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Question from Crown Counsel (Wai 1750, 2.6.065 para 18)

18. During cross-examination, Mr Hunt referred to a report of the District Engineer
included in Dr Wood’s document bank at page 97 (Wai 1750, #A34(g)). Mr Hunt
noted the report was difficult to read due to the faintness of the text and asked for a

more legible version to be filed.

The document in question was CE Armstrong, District Engineer, Gisborne, to the
Engineer-in-Chief, Wellington, 30 May 1914. ‘Soil Conservation and Rivers Control —
Otara River Erosion — Opotiki County and Borough’(R21988167) 1914-1944, BAHS
A591 box 287 item 37/3, Archives New Zealand, Auckland.

It is reproduced, with enhanced image quality, below:









Question from Waitangi Tribunal members (Wai 1750, 2.6.065 para 19)

19. Referring to page 481 of the report, panel member Dr Robyn Anderson asked Dr
Wood about the function of Rabbit Boards and whether they operated under

legislation. Ms Cole offered that this question could be followed up in writing.

The earliest legislation providing for the establishment of rabbit boards was the Rabbit
Nuisance Act 1876." Section 3 of this Act empowered the Governor to establish rabbit
districts, while section 5 stated that the landowners should elect a board of trustees to
manage rabbit control within these districts. The function of these rabbit boards was

set out in section 10 of this Act:

The Trustees are hereby empowered to do all such acts and things as may
appear to them proper and necessary to be done to insure the destruction of
rabbits in the district, and for that purpose may, out of moneys received by them
by virtue of this Act, offer rewards or bonuses for the destruction of such

animals.

Subsequently, section 20 of the Rabbit Nuisance Act 1880 empowered livestock
inspectors to inspect for the presence of rabbits as well. The following year, section 6
of the Rabbit Nuisance Act 1881 provided for Crown-appointed rabbit inspectors, with
section 14 giving them the trustees’ previous rabbit destruction role. Sections 4 and 5
of this latter Act first addressed the applicability of the legislation to Maori land, in that
the land held ‘according to their customs and usages’ was exempt from the Act, unless
it was specifically included in the defined rabbit district. Where customary Maori land
was subject to the Act, section 15 stated that the Inspector was entitled to enter the
land to check for rabbits, but if it was deemed that rabbit destruction was needed it
was to be paid for by the Crown (as was the case for unoccupied Crown land). The
replacement of the board-based model with the inspector-based model was further
reinforced by sections 37 to 39 of the Rabbit Nuisance Act 1882, which stated that
board assets should be handed over to the rabbit inspectors. Under sections 4 and 5
of the Rabbit Nuisance Act 1882, all land was able to inspected for rabbits, but any
destruction needed on unoccupied Crown land and customary Maori land was still to

be paid for by the Crown.

" ‘Local Government Committee’, AJHR, 1945, 1-15, p 10.



Rabbit Boards were soon revived by the Rabbit Nuisance Act 1882 Amendment Act
1886. Section 3 of the Act retained the powers of stock inspectors to check for rabbits
and require their destruction, but under sections 8 and 32 the Governor was also
empowered, at the request of sheep owners and rural ratepayers respectively, to
declare areas to be rabbit districts. The minimum size for a ratepayer-based rabbit
district was set at 200,000 acres, whereas there was no minimum area for sheep
owner-based rabbit districts. Both the sheep owner-elected and ratepayer-elected
boards were granted the same powers (by sections 20 and 39 respectively); these
were largely the same powers that had been granted to boards by the Rabbit Nuisance
Act 1876, although sheep owner-elected boards were empowered to erect rabbit proof
fences. Subsequently, sections 5 and 13 of the Rabbit Nuisance Act 1890 allowed
either type of board, as well as the Minister, to erect rabbit-proof fences. Under section
14 of the same Act, rabbit inspectors were also able to require wild pigs to be destroyed
where they threatened rabbit-proof fences. The creation of rabbit-proof fencing
districts, as little as 1000 acres in area, was later enabled by section 2 of the Rabbit-
Proof Wire Fencing Act 1898.

The various powers granted to rabbit inspectors, to sheep owner-elected rabbit
boards, and ratepayer-elected boards, were then consolidated in the Rabbit Nuisance
Act 1908. No further changes occurred until 1918, when section 4 of the Rabbit
Nuisance Amendment Act 1918 reduced the minimum size for a rabbit district under a
rate-payer elected board to 2000 acres. Section 9 of the Rabbit Nuisance Amendment
Act 1920 also allowed the Governor to issue regulations concerning the means with
which rabbits could be destroyed and trapped. The Rabbit Nuisance Act 1928
consolidated and replaced the Rabbit Nuisance Act 1908 and these amendments. By
then was considered that 2000 acres was too small for a rabbit district, so the threshold
for new districts was raised, in section 30, to 20,000 acres.? From 1935 onwards,
section 2 of the Rabbit Nuisance Amendment Act 1935 empowered rabbit boards to

sell poisons for use in rabbit destruction.

A more substantial set of reforms, including the adoption of the so-called ‘killer policy’
by rabbit boards was encompassed by the Rabbit Nuisance Amendment Act 1947.3

2 ‘Local Government Committee’, AUJHR, 1945, |-15, p 10.
3 ‘Effect of Rabbit Nuisance Amendment Act’, New Zealand Journal of Agriculture, vol 76, no 2, 1948,
p 178.



Section 3 established the Rabbit Destruction Council, which, as set out in section 10,
had the object of promoting rabbit destruction methods, and supervising rabbit boards,
while sections 13 and 14 allowed for the imposition of a levy on rabbit skins, and the
distribution of the money raised to rabbit boards to be invested in destruction
operations. Under section 21, the rabbit inspection role of boards could only continue
with the consent of the Minister of Agriculture, so that for most boards their sole focus
was rabbit destruction, and if they were seen as failing in this regard, section 24
allowed the Minister to act on the recommendation of the Rabbit Destruction Council
to replace their membership. Rabbit boards were also empowered to destroy hares
under section 23. As was set out in sections 29 and 31 to 32, rabbit boards were
elected by ratepayers, there no longer being any provision for boards elected from
sheep owners only. Section 17 specified that rabbit boards could not carry out
operations on Crown or unoccupied Maori land without the consent of the Minister of

Agriculture, and that the cost of such work would be met by the Crown.

In the wake of these changes, there were further minor legislative amendments
passed in 1949, 1952, and 1953, but these largely concerned financial matters, such
as differential rating. The Rabbit Nuisance Act 1928 and its various amendments (in
particular those of 1947) were then consolidated in the Rabbits Act 1955.

Almost annual amendments were made to the Rabbits Act 1955. Section 2 of the
Rabbits Amendment Act 1956 made the sale or export of rabbit skins and carcasses
illegal, while section 2 of the Rabbits Amendment Act 1958 set out how the remaining
money which had been raised by the discontinued rabbit skin levy should be put
towards the expenses of the Rabbit Destruction Council. Eradication of rabbits was
added to the goals of the Rabbit Destruction Council by section 4 of the Rabbits
Amendment Act 1959, while section 2 further extended the destruction remit of rabbit
boards to include wallabies. Opossums were also added to the pests the Rabbit
Boards could destroy by section 7 of the Rabbits Amendment Act 1960. The Act’s
geographic coverage was also expanded by section 4 of the Rabbits Amendment Act
1964, which specified that parts of a county not in an existing rabbit district would

hereby be declared to be a county rabbit district.

The Rabbits Amendment Act 1964 was the last amendment to rabbit-specific

legislation, as in 1967 the Rabbits Act 1955 and its amendments were consolidated in



the Agricultural Pest Destruction Act 1967. Reflecting the wider scope of its destruction
powers (rabbits, together with hares, wallabies and opossums) the Rabbit Destruction
Council was also renamed the Agricultural Pests Destruction Council, and similarly

rabbit boards became pest destruction boards.
Supporting documents appended below:
1. ‘Local Government Committee’, AJHR, 1945, I-15, p 10.

2. ‘Effect of Rabbit Nuisance Amendment Act’, New Zealand Journal of
Agriculture, vol 76, no 2, 1948, p 178.
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(y) Rabbit Boaids

Shortly after the introduction of rabbits into New Zealand it became evident that they were more
than a potential danger to agrienlture and pustoral lunds, and hence in 1876 the Rabbit Nuisance Act
wag passed to make provision for the destruction of rabbits in New Zealand, Rabbit i s conld he
t up with power to contract for the destruction of rabbits and to offer honuses or rewards for such
destruction.  The 1876 Act left the initiative with the Jocal residents, but by 1881 a Government
Inspector was appointed to supervise rabbit destruction.  In 1882 the local hoard system was aholished,
and the administration of the Act left solely in the hands of Inspectors.  Four years later, however,
the Board system was revived with slight modifications. During the 1914-1918 war the rahblb
position hecame very serious throughout the Dominion, particularly in portions of the North lsland.
In an attempt to meet the situation drastic provisions were made in the Rabbit Nuisance Act, 1919-20,
in respect to control by Rabbit Boards by reducing the area required from 200,000 acres to 2,000 acres,
and generally by facilitating control through the formation of Rubbit Boards on the principle that Jocal
control by a body elected by the ratepayers would produce better results than could he expected from
a purely inspectorial systemn by Government officers operating over large districts,  There were then
only three Rabbit Boards—two in the North lsland and one in the South Island.  Following on the
passing of the amending legislation mentioned above, Rabbit Boards were quickly formed, particularly inthe
North Island.  In 1928 the Act was further amended and consolidated in the light of ¢ xperience already
gained.  The area for which a rabhit district coutd be formed and a subsidy nh.iun on the rates collected
was amended to a minimum of 20,000 acres, hut the position as to subsidy on rates in respect to Boards
already formed comprising smaller arcas was retained.  Right from the commencement the
Government has subsidized Rabbit Boards pound for pound on all rates colleeted.  Up to the present
96 Boards have been constituted —54 in the North Island and 42 in the South Island.  Boards normally
consist of five ratepayers clected for the one purpose, and directly interested in effective control.
Provision is made for the amalgamation of Boards, and some amalgamations have taken place,  The
general achievement of the Boards, however, has heen very uneven.  In some cases Boards have operated
very successfully : in other cases they have not taken their work seriously, and have made little
impression on the problems at issue.

-

(h) Blectric-power Boards

With the rapid development of hydro electrieity in the Dominion it was necessary to provide for
its effective distribution, and in 1918 the Electric-power Boards Act was passed, authovizing the
setting-up throughout New Zealand of Electric-power Boards. These Power Boards are not the sole
bodies responsible for the retail distribution of electric power in New Zealand, for, as noted elsewhere
i this report, many municipalities and some counties still retain the right to generate or distribute electric
power in their own territories. but, generally in rural areas the distribution of electric power is focused in
the Flectric-power Board.  The experience over the past twenty-five years has proved that they are doing
their work very successfully. Whether their territories should be extended and some of the ele(‘l,rlmty
distribution of some of the smaller local authorities taken over by Eleetrie-power Boards is a
question which we discuss later in this report.

(i) Other

There is no necessity to deal in detail with the origin and history of sueh minor loeal authorities
as Water-supply Boards, Local Railway Boards, City and Suburban Drainage Boards, and suchlike.
Their titles indicate generally the reasons for their eonstitution,

Water-supply Boards in general are concerned with the supply of water in open races in county
districts, and are not intended to cover the water reticulation such as is undertuken by munieipalities.

Local Railway Distriets owe their origin to the necessity for transport, partieularly for goods,
but also for passengers, in an era before the emergence of mogor transport. This particular Act was not
taken advantage of to any great extent, but in the Manawatu and also in Southland there have been
successful [m(‘.ﬂ Railway Boards, the Ohai Railway Board in Southland still being in operation.

The Christchurch Drainage Board and the Tramways Board in Christechurch and  similar
Boards in Auckland were set up becanse the area over which these particular serviees operated embraced
the territories of more than one territorial local authority, each of which was liable in certain cases for
gome portion of the expenditure, and it was desivable Lo provide for these territorial local authorities
concerned having some control in their administration.

The Petone and Lower Hutt Gas Board owes its origin to the fact that Petone and Lower Hutt
are contiguous local authorities, and for each to set up its own gas-generating plant would have been
wasteful expenditure.

CHAPTER 1II.—THE PRESENT STRUCTURE OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT: THE PROBLEM
OF AREA

The present structure of the local government machine has its roots in the economic and social
development of New Zealand. In the previous sections a general outline has been given of those
developments, and even the most superficial student will be forced to the conelusion that loeal
government has not proceeded according to any plan, but, ke the British Empire, hag grown in “a
fit of absentmindedness.” There has been a tendeney to treat cach problem én vacua, with little attempt
to create a properly integrated system of local government. ('un‘«-qu('llilv considerable uvulappln“
and little of that clear-cut definition of ** area,” Whl(‘h would assist in the promotion of the economie
welfare of the community, are evident. This feeling of chaos will be iu:thm derived from the next
cnsuing sections, where an outline of the present structure of local government is set out.




EFFECT OF RABBIT NUISANCE
AMENDMENT ACT

THE Rabbit Nuisance Amendment Act, 1947, which came into force on
November 25, makes important changes in the law governing the
control of the rabbit pest by Rabbit Boards.

IRST, the amending Act sets up a Rabbit
Destruction Council as an advisory body to
the Minister of Agriculture. The council is to
consist of eight members to be appointed by
the Governor-General for a term of five years
—two nominees of the North Island Rabbit

Boards Association, three nominees of the
South Island Rabbit Boards Association, and
three other members. The functions of the

council are:—

To investigate the extent of the rabbit pest
in New Zealand.

To devise and promote measures of
struction and control of the pest.

To co-ordinate, guide, and supervise the
activities of Rabbit Boards.

To make recommendations to the Minister
on those subjects, on the constitution, altera-
tion, amalgamation, or abolition of rabbit
districts, and on other matters specifically
mentioned in the Act.

Grants o Rabbit Boards

Second, grants from Government funds may
be made available to Rabbit Boards in need
of financial assistance to combat the pest in
their districts. Grants are to be made on the
recommendation of the Rabbit Destruction Coun-

- cil. In making recommendations the council must
consider the extent to which a rabbit district
is infested or in danger of being infested with
rabbits, the financial position of the board
concerned, and other relevant matters.

The grants are to be met out of the pro-
ceeds of a levy on rabbit skins produced and
sold in New Zealand. To the extent that the
proceeds of the levy are insufficient to cover
all sums granted, the additional amount will
be borne by the Government. This provision
is additional to the existing financial provision
for Government subsidy on rates levied by
Rabbit Boards for general revenue purposes.

de-

Levy on Skins

Third, the Act provides for the imposition
of a Ievy on all rabbit skins produced and sold
in New Zealand. The rates of the levy and
the period for which it is payable are questions
for determination by the Minister after taking
into account the recommendations of the coun-
eil. Different rates may be fixed for different
classes of skins, and any rate may be fixed
as a percentage of the purchase price of the
skins or in such other manner as the Minister
determines. ~Notice of any rate fixed and the
period for which it is payable must be gazetted.
The method of payment and collection of the
levy, the persons liable for the levy, and the
general machinery of collection are to be laid
down in regulations made under the Act.

The directions in which the proceeds of the
levy shall be expended are:—

Radio Broadcasts

RADIO talks to farmers will be given
from Station 1YA Auckland at 7.15
p.m. on the following dates:—

March 15—“The Fertiliser Position,”
by J. W. Woodcock, Acting Director,
Fields Division, Wellington.

March 22—Young Farmers' Clubs
session, by J. Barclay, Dominion presi-
dent, Federation of Young Farmers’
Clubs.

Farm news sessions are broadcast
over main national stations every
Thursday at 9.20 p.m.

e
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In payment of the cost of collection.

In payment of the expenses of the council
carrying out its functions, including salaries
of officers and fees and travelling expenses
of members of the council.

In repayment of advances to the council for
preliminary expenses.

In reimbursement of grants from Govern-
ment funds to Rabbit Boards.

" . " . .

Killer'" Policy Emphasised

Fourth, an important change is made in the
principal functions of a Rabbit Board. Whereas
under the principal Act the primary function
of a Rabbit Board was to administer Part I of
the Act, Section 15 of the amending Act de-
clares that the principal function shall be to
do all things necessary to destroy rabbits. In
other words, emphasis is placed on the in-
stitution of a rabbit destruction or “killer”
policy instead of merely a policy of inspection

and administration under Part I of the prin-
cipal Act.
As most boards have adopted a “killer”

policy, the change in the principal functions
of a board can be considered as an alteration
of the law to accord with the general practice
of Rabbit Boards. In consequence of this
change in the law, those few boards which now
administer the Act on the basis of compelling
individual owners to destroy rabbits in accord-
ance with the provisions of Part I of the prin-
cipal Act will not be allowed to continue to
function on that basis after April 1, 1949,
except with the consent of the Minister given
on the recommendation of the Rabbit Destrue-
tion Council. In the meantime, it will be the
function of the council to investigate the
position of each board concerned to decxde
whether satlsfactory control of the pest is
being maintained in its district and whether,
in all the circumstances, the board should be
permitted to continue to operate on an in-
spection policy basis.

Complementary to the change in the prin-
cipal functions of a board is the provision in
Section 24 of the amending Act to ensure
that a board ecarries out its functions effec-

tively. Section 24 states that if the Rabbit
Destruction Council finds that a board, by an
unreasonable failure or refusal to exercise its
powers, is not properl} carrying out the de-
struction of rabbits or taking effective measures
to control the rabbit nuisance in the district,
the council may recommend to the Minister
the removal of the elective members of the
board. If the recommendation is approved,
the elective members may be removed from
office by the Governor-General and other fit
persons may be appointed in their place.

Power to Alter Boundaries

t

Fifth, the amending Act in Section 29 con-
fers power to constitute a new district, extend
the boundaries of an existing district, or
amalgamate two or more districts without re-
course to the procedure for constitution,
extension, or amalgamation provided by the
principal Act. In other words, Section 29 pro-
vides for the compulsory formation of new
rabbit districts; the extension of existing dis-
tricts, or the amalgamation of two or more
districts without a petition, consent, applica-
tion, or request from the ratepayers concerned
or the board of a district. However, such
powers are exercisable only on the recom-
mendation of the Rabbit Destruction Council
approved by the Local Government Commission
and by the Minister.

Where any new district is formed under this
section the first elective members of the board
may be appointed by the Governor-Generzl at
the request of the Minister on the recommenda-
tion of the council.

Limit on Subsidy Removed

Sixth, the amending Act removes as from
April 1, 1948, the former limit on the subsidy
payable on rates levied by Rabbit Boards for
their general revenues. In consequence of this
alteration Rabbit Boards will be entitled to a
£1 for £1 subsidy on all rates levied within
the limits of their rating powers and collected
within three months after the close of the
financial year in ‘respect of which the rates
were made and levied. The amended provision
will give a means by which additional financial
assistance will be available to boards the finan-
cial position of which should be strengthened
and which are prepared to rate their ratepayers
at a figure exceeding the former maximum
subsidy.

The statute also contains a number of amend-
ments to the principal Act, some of which re-
move defects found to exist in that Aet, while
others are designed to improve the administra-
tive machinery for the effective operation of
the Act in districts under the control of Rabbit
Boards.

MACROCARPA POISONING IN DAIRY HERD
Abortions and Deaths Follow Eating of Green Branches

CASE in which of a herd of 23

dairy cows which ate the flowering
heads of macrocarpa branches seven
aborted and one cow and one heifer
died is reported by A. M. MacLeod,
Assistant Inspector of Stock, Takaka.
As trouble has previously been re-
ported as the result of stock eating
macrocarpa foliage, and many of these
trees are still being felled for timber
where the branches are accessible to
grazing stock, repetition of the warn-
ing of the danger presented seems op-
portune.

The herd in which the recent trouble
was reported were running in the pad-
dock where the trees were felled and
although other feed, including hay,
was in fair supply, the animals ate
the macrocarpa branches, especially
the flowering heads, freely for several
days.

It was June and all the cows were
in calf. The first to show symptoms
was a heifer which became listless.
staggered when it walked, and whose
eyes became sunken. Of the whole
herd seven aborted, and of these one
cow and one heifer died. Eight others

‘showed signs of springing and then

returned to normal. The remainder
were listless and gave very little milk
for some time after calving, but after-
ward recovered their normal health.
On another farm in the district six
calves, all about six weeks old, gained
access to some macrocarpa branches
which had been piled in a heap ready
for burning. Although other feed was
available, the calves ate the branches
and within two days three of them
had lost all their condition, their eyes
became sunken, and they died.






