as bus stops, taxi stands, loading zones.  

A Council resolution is required to make changes to any of these restrictions. 

15. Regular changes to traffic restrictions (including parking controls) are required throughout the 
city – often in response to requests from the general public or businesses in regard to safety or 
accessibility concerns.  Opportunities for improvement are also identified by staff when 
considering changes in parking use patterns, or changes made to the built environment e.g. 
developments or discretionary transport projects. 

16. Parking Restriction Changes 

17. Several changes are proposed to parking restrictions throughout the city and the details of 
each of these are scheduled in Attachment 1 with illustrations for each site shown in 
Attachment 2. 

18. Consultation with adjacent property owners, occupiers and any other affected parties has 
been undertaken for each of the proposed changes.  Generally the feedback received was 
positive and supportive of the proposed changes, except the proposals for Beale Street and 
Ellicott Road.  Both of these are discussed below: 

19. Beale Street 

20. A request was received from the Hamilton East Medical Centre for installation of time 
restricted parking on Beale Street, on the basis that they have times where the on-site parking 
is insufficient for the number of patients that they are dealing with. 

21. Currently the section of Beale Street between Grey Street and the gully (to the east) does not 
have any time restricted parking.  This is one of the key access points into Hamilton Boys High 
School and Marion School. It is also within close walking distance of the Hamilton East village 
shops and as a result has high usage by long term parkers. 

22. Consultation was undertaken on a proposal to install 54m of P60 (providing 7 carparks) for the 
section of road immediately in front of the Medical Centre – as shown in the  picture below. 

23. Feedback was received from the residents who live opposite and they are not in support of this 
change as they believe that there is generally sufficient parking available on the medical centre 
site.  
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Proposed restriction changes that 
were consulted upon. 

24. It is recommended that the current restrictions remain unchanged and that monitoring be 
undertaken to better understand the level of demand/usage at this location.  A report of these 
results and any recommendations for change will be included in the next Traffic Bylaw and 
Parking Restriction Changes report to this committee. 

25. Ellicott Road  

26. Staff have been dealing with requests for more time restriction parking by one of the business 
owners at the group of shops at 77 Ellicott Road.  The group of shops includes a dairy, a fish 
and chip shop and a hairdresser.  

27. Various options have been suggested including discussions with the property owner in regard 
to providing opportunities for parking behind the group of shops.  Clients for each of the 
businesses have different needs in terms of time required to complete their transactions. 

28. There are currently 4 carparks available outside the group of shops – one of which has a 10 
minute time restriction with the rest having no time restrictions.   

29. Across the road are 3 carparks which have P120 time restrictions (8am to 6pm) Monday to 
Friday in place. 

 

Consultation was undertaken on the 
concept of having two P10 car parks and 
leaving the remaining two sites with no 
time restrictions. 

 

30. Feedback has been received from the Hairdresser who was not in favour of any changes to the 
existing parking restrictions.  The dairy owner was happy with the proposal. 

31. It is recommended that the current restrictions remain unchanged and that monitoring be 
undertaken to better understand the level of demand/usage at this location.  A report of these 
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 50. A number of residents attended the 2 July meeting and spoke against the proposal. The 

Subcommittee considered that they did not have enough information to make a decision on 
the No Stopping Restrictions and resolved to adjourn the matter pending receipt of further 
information and requested that staff report back within 3 months. 

51. Following the meeting, council as consent authority, at the request of the Applicant, 
progressed the resource consent application and granted a non-notified resource consent.  
This authorised the extension of the Countdown supermarket including the construction of a 
new accessway to the site via Poaka Avenue.  These decisions were made in accordance with 
the provisions of the District Plan and the Resource Management Act, and were not subject to 
consideration under the Traffic Bylaw or the Hearings Subcommittee.   

52. Immediately prior to the reconvened meeting of the Subcommittee to consider the No 
Stopping Restrictions on 23 September 2015, two letters were received from residents in 
Poaka Ave setting out their concerns in regard to the supermarket proposal.   

53. The Subcommittee decided to accept these late submissions and to allow a representative for 
each of the letters to speak to the Subcommittee.  In allowing this to occur the Subcommittee 
noted that the meeting would then be adjourned to allow the Applicant and council staff time 
to have an equitable opportunity to consider and respond to the issues raised.  

54. Discussions with the Applicant following the 23 September 2015 meeting resulted in an offer 
by the Applicant to mitigate some of the residents’ concerns.  The proposal was for the 
Applicant to install two recessed parking bays on the western side of Poaka Avenue in the 
vicinity of the proposed No Stopping Restrictions.  This reduced the extent of No Stopping 
restrictions required.   

55. At the 27 October 2015 meeting of the Hearings Subcommittee staff recommended that the 
two recessed parking bays offered by the Applicant be constructed and that the need for any 
further bays be considered by Council following a six month period of monitoring. 

56. The construction of the parking bays and installation of the new No Stopping restrictions were 
only completed late last year, so monitoring commenced in January 2017. 

 

Staff have undertaken a letter drop to all of 
the residents in the area letting them know 
that we have commenced the monitoring 
and inviting them to contact us if they have 
any comments they would like to include in 
our reporting. 

To date we have not heard from any of the 
residents – but will touch base with them 
again prior to the end of the six month 
monitoring period. 

The monitoring has consisted of counting the 
cars parked on the berm, on-road, and in the 
new parking bay in four times slots (8-9am, 
10-11am, 2-3pm and 4-5pm) on a random 
day each month. 

 

57. The on-site monitoring indicates that vehicles are using the parking bays.  At locations further 
along the street some vehicles are parking on the grass berm. Generally more cars are parking 
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 off the road, than on the side of the road.  We think this is because owners may perceive that 

the road is too narrow to park on and there is a risk of their vehicles being hit by through 
traffic, but we have received no reports from residents or police that this has occurred. 

58. A further and final update will be provided as part of the next Traffic Bylaw and Parking 
Restriction Changes report to this committee. 

59. Financial and Resourcing Implications 

60. Funding for the implementation of these changes is included in the Transportation Operations 
and Discretionary Transport Programme budgets. 

61. Risk 

62. There are no risks associated with these proposals.  Consultation with all directly affected 
parties has been undertaken. 

 
 

Signatory 
Authoriser Chris Allen, General Manager City Infrastructure Group  
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