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[2026] NZTT 5449368, 5436488

TENANCY TRIBUNAL AT REMOTE LOCATION | TE TARAIPIUNARA 
RETIHANGA

APPLICANT: [The applicant/s]

Landlord 

RESPONDENT: [The respondent/s]

Tenant 

TENANCY ADDRESS: 5 Blantyre Road, Wakari, Dunedin 9010

ORDER

1. An application for suppression has been made in this case and the Tribunal 
orders suppression of the parties’ names and identifying details.

2. The tenant is to pay $390.00 to the landlord from the bond as follows:

a. Repairs to the back door $50.00

b. Replacement of garage remote $50.00

c. Carpet cleaning $290.00

3. The Bond Centre is to pay the bond of $2,600.00 ([Bond number suppressed]) 
immediately apportioned as follows:

[The landlord/s]: $390.00

[The tenant/s]: $2,210.00

Reasons:

1. Both parties attended the remote hearing.
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2. The parties agreed to settle the landlord’s claims for minor repairs to the back 
door and replacement of the garage door remote. The agreed amounts are 
recorded in this Order.

3. The tenant kept a dog at the property with the consent of the landlord 
throughout the three-year tenancy. The landlord’s claim was for $750.00 for the 
cleaning of the carpets due to dog hair left behind at the end of the tenancy.

4. The tenant disputed that a commercial clean was necessary and believed that 
the premises were left in a reasonably clean and reasonably tidy condition at 
the end of the tenancy.

Standard of proof and evidence

5. In considering the landlord’s claim, the standard of proof is on the balance of 
probabilities. In other words, the landlord must establish with evidence that its 
claim is more likely than not. The Tribunal does not need to be completely 
certain, but it needs to be more certain than uncertain. In deciding the landlord’s 
claim, all the evidence presented, including oral testimony, has been considered 
and weighed to decide what is more likely. 

6. It is for an applicant to provide the evidence necessary to prove their claims. If 
the applicant fails to do so then their application will be dismissed whether it has 
merit or not, because it is for the applicant to provide the required evidence. It is 
not the Tribunal’s responsibility to extract evidence.

7. The Tribunal must also have regard to the general principles of law and the 
substantial merits and justice of the case, as required by section 85(2) of the 
Residential Tenancies Act 1986 (RTA). 

8. It is intended that this order be as concise as possible to convey the essential 
facts, the law and the Tribunal’s reason for its decisions.

The landlord’s claim

9. The landlord provided in evidence:

a. Three photographs of what appeared to be hair on the carpets and one 
photograph of hair on two steps of the stairs.

b. An invoice for $580.00 from a commercial carpet cleaner dated 16 January 
2026 for cleaning all the carpets at the premises which included the note: 

“Please note there was excessive pet fur built up in the carpets.”

c. The landlord gave evidence that the new tenant at the premises 
complained of the presence of pet fur in the carpet on 10 February 2026. 
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d. The landlord therefore instructed the carpet cleaner to carry out further 
cleaning and provided a copy of an invoice for $170.00 dated 19 February 
2026 with the narration: 

“Please note that this job had large amounts of embedded pet hair. 
In total we have spent an extra 4 hours over what an average carpet 
clean should take on a house that size. While it is still not perfect, it 
should be reduced enough to not cause allergens to the current 
tenants (to be confirmed)”.

10. The landlord’s claim was for $750.00 being the amount of the two invoices.

The tenant’s position

11. The tenant’s position was that:

a. He left the premises reasonably clean and reasonably tidy as required by 
section 41(1)(e)(iii) RTA. The tenants expended considerable effort in 
cleaning the premises at the end of their tenancy. In particular, every room 
was vacuumed as they were throughout the tenancy.

b. The landlord’s photographic evidence was insufficient to justify the high 
cost of cleaning the carpets. The tenant is not required to leave the 
premises spotless by removing all the dog hair, just leave the premises 
reasonably clean and tidy.

c. His dog was present at the premises throughout the tenancy in the 
downstairs area occupied by the tenant and the stairs. He estimated this 
area to have been half the area of the premises.

d.  His dog occasionally went upstairs where it was not welcomed by the 
other tenants. He did not accept any responsibility to have commercially 
cleaned the upstairs bedrooms, hallway or lounge.

Consideration and decision

12. There is no definition of “reasonably clean and tidy" in the RTA. This can make 
it difficult when people have different understandings of what it means. Tribunal 
and District Court decisions over the years have decided that it means:

a. To the standard an average reasonable bystander would consider 
reasonable.

b. Not commercially clean, spotless, or to hotel or motel standard.

c. The standard will vary according to the age and condition of the premises
so the better and newer the premises, the higher the standard.
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d. Not necessarily to the standard where the landlord would be happy to rent 
it out to a new tenant.

e. There is no requirement that each and every individual item in the 
premises be left “reasonably” clean and tidy, only an overall obligation in 
relation to the tenancy premises. The standard of “reasonably clean” 
anticipates that some parts of the premises may not be perfect.

13. A landlord may often decide to clean premises to a higher standard than that 
required from the outgoing tenant before re-tenanting or selling; for example, by 
rigorously cleaning all walls, ceilings, lightshades, skirtings, window and door 
sills, plugs and drains, silicone edging, behind fittings and appliances, and the 
outside of windows and of the house.

14. However, a landlord is only required to provide tenancy premises in a 
“reasonable state of cleanliness” (see section 45(1)(a) RTA) so the next tenant 
cannot insist that premises are presented to a higher standard. If a landlord 
chooses to do so, perhaps to attract tenants, then that is a business decision 
that they are entitled to make at their cost.

15. Prior to the introduction of the new pet provisions in the RTA, the Tribunal has 
consistently held that it is reasonable for a landlord to require a tenant to have 
the carpets commercially cleaned where the landlord consents to a dog living at 
the property. Recent decisions of the Tribunal granting permission to a tenant to 
keep a dog under the new pet provisions (sections 42C to 42G RTA) have 
imposed a condition that the carpets be professionally cleaned and treated for 
fleas at the end of the tenancy. 

16. Section 42G RTA expressly provides that a reasonable condition to a landlord’s 
consent to a tenant having a pet includes “a condition requiring the carpets in 
the premises to be cleaned to a professional standard at the end of the 
tenancy”.

17. It is therefore appropriate that the tenant be responsible for having the carpets 
professionally cleaned at the end of a three-year tenancy in which one of the 
occupants was a dog. Such cleaning was required to leave the premises 
reasonable clean.

18. However, the Tribunal is not persuaded on the evidence before it that the dog 
hair and the requirement for cleaning extended to the whole of the house. The 
photographic evidence is of only four isolated areas. While the landlord’s 
contractor’s invoice is for cleaning all the carpets in the house, there is no 
indication that the issue was spread evenly throughout the house.

19. The Tribunal accepts the tenant’s evidence that his dog occupied approximately 
one half of the inside of the house with only limited access to the upstairs 
portion. There is no clear evidence from the landlord that contradicts this 
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sufficiently to persuade the Tribunal on the balance of probabilities that the dog 
fur was an issue, outside of the areas accepted by the tenant.

20. It is therefore appropriate that the tenant be responsible for one half of the costs 
incurred by the landlord in having the carpets professionally cleaned at the end 
of the tenancy.

21. It remains to consider whether the tenant should pay one half of both amounts 
claimed and whether the second clean was required to bring the carpets to a 
reasonably clean condition. 

22. The only evidence that the carpets were not reasonably clean after the first 
professional clean is the fact that the new tenant complained of pet fur. The 
landlord’s contractor’s evidence is that he had to get onto his hands and knees 
to remove fur by hand. This suggests that this final clean took the carpets to a 
standard to satisfy the new tenant which went beyond reasonably clean. A 
reasonably competent professional can be expected to get the carpets 
reasonably clean on the first attempt. This is not to impugn the landlord’s 
contractor’s competence, only to note that he thought the carpets were 
reasonably clean after the first clean. 

23. On the evidence before it, the Tribunal is persuaded on the balance of 
probabilities that the tenant is responsible for meeting one half of the landlord’s 
first invoice, but not the second.

24. As both parties have had success in these applications it is appropriate that 
each meets their own filing fee and that their names be suppressed.

G Baker
12 June 2026
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Please read carefully:
Visit justice.govt.nz/tribunals/tenancy/rehearings-appeals for more information on rehearings 
and appeals.

Rehearings
You can apply for a rehearing if you believe that a substantial wrong or miscarriage of justice 
has happened. For example:
• you did not get the letter telling you the date of the hearing, or
• the adjudicator improperly admitted or rejected evidence, or
• new evidence, relating to the original application, has become available.

You must give reasons and evidence to support your application for a rehearing.
A rehearing will not be granted just because you disagree with the decision.
You must apply within five working days of the decision using the Application for Rehearing 
form: justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Forms/TT-Application-for-rehearing.pdf 

Right of Appeal
Both the landlord and the tenant can file an appeal. You should file your appeal at the District 
Court where the original hearing took place. The cost for an appeal is $260. You must apply 
within 10 working days after the decision is issued using this Appeal to the District Court 
form: justice.govt.nz/tribunals/tenancy/rehearings-appeals

Grounds for an appeal
You can appeal if you think the decision was wrong, but not because you don’t like the 
decision. For some cases, there’ll be no right to appeal. For example, you can’t appeal:
• against an interim order
• a final order, or the failure to make an order, where the amount in dispute on appeal is 

less than $1000
• a final order to undertake work, or the failure to make an order, where the value of the 

work in dispute on appeal is less than $1000.

Enforcement
Where the Tribunal made an order about money or property this is called a civil debt. The 
Ministry of Justice Collections Team can assist with enforcing civil debt. You can contact the 
collections team on 0800 233 222 or go to justice.govt.nz/fines/civil-debt for forms and 
information.

Notice to a party ordered to pay money or vacate premises, etc.
Failure to comply with any order may result in substantial additional costs for enforcement. It 
may also involve being ordered to appear in the District Court for an examination of your 
means or seizure of your property. 

If you require further help or information regarding this matter, visit tenancy.govt.nz/disputes/enforcing-
decisions or phone Tenancy Services on 0800 836 262.

Mēna ka hiahia koe ki ētahi atu awhina, kōrero ranei mo tēnei take, haere ki tenei ipurangi 
tenancy.govt.nz/disputes/enforcing-decisions, waea atu ki Ratonga Takirua ma runga 0800 836 262 
ranei.

https://www.justice.govt.nz/tribunals/tenancy/rehearings-appeals
https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Forms/TT-Application-for-rehearing.pdf
https://www.justice.govt.nz/tribunals/tenancy/rehearings-appeals/
https://www.justice.govt.nz/fines/about-civil-debt/
https://www.tenancy.govt.nz/disputes/enforcing-decisions
https://www.tenancy.govt.nz/disputes/enforcing-decisions
http://www.tenancy.govt.nz/disputes/enforcing-decisions/
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A manaomia nisi faamatalaga poo se fesoasoani, e uiga i lau mataupu, asiasi ifo le matou aupega 
tafailagi: tenancy.govt.nz/disputes/enforcing-decisions, pe fesootai mai le Tenancy Services i le 
numera 0800 836 262.
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