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been contracted out, performed pursuant to a Memorandum of Understanding or 
some other arrangement: 

a. The name of the party performing the work, the nature of the work being performed, and 
the period the work was performed by them. 

b. The documentation relating to that arrangement, preferably by linking to the documents on 
the Council website. 

c. The most recent copy of the section 17A Report and related documents reviewing the 
arrangement, or the documents dealing with the determination no such review was required.” 

The information you requested is either provided below or attached. 

1. A copy of, and the date and place of publication of the notice for the  

a) Dog control and poundage fees for financial years 2023-24 & 2024-25. 

The notices were published in Council’s newsletter “Our Nelson” on 24 May 2023 and 22 
May 2024 respectively.  Copies of the notices are attached. 

b) The Dog Control Policy and practises reports for 2022/23 and 2023/24 are 
published on Council’s Dog Control webpage  

2.  In relation to the dog registration process - 

a) Application forms and information provided to a person seeking to register a 
dog during 2023/24 and 2024/25. 

Please visit the link below to view the relevant forms and information: 
https://my.nelson.govt.nz/do-it-online 

b) Documents and information provided to a person from whom an application is 
received during 2023/24 and 2024/25:  

The documents and information, including the Dog and Done newsletter for 24/25, can 
be found on Council’s dog licence and registration webpage: 
http://www.nelson.govt.nz/services/licensing-and-environmental-health/dog-control-
3/dog-licence-registration/ 

The Dog and Bone newsletter for 2023/24 is attached.  

In addition, a brochure on responsible dog ownership is available on Council’s dog 
control webpage http://www.nelson.govt.nz/services/licensing-and-environmental-
health/dog-control-3/dog-owner-responsibilities/ 

3. Links to the Council documents dealing with  setting dog registration and 
poundage fees and charges for the registration years 2023/24 and 2024/25, and 
a link to where those fees and charges are located.  

Documents relating to the setting of dog registration and poundage fees and charges for 
2023/24 and 2024/25 are attached and include schedules of the fees and charges.  
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Fees and charges are published annually on Council’s website. The current fees and 
charges 2024/25 are available on Council’s fees and charges webpage: 
http://www.nelson.govt.nz/services/fees-and-charges/#dogs      

4. The financial statements for the dog control activity for 2022/23 and 2023/24, 
including operating expenses and income from infringements and fines are set 
out below: 

Dog control activity 2022/23 
 
Full Year Actuals 

2023/24 
 
Full Year Actuals 

Income (666,482) (643,869) 

Rates (88,779) (28,238) 

Dog registration fees (537,414) (587,971) 

Infringement fines (2,409) (2,200) 

Impounding fees (7,990) (2,072) 

Other income including court fines and court cost 
recovered 

(29,890) (23,387) 

      

Expenses 609,412 654,719 

Internal operating expenses and overheads 55,957 58,489 

Provision of dog control services - including staff, 
administration, registration, responding to 
complaints,  patrols, operation of dog pound  

511,698 552,261 

Provision doggy doo bags 27,880 24,900 

Other expenses including insurance, bad debts, 
bank fees, depreciation, and legal expenses 

3,709 5,371 

Education program 3,091 2,315 

SPCA grant 7,077 11,382 

5. If the dog control activity, or any part, has not been performed by the Nelson City 
Council during the last five calendar years, for example because it has been 
contracted out, performed pursuant to a Memorandum of Understanding or some 
other arrangement: 
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a) The name of the party performing the work, the nature of the work being 
performed, and the period the work was performed by them. 

Nelson City Council currently delivers dog control services inhouse.  Inhouse delivery 
started on 1 July 2024.  Previously, starting in 1998, Nelson City Council contracted  
Environmental Inspections Ltd (EIL) to provide dog control services on behalf of Nelson 
City Council.  The contractor provided the following dog control services:  

• Registration - undertake annual registration and follow up enforcement to ensure all 
dogs are appropriately registered (not including issue of registration tags, which will be 
issued from Council's Customer Service Centre); visit owners of dogs that remain 
unregistered after the annual registration process, and take enforcement action if and 
as required in accordance with Council's policies; identify unregistered dogs during 
patrols and complaint response and take appropriate action under the Dog Control Act. 

• Patrols and Inspections - patrol public areas to raise awareness for dog owners 
regarding compliance with provisions and advise on property improvements for the 
welfare of the dog and safety for visitors. 

• Response provision - investigate reports of dog attacks or aggression, barking and 
wandering dogs in a prioritised manner. 

• Pound - manage a pound including care for dogs in the pound, identify and notify 
owners, microchip the dog if needed, arrange for the release of the dog to the owner 
after the required fees have been paid and maintain and clean the pound. 

• Enforcement action - gather evidence, issue and manage infringement notices, classify 
dogs as being dangerous or menacing consistent with Council's Compliance Strategy, 
make recommendations to Council's Hearing Panel for contested classifications, make 
recommendations to Council's Group Manager Environmental Management for 
prosecutions after consulting with Council's legal adviser, provide Statements of 
Evidence and other records for the Court in consultation with Council's legal 
representative. 

• Public education, advice and liaison - produce and distribute information subject to 
Council approval, liaise with the SPCA, police, kennel and dog owner associations and 
neighbouring local authorities. 

• Reporting – prepare and provide Annual reports to the Department of Internal Affairs; 
prepare and publish s.10A report pursuant to Dog Control act 1996 

b) The documentation relating to that arrangement, preferably by linking to the 
documents on the Council website. 

Nelson City Council now provides the services inhouse.  Nelson City Council’s dog 
control page can be found here  http://www.nelson.govt.nz/services/licensing-and-
environmental-health/dog-control-3/ 

c) The most recent copy of the section 17A Report and related documents 
reviewing the arrangement, or the documents dealing with the determination 
no such review was required. 

Please find the s.17A report completed in August 2022 attached.  Documents that are 
referenced in the s.17A report are summarised in the report.   

Information that has been redacted in the report (shown with red on black overlay text) 
is withheld under sections 7(2)(b)(ii) and 7(2)(i) of the Local Government Official 
Information and Meetings Act 1987 in that making the information available would be 
likely unreasonably to prejudice the commercial position of the person who supplied, or 
who is the subject of the information or to enable Council to carry on, without prejudice 
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or disadvantage, negotiations.   We do not consider that the public interest outweighs 
the reasons to redact this information. 

You have the right to seek an investigation and review by the Ombudsman of this response. 
Information about how to make a complaint is available at www.ombudsman.parliament.nz or 
Freephone 0800 802 602. 

Nga mihi, 

 
Mandy Bishop 
Group Manager Environmental Management 
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The contract was retendered in 2018 and the Contractor was 
awarded a three-year contract.  In December 2021, the contract 
was extended to June 2024.   

The contract cannot be extended for a further term as the 
maximum term is six years from the commencement date, 30 
June 2018. 

Should Council decide to continue to contract out delivery of 
regulatory services, the contract will be retendered this year 
(2022/23). 

Funding - some of the activities are 100% rates funded, others 
fully funded through fees and charges, and some are a mix of 
fees and charges and rates.   

The contract price for 2022/23 is just under   

Last review A s.17A review of the delivery of regulatory services was 
undertaken in 2017.  The recommendation of that review was to 
retain the status quo for delivery. 

In 2020, a consultant (PolicyWorks) was engaged to undertake a 
review of the delivery of regulatory services and to advise on 
whether the existing arrangement provided value to Council and 
what the benefits alternative delivery models might offer.   The 
current arrangements were found to offer value to Council and 
the quality of the relationship between the Contractor and Council 
was identified as a key factor in this.   In relation to the delivery 
model, the review recommended that Council continue with the 
current structure of regulatory service delivery.   

The PolicyWorks report (NDOCS-839498445-7345) was presented to 
the Environment and Climate Committee on 13 April 2021 and 
Council decided to continue with the current delivery model. 

In May 2022, Council undertook an internal value for money audit 
of EIL (NDOCS-839498445-7344). In summary the audit found that 
given EIL’s broad range of compliance, monitoring and 

enforcement functions and the lack of benchmarking data, it is 
not possible to reach any firm conclusions on EIL’s performance 

and cost. However, where benchmarking and cost comparisons 
were possible:  

- benchmarking did not suggest that EIL is under-
performing or suggested that performance is broadly in 
line with peer councils, and 

- the cost of the EIL contract is lower than what it would be 
if Council employed the team directly.  The savings are 
anywhere between 5% and 50% of the contract value p.a. 
depending on one’s view of the extent that shared services 

already provide support to EIL.  

s.7(2)(b)(ii) - avoid prejudice to com  





839498445-7347                                                                                                                                                         4 
 

A s.17A review was also requested by the 
Environment and Climate Committee on 13 April 
2021. 

Does the cost of undertaking the 

review outweigh the benefits 

(s17A(3))  

The cost of the review is low, and the review will 
inform the re-tendering process contract, should 
Council decide to retender the contract. 

Recommendation whether to review 

this service more fully 

The recommendation is to review the service more 
fully. 

Place in review programme The existing contract expires on 30 June 2024.  
Section 17A of the Local Government Act 2002 
requires that Council undertake a review within 
two years before the expiry of any contract that 
relates to the delivery of regulatory functions. 
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value has been applied.  The cost analysis indicates that 
inhouse delivery of regulatory services in 22/23 would cost 
Council an estimated additional $  
 

- Loss of expertise and recruitment required - some of the 
regulatory roles held by the contractor are specialised and 
any attrition brought about from any change process 
would result in a loss of knowledge and expertise.  Council 
would not be able to simply take on all the EIL staff, 
Council would be required to recruit to fill these positions.  
Recruitment is costly, and over the last couple of years, it 
has been a challenge to fill vacancies.  
 

- Delivery disrupted - it is estimated that any change 
management process for regulatory services could take 
between one – two years.  During that time, service 
delivery is likely to be disrupted and there is a risk that 
Council may not be able to fully meet all its statutory 
functions.   

Governance and 
funding by Nelson 
City Council with 
delivery by a CCO 
wholly owned by 
Nelson City Council 

Currently, there is no CCO capable of the delivering some or all of 
the services. The costs associated with establishing a new CCO is 
a disadvantage.  There are also additional costs associated with 
the running of a CCO due to the extra layer of governance and 
additional audit and reporting requirements. 

Governance and 
funding by Nelson 
City Council with 
delivery by a CCO 
partly owned by 
Nelson City Council 
and partly owned by 
other local 
authorities 

There is no jointly owned CCO that can provide these services. 
The costs associated with establishing a new CCO is a 
disadvantage.  There are also additional costs associated with the 
running of a CCO due to the extra layer of governance, and 
additional audit and reporting requirements. 

Governance and 
funding by Nelson 
City Council with 
delivery by another 
local authority 

This option may be suited to a situation where one local authority 
holds the expertise and capacity to deliver the service fully and 
another does not have sufficient occurrences of the activity (the 
economy of scale) to warrant delivery of the service. Currently 
the HASNO and building act enforcement activities are the only 
services that are of a low enough occurrence to warrant delivery 
by another local authority. However, the cost of delivering these 
services is low and there could be inefficiencies in terms of timing 
if another local authority was to provide these services.  

Governance and 
funding by Nelson 
City Council with 

Current delivery model – a contractor delivers regulatory 
services. 

s.7(2)(b)(ii) - avoid prejudice to commercial position
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delivery by a person 
or agency not listed 
above. 

Advantages: 

- Cost effective - this delivery model is more cost effective 
than Council delivering the services directly or establishing 
a CCO to deliver the services.   
 
Council’s internal audit completed in May 2022, concluded 

that where benchmarking and cost comparisons were 
possible, the cost of the contract is lower than what it 
would be if Council employed the team directly.  The 
savings are anywhere between 5% and 50% of the 
contract value per annum depending on one’s view of the 

extent that shared services already provide support to the 
Contractor. The contract price for 2022/23 is just under 

  The savings for 2022/23 are between 
 

 
Further work has been undertaken to refine the cost 
analysis of inhouse delivery.  The analysis includes staff 
costs, annualised equipment costs, overheads and loss of 
income from office lease.  The value of services that 
Council already provides in relation to regulatory services 
(eg. finance, customer service), has also been considered.  
However, the value of the shared services is difficult to 
calculate accurately, and only a rough estimate of the 
value has been applied.  The cost analysis indicates that 
inhouse delivery of regulatory services in 22/23 would cost 
Council an estimated additional $  
 

- Flexibility - Contractor can employ staff quicker than 
Council, including temporary staff to meet peak demands. 
within the contract budget.  The Contractor can also be 
flexible and responsive to change and take on the delivery 
of additional services at short notice (eg. Freedom 
camping patrols), as provided for in the contract 
 

Disadvantages: 

- Values, behaviours, reputation - Council is reliant on the 
contractor to ensure its staff uphold Council’s values and 

behaviours and maintain Council’s reputation in interactions 

with customers.    

In this regard, in accordance with the Council’s resolutions 

of 13 April 2021, the EIL contract now includes reference 
to Council’s Procurement Policy and Council’s Vision and 

Long Term Plan objectives as well as Council’s aspirations, 

e.g. the Treaty of Waitangi, the four elements of well-
being, Council’s workplace culture, and climate change.  

s.7(2)(b)(ii) - avoid prejudice to comm  

s.7(2)(b)(ii) - avoid prejudice to commercial position

s.7(2)(i) - Prejudice to negotiations
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EIL has adopted new procurement policy which sets out 
how EIL will manage purchasing and contracting decisions 
for goods and services, and which supports EIL’s desire to 

achieve reductions in greenhouse gas emissions.   

In 2021, EIL undertook companywide baseline monitoring 
of CO2 emissions in that year (base year of 2021, 25.8 
tonnes).  EIL has adopted an Environmental Impact 
Strategy and Policy for 2022-2025 with the goal to reduce 
to zero CO2 emissions by 2024 and sustain this on an 
ongoing basis. 

- Consistency – there is a risk that some operation 
consistency may be lost because the contractor is external 
to Council and not within the same Group as policy and 
consent planners.   

To mitigate this risk, Council officers and EIL staff meet 
weekly to discuss ongoing matters/ investigations and the 
EIL manager attends the regular Environmental 
Management Business Unit Manager’s meeting with the 

Group Manager. The relationship between EIL and Council 
is positive and EIL staff work closely with officers on various 
projects where they offer valuable support on compliance, 
monitoring and enforcement matters. The Contractor’s 

offices are in the Council building which helps to facilitate 
the close working relationship.  Contractual arrangements 
between Council and contractor mitigate any risk that 
Contractor’s staff may appear to be employed by Council 

and that Council therefore has employer obligations in 
relation to Contractor’s staff. 

 

Governance and 
funding by joint 
committee or other 
shared governance 
with delivery by 
Nelson City Council. 

Shared governance with another local authority could operate 
efficiently for services where the requirements are set out in 
national legislation only.  Shared governance is likely to be less 
efficient where there are also different policies and bylaws to 
consider for each local authority eg. parking, dog control, and 
alcohol licensing activities. In relation to delivery, this option 
would only make sense if the deliverer of the service, delivers the 
service to both local authorities. 

Governance and 
funding by joint 
committee or other 
shared governance 
with delivery by a 
CCO wholly owned 
by Nelson City 
Council. 

Shared governance with another local authority could operate 
efficiently for services where the requirements are set out in 
national legislation only.  Shared governance is likely to be less 
efficient where there are also different policies and bylaws to 
consider for each local authority eg. parking, dog control and 
alcohol licensing activities. In relation to delivery, this option 
would only make sense if the deliverer of the service, delivers the 
service for both local authorities. 

Currently, there is no CCO capable of the delivering some, or all, 
of the services. The costs associated with establishing a new CCO 
is a disadvantage. There are also additional costs associated with 
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the running of a CCO due to the extra layer of governance, and 
additional audit and reporting requirements. 

Governance and 
funding by joint 
committee or other 
shared governance 
with delivery by a 
CCO partly owned by 
Nelson City Council 
and partly owned by 
other parties. 

Shared governance with another local authority could operate 
efficiently for services where the requirements are set out in 
national legislation only.  Shared governance is likely to be less 
efficient where there are also different policies and bylaws to 
consider for each local authority eg. parking, dog control and 
alcohol licensing activities. In relation to delivery, this option 
would only make sense if the deliverer of the service, delivers the 
same service for both local authorities. 

Currently, there is no CCO capable of the delivering some, or all, 
of the services. The costs associated with establishing a new CCO 
is a disadvantage. There are also additional costs associated with 
the running of a CCO due to the extra layer of governance, and 
additional audit and reporting requirements. 

Governance and 
funding by joint 
committee or other 
shared governance 
with delivery by 
another local 
authority. 

Shared governance with another local authority could operate 
efficiently for services where the requirements are set out in 
national legislation only.  Shared governance is likely to be less 
efficient where there are also different policies and bylaws to 
consider for each local authority eg. parking, dog control, and 
alcohol licensing activities. In relation to delivery, this option 
would only make sense if the deliverer of the service, delivers the 
same service to both local authorities. 

This option may be suited to a situation where one local authority 
holds the expertise and capacity to deliver the service fully and 
another does not have sufficient occurrences of the activity (the 
economy of scale) to warrant delivery of the service. Currently 
the HASNO and building act enforcement activities are the only 
NCC services that are of a low enough occurrence to warrant 
delivery by another local authority. However, the cost of 
delivering these services is low and there could be inefficiencies in 
terms of timing if another local authority was to provide these 
services. 

Governance and 
funding by joint 
committee or other 
shared governance 
with delivery by a 
person or agency not 
listed above. 

Shared governance with another local authority could operate 
efficiently for services where the requirements are set out in 
national legislation only.  Shared governance is likely to be less 
efficient where there are also different policies and bylaws to 
consider for each local authority eg. parking, dog control and 
alcohol licensing activities. In relation to delivery, this option 
would only make sense if the deliverer of the service, delivers the 
same service to both local authorities. 

Delivery of the services by an external party/agency  

- likely to costs less than direct delivery of the services by 
councils 
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- may provide for greater flexibility as likely that external 
party could respond faster to change, recruit staff easier 
and be more flexible in terms of taking on additional work 
at short notice, than councils. 

Other reasonably 
practicable options 
(identify in detail). 

- 

Conclusion: Which 
of the above options 
is most cost 
effective? 

Option 5 (status quo – governance and funding by NCC with 
delivery by contractor), is the most cost-effective option for the 
delivery of regulatory services.   

Recommendations 
from the service 
delivery reviews 

Recommendation – continue current model, governance and 
funding by NCC with delivery by contractor.   

Retender contract in 2022/23.  

 

Review completed 10 August 2022 

Michelle Joubert  
Strategic Adviser Environmental Management 

 

Review Approved 17 August 2022 

Clare Barton 
Group Manager Environmental Management  




