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Te Whakatauki mo Matauri 

Titiro koe ki te Rawhiti 

Te putanga mai o te Ra 

E tu nei “Motukawanui” me “Motukawaiti” 

I waenganui i te Moana, kei reira a raua Tamariki 

He taonga ataahua era! 

Ka pupuhi te Hau o Tawhirimatea 

Ka papaki nga ngaru nunui 

Nga ngaru roa, nga ngaru marino 

Ka rere te tai ki te One 

Ko Matauri tenei!! 

Ka tae te Hau ki runga i te Whenua 

Ka nuku ki runga ki “Te Tou o Taki” me “Whakamuhu” 

Te takotoranga o nga Tupuna 

Ka hake ki runga ki te Maunga rangatira 

Ko “Whakarara” tera 

Ko ia te Kaipupuri i te Hau 

A, ka marire te Hau ki runga, ko “Te Tapui Marae” tera 

E tu nei “Ngapuhi” te Whare Tupuna 

Ko tenei te nohonga me te huihuinga o nga Tupuna 

Mai ra ano, tae noa mai ki tenei wa 

Ko tatou enei nga Uri-whakatupuranga o ratou 

E tu nei!!1 

 

                                                      
1 Provided by claimants at March 2015 site visit. 
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Reflections on Matauri 

Look to the East, on the horizon 

To the rising of the sun 

There stands “Motukawanui” and “Motukawaiti” 

In the Ocean midst, their offspring Islands 

Together – nature’s wonder to behold! 

When the winds of Tawhirimatea blows 

Huge waves, long waves, gentle waves 

The tide runs right up the shore 

This is Matauri! 

When the winds reach inland, it ascends 

To “Te Tou o Taki” and “Whakamuhu” 

The eternal resting places of the Ancestors 

Then rising up to Mount “Whakarara” 

He who is possessor of the winds 

When the wind fades, “Te Tapui Marae” 

And the old Meeting-house “Ngapuhi” is seen 

Where Ancestors stayed and assembled 

Since time began 

This is us, today, generations of descendants, 

We, who stand here now – tall and proud!! 
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Location/overview maps 

The following pages provide a series of overview maps to help orientate the reader: 

Map 1 shows the block boundaries of Matauri No.’s 1 and 2, the partition of Motukawanui, and the 

names of most of the Cavalli Islands.  It also indicates where the Matauri X block is located in 

relation to Matauri No. 1. 

Map 2 identifies Māori Freehold Land (‘Maori Land 2014) remaining at Matauri as at 2014, and the 

reservation status of the Cavalli Islands.  The remaining blank areas of Matauri, Motukawanui, and 

Motukawaiti indicates that this is general land (with respect to Matauri and Motukawaiti), and Crown 

land (Motukawanui). 

Map 3 is an orientation satellite map of the Matauri No. 1 and 2 blocks and adjacent district.  It 

provides an idea on the terrain and vegetation, and shows notable features, landmarks, and place 

names mentioned in this report. 

Map 4 provides a topographical overview of Matauri showing the hilly terrain of the majority of 

Matauri No. 2 block and the inland portion of Matauri No. 1, except the plateau around the Te 

Tāpui kāinga.  The coastal lands of Matauri No. 2, the Te Ngaere Valley and the beach flats of Te 

Ngaere, and Matauri No. 1 show development.   

Maps 5 to 7 are orientation satellite maps of Motukawanui, Motukawaiti Panaki, and some Cavalli 

Islands.  It provides an idea on the terrain and vegetation, and shows notable features, landmarks, 

and place names mentioned in this report. 

Maps 8 and 9 use Google Earth to give a 3D perspective of the Matauri No. 1 and 2 blocks, 

highlighting the often hilly terrain of both blocks, and the inviting frontal areas of Te Ngaere and 

Matauri Bay beaches. 

Map 10 is an overview map of the wider Whangaroa district, highlighting place names that feature in 

report. 
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Map 1: Location map of Matauri (with boundaries of No.’s 1 & 2 Blocks) and the Motukawanui and Cavalli Islands, 20142 

 

                                                      
2  Map provided by  Waitangi Tribunal staff, November 2014.  The term ‘Cavalli Islands’ is sometimes referred to as ‘Cavalli Group’. 

Matauri X Block 
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Map 2: Showing land status of Matauri Bay Block and Cavalli Islands, 20143 

 

                                                      
3  Map provided by the Waitangi Tribunal, November 2014 

Tāpui 

Matauri 2G 

To Kaeo, Otoroa, & Kerikeri (via SH 10)

To Whangaroa 
Harbour 



4 

Map 3: Google Earth overview map of the Matauri No. 1 & 2 Blocks and adjacent district, showing notable features, landmarks, and place names 

 
Notable features 

1. Wainui Native Settlement 7. Whau Bay 13. Matauri X Inc. camping ground 19. Waiaua Native Settlement (originally named Matauri No. 3) 25. Tepene settlement (on Tepene Tablelands) 

2. Taiaue Bay 8. Parua Bay 14. Matauri Creek & Estuary 20. Waiaua Bay 26. Matauri Bay clay works 

3. Te Ngaere settlement 9. Putataua Bay settlement 15. Papakāinga settlement 21. Forestry venture (Matauri X Inc.) 27. Whakarārā School 

4. (Te) Ngaere (Valley) Stream & outlet 10. Matauri Pā 16. Motuiwi 22. Waiaua Stream (follows boundary line) 28. Kauri Cliffs Luxury Lodge 

5. Te Kiripaka marae & settlement 11. Matauri Bay flats 17. Motu Otamakupa 23. Approx. boundary b/wn Whakarārā & OLC 610-11 Blks 29. Opounui 

6. Paihia Block 12. Matauri Bay beach 18. Te Tāpui kāinga 24. Approx. boundary b/wn Wainui &Whakarārā Blocks, & Wainui & Paihia (see 6.) Blocks 

Matauri No. 2 block

Matauri No. 1 block
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Motukawaiti 
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Whakarārā Maunga

Wainui Block 

Former Waiaua Estate

To Whangaroa 
Harbour 

Whakarārā Block 

OLC 610-11 
blocks 

Whakarārā Block 

Mahimahi Block

18.

1. 2. 

3.

4.

5.

24.

7.

27.

8.

9. 
10. 

11.
13. 

12.

14. 15.

16.

17.
19.

20.
25.

26.

28.

23.

22. N 

Scale ca.2km 

6. 

21.

29.
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Map 4: Topographical map of Matauri No. 1 & 2 blocks and the Motukawa Islands4  

 

                                                      
4  Map copied from NZ TopoMap, www.topomap.co.nz, accesed October 2015. 

Matauri No. 2 block

Matauri No. 1 block
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Map 5: Motukawanui showing notable features, landmarks, and place names  

 

Map 6: Motukawaiti showing notable features, landmarks, and place names  

 

 

Motukawanui
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Motutaharakeke 
(Flax Island) 
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Keokeo 
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Parawanui 

Te Karo 
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Motukawanui No. 2 

Waiiti 

Pāpātara 
(Horseshoe Bay) 

Motukawanui No. 1 

Nukutaunga 

Panaki 

Approx. location of Motukawanui Hut 

Main access and landing area along 
shingle beach, and location of main 

homestead and wharf 

Motukawaiti

Motukawanui  

Shoreline mostly high 
cliffs and rocky shoreline  

Kahangaro 

Tarawera 

Whatupuke-iti 

Whatupuke 

Motuhuia 
Kahangaro-iti 

Where former extensive cultivations were located 
up until the turn of the 20th century 
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Map 7: Panaki showing notable features, landmarks, and place names  

 

 

PanakiHamararu 

Motutapere 

Motukawanui  
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Map 8: Two Google Earth maps looking west towards Matauri No. 1 (with boundary in red) 

 

 

Waiaua Bay 

Te Tāpui kāinga Former Waiaua Estate 
Matauri No. 2 

Putataua Bay Matauri Bay beach 

Putataua Bay 

Matauri Bay (Beach) Road 

Former Matauri Bay Beach Road

Matauri Creek 
and estuary 

Matauri X Incorporation 
camping ground 

Whānau camping 
ground 

Te Tāpui kāinga 
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Map 9: Two Google Earth maps looking south-west towards Matauri No. 2 (with boundary in red) 

Parua Bay 

Te Ngaere settlement 

Opounui Point 

Matauri No. 1 

Whau Bay Taiaue Bay 

Te Kiripaka 
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Matauri No. 1 

Whau Bay
Taiaue Bay 

Te Kiripaka 

Whau Bay 

Te Ngaere settlement 

Te Kiripaka 

Wainui Road
(Te Ngaere-Matauri Bay roadline) 

(Te) Ngaere 
Stream 

Road towards Mahinepua 
and Whangaroa Paihia Block 
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Map 10: Location map of Whangaroa and wider district, highlighting place names that feature in report   

 

Notable features 

1. Kaeo 5. Kerikeri 9. Mangonui  13. Otangaroa 17. Rawhiti  21. Tepene 25. Waikare 29. Wiroa  

2. Kāretu 6. Kohumanu 10. Matangirau 14. Ōtoroa 18. Russell 22. Tauranga Valley 26. Waikino 30. (Cape) Wiwiki 

3. Kawakawa 7. Mahinepua (incl. 
Motueka/Flat Is.) 11. Ōhaeawai 15. Parangiora 19. Tākou 23. Touwai 27. Waipapa 

 
4. Kēnana 8. Mangamuka  12. Orokawa 16. Pupuke 20. Taupo Bay 24. Waihaha 28. Whangaihe 

1.

9. 

10.

18.

17.

14.

12.

11.

8.

7.

6. 

5. 

4. 

3. 2.

15. 

19. 

20.

21.

22-23

24-26

27.

28.

29.

16.
13.

Refer to Maps 1-9

30.



12 

INTRODUCTION  

This report was commissioned by the Waitangi Tribunal as part of the agreed local issues research 

programme for the Te Paparahi o Te Raki (Wai 1040) District Inquiry.  A list of Native Land Court 

blocks for case studies of local land issues was developed, which included Matauri (including Te Kiripaka) 

and the Motukawa Islands (Motukawaiti and Motukawanui).5  Research around these blocks was also 

extended to include the Cavalli Islands and customary fishing of the surrounding waters. 

The research begins from the late nineteenth century with Te Kiripaka block from its first title 

determination of 1875 and how Māori in the 1880s and 1890 initiated ownership investigations for 

Matauri and Motukawa under their own committee initiative.  This report considers the following matters 

(see the commission brief at Appendix A): 

a. The role of the Treaty of Waitangi Committee, Tokerau Māori Land Council, Papatupu Block 

Committee, and Native Land Court in the title determination and initial subdivision of the 

Matauri land block and Motukawa and Cavalli Islands, including how local Māori responded to 

those roles  

b. How effective Crown protection mechanisms were concerning the titling, alienation and 

administration of land, and how did Māori utilise the protections for their purposes 

c. The major forms and extent of alienation that occurred over the land 

d. Crown policies and practices on title fragmentation and reform of Māori-owned land, such as 

amalgamation and consolidation, compulsory vesting, Europeanisation of Māori land interests, 

and the outcomes for the owners 

e. The outcomes for Matauri owners and their ability to manage their lands, including for the 

commercial utilisation of their land, and with regard to the Matauri X Incorporation up to 1995 

f. The kinds of Crown assistance available to Matauri owners to manage and utilise their lands, and 

that owners were able to take advantage of it   

g. The extent local Māori were able to utilise the Cavalli Islands land and the surrounding waters for 

customary and economic purposes 

h. The nature of the joint management arrangement for Motukawanui between local hapū and 

Crown agencies, and the outcomes for local Māori.   

This report is a study of the Matauri land block6 (2,163 acres) and the adjacent Cavalli Group made up of 

the Motukawa and Cavalli Islands (c.1040 acres).  As expressed to me by several Matauri claimants, the 

                                                      
5  Wai 1040 #3.2.532;  Blocks were selected in terms of seven characteristics: the location of the blocks, the 

period, representative status, exceptional circumstances, significance, issues in contention between Māori and 
the Crown, and research feasibility, Wai 1040 #6.2.15, p. 1, citing Wai 1040 #2.6.51, Appendix A. 

6  The ‘Matauri land block’ refers to the No. 1 and 2 blocks and their subsequent partitions.   



13 

Motukawa and Cavalli Islands and surrounding sea are indistinguishable from other features of the 

mainland and its people; each is dependent or interconnected with the other; the sea and land are seen as 

one larger indivisible block, inseparable.  This report considers a number of key themes relating to title 

determination, alienations, administration, title reform, and development.  It mainly focuses on the later 

nineteenth and twentieth century until (where possible) the 2000s.   

The title history of Matauri shows a gift from Matauri Māori in the mid-1870s of the Te Kiripaka block to 

the Crown for a Native School, which went before the Native Land Court in 1876, followed by both 

Matauri and Motukawa(-nui)7 appearing before the Treaty of Waitangi Committee (an entity established 

by Māori separate and independent to the Native Land Court process) in 1884 and 1890, respectively.  

The findings for Motukawanui in particular were referred to by the Papatupu Block Committee’s 

investigation of 1903 into the island.  Title investigation to Matauri and Motukawanui by the Māori Land 

Council/Papatupu Block Committee/Native Land Court took place just after the turn of the twentieth 

century; and for the Cavalli Islands in particular, not until 1947.  Table 1 below summarises title 

investigations from 1876 to 1947 by the Waitangi and Block Committees, the Native Land Court, and 

Appellate Court, respectively. 

Matauri No.’s 1 and 2 were extensively partitioned after 1909 with ten further partition hearings.  By 

1921, Matauri had been partitioned into 39 individual blocks of varying sizes.8  Further partitioning 

occurred in 1947, followed by a series of six hearings in the 1960s, then another nine in the 1970s and six 

in the 1980s solely relating to Te Tāpui kāinga (further partitioning of the kāinga occurred post-1990).  

These later partitions generally involved smaller subdivisions, and often involved owners cutting out areas 

of less than 2,000m².  Two major amalgamations occurred post-1960.  One was in 1966 in which 19 

blocks were formed into the Matauri X Incorporation of just over 1,381 acres.  The other amalgamation 

took place in 1985 when Matauri 1H1B4 residue and 1H2C2B2 residue blocks, totalling almost 17 

hectares, were amalgamated into the Tāpui Block (located around Te Tāpui Marae and kāinga).  These 

partitions are summarised in the two Partition Trees following Table 1, which give a visible appreciation 

of all (known) partitions that have occurred between 1909 and October 20159.  

Today, the block (as shown in Map 2 above) is still predominantly Māori-owned and occupied (as at 

October 2015).  Motukawanui is now Crown-owned, while Motukawaiti is in private ownership.  The 

Cavalli Islands are under a Māori Reserve status.   

                                                      
7  While not made explicit in the Waitangi Committee minute book, ‘Motukawa’ is referring to Motukawanui.  

The term Motukawa(-nui) is used in this report when referring to this Committee and its hearings.  
8  Nine of these blocks (23%) were over 100 acres; 13 (33%) were between 30 and 100 acres; and 17 (43%) were 

under 30 acres. 
9  October 2015 was the last date the title information was updated. 
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Table 1: Summary of Native Land Court title investigations and appeal hearings for Matauri, 1876-1947 

Chap. 
in 

report 
Year Block Hearing Location # of pp. for 

hearing Applicants Kaikōrero/Witness Tribal group mentioned in hearing 
Judge or Council/ Block 

Committee members 
Assessor/Clerk 
&/or interpreter Comment 

2 

1876 Te Kiripaka 
Native Land 
Court (title invest.) 

Whangaroa 1 Kīngi Hōri Kira Kīngi Hōri Kira Ngāi Tūpango Monro 
Wiremu M. 
Hikairo 

Gift to the 
Crown 

1884 Matauri 
Treaty of 
Waitangi 
Committee 

Ōhaeawai, 
Matauri 

41 

Nētana Mariao, Whare, Pōkai ? 

In Te Reo 
1890 Motukawa 

Nētana Mariao, Eme Patuhui, Pōkai Tete, 
Maraea (Korau) Tinia 

Nētana Mariao, Pōkai Tete, Pāora Puhi 
(Puhiki?) 

Ngā Puhi, Ngāti Kahu, Ngāti Kawa,  
Ngāti Rāhiri, Ngāti Rangi, Ngāti Tara, 
Ngāti Toketoke [Takotoke?], Te 
Popoto, Te Uritaniwha 

T Haare, Paki Wī Hongi, Hōne 
Pene 

 

1902 
Matauri 

Land Council Whangaroa 
3 

Rāwinia Tāmati Hō, Tāmati Hōri, Pāora Kira, 
Hōne Peka, Pūhipi Pene, Harepeka Taharoa  

Rāwinia Tāmati Hō, Tāmati Hōri, Pāora 
Kira, Pūhipi Pene, Harepeka Taharoa  Ngāi Tūpango, Ngāti Kura, Ngāti 

Miru, Ngāti Tara Blomfield, Kawiti 
CW Bean  

Motukawanui 1 Hōne Hapa, Pāora Kira Hōne Hapa, Pāora Kira

1903 

Matauri 
Papatupu 
Block 
Committee 

Matauri Bay 

256 Rāwinia Tāmati Hō, Tāmati Hoori, Pāora Kira, 
Te Maaka H. Otai, Harepeka Taharoa 

Rāwinia Tāmati Hō, Tāmati Hoori, Pāora 
Kira, Te Maaka H. Otai, Harepeka 
Taharoa 

Ngā Puhi, Ngāti Tai, Ngāi Tamatea, 
Ngāi Tūpango, Ngāti Kura, Ngāti 
Miru, Ngāti Rata, Ngāti Tara, Ngāti 
Tautahi, Ngāti Uru, Te Ngare Raumati  

Kārena Kiwa, Hetaraka Mānihera, 
Huirama Tūkariri, Herewini 
Paerata, Āperahama Parangi, 
Hāpeta Rēnata  

 

In Te Reo 

Motukawanui 89 
Hōne Hapa, Pāora Kira, Te Maaka H. Ota, 
Īhaka Pera  

Hōne Hapa, Pāora Kira, Te Maaka Otai, 
Pāora Pene, Īhaka Pera 

Ngāti Tai, Ngāti Kawa, Ngāti Miru, 
Ngāti Rāhiri, Ngāti Rangi, Ngāti Rata, 
Ngāti Tara, Te Matarahurahu, Te 
Uritaniwha   

 

1905 
Matauri 

Land Council Whangaroa 
7 

Tāmati Hoori, Kipa Roera, Pāora Kira et al, 
Īhaka & Hōne Maaka, Hoone Pororua, 
Harepeka Taharoa et al, Maaka Te Otai 

Hōne Hapa, Pera Īhaka, Pāora Kira, 
Tāhere Poroua 

Ngāti Kura  
James Wakelin Brown, Hoterene 
Kawiti, Herepete Rapihana 

  

Motukawanui 3 Hōne Hapa, Rāwinia Matauri Hō, Pāora Kira et 
al, Īhaka Pera, Kipa Roera  

Hōne Hapa, Rāwinia Tāmati Hō, Hōne 
Taotahi?, Īhaka Pera, Pūhipi Pene 

Ngā Puhi, Ngāti Tai, Ngāti Miru, 
Ngāti Tara, Te Aupōuri 

  

1906-7 Matauri 1 
Appeal 

Russell 

14 Rāwinia Tāmati Hō, Hāmiora Hōhepa  
Hōne Hapa, Hataraka Poihipi, Hōne 
Wēpiha (John Webster)  

MacCormick, Seth-Smith 
  

1907 Motukawanui 1 Hōne Hapa 
Mr Blomfield, Hōne Hapa, John Webster, 
Hataraka Poihipi, Kipa Roera 

 R. Mokonuiarangi  

1909 

Matauri 1 

Native Land 
Court (title invest.) 

12 Hōne Hapa, Rāwinia Tāmati Hō et al, Pūhipi 
Pene et al, Īhaka Pera, Hawira Pita et al   

Hanuia? Pita, Rāwinia Tāmati Hō, 
Tāmati Tame,  Pera Īhaka, Pūhipi Pene 

Ngāti Kura 

Gilfedder 
K. Haerehuka, 
Newton 

 

Matauri 2 

Mangonui 

1 Wiremu Īhāia 

Motukawanui 10 Hōne Hapa, Pūhipi Pene et al, Hawira Pita et al Hōne Hapa, Pāora Kira

Motukawaiti 3 Hōne Hapa, Pāora Hōri & Pūhipi Pene, Īhaka 
Pera, Hawira Pita et al 

Hōne Hapa, Īhaka Pera, Hawira Pita   

1910 
Matauri 1, 
Motukawanui Appeal Kawakawa 2 Hōne Hapa et al, Tāmati Hoori Hōne Hapa, Hataraka Poihipi  Palmer, Holland 

H. Paipa, 
Newton  

3 
1912 

Matauri 2 

Native Land 
Court (partition) Kaeo 

4 Tāmati Hoori et al,  Wiremu Pāora et al
Wilson 

Puckey

Motukawanui 5 Wiremu Īhāia  

1913 
Matauri 1 9 Tira Haare et al, Īhaka Pera, Hawira Pita et al

MacCormick 
Matauri 2 5 Tāmati Hoori, Wiremu Pāora 

2 

1921 Panaki 

Native Land 
Court (title invest.) 

2 Wiremu Īhāia, Pāora Kira Wiremu Īhāia, Pāora Kira Holland 

1932-8 Te Kiripaka Whangaroa, 
Kaeo 

3 Crown? Hōne Pāora Kira, Pāora Pāora Kira, 
Tanawau Kira 

 Acheson  Vested back 
to owners 

1947 Cavalli Islands Matauri Bay 8 [Not named] Ruru Hōhaia, Tame Tame Prichard  Waetford
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MATAURI 
Created 1902-05, 2,880ac 

MATAURI 2 
1,507ac / 64 

MATAURI 1 
1,520ac / 43 

Oct 1910 

MATAURI 2A
122ac / 5 

MATAURI 2B 
143ac / 9 

SOLD (K Leslie), 1911 

MATAURI 2C
835ac / 1 

Dec 1909 

Cancelled 1912
Apr 1913 

Cancelled 1912

Apr 1913 

MAT. 1A 
56a 20p / 2 

MAT. 1B 
73a 2r / 2 

MAT. 1C 
27a 3r 29p / 1 

MAT. 1L1 
318a 2r / 13 

MAT. 1L2
128a 2r 36p / 6

MAT. 2K
148a 33p / 8

MAT. 2J
484ac / 17 

SOLD (Matauri Bay 

Frams Ltd), 1969

MAT. 2D
71a 2r 30p / 5

MAT. 2A
25ac / 4 

SOLD (McKeown). 1919

MAT. 1L
843a 2r / 33 

MAT. 1H 
295a 2r 11p / 32 

MAT. 1F 
55a 3r / 1 

MAT. 1E 
55a 3r 20p / 1 

MAT. 1L3
226a 1r / 9 

MAT. 2L
1ac / 3

MAT. 2G 
54a 1r 30p / 4 

MAT. 2F 
175a 13p / 7 

MAT. 2C
30ac / 1 

SOLD (McKeown), 1919

MAT. 1K
2r / 2

MAT. 1J
2r / 5 

MAT. 1G 
1r / 4 

MAT. 1D 
111 ac / 2 

MAT. 2E
55a 1r 20p / 4 

SOLD (K Leslie), 
1916

MAT. 2H
312 ac / 9 

SOLD (T Hows), 1918-24

Mar 19151915 – see next page

MAT. 1L4
174ac / 8

 Aug 1916 

MAT. 1B1 
50ac / 1 

SOLD (T Hows), 1918 

MAT. 1B2 
23ac / 1 

Nov 1965 

Mar 1917 

MAT. 1D2 
54a 2r / 1 

MAT. 1D1 
54a 2r / 1 

MAT. 1D3 
2ac / 2 

Jan 1979
Feb 1978 

Mar 1921

MAT. 1C2 
12a 1r 4.3p / 5 

MAT. 1L3B
194a 1r 24p / 11

MAT. 1L3A
31a 3r 16p / 1

MAT. 1C1 
15a 2r 25p / 1 May 1972 

MAT. 2F1 
6a 3r 17p / 1 

MAT. 2F2
156a 1r 3p / 13 

MAT. 2F2A
3830m² / 2

MAT. 2F1A
2973m² / 2 MAT. 2F2B

62.5026ha / 13

MAT. 2F1B 
2.7746ha / 1 

Partition Tree for the Matauri parent block, 1902-October 2015 

 

  

  

  

Aug 1916 

  = Alienated (General Land) – covered in chapter three

 = Māori Reservation  

= Year of partition hearing 

 = Māori Freehold Land 
(as on Māori Landonline at Oct 2015) 

= General Land (Māori owned) 

   = Now part Matauri X Incorporation  

KEY 128a 2r 36p = area (acre or hectare) / 5 = number of owners at partition 

TĀPUI = Te Tāpui kāinga

Now Pt Lot 1 
DP 74547 

Now Lot 185 DP 393664

Motuiwi  

Now Pt Matauri 2B 

Now Pt Matauri 2H

Now Pt Matauri 2E

Now Pt Lot 1 DP 205663 
& Lot 2 DP 182363

Now Pt DP 205663 & Pt DP 
65903 (Part of Te Ngaere sett)

Now Pt Matauri 2D

Now Pt Matauri 2J

Now Pt Lot 1 & Lot 2 
DP 74547 (Lot 2 being 

Motuotamakupu) 

Now Pt Lot 1 
DP 74547 

Now Pt Lot 1 DP 74547

Now Pt DP 393664 

Now Pt Lot 1 DP 75447 
& Pt DP 393664

Now Pt Lot 1 DP 74547

Now Pt Lot 1 
DP 74547

Now Pt DP 393664 & 
Pt DP 451540 

Now Pt Lot 1 DP 75447 
& Pt DP 393664

Church & urupā

Urupā
Urupā

Wāhi tapu 
(not reserved) 

Oct 1905
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MATAURI 1H 
Created 1909, 295a 2r 11p 

MAT. 1H8 
93a 2r / 19 MAT 1H1 

21a 2r 21p / 10 

Mar 1915

MAT. 1H8C
69a 2r 10p / 15 

Mar 1916

Jul 1978 

Mar 1920
Feb 1947 

MAT. 1H1A 
2r / 1 

MAT. 1H1B4 
8.2404 ha / 57 

MAT. 1H8C2
23a 2r 22p / 5 

MAT. 1H1B1 Residue 
20a 3r 9p / ? 

MAT. 1H2B 
1r / 3 

MAT. 1H1B 
21a 20.5p / 54 

MAT. 1H8C3
39a 3r 28p / 11 

MAT. 1H2C
34a 3r 35p / 111 

Aug 1967 

Aug 1969

MAT. 1H2C2B2
30a 2r / 112 

Jan 1979

 Nov 1962
MAT. 1H2C2

31a 2r 32p / 97 

MAT. 1H2C1 
1ac / 1 Oct 1966

Dec 1977 

Apr 1974 

MAT. 1H1B3 
1795m² / 1 

MAT. 1H1B1 
1313m² / 1 

Jul 1966 

MAT. 1H8A1
10ac / 2 

MAT. 1H8A2 
7a 3r 13p / 2 

MAT. 1H2C2A
2 r 3p / 1 

MAT. 3A
1691m² / 1

MAT. 1H2C2B
31a 28p / 106 

MAT. 3B
1431m² / 1

Partition Tree for the Matauri 1H parent block, 1915-October 2015 

MAT 1H2 
36a 35p / 22 

MAT 1H3 
16a 3r 1p / 3 

MAT 1H4
96a 3r / 13 MAT 1H5

31 ac / 8 

MAT. 1H7
16p / - 

MAT. 1H6
16p / - 

MAT. 1H8A 
17a 3r 13p / 5 

MAT. 1H8B
5a 3r 32p / 1 

SOLD (F Leslie), 1916

MAT. 1H8C1 
6ac / 1 

MAT. 1H2A
1ac / 111 

MAT. 1H2C2B1
1r / 1 

TĀPUI 

MAT. 1H2C2B2 Residue 
12.03ha / 112 

MAT. 3C
1577m² / 4

MAT. 3D
1588m² / 1

MAT. 1H2C2B2 Residue 
11.72ha / 112 Aug 1978

MAT. 1H2C2B2 Residue
11.13ha / 126

MAT. 1H2C2B2 Residue
11.58ha / 127

MAT. 3F 
1539m² / 1 

MAT. 3E 
1494m² / 1 

MAT. 3G 
1302m² / 4 

MAT. 3H 
1560m² / 2 Jul 1979

MAT. 3J
1662m² / 2

MAT. 1H2C2B2 Residue
10.97ha / 125

Feb 1981

Nov 1982 

Mar 1981 

Jan 1980 

Sept 1980 

MAT. 1H2C2B2 Residue
10.8ha / 125

MAT. 3P 
1731m² / 1 

MAT. 1H1B4 Residue 
- / 54 

MAT. 1H1B4 Residue 
6.2664ha / 53

MAT. 1H1B4 Residue 
6.092ha / 52 

MAT. 1H1B4 Residue 
7.7842ha / 55 

MAT. 3Q
1822m² / 2

MAT. 3N 
1744m² / 1 

MAT. 3M
1528m² / 2

MAT. 3L
1534m² / 3

MAT. 3K 
1500m² / 1 

Tāpui
17.0687ha ha / 170

DP 113756 1987

Now Pt DP 393664

Now Pt DP 393664 Now Pt DP 402735

Now Pt DP 393664 &
Pt Lot 1 DP 75447

Now Pt DP 393664 & Pt DP 451540

Now Pts Lots 1-2 
DP 107979 

Oct 1975 

Now Lots 1-3 DP 118252 
& Lots 1-5 DP 169545

Landing Reserves

Te Tāpui Marae 
together with Lot 34 

DP 113756 

Mar 1985

Pt Tāpui Residue
7.1614ha / 319 (as at Oct ’15)

DP 113755 

Lots 2, 4-7, 28-33
4.0738ha / - Lot 10

1298m² / -
Lot 23

1050m² / -

Lot 1 
1132m² / - 

Lots 24-5 
2111m² / - 

Lot 26 
1050m² / - 

Lots 8-9
2511m² / -

Lot 35
1.8725ha /

Lots 11-22
1.3996ha / -

Lot 27 
2511m² / -

Lot 34
6933m² / -
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Table 2: Summary of private purchases for Matauri and Motukawa Islands, 1912-69 

Block Area 
(acres) Year sold Purchaser Vendor 

Valuation Consideration to owners 
Comment Capital 

Value 
Per acre

Board 
confirmed 

Actual paid 
% 

differ. 
Per acre 

1 Matauri 1B1 30% 50 1918 T Hows Raiha Hōne Hapa £50 £1 £37.10.0 £37.10.0  15/-10 Minor underpayment 

2 Matauri 1H8B 47% 5.96 1916 F Leslie Ēpiha Nētana £9 £1.10.2 £9 £9  £1.10.2  

3 Matauri 2A 28% 25 1919 JL McKeown Pāora Kira, Miraka Pāora, Mereihe Pāora, Mereana Hongi £25 £1 £25 £25  £1 Objection to sale 

4 Matauri 2B 12% 143 1911 K Leslie 
Hara Kipa Roera, Hāre Wiremu Īhāia , Hēmi Wiremu Īhāia , Hōne 
Heke Īhāia, Maki Hāre Wiremu (Make Īhāia), Mereoka Wiremu 
Īhāia, Moremu Wiremu Īhāia, Wiremu Īhāia, Hēni Kerenene Īhāia 

£81 11/3¾ £81 £81  11/3¾  

5 Matauri 2C 30% 30 1919 JL McKeown Pāora Kira £25 16/8 £25 £25  16/8 Sale contended by owner(s)

6 Matauri 2E 40% 55.38 1916 K Leslie Mangu, Ngatau,11 Taniwha, Taipari Mauahara £30 10/11 £30 £32.11.7 9% 10/11 Paid over the sale price 

7 

Matauri 2H 

70.2 1918 

T Hows 

Ngātai Tāhere, Āni Tauaiti £260 16/8 £77.4.5 £101.4.0 31% £1.10.0

Total area of block is 
312ac., 20.73ac not sold; 
payment irregularities; sale, 
though, not contested  

8 140.45 1919 Tāmati Hōri, Hera Hōri £300 19/2¾ £144 £144  £1.0.6

9 31.21 1920 Moetū Hōri [not stated] £39 £32.1.0 -18% £1.0.6

10 49.47 1923-4 Hōhepa Tāhere £312 £1 £74.1.2 £74.1.3 0.005% £1.9.10

 (291.33) (1918-24) (Total sale of Matauri 2H) (£327.5.7) (£351.6.3) (7%) (£1.5.2½)

Sub-total 1911-24 600.67 £534.15.7 £561.7.10 5%  

11 Matauri 2J 484 1969 
Matauri Bay 
Farms Ltd 

[number of owners not stated] $5,800 $11.98 $7,000 $7,000  $14.46 Issues of fairness & equity 

Sub-total 1911-69 1,084.67 £4,034.15.7 
($8,069.56) 

£4,061.7.10 
($8,103.62) 0.7%  

12 Motukawanui 1 20.15 1913 

G Hows 

Hōne Hapa £200 £1 £28.2.0 £25.3.9 -10% £1.7.10 CV based on 200ac 

13 
Motukawanui 2 

150.92 1914 Ēpihana Nētana, Hawira Pita £513 £1.1.7 £148.2.6 £150.18.8 2% 19/8 CV based on 473ac 

14 80.6 1914 Haki Wiremu [not stated] £112.8.0 £136.13.4  22% £1.7.10  

15 Pt Motukawanui 382.61 1916 Hēmi Wiremu, Taiapo Pita, Pūhipi Pene, Pāora Pene, Wī Hōhaia £280 £1.8.0 £434.3.0 £558.13.10 29% £1.2.7 CV based on 200ac 

16 Motukawanui 2 80.52 1916 Pirika Pera [not stated] £79.3.0 £80.10.4 2% 19/8  

17 
Motukawanui 1 161.2 

1916 Miriama Rei, Harata Tira £603 £1.9.10 £74.18.8 £92.8.6 23% 
£1.7.10

 

18 1918 Hāmiora Hōhepa, Tāmati Tame [not stated] £149.17.4 £149.17.8 0.006%  

 (Motukawanui) 8% (876) (1913-8) (Total sale of Motukawanui) (£1,026.14.6) (£1,194.6.1) (16%) (£1.3.5)
Signficant payment 
irregularities 

13 Motukawaiti 13% 93.7 1912 
Pūhipi Pene, Hōne Hāmiora, Papi Hāmiora, Pāora Pene, Hāmiora 
Hōhepa, Pāora Hōri, Hawira Pita, Īhaka Pera, Hōne Pera, Hōne 
Taotahi 

£145 £1.7.7¼ £150.0.6 £150.0.6  £1.11.0  

TOTAL 2,054.37  10% Survey charges deducted from consideration - % of consideration.  This meant that while the Pākehā alienee paid for 
the charges, the Māori owner effectively paid for it in the end by having the charge deducted from the sale proceeds. 

£5,211.10.7 
($10,423.06) 

£5,408.9.4 
($10,792.28) 4%  

 

 

 

                                                      
10  While the actual valuation equated to 15/- per acre, Thomas Hows’ purchase saw the consideration figure per acre less than the valuation figure because Hows had paid for survey charges over the entire block, not just the portion he was purchasing; thus the Native 

Land Court cut out a portion of the non-sellers’ block to make up for the survey charges he had paid, thus he paid the same amount for a larger share of the block. 
11  The loss of old pay sheets meant that officials assumed a balance paid to the Board for Ngatau had been paid to him. 
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Unless otherwise defined, the main alienation activities detailed in this report are around the sale and 

leasing of part of the Matauri land block; the former meant a loss of land with an upfront compensation 

(consideration), while the latter meant a limited loss of use of the land with compensation (rentals) 

spread-out over a limited timeframe.  Leasing provided a more consistent means of income to pay for any 

liabilities over the land and possible means of raising capital with which to develop other lseeor land 

holdings.  While there were significant private leasing and purchasing activities that took place under rules 

and protections established by the Crown, there were no separate Crown purchases or Crown attempts to 

purchase part of Matauri until the later twentieth century when the Crown purchased Motukawanui but 

failed to acquire Motukawaiti and the Cavalli Islands for scenic and recreational purposes.  No Public 

Works takings (other than the taking of small areas for road) and no land development schemes or 

consolidation schemes took place at Matauri (even though they were initially intended).  Table 2 above 

and Table 3 on the next page summarises the private sale and lease arrangements, respectively, that 

occurred over Matauri.  Maps 11 and 12 that follow Table 3 show these summaries in visual form.   

As at October 2015, the Matauri land block comprised 1,246.73 hectares (some 3,080.73 acres; around 

200 acres more than the Matauri No. 1 and 2 blocks first determined in 190212).  Of this, 670.58 hectares 

is the former Matauri No. 1 block (most of which now forms the Matauri X block), and 576.14 hectares 

the former Matauri No. 2 block (excluding Te Kiripaka of 1.89ha).  Combining the Matauri land block 

with Motukawanui (354ha) and Motukawaiti (38ha) makes a total area of 1,638.73 hectares. Of the 13 sale 

transactions between 1911 and 1969 (of which five occurred between 1911-24), a total 438.95 hectares 

(35 percent of 1,246.73ha) of Matauri No. 1 and 2 were alienated from Māori ownership; including 

Motukawanui and Motukawaiti increases the total alienation to 831.38 hectares (51 percent of 

1,638.73ha).  With the exception of Matauri 2C, the remainder Matauri No. 2 partitioned blocks alienated 

were adjacent the coast.   

All alienations, bar that of Matauri 2J, were confirmed by the Māori Land Board between 1911 and 1969.  

Only two sales occurred within the former No. 1 block, making up just 22.64 hectares (9.7 percent of No. 

1).  A caveat is placed here for Matauri 1H8A1 which ceased to be Māori Freehold Land in the 1980s, 

becoming General Land.  At least one portion (Lot 1 DP 402735 of 2,157m²) was sold into European 

hands in 2008,13 although this has not been further investigated. For the ten identified lease arrangements, 

only five (comprising 611.19 acres) went through to full term, with three of the five over one block only 

(Matauri 2J of 484 acres).  The remaining five leases, barely a year into their lease term, were a prelude to 

the purchase of the block by the lessee.  The exception is Motukawanui; here, Katherine Leslie had taken 

over her father’s (informal) lease in 1911, but George Hows purchased the island in 1912 (despite the 

protests of Leslie). 

 
                                                      
12  This variance is most likely due to survey adjustments and anomalies. 
13  See CT NA 408944 (21 April 2008), LINZ.  This was sold to the former Prime Minister, Mike Moore, and his 

wife. 
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Table 3: Summary of private leases for Matauri and Motukawa Islands, 1911-59 

Block Area 
(acre) 

Lease 
Lessee Lessor 

Valuation Rental to owners
Comment 

Start End 
Capital 
Value 

Per acre Annual Per acre 
% of Capital 

Value 

1 Matauri 1F 55.5 1922 1943 F Leslie Rangi Pera £50 18/2 £2.10.0 11d 5% Lease contended 

2 Matauri 2A 25 1918 1919 

JL McKeown

Pāora Kira, Miraka Pāora, Mereihe Pāora, 
Mereana Hongi 

£25 £1 £2 1/7 8% 
Blocks sold 1919 

3 Matauri 2C 25 1918 1919 Pāora Kira £25 £1 £3 2/4 12%

4 Matauri 2D 71.69 1918 1948 Haereata Pāora, Tarawau Kira £55 18/2 £5 1/5 9% Lease contended  

5 Matauri 2H  312 1916 1924? T Hows Ngātai Tāhere, Āni Tauaiti, Tāmati Hōri, 
Hera Hōri, Tāmati Hōri, Hōhepa Tāhere 

£260 16/8 £15 11.5d 5.7% Block sold 1918-
24 

6 

Matauri 2J 

 

484 

1916 1937 
K Leslie 

Pāora Kira, Mereana Hongi, Miraka Pāora, 
Mereihe Pāora, Hāre Pāora, Iwa Hāre Pāora, 
Pāora Pāora, Hūnia Otai, Hemo Hau, Mate 
Hema, Merepene Takiwhare, Maaka Otai, Mate 
Otai, Peti Otai, Raima Tika Ōtene, Tanu Whare, 
Taiapo Whare 

£275 11/4 £13.15.0 6.82d 5%  

7  1938 1959
[number of owners not stated] 

£805 £1.13.2 £40.5.0 1/7¾ 5%
Lease contended  

8 1959 1969 RF McElwain £4,375 £9.0.9 £250 10/3 5.7%

9 Motukawanui 435 1911 1912 G Hows 

Hōne Hapa, Ēpihana Nētana, Hawira Pita, Haki 
Wiremu, Hēmi Wiremu, Taiapo Pita, Pūhipi Pene,
Pāora Pene, Wī Hōhaia, Pirika Pera, Miriama Rei, 
Rāwinia Tāmati Hō 

£509 £1.3.4 £40 1/10 7.8% 

Complaint of 
unpaid rents.  
Island sold, 1913-
18 

10 Motukawaiti 93.7 1912 1912 K Leslie 

Pūhipi Pene, Hōne Hāmiora, Papi Hāmiora, 
Pāora Pene, Hāmiora Hōhepa, Pāora Hōri, 
Hawira Pita, Īhaka Pera, Hōne Pera, Hōne 
Taotahi 

£145 £1.7.7¼ ? ? ? 
Island sold, 
1913-18 

Total area leased 1,501.89
  Survey charges paid by lessee in lieu of rent, which 

meant that the Māori lessor effectively paid for them
Rental that should have been paid on full-term leases £3,791.10  

Leased to full term 611.19
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Map 11: Showing Matauri blocks and the Motukawa Islands leased from 1911 to 1969 

 

Map 12: Showing Matauri blocks and the Motukawa Islands sold from 1911 to 1969 
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Well into the twentieth century Matauri was relatively physically isolated.  The area was still affected 

central and alocal Government, although their actions were seemingly limited by the area’s isolation.  Just 

over a third of the Matauri block, and both the Motukawanui and Motukawaiti Islands, eventually passed 

out of Māori ownership.  The Cavalli Islands remain Māori-owned and have been relatively undeveloped.  

The Crown showed little interest in the area until, for example, the scenic and recreational values of the 

marine environment and Cavalli Group became more apparent in the second half of the twentieth 

century.   

In many ways Matauri’s isolation was its saving grace from greater alienation and interference from 

central and local Government; conversely, though, its isolation was also its Achilles’ heel.  For example, 

for much of the nineteenth and the early part of the twentieth century the best access was by way of sea.  

This isolation meant that many Matauri Māori lived a self-sufficient lifestyle off the sea and gardens for 

their immediate needs, while many more (possibly a majority14) became absentee owners having moved 

out of the area for socio-economic reasons.  This socio-economic situation was noted from as early as 

1898 when Te Ngaere Native School closed for a lack of local economic opportunities, poor harvests, 

and road access.  The advent of trawling in the 1930s and later the introduction of the quota management 

system caused further hardship.  Once a ring roadline was formed in the 1970s – effectively connecting 

the two main Matauri blocks from west to east (see Map 14) – this significantly opened up Matauri. 

Central and local Government were possibly hindered in their influence by locals who may have been 

suspicious of the true intent of their influence.  It is fair to conclude that many Matauri Māori were 

protective of what they had and what they have retained, although at the same time, very open to visitors 

and the general public to enjoy the scenic and recreational opportunities of the area. 

Please note that this report also uses the term ‘Matauri’ to indicate a wider area that claimants and sources 

refer to that extends beyond Land Court boundaries.  For the purposes of this report, unless otherwise 

noted, ‘Matauri’ refers to all the land within the Matauri land block.  ‘Matauri Bay’ generally, although not 

always depending on the source, refers to the Matauri No. 1 block because of the enticing scenic and 

recreational values of its large sweeping beach and coastal flats.   

Report structure 

Chapter one of this report sets the context by briefly outlining the landscape of Matauri and the 

surrounding islands.  Chapter two examines title determination from 1876 to 1947, particularly why Te 

Kiripaka block was taken to the Native Land Court and why Matauri and Motukawa(-nui) came before 

the Māori-initiated Treaty of Waitangi Committee at a slighter later date.  The chapter also examines how 

the Tokerau Māori Land Council, Papatupu Block Committee, and the Native Land Court determined 

title for Matauri and the Motukawa islands between 1900 and 1910, why Matauri Māori used these 

mechanisms and what were the outcomes.  The chapter also looks at why title for Panaki and the Cavalli 

                                                      
14  Although no analysis of absenteeism was undertaken within the timeframe of this report. 
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Islands were determined relatively late, and the Crown’s response towards the Cavalli Islands application 

for investigation in particular over the effects the application would have on the local flora and fauna.  

Māori that feature heavily in the title determinations are Kīngi Hōri Kira, Rīwhi Hongi, Pāora Kira, 

Rāwinia Tāmati Hō, Hōne Hapa, Pūhipi Pene, and Maaka Otai, and later Kira Williams (Wiremu) to 

name a few. 

Chapter three covers the initial partitions of Matauri No. 1 and 2, and how the Native Land Court 

operated during the title investigations, including the Court decision-making on titles.  The motives 

around the partitioning are examined, and is closely linked with the subsequent alienations that occurred 

very soon after.  The chapter then looks at the resulting alienations of 10 Matauri blocks and the two 

Motukawa islands (as detailed in Tables 2 and 3 above) to Pākehā that occurred mainly in one period, 

between 1911 and 1924, followed by the later alienation of Matauri 2J in 1969.  It looks into the actions 

of the Tokerau District Maori Land Board, including the confirmation process for leasing and sales, the 

Board’s consideration of purchase price, the transactions process, and how it considered the alienors’ 

‘other lands’.  A particular feature of the alienation pattern are how a majority of leases taken out on both 

Matauri and the Motukawa islands led to the sale of the land.  The chapter considers the outcome for the 

owners and their ability to manage their lands, and the Crown’s response when a number of concerns 

were raised by Māori owners or those (and/or their whānau) who had alienated.  Three families that 

figure prominently in the alienation activities of Matauri and Motukawa are the Hows, Leslie, and 

McKeown.   

Chapter four focuses solely on the Matauri X block and the Matauri X Incorporation, specifically the 

reasons behind the amalgamation, how the owners were incorporated, and the extent that the Crown was 

involved in this process, including providing technical and financial assistance – as demonstrated by 

several mortgages to the Māori Trustee.  This was important for the imposition of rates that the 

Incorporation struggled to deal with.  The chapter also looks at the development of the Matauri X block 

up until the 1990s; and the motives for several of the subdivisions schemes it attempted to implement to 

provide much needed capital and income as the Incorporation struggled to stay afloat and did not want to 

lose any land.  The chapter also considers the opportunity for owners to live on the land by way of a 

papakāinga scheme. 

Chapter five then looks at the management and utilisation of Matauri and the Motukawa Islands, 

including the struggle for development over the Matauri No. 2 partitions in particular – and this is 

demonstrated by the lengthy discussion on roading access to Matauri.  Title reform, land development 

schemes, consolidation and Europeanisation are also discussed as ways that the Crown attempted to 

address the issues of title fragmentation and multiple ownership or the increasing numbers of owners per 

title. The chapter looks at why land development and consolidation schemes were not implemented.  

While rates feature heavily in the Matauri X chapter, it is also considered here in relation to compromised 

rates.  
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Chapter six looks at the joint management arrangement for Motukawanui between local hapū and Crown 

agencies such as the Department of Conservation, how it operated, and what the outcomes for local 

Māori have been.  In looking at this relationship, the bigger picture of the Crown’s actions in the Cavalli 

Group15 had to be taken into consideration to understand where the Crown was coming from in its 

attempts to form a relationship with local Māori for this area.  The chapter looks at the purchase of 

Motukawanui by the Crown; and its failed attempts to purchase Motukawaiti, its subsequent management 

of Motukawanui, and its desire for a greater marine park area inclusive of the Cavalli Group.  The chapter 

also considers the Tai Tokerau District Māori Council claim for the return of Motukawanui. 

Chapter seven considers customary fishing in the Cavalli Islands and how local Māori have utilised the 

islands land and the surrounding waters for customary and economic purposes.  It highlights the 

importance of the island and its fisheries in sustaining the local population and how this changed with the 

advent of trawling, and later the Quota Management System in particular. 

Methodology  

The report focuses on Māori land and the determination of title for the Matauri block and adjacent 

islands; it is not an exhaustive history of Matauri.  It also considers the protection mechanisms for Māori 

land, the leasing and sales, and attempts to utilise and manage lands.  Crown ownership is considered for 

Motukawanui in particular given the commission questions around the (mainly) post-1990s relationship 

of this island between the Department of Conservation and Matauri Māori, and the Crown’s interest and 

attempts in the 1970s in acquiring the Motukawa and Cavalli Islands and Matauri Bay beachfront 

property.  

Overall, my approach was to consider (rather than duplicate) the coverage of, and germane subject 

matters from, overview reports for the Te Raki inquiry, relevant statements of claim, and talking with 

claimants with interests in Matauri and/or the islands.  From this, relevant published sources and 

histories, and archival and other repositories were checked.  I then prioritised archival searches and main 

subject matters in relation to the commission brief questions, with a particular focus on central and local 

government records.   

Matauri (and to a limited degree, the Motukawa and Cavalli Islands) feature, often fleetingly, in (at least) 

six Te Raki inquiry regional overview research reports before the Waitangi Tribunal. These commonly 

comprise factual details, local examples, and a few case studies intended to illustrate particular region-wide 

themes.  They were particularly useful in gaining an understanding of issues in relation to Matauri.  These 

six reports are: 

 H Bassett and R Kay, ‘Tai Tokerau Māori Land Development Schemes, 1930 – 1990’, Wai 1040 

#A10 

                                                      
15  The ‘Cavalli Group’ is a term used in some sources to describe the Motukawa and Cavalli Islands.  This term 

has been used where necessary in this report. 
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 Paula Berghan, ‘Northland Block Research Narratives, Vol V, Native Land Court Blocks, 1865-

2005, Mahimahi-Nukutawhiti’, Crown Forestry Rental Trust, February 2006, Wai 1040 #A3916 

 Mary Gillingham and Suzanne Woodley, ‘Northland: Gifting of Lands’, Crown Forestry Rental 

Trust, May 2007, Wai 1040 #A8 

 T.J. Hearn, ‘Social and Economic Change In Northland C.1900 To C.1945: The Role Of The 

Crown and the place of Māori’, Crown Forestry Rental Trust, June 2006, Wai 1040 #A3 

 B Stirling, ‘Eating Away at the Land, Eating Away at the People: Local Government, Rates and 

Māori in Northland,’ Crown Forestry Rental Trust, August 2008, Wai 1040 #A15 

 Tony Walzl, ‘Twentieth Century, Overview Part II, 1935– 2006’, Volume 1, Crown Forestry 

Rental Trust, Wai 1040 #A38 

Statements of Claim and informant site visit, 9-10 March 2015 

Statements of Claim in the following table were identified by counsel as having Matauri and/or the 

Motukawa and Cavalli Islands within their claim area, and/or identify specific areas of concern regarding 

these areas or other more overarching concerns, including Crown actions (such as leglisative, regulatory 

and land court processes, etc).  These were used to help focus some of the research around the 

commission questions, particularly around the alienation of Motukawanui, the relationship between 

Matauri Māori and the Department of Conservation, and the amalgamation and management of Matauri 

X. 

Table 4: List of Statements of Claim that appear relevant to, or specifically identify, Matauri 
and/or the Motukawa and Cavalli Islands, 1991-200817 

Wai # Claimant Representing Concerning 

230 Dover Samuels 

Ngati Kura Hapu, Matauri X Inc., 
Ngāti Miru, Ngati Rehia, Ngati 
Ruamahue, Ngai Tupango, Ngati 
Kaitangata, Ngati Kawau 

Crown failure to protect iwi mana & control & Maori 
Customary Title 

234 Hemi-Rua Rapata 
Matauri Bay Marae Trustees,
Ngati Kura & others 

Sale & purchase of Motukawanui by the Crown 
without consultation 

375 
Anaru Kira & Pita 
George 

Whakarara Maori Committee 

Crown's acquisition of Whakarara Mountain & 
surrounding lands as surplus land 

510 
Anaru Kira & others 

DOC’s draft Conservation Management Strategy for 
the Taitokerau Northland Conservancy 

513 
Te Rohe O Whakarara  

Northland Regional Council's regional coastal plan

520 
Anaru Kira & Pita 
George 

Land within historical boundaries of Te Rohe o 
Whakarārā 

                                                      
16  Berghan provides a very succinct title history of the Matauri Block and Motukawa Islands, although not the 

Cavalli Islands, and her history excluded the Treaty of Waitangi Committee hearings.  Her historical overview 
is based on the Block Order Files held by the Whāngārei Māori Land Court. Her report highlights the 
subdivision of the Matauri land block in 1909 (but not appeals), subsequent partitions, lands set aside for 
Māori Reserves, and alienations by sale and lease, and those lands that were Europeanised, all of which proved 
particularly useful in collating data for the Partition Trees further on in this report. 

17  While the use of macrons has been used throughout this report, they have not been used for this table as the 
details are copied straight from the Statements of Claim. 
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Wai # Claimant Representing Concerning 

523 Anaru Kira Whakarara Maori Committee 

Land Claims Settlements Act 1856, Ratings Act 1894, 
Rating Powers Act 1988 and policies adopted by the 
Crown and its agents namely the Far North District 
Council 

573 
Mere Apiata, Kevin 
Samuels 

Ngati Kura Management of Matauri X Block 

919 

Heremoananuiakiwa 
Kingi, Poihakena Kira, 
Iwa Alker, Leo Bowman, 
Ivy Williams, Marie 
Williams, Tangihaere 
Kingi 

Ngaitupango hapu 

Degradation of coastline and waters; failure of the 
Crown to recognise autonomy and tino Rangatiratanga; 
Crown purchases showing a variance between tuku 
whenua and transactions 

1145 Maurice Watene  
Descendants of Tuaiwa Pere 
Netana Epiha  

Prejudicially affected by Crown actions, including 
alienation of lands from Mangonui to Takou Bay, 
including islands 

1253 Dover Samuels 
Himself, his whanau & Ngati 
Kura 

Amalgamation & subsequent management of Matauri 
X Block 

1312 
Karanga Pourewa, 
Tarzan Hori, Hinemoa 
Pourewa & William Hori 

The descendants of the tupuna 
Whakaki 

Prejudicially affected by Crown actions 

 
1400 Hone (Paddy) Paki 

Ngati Miro, Ngati Kura, 
Whakarara Tribal Committee 

1487 Florence Bishop, Don 
Bishop 

Themselves, their whānau & Ngai 
Tupango, Ngati Ruamahoe, Ngati 
Kura & Ngati Kahu ki Whangaroa 
hapu 

1719 
Henry John Murphy 
Henry Murphy 

Whanau of Hone & Erana 
Murphy 

Prejudicially affected by Crown actions, and specifically 
the land court process 

1846 Sailor Morgan Ngati Ruamahue 
Prejudicially affected by Crown actions, including 
customary title to waterways & water resources, & 
foreshore & seabed 

1849 Wiremu Samuels 
Joseph Samuels, Dawn Samuels, 
Ngati Kura & Ngati Kahu ki 
Whangaroa 

Crown actions relating to foreshore & seabed, socio-
economic policies & practices, alienation of land & 
failure to actively protect taonga 

1850 Hera Epiha Marlin Epiha, Huhana Epiha, Ngati 
Kura & Ngati Kahu ki Whangaroa 

Crown actions relating to socio-economic policies & 
practices & failure to actively protect taonga 

1851 John Terewi 
Ngati Miro, Ngati Kura, 
Whakarara Tribal Committee 

Economic development & sustainability opportunities 
as British citizen consistent with Te Tiriti 

1856 Richard Wallace Paki Mokopuna of Hone Toi Paku 
Ututaonga 

Prejudicially affected by Crown actions, including the 
Cavalli Islands, and sale of Motukawanui 

1917 
Nganui Lucy Dargaville 
& Rihari Dargaville 

Descendants of Ngatau 
Tangihia 

Land Court system and processes, including Crown 
perceptions of ownership 

1943 Audrey Leslie 
Self & descendants of Haki 
Hona & Akinihi Hapa 

Actions of the Maori Land Court & Maori Trustee 

2389 Tahua Murray 

Tahua Murray, Rapine Hona, 
Charlie Hikuwai, Louis Hohaia, 
Mereihe Kool, Kawhena Paul & 
Ngati Ruamahue 

Alienation of lands, tino Rangatiratanga, ancestral 
hunting & fishing grounds and cultivations, of Ngati 
Ruamahue 

 

In March 2015, claimants generously provided their time and energy for an informant site visit around 

Matauri (including Putataua and the local camping ground), the Motukawa and Cavalli Islands, and 

briefly, Te Kiripaka.  The following is a summary of the kōrero provided by claimants: 
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 The boundaries of the original Matauri land block should have extended along the coastline 

north to include the Mahinepua Peninsula, south to include Tākou Bay, and inland to include the 

sacred Whakarārā Maunga  

 There is no separation between Matauri, the Motukawa and Cavalli Islands, and the sea; or, as 

claimant Mere Āpiata stated, ‘the sea, the islands and the mainland are all one.’18  

 General concerns on the surveying of land blocks, and a loss of customary rights through general 

legislative measures  

 The effects of trawling and the implementation of the quota management system hindered and 

denied customary fishing rights 

 Concerns about the workings and make-up of the Papatupu Block Committee, the Land Court 

process in determining owners, and the Māori Land Board involvement in the alienation of land 

 Concerns about the relationship between Māori and the Department of Conservation, the Māori 

Trustee, district planning, and local councils.19    

Rates was also a prominent concern as it featured heavily in the claimants’ memory of their parents and 

tūpuna who exerted much effort and work to raise money for rates with the fear that the land would 

otherwise be taken.  Thus, rates feature in this report’s narrative concerning Matauri 1F and 2K, and also 

for 2A, 2C-D, 2H and 2J in reference to no rates being owed upon alienation; that is, rates per se do not 

appear to have been a driving factor in the leasing or sale of these blocks.  Rates, though, were one of the 

driving factors for the amalgamation of Matauri X.   This report’s discussion on rates is, though, limited 

by the lack of available archival records on the matter; for instance, the Far North District Council did 

not have any historical records on rates (or at least any that I was able to locate).  This was not helped by 

many of the records of the former Whangaroa County Council having been destroyed by fire 

Another concern to arise from talks with claimants was the lack of Crown assistance to develop lands.  It 

is not clear as to what individual Matauri Māori may have secured finance from Government for land 

development, and claimants were unable to provide specific examples on this.  Another historian working 

in the Te Raki inquiry discovered that Crown land development activities were primarily filed under 

names of applicants rather than the land block name or appellation.  A search of some key names that 

feature in this report did not uncover any associated land development or financial-related files.  Severa 

mortgagee sales may have been recorded for some land blocks, as reported to me verbally by claimant 

Harata Toms.  Here, Toms indicated three possible mortgagee sales at the Te Tāpui kāinga, including the 

land upon which the Mormon Church now stands (Matauri 3N).20  The mortgagee sale of Matauri 3N 

was tracked down and is discussed in chapter four.  

                                                      
18  My notes from informant hui, Te Tāpui Marae, 9 March 2015. 
19  Recordings of part of the visit were later made available but not in time for them to be used for this report. 
20  Notes from telephone conversation with Harata Toms, 21 August 2015 (19:00).  Toms was only able to 

identify Matauri 3N as a possible block.  
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Claimants also provided research materials in two main forms; orally and in written form, including 

several hardcopy papers of various subject matters.21  The archives of the Whangaroa Papa Hapū office 

were not examined as initially intended, although I was informed that most of those records were readily 

available on the internet.22  Three scrapbooks of newspaper clippings of the early to mid-1990s, and 

extracts from the Matauri Bay School magazine from the 1930s, ‘Korero Wikiri’, were provided and 

searched; the former contained mainly generic clippings of Northland and the Treaty settlement process, 

although the latter had some useful anecdotes on fishing in particular.  During the course of 2015, I 

communicated with the Hapū office to pass on questions for claimants to consider or respond.  Late in 

2015, several interview transcripts of Paddy Paki (John Ututaonga), conducted by Crown Forestry Rental 

Trust in 2006 for the Whangaroa Papa Hapū Oral and Historical Research Project, were provided to 

me.23  These transcripts were mostly about fishing activities.  

I was unable to search the minute books of the Whakarārā Māori Council/Committee, dated from the 

1960s(?), held by claimants.24  This Committee was established in the 1940s when, in December 1946 the 

Whangaroa Tribal District along with the Matauri Tribal Committee Area were defined by gazette.  The 

Matauri Bay Tribal Committee was then approved by the Native Minister on 9 August 194725.  The 

Secretary of the new Committee, Motu Pāora, was sent a copy of the 1945 Act with a model set of by-

laws, both in English and Te Reo, along with a copy of the gazette relevant to the Committee’s tribal 

district and area.  The Native Department further explained what was required, including the keeping of a 

minute book; sending to the Department ‘for transmission’ to the Land Court a sketch plan showing 

boundaries of kāinga, villages, or pā relevant to the Committee’s area; the keeping of a proper bank 

                                                      
21  Subject matters included a copy of Melina Goddard, ‘Motukawanui Island Scenic Reserve: Historic Heritage 

Assessment, Bay of Islands Area Office, DOC, 2011; a copy of [ADOE 16612] M1 225 2/12/621 part 1, Sea 
Fisheries – Cavalli Islands-Matauri Bay area – Fishing ground declared “Tapu” by Maori, 1946, [ANZ]; and the 
Cavalli Islands reservation of 1994 of which the same papers were submitted to the Tribunal by the claimant, 
see ‘Index to papers of Hon. Dover Samuels concerning Cavalli Islands, compiled April 2015’, received August 
2015, Wai 1040 #S17(c). Local Pauline Mau provided me with papers that she said the Tribunal had, 
apparently, previously refused to place on the Record of Inquiry. She advised me that the papers referred to a 
spiritual dimension of Te Ao Māori beyond most people’s understandings – I indicated to her that her papers 
sat outside the parameters of my project commission.   

22  For example, AJHR, PapersPast, etc. 
23  ‘Interview with Paddy Paki’, 6 December 2006, Whangaroa Papa Hapū Oral and Historical Research Project, 

reviewed by Mihi Harris-Brown, Northland Research Faciliator, Crown Forerstry Rental Trust, 20 March 2007. 
24  Local councils or committees, an adaptation of the traditional rūnanga, had been provided for in legislation 

since the Native Districts Regulation Act 1858.  In politico-cultural matters, the Māori Councils Act of 1900 
provided for elected, self-governing bodies, or kōmiti, in the rural spaces in which most Māori lived. Māori 
Land Councils existed from 1900 to 1905 under the Māori Lands Administration Act 1900, and their 
successors the Māori Land Boards from 1906 to 1952 (abolished under the Māori Land Amendment Act 1952) 
– they essentially dealt with the issue of Māori land and operated under the guise of central Government, 
particularly with the land boards whose members were Government-elect. The Māori Council system persisted 
until 1945 when the 1900 Act was repealed and replaced by the Māori Social Economic Advancement Act 
1945, which established Māori tribal districts and committees.  There were several necessary steps in their 
establishment, including defining and proclamation by gazettal of the boundaries of a tribal district; the 
appointment of, and approval from the Native Minister, tribal executive members; defining and proclamation 
by gazettal of the boundaries of a tribal committee area; the election of tribal committee members, and their 
approval by the Minister, and nomination of representatives to the corresponding tribal executive.   

25  Tribal Committees changed to Māori Committees under section 9(3) of the Māori Welfare Act 1962. 
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account; the submission to the Minister of an annual report and balance sheet; and the appointment of an 

auditor (who would have to be approved by the Minister) to the Committee.  In November 1965, the Tai 

Tokerau District Māori Council approved a proposal from the Whangaroa Māori Executive to 

amalgamate the Wainui and Matauri Tribal Committees ‘in view of the decrease in population affecting 

both areas’ and in ‘an endeavour to stimulate more interest’.  The initial name of the committee was to be 

the ‘Wainui-Matauri Maori Committee’.  When the new Committee met, it was decided to change the 

name to the ‘Whakarara Maori Committee’.26  This Committee is still extant.  Records of this Committee 

and those of the Tai Tokerau District Māori Council identified in Archives NZ were noted and, in some 

instances, searched.  This search did not extend to the New Zealand Māori Council,27 as the focus of the 

research lay with their district councils and tribal committees which operated at the ground level.28 

Researcher Pam Gillespie contacted me at the end of 2015 to advise that, over a decade or so, she had 

compiled the following ‘Matauri data bank’ from her research for Matauri whānau: 

 ‘[Land Information New Zealand] file of Matauri rohe land block maps’ 

 ‘The Whakarara School Archive’ 

 ‘The Matauri Incorporation Landblock Report 2003/04’ 

 ‘The Archaeological Background  Material File, 2005’ 

 Copy of all the land court records relevant to Matauri.29 

Without having sighted this research, it potentially covers official records that may or may not be covered 

by my research, although at the time of contact the databank was ‘on loan’, and hence was not used for 

this report.  Also, at the time Moira Jackson and Angela Middleton were writing an archaeological survey 

report of Matauri Bay in 2005,30 Gillespie was apparently writing a historical report on Matauri Bay 

incorporating both oral and written histories as part of a ‘larger Matauri Bay Heritage Project’. 

                                                      
26  [Native Department] to Hone Rika, Chairman, Whangaroa Executive Tribal Executive, Pupuke, 16 May 1946; 

Form letter from Controller, [Native Department], Wellington, to Motu Pāora, Secretary, Matauri Bay Tribal 
Committee, n.d; District Officer to Head Office, 25 November 1965; District Officer to Head Office, 20 
December 1965; District Officer to Head Office, 6 January 1966 (this memorandum notes that the new 
Committee name needed to be approved by the Tokerau District Māori Council, although no approval was 
located).  All on file AAMK W3739 28 35/5/1, Whangaroa Tribal District …, 1946-66, ANZ; New Zealand 
Gazette No. 87, 12 December 1946, p. 1863. 

27  From the 1960s, the system of tribal committees and tribal executives was redefined with a national body 
called the New Zealand Māori Council presiding over district groupings of tribal committees or councils.   

28  For instance, in the late 1960s the Māori Council instigated a project to gather ‘lists’ from all Maori Council 
districts of important shellfish areas.  The purpose of these lists was to assist and inform the Marine 
Department when granting commercial shellfish concessions, see J.M. Booth, Secretary, New Zealand Māori 
Council, to Minister of Marine, 29 January 1970. On file AG 40 W2253 Box 70 42/28/35, General Fisheries 
Matters - Fishing Industry: New Zealand – Shellfish, 1967-70, ANZ. 

29  Email from Pam Gillespie to Anthony Pātete, 18 September 2015 (15:50). 
30  Moira Jackson and Angela Middleton, ‘An Archaeological Survey of Matauri Bay, Northland’, commissioned 

by Matauri X Incorporation and Matauri Bay Properties, July 2005.  Copy located on Whāngārei Library 
website: http://whangarei.recollect.co.nz/nodes/view/1823  
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Sources 

The report’s research relied heavily on the records of Archives NZ, those records still held in local 

authorities and government agencies, and the records held by the Māori Land Court.  The identification 

and search of primary and secondary sources was extensive, and while it was not initially intended here to 

set out in great detail those sources relied upon for this report – as they are listed in full in the 

bibliography and footnoted throughout – nonetheless, comment is required on them, their limitations, 

and why other sources were not, or could not, be used.  

The focus of the archival search was on the Matauri No. 1 and 2 land blocks (and their initial partitioning) 

and the adjacent Motukawa and Cavalli Islands.  Other records of the wider Matauri district were 

considered insofar as they were related, or not, to the Matauri land block.  For instance, many records 

that identified ‘Matauri’ or ‘Matauri Bay’ in their title may not refer to the original Matauri Block of 

importance to this report.  For example: the ‘Ex-service Settlement Blocks – Matauri Bay’ file contained 

less than a handful of papers referring to a ‘Section B’ block which appears quite unrelated to the Matauri 

land block;31 files pertaining to the ‘Matauri Bay Farm Settlement’, ‘Matauri Clay Pit’, and the ‘Matauri 

Bay Scenic Reserve’, mostly dated from 1955-1991, refer to activities over the adjacent Whakarārā Block, 

and thus were not used for this report.32  A number of files relating to the Whakarārā/Matauri Bay School 

were initially considered, although, in the end, they were not relied upon as it quickly became apparent 

that the school only borders the Matauri block boundaries, not lay within its boundaries.33   

                                                      
31  See BAMY 5155 A713 224g 6/92, Ex-service Settlement Blocks - Matauri Bay, 1960, ANZ. 
32  See ANZ references for Department of Conservation, 1977-8: BBEE 15336 A1632 313d 8/5/822, Quarry 

reserve - Matauri Bay Farm Settlement, 1962-82; AANS 828 W5491 816 9/1/463 part 1, Acquisition of Private 
Lands - Acquisition of Crown Land for Addition to Whangaroa S.F. [State Forest] 181 - Auckland 
Conservancy - Pt. Matauri Bay Farm Settlement, 1974-6; Department of Lands and Survey/ Department of 
Survey and Land Information: BAIE 1834 A799 493b DPF578 part 1, 1967-73, 493c part 2, Deferred Payment 
Farms - Section F Farm Settlement Matauri Bay - Westend, 1973-8; BBAG 4979 A211 525d LG 367, Grazing 
Lease - Matauri Bay Farms; Landcorp: ZACC 1109 A1258 4/489, 1800a part 1, 1887b part 2, p 1884b part 2 
[sic], p 4/489/3 1800b, Matauri Bay Farm Settlement, 1955-86; ZACC 1109 A1258 4/489/3 1885a, Mahimahi 
Block and Matauri Farm Settlement, 1976-87; ZACC 1834 A1258 138a LG 121, Grazing Lease - Matauri Bay 
Road, 1990-1; AAMX 6095 W3284 36/2455 80, [Small Farms Land Development Blocks] - Matauri Bay Farm 
Settlement, 1955-69; AAMX 6095 W3284 36/2455/1 80, [Small Farms Land Development Blocks] - Matauri 
Bay Farm Settlement - J L Mathewson, 1970-4; AAMX 6095 W3284 36/2455/2 80, [Small Farms Land 
Development Blocks] - Matauri Bay Farm Settlement - P A Westend, 1970-4; AAMX 6095 W3284 36/2455/3 
80, [Small Farms Land Development Blocks] - Matauri Bay Farm Settlement - J Sturrock, 1970-5; Ministry of 
Economic Development: AATJ 6090 W4993 27 5/44/2 part 1, Application for Permission to Obtain Bauxite 
Iron Ore for Use in Steel Making in Matauri Bay Road Area, Kabo - Pacific Steel Limited, Otahuhu, 1963; 
AATJ 6090 W4993 116 12/46/677 part 1, 116 part 2, 126 part 3, Williams Matauri Clay Pit, Matauri Bay - Clay 
Enterprises Limited, Kaeo, 1957-89; Rehabilitation Department: AATL 6130 118h 8/1977, Land Settlement, 
Matauri Bay Farm, Kaeo, 1955; and AATJ W4099 40 23/438/4 part 1, Tepene Tablelands Limited, Matauri 
Bay, Northland, 1970-3. 

33  ANZ references: BAAA 1001 A440 44/4 337a-c, 338a-c, 339a-b, 340a, parts 1-9, Maori Schools - Building and 
Site Files - Matauri Bay, 1882-68; BAAA 1001 A334 44/5 797b-c, parts 1 & 2, Maori Schools - Equipment and 
Supplies - Matauri Bay, 1934-67; BAAA 1001 A334 44/8866c part 1, Maori Schools - Conveyance and board, 
school transport - Matauri Bay, 1942-52; BAAA 1001 44/8 913c, Maori Schools - Conveyance and board, 
school transport - Whakarara, 1935-42; BAAA 1001 1083b 44/6, Maori Schools - General Correspondence 
and Inspection Reports - Whakarara, 1926-47; BAAA 1001 A440 44/6 961b, Maori Schools - General 
Correspondence and Inspection Reports - Matauri, 1947-69. 
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Most, but not all, historical Government files used for this report are held at Archives NZ,34 and are 

divided between the Auckland (for Regional/District Office files) and Wellington offices (for Head 

Office files).  Regional/District Office files have an advantage of providing more on-the-ground or more 

intimate information about an area and its people.  Permission was granted from Te Puni Kōkiri 

(Wellington), Te Tumu Paeroa (former Māori Trust Office, Wellington), and Housing New Zealand 

Corporation (Wellington), to access several restricted records held by Archives NZ.   

Archives NZ initially could not locate three files relating to Matauri 2F,35 Matauri 1H8A,36 and 1H8B,37 

although they were later located but too late for use in this report.  The Matauri 1H8A block is mentioned 

in the Statement of Claim Wai 1943,38 and counsel for this claim will be providing supplementary 

evidence for that claim using the 1H8A file.  Information for the remaining files have been, where useful, 

integrated into this report. 

The Māori Land Court Minute Book Index database, which covers most court hearings nationwide 

between 1865 and 1910, was searched to identify many of the early hearings.39  Hearings post-1910 were 

located through a mix of Land Court application files, title searches, Paula Berghan’s block history 

report,40 and from other documentation/records.  Once hearings were identified, related Native Land 

Court minute books were searched.  Berghan’s accompanying document bank only contained the record 

sheets and memorial schedules; it omitted land court titles, correspondence and application, and 

ownership schedules.  Approaches to the Māori Land Court to access some of these records had mixed 

success, although a number of application and correspondence files for Matauri and the Cavalli Islands 

(including for Motukawanui, Motukawaiti, and Panaki) were located.41  The Court held other application 

files concerning individual partitions or other hearings post-1960s, although their identification was 

                                                      
34  These records were searched using the online Archway system.  It should be noted, though, that this system is 

not flawless; that is, while the system now encompasses the majority of holdings within ANZ, it does not 
contain all of them.  Updates and accessions (list of holdings) are being continually added to Archway reflecting 
holdings recently lodged with ANZ or, as in the case of their Auckland office, holdings that have yet to be 
inputted onto Archway – this was the case for several survey files formerly held by Land Information NZ but 
had to yet to be inputted onto Archway.  These files were retrieved when I was able to provide ANZ with 
authorisation from Land Information NZ for me to view them.      

35  BAAI 1030 15/9/266 705d part 1, Maori Trust - Alienations - Matauri 2F2 part 1 and 2, 1974-84, ANZ. 
36  BBDL 1030 15/12/349 1966b, Maori Trust - Matauri 1H8A Block Section 175/53, 1964-7, ANZ. 
37  BAAI 11466 A39 2472 63m, Tai Tokerau alienation file - Matauri 1H 8D, 1916-18, ANZ. 
38  See also Brief of Evidence of Audrey Nelson Leslie, 1 September 2014, Wai 1040 #N13. 
39  The Index was produced by Ngā Ratonga Māori/Māori Services of the University of Auckland Library, 2002.  

The Index only covers the period 1865 to 1910.  
40  P. Berghan, ‘Northland Block Research Narratives Vol IV Native Land Court Blocks 1865-2005: Geographical 

Volume of the Whangaroa Hearing District’, completed for the Crown Forestry Rental Trust’s Northland 
Research Assistance Projects, February 2006, Wai 1040 #A39(i). Berghan’s block history reports included Te 
Kiripaka (not to be confused with the larger Te Kiripaka block near Whāngārei), Matauri, Motukawanui, and 
Motukawaiti, her reports omit the Tāpui Block (formed in 1985), Panaki, and the remainder of the Cavalli 
Islands.   In many instances the depth of information was lacking, or information/evidence was not properly 
or sufficiently referenced. 

41  The Matauri correspondence files end at 1993 which suggests that there are either further volumes or that the 
correspondence is placed under another file ref/sequence/application file.  
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generally based on other research results, including the unearthing of court-related file references or land 

court minutes (which post-1960s often had a corresponding application file).  Generally, though, the 

search of land court records was based on deduction and identification of specific records through other 

sources. 

Other archival repositories searched included the Alexander Turnbull Library/National Library,42 

Auckland Public Library,43 Kerikeri (Proctor) and Whāngārei Public Libraries,44 and Sounds Archives 

(Christchurch).45  Other government agencies searched that hold both historical and contemporary 

records included Land Information New Zealand,46 and the Department of Conservation (Kerikeri, 

Whāngārei, Head Office).47  Approaches to Te Puni Kōkiri and Te Tumu Paeroa about whether they held 

any records pertaining to Matauri and the islands produced no results.48   

Records of the Northland Regional Council (Whāngārei) were also searched by council staff on my 

behalf.  The records of the Council are primarily associated with resource consent, environmental 

planning, policy and management of water (coastal) resources in the coastal marine area.  Several former 

Ministry of Transport files pre-1990 were held offsite, but they tended to relate to European-owned land 

at Matauri.  Overall, the search produced limited results.   

Records of the Far North District Council (Kaikohe), which also included records of the Whangaroa 

County Council,49  were also searched by staff on my behalf, except for council minute books which I was 

able to search.  While a few County Council records were located at Archives NZ, overall – as advised 

verbally by the Far North District Council – most of the County records had been destroyed by fire some 

                                                      
42  This was searched online followed by a visit.  The Alexander Turnbull Library in particular yielded limited 

information as most of its collections were images, (including aerial images from the Whites Aviation 
Collection, dating from the 1970-80s), images and papers related to Douglas Myers (current owner in Matauri 
2H), and the Rainbow Warrior.  

43  This was searched online followed by a visit.  Some useful information was sourced from scrapbooks and 
newspaper collections, mostly post-1950s. 

44  The Proctor Library yielded some useful socio-economic information located by the library’s archivist after I 
identified records through the library website.  Research at the Whāngārei library was undertaken in the 
Northland Room (where the extensive Florence Keen collection (accessible by index) was located) and 
genealogy room (for newspapers), both of which yielded limited information. 

45  A number of potential audio sources were searched, and some useful information relating to fisheries vis-à-vis 
the Waitangi Tribunal Muriwhenua Fishing Claim of the late 1980s (while the Tribunal also holds the Tribunal 
recordings, it was more convenient (given my physical location) to access the Sounds Archives for those 
audios).   

46  Land Information NZ also holds some records held by the former Department of Lands and Survey identified 
through the online ‘Elfi’ database (access by permission), although these are slowly being transferred to ANZ.  

47  This involved initial contact followed by Department of Conservation staff undertaking keyword searches 
through their records database.  I was able to then follow up witth the respective Department of Conservation 
office with identified file references.    

48  Te Tumu Paeroa did not respond to a request to access any files relating to Matauri, while Te Puni Kōkiri 
claimed not to have any relevant files.  

49  Established in 1876, the Whangaroa County Council was amalgamated in 1989 with the Mangonui, Hokianga 
and Bay of Islands counties, and the Kaitaia and Kaikohe boroughs to form part of the Far North District 
Council. 
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years back.  The only County records retained were the council minute books from the 1880s to 1990.50  

Unfortunately, the paper records referred to in the minutes (which supposedly provide more detail) are 

missing.  The minutes proved time-consuming to search and unearthed few useful details.  What details 

were noted are scant and any corresponding file or correspondence was not located.  

The extant records of the Far North District Council seemed to be in no better shape than those of the 

former County records.  While the Council had a large corpus of resource consent and property files,51 

there appeared few other subject files of relevance.  Community Board indexes were provided by the 

Council via their ‘Objective Connect’ dropbox link, but proved of little use.  The earlier District Council 

minute books are in hardcopy only, followed by electronic copies for later books.  There were a number 

of references in these books to road maintenance of the Matauri Road (which may have included 

segments over the Matauri land block), public toilets at Matauri Bay, and the occasional reference to 

Matauri X, but seemingly little other useful information. 

Mainstream newspapers were searched using the online PapersPast,52 while Appendices to the Journals of the 

House of Representatives were also searched online.53  The New Zealand Gazette was searched by the in-house 

database at the National Library.  Technical and thematic reports from the Waitangi Tribunal and other 

secondary sources have also been used.  Electronic copies of maps and other title documents were 

sourced through Quickmap54 and Land Information New Zealand, respectively.  

There was a reference from 1998 to extensive research (probably of an archaeological nature) on the 

Cavalli Islands from Moira Henderson, who was then on the Historic Places Trust55 Regional Committee 

(for Northland?), but enquiries to the Trust and searches elsewhere did not locate it.56   

Comment on historical survey plans 

Many of the survey plans displayed in this report have annotations of mine in red font.  They are designed 

to point out, highlight, to the reader particular features of landmarks that may already be inscribed on the 

plan but the quality of reproduction in this report may limited the legibility of those marks. The 

annotations may also give context to some of the report’s narrative. 

                                                      
50   The minute books were only indexed from the late 1940s. Keyword searches were made through the indexes, 

although the pre-1940s books were searched page-by-page. The last minute book volume 1989/90 was 
missing. 

51  The Council undertook a search of their records for property files relating to Matauri and Tāpui, but drew a 
blank. 

52  Using http://paperspast.natlib.govt.nz/cgi-bin/paperspast the searches have tended to focus on the early 
historical period or around specific timeframes identified in the course of the research. 

53  Using http://atojs.natlib.govt.nz/cgi-bin/atojs  
54  Quickmap Custom Software Limited provides access to title information through subscription. 
55  Now called Heritage New Zealand. 
56  See Internal Department of Conservation memorandum from John Beachman to James Robinson, 25 May 

1998. On file HHA-01-02-04 NL-1, ‘Historic Heritage … Motukawanui’, 1979-2002, DOC. 
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Comment on Te Reo and other Māori-specific sources 

A general search of ‘Matauri’ and the Motukawa islands on the New Zealand Digital Library ‘Niupepa: 

Māori newspapers’ online website was undertaken, although yielded no useful information.57 

A number of sources used for this report are in Te Reo with no official translations.58  Most of these are 

dated from the early twentieth century. On occasion where a translation is not provided in the record 

source, but may be of importance to the narrative, and given my limited Te Reo proficiency, I have 

transcribed the document in full and provided a brief context; however, my context is not an authorative 

summary translation and should be caveat with that in mind.  In most cases where a Te Reo source has 

been transcribed into the report text, and again due to my lack of Te Reo proficiency and unlike for 

transcribed English quotations cited elsewhere in this report, grammatical irregularities (such as missing 

fullstops or commas) and spelling errors, are not marked by the editing term ‘[sic]’.   

Several sources in Te Reo had accompanying English translations.  These were prepared by an official 

translator at the time (often a Māori individual if the name of the translator is provided) for the benefit of 

government ministers and officials who could not read Māori – these are noted throughout the footnotes 

of the report; for example: 

Objections from Pāora Kira, Tarawau Kira, Mereana Hongi Hika, Hare Wiremu  Īhāia, Hāre 

Warawa, Kahuia Roera, Hara R Roera, and Kipa Roera, 5 January 1904 (in Te Reo, with  

summary English translation). On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 183h 5356, Tai Tokerau 

Alienation file, Matauri Block 1902-06, ANZ 

Hō to Chief Judge, 14 October 1905 (in Te Reo and English), on application file for ‘Matauri’, 

1900-53, MLC. 

Any macron errors are unintentional and apologies are unreserved. 

Comment on fishing records 

Records were also searched relating to fishing around the Motukawa and Cavalli Islands.  The Ministry of 

Primary Industries reported that no relevant historical or contemporary information was available.59  One 

purpose of my approach to the Ministry was based on two sources (which the Ministry were informed 

about): papers of the reservation of the Cavalli Islands in 1994 provided by claimant Dover Samuels 

                                                      
57  See http://www.nzdl.org/cgi-bin/library.cgi  
58  For instance, there are dozens of untranslated letters on file BAAI A39 11466 Box 183h 5356, Tai Tokerau 

Alienation file, Matauri Block 1902-06, ANZ that were not used for this report.  This file contains documents 
in relation to the Papatupu Block Committee hearings to the Matauri block.  These documents, however, are 
not necessarily in chronological order, and in some instances, documents that perhaps were originally one item 
(e.g. a letter and accompanying tracing) appear to be split and scattered in the file. 

59  The records of the Maritime New Zealand (formerly the Maritime Safety Authority, established in 1993) have 
also not been searched.  The safety authority was an agency which replaced the former Ministry of Transport 
Maritime Division, and was responsible, inter alia, for navigation and safety outside harbour limits.   
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(which he has since submitted direct to the Waitangi Tribunal60), which includes correspondence from the 

Ministry of Fisheries and the former NZ Fishing Industry Board; and a Department of Conservation file 

containing comments about Ngāti Kura making ‘various marine protection and management reserve’ 

requests to the department who promptly passed them to the Ministry of Fisheries, ‘both through the 

Ministry of Fisheries and through officials’.  This type of information, and how the Crown responded to 

it, may have been helpful to this report. 

I did not undertake a search of statutory provisions legislating or regulating for Māori fisheries insofar as 

statutory provisions may have been unearthed in my search of other evidence for this report.  Otherwise, 

a comprehensive search would be required of numerous special Acts passed over a long period (e.g. the 

Māori Purposes Acts that have appeared almost annually) to see what effect, if any, they had on the 

restriction of customary rights or for Matauri Māori to control and manage the fisheries.61 

The websites of interest groups such as the New Zealand Coastal Society,62 Federation of Commercial 

Fishermen,63 NZ Recreational Fishing Council,64 New Zealand Sport Fishing Council65 and the New 

Zealand Seafood Industry Council,66 were searched with no useful results.     

Comment on Matauri X Incorporation research material 

One notable omission from this report is research on the Matauri X Incorporation post-1990, even 

though the commission prescribed a research timeline cut-off date of 1995.  The Incorporation’s 

inclusion in the public record from its inception until the late 1980s was mainly because the Incorporation 

was subject to several mortgages from the Māori Trustee, thus creating a public record.  Once the 

mortgages were paid off in the 1980s, then the Incorporation’s ongoing monitoring by, and submission of 

                                                      
60  See ‘Index to papers of Hon. Dover Samuels concerning Cavalli Islands, compiled April 2015’, received 

August 2015, Wai 1040 #S17(c). 
61  In 1988, the Waitangi Tribunal compiled a number of statutes currently in force as at 1988 that impacted in 

one form or another on Maori fishing interests.  That list did not purport to be complete.  The list also records 
some of the more important but now repealed Acts of the past, Waitangi Tribunal, Report of the Waiangi Tribunal 
on the Muriwhenua Fishing Claim, Wai 22, 1988, sec 6.2.4. and Appendix 9.  There may be a more current list that 
supersedes this one.   

62  The society was formed in 1992 to promote and advance knowledge and understanding of the coastal zone, 
see http://www.coastalsociety.org.nz/  

63  Established in 1953, the federation is a national body that represents the interests of owner-operator 
commercial fishermen in NZ at a national, regional and local association levels, see 
https://www.nzfishfed.co.nz/MainMenu  

64  The council was set up in July 2006 to advocate and represent the interests of any non-commercial marine 
fishers nation-wide by lobbying central Government.  It represents a number of organisations and clubs, 
including the NZ Angling and Casting Association, NZ Big Game Fishing Council, NZ Marine Transport 
Association, NZ Sports Industry Association, NZ Trailer Boat Federation, and the NZ Underwater 
Association.  The council is recognised by the Government as representing the recreational fishers and public 
(by default) as it is the only body fully representing all types of fishers in NZ, see 
http://www.recfish.co.nz/?cat=38   The online records of the council are mostly aimed at the policy level 
rather than on the ground.   

65  Formerly the NZ Big Game Fishing Council, which was established in 1957, it changed its name to the NZ 
Sport Fishing Council in 2009.   

66  Formerly the New Zealand Fishing Industry Board. 
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annual accounts and reports to, the Māori Trustee ceased.  The Incorporation was still required by law to 

submit an annual statement of accounts and other documents to the Court Registrar, but approaches to 

the Registrar in Whāngārei were met with little success in viewing those statements. The Incorporation 

still had dealings with local Government insofar as the district planning discourse goes, although (specific 

to Matauri X) this tended to cease in the public record by the 1990s.  The Far North District Council was 

unable to provide me with any records for the period 1990 to 1995.   

The Land Court was unable to locate any application file for the July 1966 and 1967 Court hearings into 

the formation of the Matauri X Incorporation; although in November 2015 I was provided with a 2003 

Court report ‘Matauri X Incorporation Report’ compiled by Jane Spencer.67  While relatively short, the 

report proved helpful.  That report also referred to extensive appendices that were not provided to me as 

they were in hard-copy only, and a further visit to the Whāngārei Court could not be completed in the 

timeframe available.68  A claimant copy of a report by Pam Gillespie on the formation of Matauri X was 

also provided in the same period.69  The existence of Matauri X management committee minute books 

that came to light in Gillespie’s report have not been searched.   It should be noted that no direct 

approach was made to the Matauri X Incorporation for information.   

Comment on the Marine Area and Coastal Act 2011 application from the Taotahi whānau, 2011-13 

In undertaking research on the Motukawa and Cavalli Islands, I came across an application for customary 

marine title under the Marine Area and Coastal Act 2011 for an area surrounding Matauri Bay and the 

Cavalli Islands.  This application was submitted to the Minister for Treaty of Waitangi Negotiations by 

the Taotahi whānau in September 2011.70   After a preliminary investigation – which included a 

preliminary appraisal report confidential to negotiations71 – the Minister declined the application on the 

grounds that the applicant appeared to not have a sufficient mandate from Ngāti Torehina to whom the 

                                                      
67  Jane Spencer, ‘Matauri X Incorporation Report’, 2003, MLC.  Spencer’s report was in response to a court 

hearing (Whāngārei Minute Book 98, 22 December 2003, pp. 268-9) into the validity of a mortgage to the 
Incorporation which lies outside the parameters of this report.  The purpose of Spencer’s report was to 
identify the blocks, and their shareholding, that were incorporated; the conversion of the ownership of the 
block; any details of changes in shareholding by share transfer, succession, etc; particulars of orders affecting 
title to the block (e.g. roadways) and alienations by lease or licence since incorporation; and the current 
shareholding. 

68  The report notes that these appendices were provided for viewing at the Matauri X 2004 Annual General 
Meeting.  

69  Pam Gillespie, [Matauri X Report Contents], n.d.  There was no formal title to Gillespie’s report that was 
provided to me.  It comprises six pages, and excluded appendices.  Her report contains information on 
changes in the block’s shareholding between 1966 and 2003. 

70  Letter from Richard K and Maraina McGrath to Minister Chris Finlayson, 28 September 2011, copy provided 
by the Office of Treaty Settlements, 3 July 2015; see also http://www.justice.govt.nz/treaty-
settlements/office-of-treaty-settlements/marine-and-coastal-area-takutai-moana/current-marine-and-coastal-
applications#notified  

71  A copy was not provided to me. 
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applicants claim to represent, and that other tribal groups and whānau were resident within the claim area 

who may also have interests.72   

Limitations of sources 

The use of primary sources (e.g. letters, reports, etc) requires judicious handling to establish who 

produced the materials in question, when and the circumstances under which they were created, whether 

they expressed the original or derived views of their creator, and the purpose for which they were created.  

Furthermore, government records stored in various archival repositories may be significantly 

limited/restricted in their content and reliability by a number of factors, including indirect relationships 

(i.e. outside perception), lack of intimate knowledge of the subject matter, the role, position, ulterior 

motives (if any), political persuasions and prejudices of the informants or authors providing/writing the 

narrative.  However, while historical sources may differ in emphasis, events and personages are inclined 

to remain the same.   

Caution is also given for the use of land court minutes.  They are a major source of information which 

record, among other things, land tenure, proof of descent or whakapapa73, whānau, hapū and iwi.  As 

Angela Ballara states, however, there are significant problems associated with using these minutes as a 

source material (not least of which is legibility).74  The quality and reliability of the evidence being 

recorded in English may be problematic given that the first language of the claimants and witnesses was 

Māori, meaning that all the evidence was given in Māori.  In some instances, details or meanings may 

have been lost in translation, but more practical difficulties may lay in interpreting the information 

provided.  For instance, major conceptual differences, such as those between Māori and Pākehā concepts 

of land ownership, may have been lost in translation.  For Matauri, many of the minutes are brief because 

of out-of-court arrangements where only the outcomes were recorded in the minutes, not the actual 

discussion and arguments that may have occurred.   

In general, court witnesses were often interested parties trying to establish their claims, sometimes to the 

exclusion of others; and evidence could be contradictory or even deliberately misleading.  This is shown, 

for instance, in the 1909 title investigation into Motukawanui where the Court commented on the 

fabrication of some evidence.  On the other hand, at times when evidence was fully recorded, such as 

during the Papatupu Block Committee hearings, it was subject to prolonged cross-questioning and 

scrutiny, so while ‘judgements’ may reflect the history of a victor(s) or applicant, the evidence in these 

instances could be far more comprehensive, relevant and accurate.  It should be noted that while Māori 

Land Board minute books are cited in this report, unlike land court minute books which can often record 

lengthy testimony, the board minutes tend to only record decisions or outcomes.  Occasionally, they may 

                                                      
72  Finlayson to McGrath, 26 September 2013, copy provided by the Office of Treaty Settlements on 3 July 2015. 
73  Tribal claimant groups would select a particular tupuna/tūpuna as the basis of title by proving a direct link to 

this tupuna through whakapapa.  
74  Many of the common problems are detailed in, A. Ballara, Iwi: the dynamics of Māori tribal organisation from c. 1769 

to c. 1945, Victoria University Press, 1998, pp 44-51. 
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record certain conditions required before full confirmation can be given (e.g. confirmation of other lands 

sufficient for the seller’s needs; submission of a Government valuation, etc). 

Given the nature, fragility, and damage of some records, there may be some gaps in the information, and 

some spelling mistakes or inconsistent spelling, especially of names of individuals, tūpuna, and hapū).   To 

assist in these situations, square-bracketed question or spelling marks – [?] or [sp?] – are used to indicate 

words and spellings that have proved especially difficult to decipher, or words where the spelling is called 

into question. 
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Chapter One – Setting the context 

1.1 Introduction 

Te Uira Associates acknowledge that ‘the historical ebb and flow of tangata whenua settlement and 

political and economic organisation’ for the rohe o Whangaroa undoubtedly developed and changed over 

time.   The Associates provide a contemporary rendition of the tribal dynamic of ngā papa hapu of 

Whangaroa and their respective localities, including for the Matauri district where Ngāi Tūpango are 

located at Te Ngaere, Ngāti Kura at Matauri, Ngāti Miru at Matangirau, Ngāti Rēhia at Tākou Bay (as well 

as Te Huia and Mangatowai).75  This chapter outlines the geographical location of Matauri and the 

Motukawa and Cavalli Islands, before giving a brief overview of post-European contact in the area.  It 

sets the context for the research and analysis which occurs in the remainder of the report.   

1.2 Matauri land block 

The original Matauri land block is one of a cluster of coastal blocks of significance to Whangaroa hapū.  

Located 30 kilometres north from Kerikeri and 40 minutes east of Whangaroa Harbour, the Matauri land 

block and adjacent islands are an attractive coastal locality somewhat isolated from services and amenities.  

It is very much part of the Bay of Islands scenic and recreational playground, and is a popular destination 

for both international and local visitors who participate in many recreational activities, such as fishing, 

diving, and camping.  Much of the original vegetation of the block has undergone considerable 

modification.    

The terms ‘Matauri’ or ‘Matauri Bay’ noted in some sources can either refer to the Matauri Bay beach and 

coastal flats within the former Matauri No. 1 block (now mostly owned by the Matauri X Incorporation) 

or an area much wider than the original Matauri land block.  The Matauri land block (insofar as surveyed 

title boundaries go) is located predominantly within Block XIII Whangaroa Survey District.  The initial 

partition of the block divided it into two; Matauri No.’s 1 and 2 blocks (see Map 1).  Bordering much of 

the inland boundary of the original Matauri block is the Whakarārā block (on which the claimants’ 

maunga, Whakarārā, stands tall at 329 metres).  Part of that block is known as the Tepene Tablelands 

(where the long-established New Zealand China Clays Limited factory is sited76).   

The earliest known map of the area showing Matauri and the Motukawa and Cavalli Islands was from 

1793 – see Map 1377 on the following page.  It was drawn by two Māori men, Tuki (a tohunga) and Huru 

                                                      
75  Te Uira Associates ‘Oral and Traditional History Report for Te Rohe o Whangaroa’, a report commissioned by 

Whangaroa Papa Hapu, April 2012, Wai 1040 #E32, pp. 28-9. 
76  The very pure halloysite clay dug around this factory is exceptionally white and bright.  It is exported for use in 

high-quality materials such as porcelain, bone china and technical ceramics, see Carl Walrond. 'Rock, limestone 
and clay - Types of clay', Te Ara - the Encyclopedia of New Zealand, updated 9 July 2013  
URL: http://www.TeAra.govt.nz/en/photograph/5251/matauri-bay-clay-pit.  Accessed 1 October 2015. 

77  Copied from E.V. Sale, Whangaroa. Kaeo, Whangaroa Book Committee, 1987, p. 38.  The writing on the map 
was probably added by either Governor King or one of his assistants.   
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(a rangatira), who had been kidnapped near Motukawanui by Phillip Gidley King, the Governor of New 

South Wales78.  The two were taken to Norfolk Island with the intention of acquiring Māori knowledge of 

how to work and dress flax.  The map roughly illustrates the area from Doubtless Bay to the Cavalli 

Islands; it also shows the ‘spirit road’ that leads to Cape Reinga.  Motukawanui is described as follows: 

‘Motucowa governed by Tea-worock, father in law of Woodoo and inhabited by 100 people; he described 

it as the size of Norfolk Island, very few trees on it, but much flax grows there and much water on it.’ 

In this report, Matauri No. 2 tends to dominate the early twentieth century narrative in terms of alienation 

and development.  The Matauri No. 1 block tended to dominate the post-1960 narrative, in light of public 

activity around the coastal bay area, and the Matauri X block and its companion incorporation which 

comprises much of the No 1. block subdivisions.   

1.2.1 The Matauri lands today 

1.2.1.1 Boundary description – Matauri No. 1  

The Matauri No. 1 boundary (as it stands today) begins at the relatively isolated Waiaua Bay in the south.  

From there, the inland boundary (that separates itself from Whakarārā) follows the course of the Waiaua 

Stream inland for several kilometres (to around 100 metres above sea level), before the boundary swings 

north for several hundred metres, then northwest for over a kilometre to flank Te Tāpui kāinga (reaching 

200 metres above sea level).  Thence the boundary cuts across the Matauri Bay Road to continue 

northwest for another kilometre or so, flanking the seaward boundary of the Matauri Bay School and Te 

Kura Kaupapa Māori-a-Whangaroa79, before following the roadline to the road junction where the 

Whakarārā (paper) road veers westward.  From this junction, the inland boundary swings northeast for 

just over two kilometres – separating itself from the Matauri No. 2 block – in a straight line to the coastal 

headland that separates the Parua and Waiheke Bays (see Map 1).  The boundary then follows the 

coastline for around eight kilometres mostly east and southeast back to Waiaua Bay.  Except for several 

small blocks at Putataua Bay and other Māori reserves, most of the No. 1 block was amalgamated into the 

‘Matauri X’ block in 1967, now owned and administered by the Matauri X Incorporation.   

                                                      
78  For more information on King, see A. G. L. Shaw, 'King, Philip Gidley (1758–1808)', Australian Dictionary of 

Biography, National Centre of Biography, Australian National University, 
http://adb.anu.edu.au/biography/king-philip-gidley-2309/text2991, published first in hardcopy 1967, accessed 
online 28 October 2015. 

79  A local Māori school was established at Te Ngaere in 1876, but student numbers fluctuated as local people 
moved to seek an income on the Kauri gumfields.  In 1890, attendance at the school ceased, and the school 
building was dragged to the top of the hill by a bullock team to make it more accessible.  Changing its name to 
Whakarārā School, it remained open until Matauri Bay School replaced it in 1954. 
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Map 13: The first Maori map drawn in 1793 by Tuki and Huru for Governor King (with my annotations) 

 

Panaki

Motukawanui

Whangaroa Harbour 

Cape Reinga 

Mahinepua Peninsula? 



 

41 

There are several settlements, or clusters of housing on Matauri No. 1. Nestled on a plateau lies the 

aforementioned Te Tāpui kāinga (part of the former Matauri 1H block) overlooking the Motukawa and 

Cavalli Islands and coastal flats of Matauri Bay.  Another small papakāinga of less than a dozen scattered 

residential houses lies at the base of the plateau flanking the beach.  At the northern end of the coastal 

flats next to Putataua Bay lies another cluster of dwellings.   Putataua Bay is, more or less, separated by a 

hump-backed hill. 

Image 1: Looking north towards Matauri Pā, with the Motukawa and Cavalli Islands in the 
background, 201580 

 

 

                                                      
80  Taken by writer, March 2015. 
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Image 2: Looking east towards Taiaue Bay and the Te Ngaere settlement, 201581 

 

The popular beach along the coastal flats stretches around one kilometre.  Putataua Bay has a fine-sand 

beach with rocky foreshore at either end.  It provides a well sheltered natural beach, suitably for boat 

launching.  The coastal beach flats are bordered to the south and west by Te Tāpui kāinga that rises up to 

200 metres above sea level.  The headland (Matauri Pā) at the northern end of the beach is a significant 

landscape and heritage feature with panoramic views of the Cavalli Islands.  This is the site of the 

commemorative sculpture to the former Greenpeace Rainbow Warrior ship.  The coastal flats are relatively 

sheltered from northwest and southwest weather conditions.  The flats once held large cultivations; early 

twentieth century survey maps82 show old kūmara whare and swamp areas on parts of the flats.   

The main waterway that features on these maps is the Matauri Creek, originating in the steeper bush clad 

area to the south.  The stream enters the bay at the southern end of the beach.  Two other tributaries – 

Pateretere Creek and Whakamoenga Creek – flow across the flats to join Matauri Creek.  I was informed 

on a site visit that extensive drainage and modification of the original drainage pattern has occurred over 

the coastal flats, although parts of the flats remain wet for large portions of the year.  An exotic mainly-

pine forest was planted in 1995-6 over Matauri X Incorporation lands on some of the hills surrounding 

the flats.  Regenerating forest and scrub also features on the plateau seaward and east of Te Tāpui kāinga 

towards Waiaua Bay, where North Island Brown Kiwi can still be found. 

Two camping grounds are located on the flats.  A whānau camping ground at the southern end of the 

beach to the north of the Matauri Creek mouth, with several dozen camping sites, caravans and other 

makeshift structures alongside.  The Matauri X Incorporation camping ground at the northern end was 

established in the early 1970s, with around 180 camping sites, vehicular beach access and public boat 

                                                      
81  Ibid. 
82  The extensive cultivations on the beach flats are noted on plans ML 8502 (1912), 9451 (1914), and 10029 

(1915). 
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launching facilities, serviced by a general store.  The former Oceans Holiday Village motel and restaurant 

complex was located at the western end of Putataua Bay.   

Image 3: Looking south from Matauri Pā showing the Matauri X Incorporation camping ground 
in foreground on right, 201483 

 

Image 4: Samuel Marsden Memorial Church and urupā, southern Matauri Bay flats, 201484 

 

1.2.1.2 Boundary description – Matauri No. 2 

The inland boundary of Matauri No. 2 (as it stands today) follows west along the Whakarārā paper road 

for almost a kilometre before the boundary starts veering northwest across Conservation land for another 

2.5 kilometres, before swinging northeast skirting behind part of the Te Ngaere settlement for over 500 

metres; thence turning towards the coast for almost another 500 metres severing the settlement in two.  

The boundary then continues north and northeast around the coastline to the coastal headland that 

                                                      
83  Copied from http://www.matauribayholidaypark.co.nz/Gallery1.html  
84  Copied from http://www.matauribayholidaypark.co.nz/Gallery1.html  
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separates the Parua and Waiheke Bays, before heading back inland to the Whakarārā (paper) Road 

juncture.  Much of the country inland is made up of broken hills covered in a mix of farmland and 

regeneration.   Nestling near the southwest boundary of the No. 2 block near Te Ngaere sits the 4.5-acre 

Te Kiripaka block (once the site of the Te Ngaere Native School from the 1870s until the turn of the 

twentieth century) which contains a cluster of housing.  The larger part of the Te Ngaere settlement, 

though, falls outside the Matauri No. 2 block (and thus this report) as it sits within the Paihia block. 

1.2.1.3 Access 

This report contains a more detailed analysis of roading at Matauri under chapter four.  The following, 

though, is a brief description of the main forms of access to the Matauri land block aside from sea access.   

Map 14: Location map of road access to Matauri, 2015 

 

At the top of the hill adjacent Te Tāpui kāinga three roadlines intersect.  The Wainui Road (Te Ngaere-

Matauri Bay Roadline) is the route northwest through the Matauri No. 2 subdivisions to the settlements 

of Te Ngaere,85 Wainui and the Mahinepua Peninsula, before heading southwest down into Matangirau 

then over to the Whangaroa Harbour.  The Matauri Bay Road is the route south to Kerikeri.  These two 

routes form a ‘ring road’ formed in the early 1970s, resulting in a tenfold increase of traffic to the main 

beach on Matauri X.86  Up until the last few decades, the roads were metalled, but are now sealed.  The 

third road is Tāpui Road at Matauri Village, including Te Tāpui kāinga and marae.   

From the intersection of these three roads, the beach and coastal flats are accessed on land by a single 

sealed road which sweeps from Te Tāpui plateau down the southern ridgeline and hill.  Reaching the 

bottom of the hill just near the historic Samuel Marsden Memorial Church and urupā, a relatively new 

sealed roadline in a proposed new subdivision (in red on above map) winds slightly inland in an arc 

                                                      
85  Sometimes referred to as ‘Te Ngaire’ in some sources. 
86  ‘Matauri Bay – poised for progress’, NZ:R 052k T53, APL. 
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around to the campground.  Just before the church, the former roadline (sometimes referred to as the 

Matauri Beach Road) turns off to head down to the coast, sealed for the first several hundred metres and 

then unsealed thereafter.  Past a turnoff to the right (which heads south to a small papakāinga of less than 

a dozen scattered residential houses), this former roadline begins to veer north past a whānau camping 

ground to run along north along the crest of the sand dunes to the camping ground (this former roadline 

can be seen on Map 10).   

Image 5: Matauri Bay Road heading down to access the main Matauri Bay beach87 

 

1.2.2 Motukawa and Cavalli Islands 

The Motukawa and Cavalli Islands are made up of the larger Motukawanui (also known as Motukawa) 

and Motukawaiti islands and the Cavalli Islands (comprising 28 islands) offering vistas of a strikingly 

scenic and cultural landscape.  The larger Cavalli Islands, Motukawanui and the smaller Motukawaiti were 

extensively lived on in pre-Pākehā times, as demonstrated by extensive archaeological records.  While the 

Cavalli Islands group is generally considered to include Panaki, the Native Land Court gave it a separate 

title upon an application brought before it in 1920. 

Comprising around 340 hectares, Motukawanui is about three kilometres in length and just over two 

kilometres from Matauri Bay: ‘The island represents a complete archaeological landscape that is a rare 

remnant of continuous Maori occupation from early settlement through to European contact and 

later farming.’88  It is the biggest of the Cavalli Island group and comes under the charter of the 

International Council on Monuments and Sites as a place of cultural heritage value.89  Except for coastal 

cliffs, the topography of the island is undulating although high.  A smaller area of near-flat land occurs 

beyond the stormbeach at Pāpātara.  A larger alluvial bayhead flat flanks the Waiiti beach and extends in a 

long narrow tongue up a northerly-running valley.  Access is relatively easy on many of the island’s several 

beaches.  The island provides safe anchorage and a stopover place for boats, and inviting beaches for 

swimming and fishing.  Its vegetation has been slowly regenerating since 1973 when the Crown acquired 

the island.  Claimant Dover Samuels describes Motukawanui as having: 

                                                      
87  Copied from https://www.bookabach.co.nz/baches-and-holiday-homes/view/6899##  
88  Goddard, p. 6. 
89  Ibid. 
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a very strong and relevant relationship with Ngāti Kura and other related hapus in that it has 

traditional waahi tapus and has settlement pa sites, Mahinga kai, (old kumara gardens) and in 

the early 1900s provided a major Island settlement, and Ngāti Kura and associated hapus.  The 

history of Motukawanui is relevant to the coming of the missionaries as it was visited by 

Samuel Marsden in the early 1900s.  Ngāti Kura sees all these Islands as a family intrinsic and 

part of the Ngāti Kura tikanga, and way of life for Ngāti Kura.90 

In his 1954 thesis of Northland’s outlying islands, G.R. Cochrane reported that the highest peak of 

Motukawanui was a fortified Māori village.  He suggest that when the Māori population left the islands 

early in the nineteenth century, areas formerly cleared for cultivation and dwelling sites reverted to kānuka 

communities, and large areas of Motukawanui were still covered in dense mixed forest.  Much of that 

forest was then cleared in the late nineteenth century to allow farming.91   

The island was farmed from the early-twentieth century until the mid-1970s, when livestock were totally 

removed.  By 1916 several hundred sheep were being farmed on both Motukawanui and Motukawaiti.  

Cochrane considered the island had been mostly farmed by absentee owners up until 1947 when a family 

of four moved to live on the island, before the island was sold in 1954.92  A cottage, workshop, a 

boatshed and shearing shed were once located at Pāpātara,93 but only the cottage is still standing today.  

According to Cochrane, for the 1950s at least, livestock transportation to and from the island was by the 

scow ‘M.V. Rahiri’, or chiefly by barge and towing-launch.94 

In reminiscences from 2006, located on a Conservation Department file, Nau Ēpiha (born in 1942) 

considered the homestead on Motukawanui as a wāhi tapu.  As a small child of 8-10 years he ‘would take 

calves out’ to Motukawanui:   

Also – of course mutton birds – “those islands were our fridge”.  There wasn’t a lot of space 

on the mainland for raising animals.  The MacDonald’s [who farmed Motukawanui ca.1945-54] 

used to raise their pigs for them.  When [they] needed to kill a pig they would just go over to 

Motukawanui for one.  There was also extensive gardening at that time; the island was famous 

for beautiful kumara.  There [sic] us of the island was always very seasonal – pipers, snapper, 

oyster, mutton bird, sea eggs etc. 

Nau remembers elders going to stay at the homestead at Motukawanui during the 50s and 60s 

when it was there [sic] time to die.  They would go there to serenade the land and say good-

                                                      
90  Brief of Evidence of Mr Dover Spencer Samuels, received August 2015, Wai 1040 #S17, p. 14. 
91  G. R. Cochrane, ‘A Geography of Northland’s Outlying Islands with Special Reference to the Vegetation and 

its Cultural Modification’, a thesis submitted to the Department of Geography, Auckland University College in 
part fulfilment of the requirements for the Degree of Master of Arts, October 1954, p. 161. 

92  Cochrane, p. 161; Elizabeth M. Dickson, ‘Stephensons Island, Whangaroa, and Motukawanui, Cavalli Islands: 
Vegetation Report to Lands and Survey Department’, Department of Botany, University of Auckland, [1973], 
p. 9.  Copy on AANZ W5951 25421 Box 17, BOI-0312 part 1, [Department of] Lands and Survey – Head 
Office – Motukawanui Islands – Scenic Reserve – Bay of Islands Maritime Park, 1973-98, ANZ. 

93  Cochrane, p. 163. 
94  Ibid, pp. 22-3. 
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bye, Nau’s father and uncles did this.  It was the way they choose [sic] for their last connection 

with mother earth thru [sic] the connection of breath. 

The islands were [our] fridge, garden and haven of well-being.  This is because the people here 

were fishermen and the passage was dangerous.  In papatara bay you could naturally find 

shelter, it would be dangerous to try and get home.  When the men were out and didn’t come 

home we would often look at the island and see a fire burning on the beach by the house to 

signal us that they were safe.   

Nau’s older brother Ben used to go over to Motukawanui to offer help to Janet White [who 

farmed during the 1950s], but she never seemed to need it.  She had a reputation of being very 

tough on the shearing gangs etc.  She was always safe and looked after by the people here, the 

ladies at the marae always looked after her if she was on the mainland.95 

Image 6: Stock-scow "Rahiri" unloading fertilizers at Motukawanui, [1950s]96 

 

In her 2011 heritage assessment of the island, Melina Goddard described the island as being an area of: 

a mix of long grass (kikuyu), ti tree scrub, flax, cabbage trees, pohutakawa and sodoms apple.  
 

The northern end of Papatara Bay has mixed exotics planted by the early European farmers of 

the island.  These include a pear tree, grapevines, feijoa, peaches, plums and figs.97 

Motukawaiti (sometimes referred to as Step Island) comprises some 47 hectares, and is situated about 

three kilometres east off Matauri Bay and immediately south of Motukawanui.  It is a long narrow island 
                                                      
95  File Note re Nau Ēpiha discussions on Motukawanui, 4 May 2006. On file HHA 01-02-04-01 NLB-1, Historic 

Heritage … Motukawanui – Archaeological Site Records, 1978-2005, DOC. 
96  Ibid, Plate XCIX between pp. 161-2. 
97  Goddard, p. 7. 
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of moderate to steep contour, and only several hundred meters wide.  It has one main shingle beach on 

the western side several hundred metres in length and providing for a relatively sheltered landing area.  

Much of the land was formerly farmed – possibly, according to Cochrane, from as early as 187498 – and 

now has significant areas of regrowth and scrub.  

Brief mention of Panaki is also noted here as the Native Land Court determined ownership to it in 1921.  

Panaki comprises some 20 acres, or 8.0937ha, and is a low undulating island just north of Motukawanui.  

It is bounded on the north by steep coastal cliffs and faces, while low cliffs extend around part of the 

south side.  Landings can be made at a sandy beach.  In the early 1900s, the island was apparently fired by 

local Māori to clear off the coastal scrub to allow the flax to spread for it to be cut and sold.99  

Twenty-five islands, along with Motukawanui, Motukawaiti, and Panaki, make up the Cavalli Group 

within an area of 29km².  The 25 islands are: Hamaruru, Haraweka, Horonui, Keokeo, Kahangaro, 

Kahangaroiti, Motuharakeke, Motuhuia, Motukahakaha, Motukaroro, Motumahanga, Motumuka, 

Moturahurahu, Motutakapu, Motutapere, Nukutaunga, Piraunui, Tarawera, Te Anaputa, Te Anaputaiti, 

Tekaro (Te Karo), Te Toi, Tuturuowai, Whatapuke, and Whatupukeiti.  The Cavalli Group, which also 

includes 82 ‘associated rocks, plus 25 stacks’, are nationally important habitats for threatened flora and 

fauna, and are nationally important as archaeological sites.100 The islands are spread over 18km² of ocean, 

and comprise approximately 372 hectares.   

The ‘Cavalli’ name was given by Captain Cook in November 1769.101 At the arrival of Cook, the islands 

supported a large Māori population.102  Most of the islands have abrupt cliffs from the water’s edge and 

rise steeply to cone-shaped summits.  The high quality rich marine environment around the islands are 

recognised by most fishing amateur and commercial fraternities.  They host an established game fishing 

ground of hāpuka, tarakihi, snapper, scallop, and crayfish, and also offer several safe anchorages.  Given 

their unique biodiversity and Māori history, the Cavalli Islands have been subject to numerous research 

surveys, particularly from ornithologists and archaeologists, over the decades, and are considered 

‘ecologically significant’.103  The islands were largely unmodified in pre-European times used mainly for 

                                                      
98  Cochrane, p. 161.  Cochrane commented that farming began ‘eighty-years ago’, which I have subtracted from 

the date of Cochrane’s thesis (1954).   
99  Ibid, p. 165. 
100  Brenda Hay and Coral Grant, ‘Marine Resources in Tai Tokerau’, prepared for the James Henare Māori 

Research Centre’s Capacity Building for Sustainable Māori Development Research Programme, 2003, p. 28. 
101  It is thought that the name ‘Cavalli’ refers to the fish – probably trevally - that Cook’s crew bought from Māori 

there. 
102  Cochrane, p. 159. 
103  For example, G.P. Adams, Assistant Fauna Conservation Officer, to the Controller, Wildlife Branch, 

Wellington, 27 November 1969. On file BBEE A1632 15336 Box 557a NP225 part 1, Bay of Islands Maritime 
and Historic Park – Motukawanui Island, 1967-79; Dr Bruce Hayward, ‘Cavalli Islands Trip, December 28th, 
1978-January 7th, 1979’, Offshore Islands Research Group, New Zealand Geological Survey, Lower Hutt, 
1979; D.E. Crockett, Regional Representative, Norther/Far North Branch, Ornithological Society of New 
Zealand, to Commissioner of Crown Lands, 20 February 1977.  Copies of both on HHA-01-02-04-02 NLB-1, 
Historic Heritage … Motukawanui – Historic Research and Background, 1977-2003, DOC; Department of 
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birding where, according to Cochrane, the vegetation was left ‘virtually untouched’.  This changed from 

the latter half of the nineteenth century when it became common practice on many islands to fire the 

undergrowth.  This was to facilitate movement over the island by birding parties.104  In his 1954 thesis, 

Cochrane reported that Māori from Putataua Bay ‘periodically’ released weaned steer on Hamaruru, 

Nukutonga, and Motutapere until the animals are four to five years of age before ‘they are shot, skinned, 

cut up and taken away’ in small boats.105   

Prior to the arrival of Pākehā, the Māori inhabitants exploited the Motukawa and Cavalli Islands’ rich and 

diverse range of economic resources.  Goddard stated that the environment of the islands was similar in 

many respects to that of Polynesian homelands as it offered a warm climate with plentiful fishing grounds 

in relatively sheltered waters, and bays where waka could be safely beached.  A variety of shellfish were 

available on the sandy beaches and along the rocky coast, while kūmara, taro, yams and gourds were 

cultivated on the land.  Bracken root would also have been a large part of the diet.  Polynesian taro was 

planted on the stream flats, including on Motukawanui where evidence of these still remain.  Residence 

was probably on a seasonal basis, with gardening and kaimoana supplementing the diet.  Citing Cochrane, 

Goddard suggests that the introduction of guns into Māori society in the early nineteenth century saw 

many of the offshore islands vulnerable to attack.  She also suggests that many Māori left the islands to 

relocate close to or on the coastline where they could still exploit the islands and surrounding waters of 

kaimoana and ōi (muttonbirds).106 Today, Motukawanui is a Crown reserve generally used for recreational 

activities. Motukawaiti is in private hands, while the Cavalli Islands, as discussed later, are now a Māori 

Reserve. 

1.3 Post-European contact 

In 1814, Samuel Marsden set foot for the first time in New Zealand on the shore of Matauri Bay.  In 

1836, missionary Philip King purchased land then known as ‘Waiaua’ (probably referring to the ‘Waiaua 

Estate’), adjacent to what would later become the original Matauri land block.  He was one of the first 

Pākehā settlers at Matauri.  He sold Waiaua to Eleanor Stephenson in 1854, and it eventually passed to 

William and Cecilia Leslie in 1877-81.107  One other Pākehā had been living in the area since at least the 

1870s.  Tāmati Tame (Thomas Toms) married Rāwinia Tāmati Hō in 1876 and had six children of which 

only two survived.108  He had been engaged in the whaling industry, although whaling had declined 

                                                                                                                                                                     
Conservation, ‘Conservation Management Strategy: Northland 2014-2024, Volume 1’, operative 29 September 
2014, p. 22; see also Goddard, p. 10. 

104  Cochrane, p. 28; The burning of the Cavalli Islands (excluding the two Motukawa islands) was reported on in 
1953: Māori ‘do very little with [these islands] except burn them regularly,’ L.C. Bell, Senior Field Officer, 
[Wildlife Division], Russell, to Senior Field Supervisor, Wildlife Division, 3 September 1953. On file AAAC 
W3179 Box 17 46/29/139, Wildlife Service – Sanctuaries – Cavalli Islands, 1953-66, ANZ. 

105  Cochrane, p. 166. 
106  Goddard, pp. 6, 8-9. 
107  Lorelei Hayes, Waiaua to Kauri Cliffs: The story of a Northland Sheep Station, 1833-2003, Lorelei Hayes, Kaeo, 2004, 

pp. 27-8, passim. 
108  Northern Minute Book 43, p. 61. 
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considerably by the 1840s.109  Extractive industries – principally timber and gum – remained a major 

source of income and employment for local Māori.  By the late 1860s, the population at Te Wainui, Te 

Ngaere, and Matauri numbered around 125 individuals.110  By the 1880s, the country had entered into a 

long depression that did not subside until the early 1890s.  This resulted in a reduction in the prices 

obtained for both timber and gum, and as local Māori relied almost exclusively on these commodities, 

they were hit particularly hard.111  

Until more Pākehā settlers arrived, bringing with them a greater need and response for roads, bridges and 

other infrastructure, the local market and any large-scale export of agricultural produce was necessarily 

limited to sea transport.  The dependence on gum saw local Māori exposed to the usual market periods of 

oversupply and low prices; some Māori were able to supplement their incomes by working on such public 

works as were undertaken at this time.112  Evidence in this report suggests that Matauri Māori were able 

to depend on customary fishing to sustain some of their needs. 

Towards the end of the nineteenth century, kauri began to be cut in and around Whakarārā and Waiaua, 

and, as this report shows, on the Matauri land block.  On Waiaua, the Leslie Brothers cut timber for the 

Auckland Timber Company, which held leases there from 1882 until the early 1900s.113  Here, the logs 

were transported down the Waiaua Stream to Waiaua Bay where they were rafted to Auckland.  Kauri 

from Whakarārā was taken to the coast downstream at Te Ngaere (Taiaue Bay).114  The extraction on 

Matauri caused friction among Māori, which appears to have been one reason why applications for title 

determination were submitted to the Native Land Court in the early 1900s.  The last kauri to be sent from 

Waiaua was in 1925.115  The twentieth century arrived with the expansion of the frontier settlement which 

was driving economic growth from about 1900 to 1920.  Where employment could be secured, Māori in 

Northland were largely employed in kauri gum and timber extraction, land clearance, farm development 

and public works, with all such employment ‘under growing pressure through the 1920s.’116  Terry Hearn 

describes the period 1895-1907 as one of strong and continuous economic growth marked by full 

employment, rising real wages, and an apparently insatiable demand for land.  A sharp recession in 1908-

1910 was followed by a resumption of growth which continued until the equally sharp recession of 1921-

                                                      
109  Dr Grant Phillipson, ‘Bay of Islands and the Crown, 1793-1853, an exploratory overview for the CFRT’, 

August 2005, Wai 1040 #A1, p. 54. 
110  David Armstrong and Evald Subasic, Northern Land and Politics: 1860-1910, research report prepared for the 

Crown Forestry Rental Trust, 2007, Wai 1040 #A12, p. 1512 citing ‘Ngapuhi and Rarawa Tribes Residing in 
the Bay of Islands and Hokianga Districts. October 18, 1869.  Enclosed in E. M. Williams to Native Secretary. 
November 1. 1869. BAFR 10875 2a. ANZ, Auckland’.  The hapū ascribed to this figure is Ngāi Tūpango. 

111  H.W. Bishop to Native Secretary, 17 May, 1887 AJHR, 1887, Sess. II, G-1, p. 2. 
112  David Armstrong and Evald Subasic, Wai 1040 #A12, p. 616. 
113  Sale, Whangaroa, p. 133. 
114  On the informant site visit of March 2015, Whaea Iwa Aker talked about how the kauri logs were driven 

downstream past the Te Kiripaka block.   
115  L. Hayes, p. 114. 
116  Terry Hearn, ‘Social and Economic Change in Northland c.1900 to c.1945: The Role of the Crown and the 

Place of Maori’, Crown Forestry Rental Trust, 2006, Wai 1040 #A3, p. 821. 
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1922.117  This may reflect why there was a strong period of alienation of Matauri by way of leasing and 

sale to local settlers in the period 1910 to 1920.  

By the time the Duthie family arrived in the mid-1900s to teach at the Whakarārā Native School, one 

prominent Pākehā apparently living in the area, and the nearest Pākehā ‘neighbour’ for the family, was 

Tom Leslie at Tepene (Waiaua); the nearest store – a gum store – was eight miles (ca.12km) from 

Matauri.118  Around the 1900s, the Leslie family were apparently growing kūmara on the flats at Matauri, 

where ‘it was the girl’s responsibility to dig and tend the plants.’119  The Leslie family were prominent in 

many of the alienations of the Matauri block of the 1910s.  Matauri, though, was relatively isolated by 

communications, only accessible by sea or a bridle track(s), with mail delivered weekly across land 

depending on weather conditions.  There apparently was only one bridle track from Matauri to Ōtoroa; 

although goods (for the school teacher and her family at this time) were delivered by the S.S. Clansman 

that made a weekly trip along the coast.120  At this time, life for Māori at this time is described by local 

historian Nigel Hayes: 

Gum digging was still being carried out[;] in fact it was the only available means for the local 

Maoris to earn some money.  Fishing was another task they were engaged in, but this was for 

their own consumption as they had no way of disposing of their catch.  Matauri Bay in the very 

early days had been a whaling station and many Maoris were engaged in the industry.  The 

whales however became scarce and the industry closed down.  A Mr Tom Toms was the only 

one left who been employed in the whaling industry. … 

Living almost in a state of isolation the Maoris grew a lot of vegetables.  Mrs Maddox121 recalls 

extensive areas of the fertile flat land running away from the beach being planted in Kumara, 

and corn … tomatoes, citrus fruits, and many other types of vegetables and fruit growing in 

profusion.  … 

The Matauri Bay school at that time … was also the Post Office and Mrs Maddox carried out 

the duties of Postmistress.  Mail came from Kaeo once a week it was brought out on 

horseback every Wednesday along with the Auckland “Weekly News”.  Getting the mail 

through at times was quite a problem … There were no bridges in those days and … [it] wasn’t 

until 1913 that the streams were bridged and a road pushed through to the school.  Also that 

year a telephone exchange was put in to serve the Matauri Bay area. 

                                                      
117  Ibid, pp. 41-2 
118  W.A. Healy, ‘Early History of European Settlement in Whangaroa County’, 1972, ‘Whangaroa County’, 

Proctor Library. 
119  L. Hayes, p. 93.  Hayes cites this information from a Ted McGee.  There is no mention of what arrangements 

the Leslies had with Matauri Māori for the use of the flats, or for how long they cropped on the flats; See also 
F.P. Maddox, Whangaroa, to Director-General, General Services Division, General Post Office, 12 November 
1964. On file AAMF W3327 6101 Box 239d 30/2769, ‘Historical files regarding Post Offices – Matauri Bay’, 
1964-84, [pp. 3-5], ANZ. 

120  F.P. Maddox, Whangaroa, to Director-General, General Services Division, General Post Office, 12 November 
1964. On file AAMF W3327 6101 Box 239d 30/2769.  Maddox described the Matauri Māori as ‘kindly’. 

121  Mrs Maddox was assistant teacher at the Whakarārā Native School at the age of 16. 
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… There were no medical facilities in the county so they did what they could to look after the 

sick of the district.122   

Although a general desire for farming development was evident among Northland Māori, a lack of ready 

capital, state advances and incentives made it difficult to turn the desire into reality.  Thus, many 

Northland Māori were still dependant on extractive industries and rapidly dwindling resources, principally 

kauri-gum, for their livelihood.123  By the late 1920s and into the 1930s, the onslaught of the Depression 

hit Northland Māori hard, with the Māori unemployment rate in the area hitting around 40 percent by the 

mid-1930s.  The depression of the 1930s exposed the fact that most Māori in the region were employed 

on a temporary basis in rural industries susceptible to financial difficulties.  Māori communities were 

sustained during this period by subsistence, fishing, collection of shell-fish and other sources of mahinga 

kai, and by the relief offered by government.124  Matauri Māori were particularly hard-hit.  For instance, in 

the late 1920s, the Ministry of Works telegrammed Head Office about an approach from (Northern 

Māori) Member of Parliament Tau Hēnare, who had been asked by Māori at Matauri Bay in a ‘very 

destitute condition’ for ‘sufficient money to construct about ninety chains of road to enable them to earn 

something and get their cream and [sic] fish out to market.’  Hēmi-Rua Tuhipe was identified as the 

leader.  The Minister of Works approved of giving work as ‘relief rates’.125   

For much of the early twentieth century and well into the second half, the Matauri Māori community 

were self-sustaining from cultivations and, more importantly, the sea.  Reticulated power only reached the 

area in the early 1970s.126  In 1984, some 66% of the Matauri population was Māori with a high 

proportion of young people, with some 11 percent of the local labour force employed in fishing.127  As is 

shown in this report, the advent of trawling in the 1930s along the coast, and the later introduction of the 

quota management system, saw a rapid decline in the exercise of customary fishing.  Claimants have 

                                                      
122  Healy, ‘Early History of European Settlement in Whangaroa County’.  Mail day was a Tuesday where ‘clusters 

of Maori would gather round’, see F.P. Maddox, Whangaroa, to Director-General, General Services Division, 
General Post Office, 12 November 1964. On file AAMF W3327 6101 Box 239d 30/2769;  The flats once held 
large cultivations of kūmara, potatoes, taro, watermelons, sugar cane, and even fruit trees, Moira Jackson and 
Angela Middleton, ‘An Archaeological Survey of Matauri Bay, Northland’, p. 5;  The extensive cultivations on 
the beach flats are noted on plans ML 8502 (1912), 9451 (1914), and 10029 (1915). 

123  Armstrong and Subasic, Wai 1040 #A12, p. 1482. 
124  Hearn, Wai 1040 #A3, pp. 830-1, 832 (for the 40% figure). 
125  K.C. Williams, [Ministry of Works], Whāngārei, to [Head Office], [1928]; Works to H.H. Thompson, Works, 

Victoria Valley, [1928]; and, Engineer-in-Chief & Under Secretary, Public Works Department, to District 
Engineer, Whāngārei.  All on file AATE A1003 10880 Box 132b 18/6/78 part 1, ‘Whangaroa Roads – Matauri 
Bay Road, 1928-52’, ANZ. 

126  Oral communication, Dover Samuels, 15 March 2015.  The Government took over control of generation, 
supply, and sale of electricity in 1908.  From 1918, priority was given to reticulating rural areas for the 
development of agriculture.  District power boards were established which were tasked with reticulating the 
countryside.  After the Second World War a concerted effort was made to construct new lines to remote rural 
districts, Helen Reilly, Connecting the Country: New Zealand’s National Grid, 1886-2007, Steele Robert, Wellington, 
2008. 

127  J.D.M. Fairgray, McDermott Associates, ‘Individual Transferable Quota Implications Study: First Report 
Northland Fishing Communities 1984’, prepared for Fisheries Management Division, Ministry of Agriculture 
and Fisheries, September 1985, p. 3.  Copy on ABRS W4552 21471 Box 30 A39, Ministry of Agriculture and 
Fisheries Fishery Management Planning.  Implications Study …, 1984, ANZ. 
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described to the Waitangi Tribunal how Māori fared in general living at Matauri, dependent on the sea 

and gardens for the necessities of life where money was scarce, and where communications and 

infrastructure were limited with goods often supplied by sea:128 

Originally there was only one shop and Post Office, run by the Leslie brothers at Tipene.  

People rode their horses there to get basic goods.  Later there was a Post Office at Whakarara 

School Residence to receive and distribute mail and pensions.  And also Mr Perkinson had a 

shop opposite where the Top Shop is now. 

… There were a scattering of homes down at the bay but most were on Tapui Road.  There 

were only tracks connecting Matauri, Te Ngaere and Wainui and so people either walked or 

rode horses, including the children who had to come to Matauri Bay for school from Te 

Ngaere, Wainui, Waipareira and Mahinepua. 

Periodically a group of merchants came to Tapui and stayed for several days.  They set up their 

goods – clothing, household goods, ornaments – in the old dance hall on the marae.  There 

were also side shows outside under tents so it was a very exciting time, quite a carnival 

atmosphere!  I remember walking down the aisles as a little girl with my hands behind my 

back, in case temptation was too great, marvelling at the beautiful goods on display, especially 

the colourful enamel brooches.  At this same time, there would be an agent sent to trade with 

those who had Kauri gum or a certain type of fungus for sale. 129 

While Matauri today is accessible by sealed roads and Matauri Bay in particular is a busy recreational and 

tourist attraction, much of the Matauri No. 2 block are farmed or reverting, while much of the Matauri 

No. 1 block now forms part of the Matauri X block run by the Matauri X Incorporation.   

1.4 Summary 

Matauri and the Motukawa and Cavalli Islands are located along the coast south-east of the Whangaroa 

Harbour.  Matauri Māori lived at Matauri Bay, Waiaua, and Te Ngaere where land was able to be 

cultivated.  Well into the early twentieth century only a handful of Pākehā settlers and their families lived 

in the Matauri area.  Timber and gum were a major source of income and employment for local Māori, 

and timber was extracted from Matauri and the surrounding area from the late nineteenth century.  

Timber extraction on Matauri caused friction among Māori, which appears to have been one reason why 

some sought title determination from the Native Land Court.  At this time communications in the area 

were mostly by bridle tracks or sea due to a lack of formed roads.  A strong period of alienation of 

Matauri by way of leasing and sale to local settlers in the period 1910 to the early 1920s was during a time 

of growth for the country.  For much of the early twentieth century and well into the second half, the 

Matauri Māori community were self-sustaining from cultivations and, more importantly, the sea.  The 

                                                      
128  For instance, see Brief of Evidence of Mr Dover Spencer Samuels, Wai 1040 #S17, and  Brief of Evidence of 

William Grant Douglas Hori, 24 June 2013, Wai 1040 #G5. 
129  Brief of Evidence of Audrey Nelson Leslie, 1 September 2014, Wai 1040 #N13, [p. 4]. 
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Matauri Bay flats once had extensive cultivations.  Trawling from the 1930s, and the Quota Management 

System introduced in the 1980s saw a rapid decline in the exercise of customary fishing.  

Today Matauri is accessible by sealed roads and Matauri Bay in particular is a busy recreational and tourist 

attraction, served by a whānau camping ground and the Matauri X Incorporation camping ground.  The 

main settlements are at Te Ngaere, Putataua Bay, and Te Tāpui, with smaller clusters at Te Kiripaka and 

one end of the Matauri Bay beach.  Much of the Matauri No. 2 block is broken hill country in a mix of 

farmland and regeneration.  Most of the Matauri No. 1 block now forms the Matauri X Block run by the 

Matauri X Incorporation; some of this land is now regenerating or in exotic forest planted in 1995-6.  The 

larger Cavalli Islands, Motukawanui and the smaller Motukawaiti were extensively lived on in pre-Pākehā 

times, but today, Motukawanui is a Crown reserve generally used for recreational activities.  Motukawaiti 

is in private hands, while the Cavalli Islands are now a Māori Reserve. 
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Chapter Two – The original title determinations for Matauri and the 

Motukawa and Cavalli Islands, 1876-1947 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter sets out the title investigations for Te Kiripaka, Matauri, Motukawanui, Motukawaiti, Panaki, 

and the Cavalli Islands.  It firstly examines the reasons why Māori provided land at Te Kiripaka for 

Native school purposes, and the method by which this land was provided.  Te Kiripaka block became the 

first block, located within what would later become the Matauri parent block, to go before the Native 

Land Court in 1876 so a Native School could be established; the school site became subject to several 

court hearings between 1876 and 1932.  The school established at Te Kiripaka was known as the Te 

Ngaere Native School.  The school was built and opened prior to the court investigating title to Te 

Kiripaka.   

In the 1880s and 1890s, Matauri and Motukawa became subject to an investigation by the Treaty of 

Waitangi Committee set up by Māori.  This chapter discusses the origins of this Committee, established in 

a period where Māori wanted greater autonomy and powers to administer their lands, and possible 

motives as to why Matauri and Motukawanui came before the Committee. 

The chapter then examines how the Tokerau District Māori Land Council and the Papatupu Block 

Committee dealt with Matauri and Motukawanui in the 1900s.  Just prior to the enactment of the Māori 

Lands Administration Act 1900, several applications were received by the Native Land Court for 

respective claims to Matauri and Motukawanui.  The motives of the application were probably a result of 

disputes around timber, in particular, that possibly spurred the applications rather than the applicants 

being enticed by the new investigation regime under the 1900 Act.  The applications were subsequently 

investigated by the Tokerau District Māori Land Council with the help of a Papatupu Block Committee 

over a three year period from 1902 to 1905.  Applications considered by the Māori Land Council follow a 

set pattern; a council hearing to validate the application and then to elect a Papatupu Block Committee, 

followed by a Block Committee hearing, before a committee’s report was brought back before the council 

for its consideration.  The Papatupu Block Committee hearings are quite complex and the minutes 

extensive.  The Papatupu Block Committee sections dealing with Matauri and Motukawanui are divided 

into three parts; a summary of the evidence and findings, followed by a detailed breakdown of the 

evidence, and then the Committee findings in full are given.  The applications essentially divided the 

block into two large areas and one small discrete area, all of which the Māori Land Council determined to 

be No.’s 1-3, before the title investigation hearing divided Matauri into the two larger areas (No.’s 1 and 

2), with the discrete area (No. 3) forming part of the No. 1 block.  

In 1905, the Māori Land Council awarded Matauri No. 1 and No. 2 to two main groups or groupings, 

although Matauri No. 1 was appealed and its orders annulled by the Native Appellate Court.  

Concurrently, Motukawanui was also being considered by the Council and its findings were subsequently 
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but unsuccessfully appealed.  Fresh title investigation applications to Matauri No.1 for a Native Land 

Court hearing in 1909 are also considered.  To ensure continuity within this report, the appeals of 1910 in 

regards to Matauri No. 1 and Motukawanui are considered under the Motukawanui chronology of events 

as the two blocks were heard together by the court.   

Following from the Motukawanui section, the title determination for Motukawaiti is considered.  

Motukawaiti was not covered (or seemingly mentioned) by the 1890 Treaty of Waitangi Committee, the 

Papatupu Block Committee, or the Tokerau District Māori Land Council.  Investigation to its title only 

came before the Native Land Court in 1909.  As to why title for the island was only now being 

investigated, when applications for its investigation were first submitted to the court in 1907, is not 

conclusive but probably links in with its alienation in 1912.  Panaki and the Cavalli Islands were 

investigated by the Native Land Court relatively late, in 1921 and 1947, respectively.  While the reasons 

for their investigation are not made explicit, muttonbirding was probably a reason for the Cavalli Islands 

investigation.  This report, though, does not make a call on the ownerhsip findings of the title 

invetigations and appeals.    

Before the title investigations are discussed, the following sections provide background information on 

the respective roles of the Treaty of Waitangi Committee and the Tokerau Māori Land Council and how 

they functioned; and then how the Native Land Court considered title investigation and appeal 

applications.      

2.1.1 The role of the Treaty of Waitangi Committee in determining title for Matauri and 

Motukawanui 

By the 1870s, Māori were seeking greater powers to administer their lands and to unify on a non-tribal 

basis.  Northland Māori had come to regret their early enthusiasm for the Native Land Court and what 

they could achieve through it.  The failures of their efforts to effect changes in laws relating to their land 

saw Māori set up their own ‘unofficial’ Māori committees to adjudicate land titles – they were principally a 

Ngāpuhi initiative.130  Vincent O’Malley noted that the ‘unauthorised’ powers which these committees 

wanted to assert were intended to counter the land court’s work of individualising titles, and reassert a 

measure of tribal control over land. ‘Maori sought to retain a tribal veto over land dealings without which 

their individual interests could be acquired piecemeal.’131  With the opening of the Te Tiriti o Waitangi 

meeting house in 1881, the Treaty of Waitangi Committee (also known as ‘Te Komiti o te Tiriti o 

Waitangi’) was established.132  Te Uira Associates point out that the building of whare dedicated to the 

Treaty showed how the Treaty continued to exemplify and embody the rangatiratanga of the district and 

                                                      
130  Armstrong and Subasic, Wai 1040 #A12, pp. 1009-1010. 
131  Vincent O’Malley, Agents of Autonomy: Maori Committees in the Nineteenth Century, Huia Publishers, Wellington, 

1998, p. 136.  
132  Jane McRae, ‘Participation: Native Committees (1883) and Papatupu Block Committees (1900) in Tai 

Tokerau’, A thesis submitted in partial fulfilment of the requirements for the Degree of Master of Arts in 
Maori Studies, University of Auckland, 1991, p. 62.   
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Māori, even while the Treaty faded from Pākehā settler memory.133  The new Waitangi Committee sought 

to represent and protect a range of Northland Māori rights and interests, including settling land disputes 

and investigating ownership.134  In essence, the Committee enabled the exercise of rangatiratanga 

provided for under the Treaty by not accepting the Crown instruments of government and law, including 

the Native Land Court process; this type of assertion is noted by Te Uira Associates who cite Kīngi Hōri 

Kira, Hēmi Tupe and Hāre Hongi Hika et al in 1893 arguing for the right and the authority to administer 

their own lands and all their things that they have an interest in, based, in part, on the He Wakaputanga 

and Te Tiriti.135  Indeed, this is reflcted by comments in 1884 of H. W. Bishop, the Mangonui Resident 

Magistrate, who reported that Māori ‘appear to invariably manage to ultimately settle the disputes by 

mutual consent, and they loyally uphold and carry out the dicta of these curiously-composed tribunals.’136  

The Committee did not, however, have the power to issue an official title and nor did the Native Land 

Court have to accept the Committee’s findings. 

Māori continued to call for a more equitable system of land administration giving them greater control.  

The Government, though, insisted that the Native Land Court was the ‘committee appointed by law’, and 

that no legal standing would be granted to the Māori committees.  In 1880, several Māori Members of 

Parliament set out to rectify this situation, and a Bill was drafted which led to the enactment of the Native 

Committee Act 1883.137  This Act created only a few committees covering very large areas, and with 

power only to advise the Native Land Court.  The Bay of Islands Committee was officially established 

under this Act and operated from 1885 to 1889.138 The Committee’s jurisdiction included all of 

Northland.  It was separate to the Treaty of Waitangi Committee, which, according to McRae, refrained 

from conducting title investigations and only resumed that role in 1889 after the Bay of Islands 

Committee became defunct.139 

By the beginning of the 1890s, Northland Maori opposition to the Native Land Court and a desire for 

autonomy was expressed on a national level through the Kotahitanga movement.  At a local level the 

Māori committees which formed a Māori-based alternative to the Native land Court continued, although 

                                                      
133  Te Uira Associates, ‘Oral and Traditional History Report for Te Rohe o Whangaroa', Summary Presentation 

for Wai 1040, Waitangi Tribunal Inquiry Kerikeri, 8 July 2013, ’Wai 1040 #E32(a), [p. 9]. 
134  McRae, p. 32. 
135  Te Uira Associates, Wai 1040 #E32, pp. 165-6. 
136  Armstrong and Subasic, Wai 1040 #A12, p. 1011, citing ‘H. W. Bishop to Native Secretary. May 12, 1884. 

AJHR. G1. 1884. Sess. II. p1.’ 
137  Ibid, p-. 1012-6. 
138  McRae, p. 75. 
139  Ibid, p. 86, fn 46; Armstrong and Subasic, Wai 1040 #A12, pp. 1024-5; O’Malley notes that the primary task of 

the Bay of Islands Committee was to undertake preliminary title investigations, but the committee was 
continually undermined and frustrated by government indifference, O’Malley, p. 168. For further information 
on the background to these Native Committees, see O’Malley, Chapter 6. By the 1890s those committees were 
effectively a dead letter in most districts.  The Waitangi Tribunal found that the Native Committees Act 1883 
gave Māori ‘no effective power to administer their lands’, Waitangi Tribunal, The Pouakani Report 1993, p. 96.  
Whether the Treaty of Waitangi Committee was the one and same as that mentioned by Resident Magistrate 
H.W. Bishop in May 1884 that was appointed by ‘general consensus’ at a large meeting held at the Bay of 
Islands is unclear, see ‘Reports from Officer in Native Districts’, AJHR 1884, G-1, pp. 2-3 
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their success was limited so long as the court remained ‘the only legally-sanctioned mechanism for land 

title adjudication.’140  Armstrong and Subasic suggest that the Treaty of Waitangi Committee was still 

active as late as 1907.141  The Committee held three sittings for Matauri; one was in 1884 for Matauri, and 

the remaining two in 1890 for Motukawanui. 

2.1.2 The role of the Tokerau District Māori Land Council in determining title for Matauri and 

Motukawanui 

After Te Kiripaka has been investigated by the Native Land Court, the Crown appeared to take little 

interest in the larger Matauri parent block for the remainder of the nineteenth century, but things were 

rapidly changing.  At the end of the nineteenth century, concerted Kotahitanga pressure for Māori self-

government, combined with the Crown’s awareness of the concern of Māori becoming landless following 

the large-scale land purchasing projects of the 1890s, required a change in Crown policy.  Part of this 

change was expressed in the passing of the Māori Land Administration Act 1900, which set up a 

mechanism designed to implement the 'taihoa' policy of halting further land sales and providing Māori 

with a certain level of control over their lands.  Under this Act, Māori Land Councils were established, 

which were partly Māori controlled with elected Māori members, to facilitate the leasing and development 

of Māori land. 

The councils were required to ensure that Māori retained sufficient land for their future maintenance, to 

protect the interests of owners when lands were leased either to private individuals or to the Crown, and 

to determine ownership of customary lands.  The councils were assisted in their duties by Papatupu Block 

Committees, which were complete Māori bodies representing claimants to the land.  The block 

committees were established upon a council’s receipt for title investigation of a piece of papatupu 

(customary) land by claimants.   Terry Hearn stated that some of the powers formerly exercised by the 

Native Land Court were (or appeared to have been) undertaken by the land councils.  These powers are 

noted under Part III of the 1900 Act.  The success of those arrangements relied on the extent that owners 

were prepared to vest their lands in the councils.142  It took some time, though, before the land councils 

became fully operational.143 

The Crown established a Māori Land Council to oversee the administration of Māori land in Northland.  

Several members of this council were to be elected by Tai Tokerau Māori, and at least half the councillors 

were to be Māori.  The President and the remaining Māori members were Crown-appointed.  In 

                                                      
140  Armstrong and Subasic, Wai 1040 #A12, p. 87. 
141  Ibid, p. 1024. 
142  Hearn, pp. 176-7.  Loveridge noted that the 1900 Act gave it administrative powers that the Native Land Court 

1894 did not. Don Loveridge, Rangahaua Whanui National Theme k, Maori Land Councils and Maori Land 
Boards: A Historical Overview, 1900 to 1952, Waitangi Tribunal Rangahaua Whanui series, p. 25. 

143  Loveridge puts this down to the election process where the competition among candidates was ‘vigorous’, with 
the exception being Tokerau where only six nominees were received.  Loveridge, Rangahaua Whanui National 
Theme K, pp. 31-2. 
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December 1901 the Tokerau District Māori Land Council was finally formed with three Crown-

appointments (one of whom was Māori) and three Māori-elected members, as follows:144 

Edward Clare Blomfield, stipendiary magistrate of Russell (President/Commissioner, Crown-
appointed) 

Henry Speer Wilson (Crown-appointed member of Gloriat, Maunu [Whāngārei]) 

Kīngi Ruarangi (Crown-appointed member of Helensville) 

Irāia Kuao (elected Māori member, representing Ngāpuhi), later replaced by Hoterene Parāone 
Kawiti 

Herepete Rapihana (elected Māori member, representing Te Rarawa) 

Wiremu Rikihana (elected Māori member, representing Te Roroa145) 

The Tokerau District Māori Land Council, with the assistance of a Papatupu Block Committee, 

investigated title to both Matauri and Motukawanui.   

Applications considered by the land council followed a set pattern; a council hearing to validate the 

application and then to elect a Papatupu Block Committee, followed by the Block Committee hearing, 

before the committee’s report is brought back before the land council for its consideration.  Armstrong 

and Subasic note that special Committees of Elders were sometimes set up to apportion the lands and 

advise the Block Committee of their decision,146 although the evidence suggests this did not happen for 

Matauri or Motukawanui. Sections 17 and 18 of the Māori Lands Administration Act showed how a 

committee was to investigate ownership to land having ‘due regard to Maori customs and usages’.  A 

resulting report, together with names of owners and relative shares and a sketch plan of the block, would 

be sent to the land council.  Under sections 19 and 20 the council would notify a hearing to consider the 

committee’s report, call for objections, and confirm the committee’s proposals or refer the case to the 

Native Land Court when objections could not be settled.  Orders were made and sent to the court to be 

ratified as if they were a court order.  Appeals were referred to the Native Appellate Court.147  The 

minutes were recorded in Māori where, as McRae argued, ‘tribal consciousness was heightened and 

individual rights in the ancient heritage confirmed’.148    

                                                      
144  New Zealand Gazette, 19 December 1901, no. 106, pp. 1281, 2421; New Zealand Gazette, 1902, p. 1558, ; ‘Māori 

Lands Administration Act’, New Zealand Herald, Volume XXXVIII, Issue 11842, 20 December 1901, p. 5, 
http://paperspast.natlib.govt.nz/cgi-bin/paperspast?a=d&d=NZH19011220.2.36;  ‘Maori Lands Council’, 
Auckland Star, Volume XXXII, Issue 120, 22 May 1901, p. 2, http://paperspast.natlib.govt.nz/cgi-
bin/paperspast?a=d&cl=search&d=AS19010522.2.14&srpos=1&e=-------10--1----
2Tokerau+Maori+land+Council--  

145  Rikihana was of Ngāti Te Reinga and Te Rarawa descent.  He initially lived at Waireia and Rangi Point (both 
along the Hokianga Harbour) before moving to Kaihu in 1879 (within the Te Roroa rohe), see Henare 
Arekatera Tate, 'Rikihana, Wiremu', from the Dictionary of New Zealand Biography. Te Ara - the 
Encyclopedia of New Zealand, updated 30 October 2012, URL: 
http://www.TeAra.govt.nz/en/biographies/3r21/rikihana-wiremu  

146  Armstrong and Subasic, Wai 1040 #A1, p. 1430. 
147  O’Malley, p. 244; McRae, pp. 65-6. 
148  McRae, p. 67. 
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The arrangements and their subsequent confirmations by the Council provided Northland hapu with a 

procedure whereby titles to land could be ascertained on Maori terms and in a Maori forum. The 

importance of such a process must not be underestimated. In the first place, it avoided the worst excesses 

of the Native Land Court – arrangements decided upon between elders and chiefs had no real need for 

the host of lawyers, interpreters and a myriad of other unsavoury characters often associated with the 

Native Land Court, and often prevented the adversarial, winner take-all, atmosphere pervasive in that 

body.  Fears that delegating determination of title to Maori would lead to partial decisions and inter-hapu 

strife, articulated by Europeans often throughout the nineteenth century, proved largely unfounded.149  

In the case of Matauri and Motukawanui, a translated copy of the report was provided on a Tokerau 

District Māori Land Council alienation file held at Archives NZ.  The committees also followed the 

pattern set by the Native Land Court as to examination and cross-examination.150  The councils became 

responsible for approving all sales and leases of Māori-owned land.  Māori land could also be vested 

voluntarily in the council in trust for leasing.  The owners would not be consulted about the terms of the 

leasing, but would receive income from the rents paid.  With the passing of the Native Land Laws 

Amendment Act 1903, however, the Crown was legally able to compulsorily vest land in the land 

council.151   There is no indication that the Tokerau District Māori Land Council considered any leasing 

or sales of Matauri.  Armstrong and Subasic conclude that this was the first time that a legal process to 

determine Māori land titles had been put in place without alienation following directly as a result: 

The main strength of the Committees’ work was their insistence on resolving competing land claims 

through the application of tikanga and encouraging cooperation between contending parties, and such 

arrangements were usually confirmed by the Council.  Titles to land could thus be ascertained on Maori 

terms and in a Maori forum.  The importance of such a process must not be underestimated.  It avoided 

the worst excesses of the Native Land Court and the need for lawyers, interpreters and other unsavoury 

characters.  Fears that delegating the determination of land titles to Maori would lead to uncertainty and 

inter-hapu strife, as often claimed by Europeans throughout the nineteenth century, proved largely 

unfounded.152 

The Stout Ngata Commission noted that the results of the land council’s work for Northland were 

nothing short of ‘astonishing’ and had saved considerable time and money.153  Despite these favourable 

reports, the land councils were abolished in 1905 and the block committees in 1909.  The Native Land 

Court once again exerted exclusive jurisdiction to investigate title to customary land and to determine the 

relative interests of the owners thereof.  As O’Malley put it, ‘Maori had again been marginalised in the 

                                                      
149  Armstrong and Subasic, Wai 1040 #A12, p. 1431. 
150  Ibid, p. 74.  In some cases the committee accompanied claimants onto the block of land in question, but it is 

unclear whether this was done for Matauri or Motukawanui.   
151  See clause 17(2) of the 1903 Act. 
152  Armstrong and Subasic, Wai 1040 #A12(c), pp. 37-8. 
153  ‘Native Lands and Native-Land Tenure: interim report of Native Land Commission, on Native Lands in the 

Counties of Whāngārei, Hokianga, Bay of Islands, Whangaroa, and Mangonui’, AJHR 1908, G-1J, p. 8. 
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process of determining title to their own lands’.154  In essence, the 1900 Act did not succeed in meeting 

the Government’s desire that Māori would voluntarily make their ‘surplus’ lands available for settlement.  

Tom Brooking stated the land councils were ‘shaping up surprisingly well by 1904’, but simply were not 

given enough time to work properly before being discarded in 1905 ‘for appointed Land Boards on which 

Pakeha equalled Maori’.155  In 1905, the Crown enacted the Māori Land Settlement Act 1905 which saw 

land councils replaced with land boards.  The Tokerau District Māori Land Council was replaced with the 

Tokerau Māori Land Board, and ended the provision for Northland Māori to elect board members.   

2.1.3 Applying for a title investigation 

Generally, any individual could apply to have areas of Māori land investigated by the Native Land Court.  

The individual became the claimant, or counter-claimant, whatever the case may be depending on the 

number of applications and the preference of the Native Land Court in dealing with them.156  The 

hearings would then be notified by gazette or the Māori-language ‘Kahiti’.  Hamer and Meredith 

identified that one notable difference between the operation of the Block Committee and the court was 

the lack of requirement for a proper survey as a block passed through the committees and council or 

board: ‘This meant that the claimants to a block of land were put to less expense upfront, although of 

course an approved survey plan was still needed before title to the block could issue.’  In the court, any 

application for the investigation of title for a block that had not been surveyed had to be accompanied by 

an application for a survey to be undertaken.157 

Under the 1894 Act, notices would be sent by post to the applicants, the Chief Surveyor, and any other 

persons the Native Land Court Registrar thought necessary, or the Chief Judge. Others with interests in 

                                                      
154  O’Malley, p.247. 
155  Tom Brooking, Richard Seddon: King of God’s Own: The Life and Times of New Zealand’s Longest Serving 

Prime Minister, Penguin Books, Auckland, 2014, p. 246.  Brooking also considered that the ‘major 
problems’ with the councils were too much interference from central Government, which he considered 
undermined the more democratic approaches of the block committees.  Brooking cited the ‘intrusive style’ of 
Pat Sheridan, the head of the new Māori Lands Administration Department charged with administering the 
1900 Act.  Brooking noted that this department had too much control over the operations of the local land 
council, ‘especially in terms of the choice of the appointed Māori member’; however, the available sources do 
not indicate any such control by the Native Department with respect to Matauri and Motukawanui. He also 
commented on the problem of inadequate funding; that even Sheridan complained ‘incessantly’ about.  The 
Colonial Treasurer and Prime Minister, Richard Seddon, conceded the funding inadequacy, but qualified this 
admission by stating that the ‘spirit of the Act’ was the ‘opening up by the Government, through the Councils, 
of the surplus Maori lands which are lying idle’ and it was the ‘duty of Parliament to give every assistance to 
that end.’  Seddon also failed to make credit available for Māori land development: ‘He thereby dashed a major 
hope attached to the Act of 1900 and did not apply ‘one law’ equally to both groups.’  Brooking noted that 
Māori did not want the councils abolished; they just wanted them reformed.  McRae cites comments from the 
Māori Land Council President of 1904 as to the councils’ demise, in which he claimed that the 1900 Act was 
‘unworkable’; that is, no practicable method of vesting lands in the council for administration; that Māori 
viewed the Act and councils with suspicion; that the workload was proving onerous; and that Pākehā were ‘for 
reasons of personal interest – generally hostile’, McRae, pp. 95, 97.    

156  For instance, see the ‘Procedure at Hearing’ section under the Rules and Regulations of the Native Land 
Court, New Zealand Gazette No. 18, 1895, p. 444. 

157  Paul Hamer and Paul Meredith, ‘The Power to Settle the Title’?: The operation of papatupu block committees 
in the Te Paparahi o Te Raki inquiry district, 1900-1909 (draft), a report commissioned by the Waitangi 
Tribunal for the Te Paparahi o Te Raki inquiry (Wai 1040), September 2016, p. 33. 
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the land, including counter-claimants or respondents, attended these hearings to state or argue their right 

or interest to the land.  At the hearing, the court would generally establish a number of standardised 

‘take’, or bases of title, upon which it considered an application, including the main ones of raupatu 

(conquest), take tupuna (descent or inheritance from a tupuna) and take tuku (gifting).158  The court 

generally identified the relevant hapū, proved by descent from an accepted tūpuna set up as the basis of 

the claim and supported by evidence of occupation, cultivation, and the management of resources.  In the 

case of Matauri, take tūpuna and occupation took precedence over take raupatu.   

The Native Land Court would then make a decision and an award (including defining relative interests), 

and make orders accordingly.  The court left the recommendation of whose names should be placed on 

ownership lists to the successful claimants, consequently giving some power to Māori as to whose 

interests would be recognised on title. If there were disputes about lists of owners, the court would hear 

objections to the list(s) – such objections were part of the appeals process for Matauri and Motukawanui.  

Appeal hearings for Matauri were heard before two Judges and a Native Assessor, although an assessor’s 

concurrence was not required in its decisions.159    

As noted in this report, many applicants often represented several individuals or a group/party.  Some 

had representatives speaking on their behalf.  Most of these representatives appear to be other individuals 

with interests in these blocks; others identified themselves more specifically as specialist practitioners such 

as ‘roia’160 or ‘kaiwhakahaere’, or even ‘Native Agents’ who were often Māori or part-Māori.  Hōne Hapa 

(John Shepherd) was one such representative who featured heavily in the title determinations of Matauri 

and the Motukawa islands.  A prominent Pākehā lawyer who featured in the Matauri narrative was 

Edward Clare Blomfield, the first President of the Tokerau District Māori Land Council who heard the 

first application for title investigation for Matauri and Motukawanui in 1902.  In 1904, Blomfield and 

                                                      
158  For a discussion on the bases of title to land in the NLC, see generally N. Smith, Native Custom and Law affecting 

Native Land, Wellington, Māori Purposes Fund Board, 1942; For a greater analysis of these and other take, see 
I.H. Kawharu, Maori Land Tenure: Studies of a changing institution, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 1977, pp. 55-
63;  A more modern analysis is Tania Rei, Bob Young et al of Ngā Kairangahau and Manatū Māori, Customary 
Māori Land and Sea Tenure: Nga Tikanga Tiaki Taonga o Nehera, Wellington, Manatū Māori/Ministry of Māori 
Affairs, 1991. 

159  The Native Assessor was considered to be an expert in tikanga Māori contributing to the decision of the court, 
although they were not permitted to sit in their home areas.  Their statutory powers to act as decision-makers 
in the courts were gradually eroded to the point where they became ‘mere advisers whose views could be 
regarded or disregarded according to the inclinations of the judges, who alone made the Court decisions.’ 
Assessors were not eliminated until 1953.  Under the Native Land Court Act 1894, assessors had to sit with 
judges in certain cases but, as above, the assessors’ agreement with decisions was not necessary.  Under the 
Native Land Act 1909, the court could ask the assessor for advice but the assessor’s agreement with the 
decision was not necessary, David V. Williams, ‘Te Kooti tango whenua’, The Native Land Court, 1864-1909, Huia 
Publishers, Wellington, 1999, pp. 325, 328. 

160  Translated to ‘lawyer’, although ‘advocate’ may be a more suitable term.  The term is used in this minute book 
to describe the role of cross-examiner (sometimes referred to as ‘Kaipatai’ or ‘questioner’ in the Papatupu 
Block Committee minute books), and refers to individuals supporting the claimants by cross-examining others 
on their behalf. 
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Christopher James Parr set up the firm Parr & Blomfield.161  This firm featured in several Matauri No. 1 

partition cases as well as the sale of Motukawanui.   

There were a number of issues around a title determination and how events played out in court.  The 

most important issue raised in relation to title determination was whether the court went to adequate 

lengths to ensure that all those with a legitimate interest in the land were included or represented in the 

title, with judgments generally based on the evidence presented in court.  To what degree the younger 

Matauri leaders were able to exert influence or control is unclear.  Certainly, though, younger leaders at 

the turn of the twentieth century, such as Hōne Hapa, appeared to have some degree of influence or at 

least dominated some of the narrative of Matauri and Motukawanui title hearings, and certainly Hapa 

came into conflict with other Matauri leaders, particularly Pāora Kira.  The likes of Hapa and other 

younger leaders may have occupied a middle ground between those to whom they claim to represent, and 

the new settler society, its economy and its administrative structures; and Hapa certainly appeared in all 

these three areas. Hapa may have been a moderniser, seeking to find ways of accommodating tribal 

interests while at the same time encouraging the development of settlement.  He sought to further his 

claims or personal interests as shown in the Māori Land Council hearing of 1902 for Motukawanui where 

he asked for permission to make preparatory arrangements for the hearing, in which the Māori Land 

Council seemed willing to accept his offer providing that he did not see the the arrangements as assisting 

his claim; or in the 1909 Native Land Court hearing into Motukawanui where the court judgment accused 

Hapa of seeking further appeal fees rather than having a genuine appeal.     

Another feature of the Matauri and Motukawanui title investigation hearings were the out-of-court 

(ostensibly voluntary) arrangements.  To a certain degree, these arrangements proved useful in deciding 

competing claims and arranging ownership lists. The Māori Land Council’s willingness to uphold such 

arrangements ‘was the product of a rare convergence in opinion between’ the Council’s Maori and Pākeha 

members: ‘For the Māori members, they themselves were parties to such arrangements at times as 

claimants, and their confirmation served as validation of Māori custom and chiefly authority.162  How 

successful, or not, claimants saw this convergence can be borne out by the subsequent appeals to the 

Land Council decision for Matauri and Motukawanui.  The fairness of a claim also came down to 

                                                      
161  Graham W.A. Bush, 'Parr, Christopher James', from the Dictionary of New Zealand Biography. Te Ara - the 

Encyclopedia of New Zealand, updated 7 January 2014, URL: 
http://www.TeAra.govt.nz/en/biographies/3p10/parr-christopher-james  Parr was also a politician and 
diplomat; As a trained lawyer, Blomfield set up a practice in Whangaroa and then Kawakawa.  Upon the death 
in 1899 of James Clendon, Stipendiary Magistrates and Land Court Judge, the Government ‘took the unusual’ 
step of offering’ Clendon’s vacant seat on the bench to Blomfield, which he readily accepted, ‘Lawyer’s Death: 
Mr E.C. Blomfield’, New Zealand Herald, Volume 79, Issue 24200, 16 February 1942, p. 7; for date of death of 
Clendon, see ‘Death of Mr J.S. Clendon’ Auckland Star, Volume XXX, Issue 278, 23 November 1899, p. 7.   
The Waitangi Tribunal made some strong comments on the role of Blomfield in his purchasing of Māori land 
in the Bay of Islands and elsewhere, although there was no evidence uncovered for this report of any 
underhand activity of impropriety by Blomfield, see Waitangi Tribunal, Te Roroa Report 1992, Brooker and 
Friend Ltd, Wellington, 1992, Wai 38, p. 219, 258; see also Waitangi Tribunal, The Hauraki Report, Vol II, p. 
861.   

162  Armstrong and Subasic, Wai 1040 #A1, pp. 1430-1. 
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adequate notification procedures and the long distances to travel which may have deterred applicants and 

interested parties from participating in the court system.  For instance, many hearings for Matauri and 

Motukawa occurred at Whangaroa, Matauri Bay, and Kaeo, which were in closer proximity to Matauri 

Māori than Ōhaeawai, Russell, Mangonui, and Kawakawa.  There appeared no specific complaints of a 

court’s location, although on a few occasions some applicants clearly stated their location preference.  

The downside of these arrangements were that the discussions were often not recorded; only the 

outcome. 

2.2 Native Land Court title investigation of Te Kiripaka, 1875 

2.2.1 Preliminaries and motives for the school 

To set the context for how Te Kiripaka was investigated, an introduction to the Native school system is 

required to understand the origins of the investigation, before moving on to examine how title was issued 

in 1876 and re-investigated in 1932.  The Native Schools Act 1867 introduced a government-initiated 

scheme for the establishment and maintenance of schools for the education of Native and half-caste 

children in New Zealand.  Under this Act, Māori were required to initiate steps for the establishment of a 

Native school in their locality.  In their report on the gifting of land by Māori in Northland, Mary 

Gillingham and Suzanne Woodley claim that there were no documented requests for Native schools to be 

established in Northland until 1871, when the Government reported receiving requests for schools from 

Māori in several locations.163  Inspector of Schools, A.H. Russell, introduced the Native schools system to 

Māori during a tour of Northland in March 1872.  He negotiated the establishment of Native schools at 

several locations, including at Te Ngaere.  Further arrangements were negotiated by other government 

agents, usually the local Resident Magistrate, on behalf of the Native Department.  These terms were, 

according to Gillingham and Woodley, ‘much sketchier than those made by Russell.’164  By 1879, there 

were 17 schools operating in Northland under the 1867 Act and the Native Schools Act Amendment Act 

1871. 

2.2.2 The establishment and closure of Te Ngaere Native School, 1875-1891 

Te Ngaere Native School is discussed in more detail by Gillingham and Woodley in their report.165  The 

two authors noted that the gifting of the school from Māori did not necessarily equate to a transfer of 

title, although the Education Department were advised to acquire it.166  As to how the Te Kiripaka site 

was offered to the Crown in the first place is, as Gillingham and Woodley state, ‘unclear’,167 although at 

the Papatupu Block Committee hearing for Matauri in 1903, the ‘tuku’ of the site was acknowledged as 

                                                      
163  Mary Gillingham, and Suzanne Woodley, ʹNorthland: Gifting of Landsʹ, Crown Forestry Rental Trust, 2007, 

Wai 1040 #A8, pp. 33-35. 
164  Ibid, p. 37. 
165  Ibid, pp. 106-7, 452-5. 
166  Ibid, pp. 104, 452. 
167  Ibid, p. 452. 
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coming from Kira and Rīwhi to the Government.168  In his 1872 report, Russell stated that Kīngi Hōri 

Kira and Rewi (probably Rīwhi) Hongi – described as rangatira of Te Ngaere – had requested that a small 

courthouse in Te Ngaere be converted into a school.  Local Māori were willing to contribute £30 a year 

to a headmaster’s salary.  Russell, though, withheld judgement on the request, preferring to wait and see 

how a Native School in Kaeo fared.169  Whether the courthouse was located at Te Kiripaka or the nearby 

beach settlement of Te Ngaere, is not given.  

Te Ngaere Native School was opened in either 1875 or 1876 on the Te Kiripaka block.170  Te Kiripaka 

block of 4ac 2r 29p came before the Native Land Court at Waipuna, Whangaroa, on 5 October 1876.  

Presiding was Judge Henry Alfred Monro,171 with Wiremu M. Hikairo as Assessor.  It is unclear who 

applied for the hearing, and no corresponding application file or notice of the hearing was located.  The 

court minute is relatively brief.  Kīngi Hōri Kira of Ngāi Tūpango claimed the land on behalf of himself 

and Ruihi (Rīwhi) Hongi. 

I belong to the Ngatitupango.  I know the land shown on the map.  This land belongs to Ruihi 

Hongi and me. We claim from our ancestors.  Our fathers lived on the land and we ourselves 

have lived and cultivated on it.  No one ever interfered with us or disputed our right to the 

land. There are two houses on the land now, a school and a dwelling house.  I and Hongi had 

them erected there. 

The map referred to at the court hearing was possibly that which became ML plan 3383,172 drawn up in 

1875, as Monro has annotated on the plan its production before the court.  The block is flanked on the 

western and eastern boundaries by the Wairere and Te Waiwhao Creeks, respectively.  The streams meet 

at a confluent near the northern tip of the boundary before forming the Te Ngaere Stream to the sea.  

The plan shows a school and dwelling house. 

 

                                                      
168  Papatupu Block Committee Minute Book 8, p. 188. 
169  ‘Papers relating to Native Schools’, AJHR 1872 F5, p. 15. 
170  Gillingham and Woodley, Wai 1040 #A8, p. 452.  The two authors cite Education Department records that 

suggest the school was built in 1875, while a petition from Wiremu Īhāia suggests that the school opened in 
1876 – one could easily follow the other in terms of the school being built in 1875 and then opened a year 
later; Nigel Hayes (ed), And so we grew: Nga Kura o Whangaroa 125 Years Kaeo Schools, Kaeo School, 1965, p. 18.  
Copy located at Kerikeri (Proctor) Library. 

171  Henry Alfred Home Monro (Munro) was born in Tasmania, but came with his family as very early settlers in 
the Hokianga in 1835.  Monro trained as a clerk.  When his brief attempt at farming at Tamaki failed, he joined 
the Native Department as an interpreter and translator in 1857. He rose rapidly to become a judge in the 
Compensation Court, and then the Native Land Court, which he held until he retired, Bryan D. Gilling, ‘The 
Nineteenth-century Native Land Court Judges: An Introductory Report’, a report commissioned by the 
Waitangi Tribunal, 1994, Wai 64 #G5, p. 9. 

172  According to this plan, the block was surveyed by R.A. Fairburn.  An accompanying survey plan, 3385A, 
shows a more distant view of the school reserve and appears to be a plan showing the triangulation points and 
the reserve’s relative position vis-à-vis the Whakarārā block boundary.  This survey was undertaken by R. 
Duffus, with Fairburn noted as the licensed surveyor. 
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Map 15: ‘Plan of Te Kiripaka School Reserve’, September 1875 (ML plan 3385) 

 

As there were no objections, the court ordered a Memorial of Ownership be awarded to Kira and Hongi, 

respectively, with shares undefined.  There is no indication in the minute whether the decision from Judge 

Munro was in agreement with the Assessor.173  A hearing and memorial fee of £1 each were also 

charged.174   Under section 47 of the Native Land Act 1873, the Native Land Court was required to 

                                                      
173  According to David Williams by 1865 the judges made all the decisions and assessors were expected to concur, 

even if they did not agree with the decision, Williams, p. 151.   
174  Northern Minute Book 2, p. 258.   
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include on a memorial of ownership the names of all persons found to have rights in a block of land.175  

Sections 48-49 imposed the condition that the owners could not sell or alienate, other than leasing for 21 

years or less, unless the owners unanimously agreed to sell.  

The school was closed between 1884 and 1887, reopened, and then closed for good in 1891.  Reasons for 

these closures included poor harvests, cold weather, whaling, the inaccessibility of the school site (i.e. no 

formed roadlines in the area), and because many whānau had moved elsewhere for gum digging and other 

employment.176 In 1892, the Inspector of Native Schools recommended that the Under-Secretary of 

Education take steps to acquire title to the school site, although no reasons are given as to why.  At the 

same time, Pāora Kira offered another school site at a place called Whakamoenga in return for the school 

site of five acres.  However, as the Native Minister did not give assent to Kira’s terms, the offer appeared 

to have been withdrawn.177  Sometime after its closure, Te Ngaere School building was moved by Tom 

Leslie and his team of bullocks to a site on the Whakarārā block contiguous to the Matauri 1C 

subdivision.178   

2.2.3 The question of ownership of Te Kiripaka, 1920s-1940s 

In October 1927, the Director of Education advised the Native Department that the former Te Ngaere 

school site was no longer needed.  Despite the Crown having never acquired title to Te Kiripaka, the 

Director proposed returning the land to the original owners or their descendants.  He considered 

legalisation validating the procedure was required.179  The Court Registrar could not locate any transfer of 

the block to the Crown.180  As to why the issue of title was now being raised may be linked with Maihi 

Maaka’s approach to the Government in 1926 about an occupation ‘matter’ relating to the block; the 

details of which are further expanded upon below.  

It was not until a year later, in October 1928, that confirmation was given by the Education Department 

that the land be revested back to Māori customary land under section 22 of the Native Land Amendment 

and Native Land Claims Adjustment Act 1928, subject to a title investigation by the Native Land Court.181  

Section 22 noted the issuing of a memorial of ownership to two individuals ‘to enable such land to be 

                                                      
175  As this hearing was held prior to the passage of the Native Land Court Act 1880, a memorial of ownership was 

issued, rather than a certificate of title.  The difference was a technical one, since the certificates of title 
previously issued by the Native Land Court, effectively created through the Native Land Act 1865, were not 
certificates of title in Land Transfer Act terms.  At that time, a Native Land Court certificate, or memorial of 
ownership, still required it to be taken to a land registry and registered to fully become freehold land, but for 
decades they were treated as virtually the same.  For most Māori such a document, although remaining within 
the Native Land Court’s records only, was all that was needed to confirm ownership and allow most dealings, 
or retention. 

176  N. Hayes, pp. 18-19; L. Hayes, p. 85; see also Sale, Whangaroa, p. 136. 
177  Gillingham and Woodley, Wai 1040 #A8, pp. 452-3. 
178  N. Hayes, p. 19.  For opening of Whakarārā Native School, see p. 43. 
179  A Bell for Director of Education to Under-Secretary, Native Department, 19 October 1927. On file ACIH 

16036 MA 1 Box 441, 21/3/144, Te Kiripaka Block (Old Whakarara Native School site), 1927-46, ANZ. 
180  Registrar to Under-Secretary, Native Department, 7 November 1927, on ibid. 
181  Under-Secretary, [Native Department], to Director of Education, 10 October 1928, ibid. 
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made available as a school-site’, and as the land was now not required for a school site it ‘should revert to 

the Natives properly entitled hereto’.  Section 22(2) cancelled the old Memorial of Ownership, and 22(3) 

declared the block to be customary land and directed the court to investigate title as if title had never 

previously been investigated.  

This revesting, though, begs the question as to how a block owned by Māori could be revested back to 

Māori.  Was the 1876 award one of a reserve status?  According to Gillingham and Woodley, Te Kiripaka 

appeared to be one of three Native Schools acquired under a memorial of ownership issued under the 

1873 Act.182  The other two school sites were registered as school reserves.183  A copy of the memorial for 

Te Kiripaka was not located.  A Court Registrar memorandum from 1927 noted that the land was ‘given 

by the Natives as a site for a school’, while a further 1946 memorandum to the Hon. Tirikātene stated 

that the block had originally been awarded to two individuals ‘as nominal owners’ so that they could make 

the land available to the Crown as a school site.184  Nominal owners were individuals registered as the 

owners of record of securities for the benefit of another party.  According to the Education Department, 

the award of title to the two owners was ‘a preliminary step to conveyance’ but the acquisition was not 

proceeded with because the school was relocated elsewhere.185   

Judge F.O.V. Acheson186 heard an application for investigation of title for Te Kiripaka at Whangaroa on 

26 February 1932.  Pāora Pāora Kira and Hōne Pāora Kira were both sworn in.187  The court noted that 

the block was no longer required as a school site, but it was ‘desired’ to ‘let it remain as a papakāinga site 

for everyone’.  Five individuals, said to represent the two original owners, were confirmed by the court as 

trustees for their hapū (not named), ‘reserving the right to alter during consolidation proceedings later.’  

Acheson waived court fees.188   

Six years later, Pāora Pāora Kira again appeared before Acheson at Kaeo with an application to add two 

further names to the five trustees.  He stated that they wanted to use the land as a papakāinga site ‘not for 

school purposes.’  Tarawau Kira, son of one of the new proposed trustees, Haereata Kira, and ‘all 

                                                      
182  See table 1.1 in Gillingham and Woodley, Wai 1040 #A8, pp. 27-8.  Motukaraka and Ōmanaia are the other 

schools.  I state ‘appear’ in the text as Te Kiripaka (or Te Ngaere) is not mentioned in the table, although I 
have deduced that it falls under the memorial of ownership category. 

183  Gillingham and Woodley, Wai 1040 #A8, pp. 280-1, 315-6. 
184  Ibid, p. 106 and Supporting Papers, p. 2319; see also Northern Minute Book 63, p. 339, noting land was set 

aside in 1876 to ‘enable’ it ‘to be available as a school site.’   
185  Gillingham and Woodley, Wai 1040 #A8,  pp. 106, 454-5, and Supporting Papers, p. 2334. 
186  Philip Cleaver and Dr Andrew Francis provide a short biography and synopsis of Acheson’s work in 

Northland. Within his role, he sought to advance Northland Māori concerns and address their socio-economic 
status.  He advocated for long-term development schemes to encourage Māori to develop their remaining 
lands, sought to protect Māori ownership of their remaining land interests, exercised discretion when charging 
Court costs, among other matters, but, ‘the Crown’s response to Acheson limited the extent to which he was 
able to effectively operate to advance Te Raki Maori interests’, and the Crown viewed Acheson as difficult and 
obstructive.  Philip Cleaver and Dr Andrew Francis, ‘Aspects of Political Engagement between Iwi and Hapu 
of the Te Paparahi o Te Raki Inquiry District and the Crown, 1910-1975’, a report commissioned by the 
Waitangi Tribunal for the Te Paparahi o Te Raki inquiry (Wai 1040), May 2015, pp. 134-152, 155-6. 

187  Although the court minute is not explicit, the two individuals are possibly related to Kīngi Hōri Kira. 
188  Northern Minute Book 63, p. 339. 
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present’, supported the proposal.  The court confirmed the additional trustees and noted that the block 

not be ‘shown’ as ‘Te Ngaere School Site’.189   

In June 1946, Maihi Maaka wrote to Tirikātene about a matter that he had raised with the Government in 

1926, in connection with the Te Kiripaka block.  Maaka noted that Kira and Rīwhi had given the block to 

the Government for a school, but when the school was moved to Matauri (Whakarārā Native School), he 

applied to the Government to purchase Te Kiripaka for himself and his brother ‘as we had no land on 

which to cultivate food.’  Maaka outlined the reply (from whom is not stated) he had received to his 

request: 

Since we were occupying the said land we could remain on it but should we vacate then 

owners of the adjoining lands would have the right to occupy. 

From that time to now we have been living on this section but my brother has since died. 

Two ladies, daughters of Paora Kira, Miraka Paora and Mereiha Paora by name, have built 

homes on this land.  They feel that they have every right to the section. 

Table 5: List of Trustees appointed by the Native Land Court, 1932 and 1938 

Owner (jointly) Sex Appointed 

1. Pāora Pāora Kira M 

February 1932 

2. Wiremu  Pāora Kira M 

3. Pīkake Kīngi Hōri M 

4. Haimona Maaka Hōri M 

5. Raina Wiremu Pāora Kira F 

6. Haerata Pāora Kira F 
April 1938 

7. Miraka Pāora Kira F 

 

Maaka referred to a court hearing at Matauri Bay ‘about two years ago’ where Pāora Kira applied to have 

the section set aside for ‘communal settlement.’  Maaka did not consider that Kira had any right to do so, 

claiming that he (Kira) was not a neighbour to the block.’190  Tirikātene referred the letter to the Native 

Minister.  A copy of the 1926 correspondence and the court minute for the hearing that Maaka is 

referring to were not located. 

The Auckland Court Registrar received a report from the local Consolidation Officer who outlined the 

1932 court hearing above, adding that the seven trustees were representatives of ‘both the family groups 

that own the adjoining blocks’ of Matauri 2G and 2K.  Matauri 2G was owned by the Kīngi group 

including the ‘Haimona Maaka family’; 2K was owned by the ‘Paora or Kira group’.  The Registrar 

                                                      
189  Northern Minute Book 69, pp. 268-9. 
190  Translated copy of letter from Maihi Maaka, Kaeo, to E.T. Tirikātene, 17 June 1944. On file MA 1 Box 441, 

21/3/144, Te Kiripaka Block (Old Whakarara Native School site), 1927-46, ANZ.  A copy of Maaka’s original 
letter was not on file. 
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commented that the two ‘ladies’ mentioned above were in the 2K block, with Miraka Pāora Kira being 

one of the trustees.  He concluded: ‘It is thought that the writer might really be attacking the basis of the 

Court’s Order of 26/3/32, as it appears he alleges only some of the people should have got the land.’191  

In a copy of an unsigned memorandum from the Native Minister, Tirikātene was advised of the 1932 

court hearing and outcome.  The Minister added that the block’s trustees could permit the two people 

mentioned by Maaka to use the land in such a way as does not conflict with the terms of the trust, but 

that Maaka could also petition Parliament if he thought the (1932) court order in error.192  No further 

information was located as to whether Maaka took any further action. 

On 24 February 1967, the Māori Land Court was informed that the Te Kiripaka block was being used as 

a Māori Marae, and on 11 August 1977, Te Kiripaka block was set aside as a Māori Reservation under 

section 439 of the Māori Affairs Act 1953.193 

2.3 Title investigation of Matauri, 1900-1910 

2.3.1 Treaty of Waitangi Committee acknowledgement, 1884 

There was a Treaty of Waitangi Committee sitting at Ōhaeawai concerning Matauri on 25 December 

1884.  A brief entry in the Committee’s minute book194 records that the lands, including the seas and 

springs, at Te Ngaere, Parua, and Matauri, were held in customary title195 by Kīngi Hoori Kira: 

No tenei ra i tae ai nga whenua o Kingi Hoori Kira ki au he whenua papatupu ana whenua ki a 

oti toku ingoa te haina ki au a whenua.  Ko Te Ngaere to tahi.  Ko Parua te tahi.  Ko Matauri 

te tahi.  Ko ana whenua moana tamariki, moana mo ko puna.196 

The first two place names (Te Ngaere and Parua) were located within what became the Matauri No. 2 

block. It is unclear who the Committee members were, and the entry is more of an acknowledgement 

than any sort of investigation per se.   

                                                      
191  Registrar, Auckland, to Under-Secretary, Native Department, 30 July 1946. On file MA 1 Box 441, 21/3/144, 

Te Kiripaka Block (Old Whakarara Native School site), 1927-46, ANZ. 
192  Unsigned memorandum from Native Minister to Tirikātene, 6 November 1946, ibid. 
193  New Zealand Gazette No. 84 1977, p.2205. 
194  In Te Reo, this minute book contains entries relating to the operation of the committee from 1881 through to 

1892, which are not in chronological order. While the book covers activities such as the committee's work in 
the regulation of local matters and disputes, it is largely taken up with minutes of meetings concerning claims 
to land blocks, in particular Mowhironui, Matauri and Matawaia.  The handwriting in the minute book is 
difficult to read, but the greatest difficulty perhaps arises from the lack of spacing between questions and 
answers during cross-examination. 

195  For the purpose of the Native Land Court, customary title to land was frozen as of the year of the Treaty, 
1840. 

196  Treaty of Waitangi Committee Minute Book, 25 December 1884, [p. vi].  This entry bears the personal stamp 
of Heta Te Haara, noting his name and place of residence at Ōhaeawai, in the Bay of Islands.  Te Haara, 
whose father signed the Treaty of Waitangi, was a prominent Ngāti Rangi rangatira from Ōhaeawai.  In 1891 
he became the president of Kotahitanga (Māori Parliament).  Merata Kāwharu notes that Te Haara claimed to 
have taken over the ‘lead role for Treaty affairs’ after the death of Hāre Hongi Hika in 1884.  M. Kawharu, ‘Te 
Tiriti and its Northern Context’, an overview report commissioned by CFRT, 2008, Wai 1040, #A20, p. 320. 
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The 1884 entry also can be looked at in terms of Kira’s active involvement in the political scene of the 

latter nineteenth century, and his advocacy in providing greater protection for Māori land.  For instance, 

in 1870 he and Hōni Karahini called upon Governor Bowen to establish a township at Whangaroa.197  

From the 1881 meeting at Waitangi above, Kira was one of four Bay of Islands rangatira who were to 

lead discussion on greater recognition of the Treaty.198  In 1888, he along with 366 other individuals 

petitioned the Government on behalf of Ngāti Rāhiri for a Crown-granted permanent reserve, made 

inalienable.  While the petition was referred to the Government for inquiry, the outcome was not 

located.199  According to Armstrong and Subasic, however, the petition was part of an effort from Māori 

to have stronger restrictions on alienation of land at a time when the problem of landless Māori in the 

north ‘was more acute.’200   Kira was also one of several individuals who, in 1893, argued that Māori had 

the authority to administer their own lands and ‘all their things they have an interest in’, based in part on 

the 1835 Declaration of Independence and the Treaty.201   

Kira was probably one of the rangatira who sold the Waiaua estate to Phillip King in 1844-45.  (King later 

sold the estate to the Leslie family.)202  Kira was also a land owner, having secured an interest during the 

1867 Native Land Court hearings into the Mahinepua block, Motueka (Flat Island) and Motuekaiti 

islands, and the Paihia Block (adjacent the Matauri land block at Te Ngaere).  He also secured interests 

through the 1876 court hearings into Okura (located at Tōtara North) and Te Kiripaka (as reported 

above),203 and was involved in the leasing of land on, for instance, Motukawanui.  This may explain why 

Matauri came before the Committee at this stage, and possibly Motukawa in 1890; that is, Kira and the 

later claimants for Motukawa were disillusioned with the Native Land Court process.  For Motukawa, 

though, there may have been another motive, and that was of an apparent leasing arrangement with a 

Pākehā called Te Mari, or Murray, as noted in the 1891 Block Committee hearing further below.  This 

hearing demonstrates tension, or at least conflicting narratives, over leasing details.   

                                                      
197  Ibid, p. 259. 
198  Merita Kawharu, Wai 1040, #A20, p. 288.  Hāre Hongi, Maihi Kawiti, Kīngi Hōri Kira and Kerei Mangonui. 

Heta Te Haara from Waimate/Ngāwhā was elected chairman.  In 1862, Kira was appointed a warden of the 
‘Hundred of Waimate’ under Governor George’s Grey new Māori council, or rūnanga, system of the 1860s.  
The First Maori Parliament’, New Zealander, 7 June 1862, p. 8; see also Kawharu, Wai 1040 #A20, p. 255.  
Māori districts were to be divided into ‘hundreds’ (a subdivision of a county).  The system would have civil 
commissioners who would work with rangatira. There were also magistrates who would work with wardens 
and messengers.  It was a complicated system and, due to wars between Māori and the Government in the 
1860s, it never took hold. In 1887, the Māori Parliament passed several resolutions, including appointing Kira to 
succeed Hare Hongi Kika as ‘President of the Treaty of Waitangi’, ‘Maori Parliament at the Bay of Islands’, 
Hawera & Normanby Star, 16 March 1887, p. 2. 

199  See Armstrong and Subasic, Wai 1040 #A12, p. 1033, citing ‘Report on Petition of Kingi Hori Kira and 336 
others. August 28, 1888. AJHR. I3. 1888. p34.’  The location of the reserve is not recorded. 

200  Ibid, p. 1032. 
201  Te Uira Associates, Wai 1040 #E32, pp. 165-6 
202  Lorelei Hayes, p. 30. 
203  Te Uira Associates, Wai 1040 #E32, pp. 184-6, 205-6.  Tame Kamehoro, Kīngi Hori Kira, Pīhopa Repa, 

Tāmati Waka Kaiwai, Kīngi Hōri Whiu and Rīwhi Hongi were granted title to Mahinepua and the two islands; 
Kira and Rīwhi Hongi were granted title to Paihia; Kira and 12 others were granted title to Ōkura. 
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2.3.2 The Tokerau District Māori Land Council, preliminaries and motives 

Two applications for a title investigation into Matauri were submitted (and received within a few days of 

each other) to the Native Land Court in 1900.  The applications were submitted under the Native Land 

Court Act 1894.  The first application (No. 11), dated 29 August 1900, was from a group who identified 

their kāinga as Matauri: Hāwira Pita, Hāmiora Hōhepa, Hāmiora Hūnia, Hōne Taotahi, Taiapo Pita, 

Eruera Hōhepa, Hōne Hāmiora, Pāora Pene, Pūhipi Pene, Āni Pūhipi, and Te Mutu Taiapo.  The land 

description was not provided; instead, the application refers to a map (‘Kei runga o te mapi’204), which is 

not attached to the application (nor was located elsewhere).205  Whether this map was a sketch is unclear, 

although the first survey map of Matauri (as noted further below) was compiled in November 1900.    

The second application (No. 12), dated about two weeks later, 14 September 1900, was from a group who 

identified their kāinga as Te Ngaere: Pāora Kira, Hōhepa Whare, Wiremu Īhāia, Tarawau Kira, Mereana 

Pāora Kira, Murimotu Hōhaia, Maaka Hoori, Wiremu Pāora, Maraea Tapae, Kira[?] Hoori, Haereata Kira 

Hōri, Pera Porirana[?], Wiremu Pāora Whakahourika[?], Nare[] Hau, Peti Pārera, Pāora Hemo More[?], 

Maki Hāre.  Unlike the first application, the boundaries of the block being applied for are given in this 

application as:  

Timata i te Raina o Paihia o te Whakarārā [sic206] e ahu ana ki te tonga ka tutuki ki te awa ka 

haere i roto i te awa ka puta ki Waiaua ki te moana ka haere i te taha moana ki te marangai 

tonga kahuri ki te marangai Ko tui[sic] kahuri ki te Hauauru ka tuhono ano ki te Raina o 

Paihia.207 

The boundaries of the second application may reflect those noted in the survey Māori Land Plan 6800, 

dated 15 November 1900 (see Map 17); and seems to be inclusive of the landmarks of the 1884 entry of 

the Treaty of Waitangi Committee above.  The surveyor was probably drawing the boundaries outlined in 

the map from the first application and block description above.   

Six of the individuals recorded in the first application ‘& others’ are noted on the plan.  The shape of the 

coastline in ML 6800, however, bears little resemblance to the actual coastline of later survey plans (and 

this was later noted when the Native Land Court sat in 1913 to consider the partition of Matauri No. 2).  

The inland boundary, though, appears to align with the surveyed boundary line between the original 

Matauri and Whakarārā blocks.  This is because the plan was ‘compiled’ in the Auckland Survey Office; 

that is, it was created from existing survey records, which meant that the boundaries did not have to be 

surveyed on the ground in order to calculate the acreage of the block.  This may include hydrographic 

coastal surveys, however inaccurate they may have been at the time.  Calculations between existing 
                                                      
204  This description, or referral to a map, is not untypical of applications notified in Te Kahiti/New Zealand Gazette. 
205  Application for Investigation of Title (in Te Reo) under the NLC Act 1894, from Hamira Pita et al, 29 August 

1900.  On application file for ‘Matauri’, 1900-53, MLC.  Both applications record the Matauri block within the 
‘Mahinepua Parish Whangaroa’. 

206  Macrons noted on application.  
207  Application for Investigation of Title (in Te Reo) under the NLC Act 1894, from Pāora Kira et al, 14 

[September] 1900.  On application file for ‘Matauri’, 1900-53. 
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boundary positions were made to create new boundary lines.  An application for a Charging Order under 

section 65 of the Native Land Court Act 1894, and dated 27 March 1901, was submitted by the Auckland 

Chief Surveyor to the court.  The order sought a payment of £2.2.0, but the application was adjourned on 

the same day as the two applications above.208  A notice from the Chief Surveyor of November 1905 

advised that the £2.2.0 had been paid, although information on who paid it and when was not located, 

and the lien over the block was subsequently cancelled.209  In the end, both title applications were 

adjourned on 27 November 1901.   

Turning back to the two applications, the motives behind them are not stated.  It is possible that the first 

application obliged the other party to join the process, but there is no other evidence to suggest this.  The 

applications were submitted prior to the new investigation regime under the 1900 Act.  Whether the 

applicants were even aware at the time of the introduction of the 1900 Act is also unclear.  As Armstrong 

and Subasic noted at the first sitting of the Māori Land Council at Dargaville in February 1902, most 

Māori in attendance had little idea about the 1900 Act and how it worked.  Blomfield considered that the 

Act would not succeed if not fully explained to tribal groups across the region.  His suggestion was taken 

up and these hui were held by May 1902 in which it was reported that they were a success.210  The 

applicants may have been aware that under section 117 of the 1894 Act pre-emption had been introduced 

by the Crown, which made it unlawful for any person, other than a person acting on behalf of the Crown, 

to acquire Māori land.  This was a limitation and a protection for the owners.  It limited the options 

available to Māori who were looking to lease, sell, or develop their land through the use of a mortgage, so 

the Matauri applicants were more likely looking for certainty of title, and the timber disputes noted below 

suggests this to be the case.  Section 117 also, however, protected their land from being purchased by 

individuals. As Armstrong and Subasic note, Crown pre-emption was viewed by some Government 

ministers as a protective measure.211 

Towards the end of the nineteenth century kauri began to be cut in and around Whakarārā and Waiaua, 

and on the Matauri land block.  On Waiaua, the Leslie Brothers cut timber for the Auckland Timber 

Company, which held leases there from 1882 until the early 1900s.212  Here, the logs were transported 

down the Waiaua Stream to Waiaua Bay where they were rafted to Auckland.  Kauri from Whakarārā 

were taken to the coast downstream at Te Ngaere (Taiaue Bay).213  The extraction of timber on Matauri 

caused tension among Māori, and this is a probable motive behind the applications.  This tension erupted 

onto the public record when, on 11 February 1902, Pāora Kira and others sought an injunction to stop 

                                                      
208  ‘Certificate under Section 65’ for ML 6800, 26 March 1901, and Application for Charging Order for Matauri, 

27 March 1901, both on ibid. 
209  ‘Notice of Release of Lien’, Auckland, 10 November 1905, on Matauri Block Order File No. 3, MLC. 
210  Armstrong and Subasic, Wai 1040 #A12, pp. 1420-1. 
211  Ibid, p. 1146. 
212  Sale, Whangaroa, p. 133. 
213  On the informant site visit of March 2015, Whaea Iwa Aker talked about how the kauri logs were driven 

downstream past the Te Kiripaka block.   
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Hōne Hapa working timber on Matauri.214  Hapa was also known as John Shepherd.  He had been 

recorded as living at Mangonui, Whangaroa and Kēnana, but not at Matauri, although he claimed his 

father was born at Matauri (see the Motukawanui title investigation section further below).  He often wrote to 

the Government on land matters, and occasionally in English.  This may reflect that Hapa was a half-

caste.  He may also be the same individual who was unsuccessful in contesting the Northern Māori 

election of 1909.215  Out of nine candidates, Hapa came fourth.  Hapa may also be the one and same as a 

John Shepherd who featured at the title investigation of the Patuakiwi block in 1899.  This individual was 

said to be the son of ‘Te Hapa (i.e. Shepherd)’.216  Hapa also appears to be the same individual who 

conducted one party (of two) in the 1901 Native Land Court investigation of Kohumaru.217  (Hapa, 

though, is not the one and same as John G Shepherd,218 who was a Whangaroa County Councillor,219 

Land Assessor,220 and a Licensed Interpreter who witnessed several receipts for the sale of Motukawanui 

(see chapter three)).   

On 18 February, Hapa advised Blomfield that Kira had visited him to make him stop cutting timber at 

Waiaua (on land that would later become part of Matauri No. 1).  He added that Pāora Kira Īhaka and 

others were drawing £25 from Macklors[?] Bros of Auckland for standing timber on the Matauri Block, 

‘the whole amounts being value Fifty pounds odd for the timber and compensation of the road on 

Matauri.’  Hapa did not think Kira had the right to stop his work on account of the royalty of 9d per 

superficial feet that he was paying to the ‘natives whom I know they are the owners.’   This suggests that 

Hapa was not an owner.  Hapa further explained that he had secured the timber arrangement on Waiaua 

through ‘Maori meeting[s]’ in which Kira had attended with no dissent.  Hapa intended to put the Matauri 

block through the Native Land Court ,221 perhaps because he considered the court would provide for 

better royalties.  In evidence before the Māori Land Council in 1905 on another matter, Hōne Taotahi 

mentioned that in 1902 he and Hapa ‘looked for someone to work the timber of Waiaua.  A number of 

young fellows refused to work because they said they had a right to the land. Hōne Pera worked for us.’222 

                                                      
214  Pāora Kira, Tarakau[sp?] Kira, Īhaka Pera, Ngāpuhi Rēnata, Raina W. Pāora, Wiremu Pāora K., Maka Hōri me 

etahi atu to EC Bloomfield (in Te Reo), 11 February 1902. On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 183h 5356, Tai 
Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri Block 1902-06, ANZ.  There was no translation on file of the letter. 

215  See ‘Northern Maori Election Contest’, Dominion, 22 March 1909, p. 5. 
216  See P. Berghan, ‘Northland Block Research Narratives Vol VII Native Land Court Blocks 1865-2005: Pae-

Putoetoe’, completed for the Crown Forestry Rental Trust’s Northland Research Assistance Projects, February 
2006, Wai 1040 #A39(f), p. 404. 

217  See Katherine Orr-Nimmo, ‘‘“A Land Flowing With Milk and Honey”: Aspects of the History of Kohumaru 
in the Vicinity of Kenana’, Report Commissioned by the Waitangi Tribunal for Wai 58, Wai 295 and Wai 320, 
May 1999, Wai 1040 #E9, pp. 38 passim. 

218  Whose wife was Mary who died in 1904, see ‘Deaths’, New Zealand Herald, 10 February 1904, p. 1. 
219  See http://nzetc.victoria.ac.nz/tm/scholarly/tei-Cyc02Cycl-t1-body1-d2-d28-d3.html noting Shepherd as a 

councillor in 1901. 
220  See ‘payments to Assessors and Reviewers’, AJHR 1892, B-29, p. 1. 
221  Shepherd to Blomfield, 18 February 1902. On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 183h 5356, Tai Tokerau Alienation 

file, Matauri Block 1902-06, ANZ 
222  Tokerau Māori Land Council Minute Book 3, p. 175. 
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Blomfield sought advice from the Court Registrar as to the title situation of Matauri, asking if an 

application for title investigation had been filed and whether there was also a survey plan.223  He was 

advised that ‘the Block was advertised’ in September 1901 for a hearing at Mangonui but subsequently 

adjourned, ‘probably in accordance with the instructions from the Chief Judge with respect to all 

investigation cases in the North.’  An ‘approved’ plan and title investigation application, though, had been 

filed;224 these are probably referring to the two applications above and ML 6800.   The intent of the 

comment regarding the Chief Judge’s instructions are unclear, although it may be referring to the block’s 

status as a subject of possible Papatupu Block Committee investigation.   

In March 1902, 13 individuals later wrote to the Native Minister objecting to the Matauri and Te 

Mahimahi blocks being adjudicated upon by the Māori Land Council.  The 13 individuals included 

Hāwira Pita, Hāmiora Hōhepa, Hōne Taotahi, Taiapo Pita, Eruera Hōhepa, Pāora Pene, and Āni Pūhipi 

who were all included in the first application for title investigation above.  The petition stated: 

I runga o te pouri tanga o matou ngakau mo te riro nga o matou whenua i raro o te Kaunihera 

whenua Maori he tono atu tena na matou kia tirotiro kia ta matou kupu[.]  E kore matou e pai 

ma taua Kaunihera e whakawa o matou whenua i te mea e mohio ana matou ko taua 

Kaunihera he whakatau rangatira e kore e whai i nga take tika i te mea ko nga take a nga 

rangatira he raupatu (conquest) ko a matou nei take he tupuna he ahi ka (occupation)[.]  Ko 

nga mema o te Kaunihera whenua Maori he Maori i muri o tena ka riro ano mate Kooti 

Whenua Maori e whakawa ara enei taua whakataunga[.]  Na reira he kupu atu tena na matou 

kua puta ke a matou tono i roto i te Kahiti mo te Kooti Whenua Maori i tu ki Mangonui i te 18 

o nga ra o Hepetema 1901 mo te nei whenua mo Matauri Block mo te Mahimahi na konei 

waiho ano mate Kooti Whenua Maori e whakawa enei whenua.225    

[translation: Consequent upon the darkness of our hearts owing to the passing of our lands under the 

Maori Land Council, this is an application from us asking you to consider our words.  We are not willing 

that the said Council should adjudicate upon our lands, because we know that the same Council will 

decide according to rangatiraship (rank), they will not be guided by the rightful claims (takes), because the 

claims of the chiefs (men of rank) are based on conquest, whereas our claims are based on ancestry and 

permanent occupation.  The members of the Maori Council are Maoris and after they have dealt with the 

case it will have to be adjudicated upon by the Native Land Court, i.e. the Native Land Court will have to 

revise their decision.  Therefore this is a word from us informing you that our applications have appeared 

in the Kahiti for the Native Land Court which sat at Mangonui on the 18th day of September, 1901, for 

this land Matauri and Te Mahimahi.  Therefore let these lands remain for the Native Land Court to 

adjudicate upon.] 

                                                      
223  Blomfield to Registrar, Auckland, 12 February 1902 on file BAAI A39 11466 Box 183h 5356, Tai Tokerau 

Alienation file, Matauri Block 1902-06. 
224  [Registrar?] to Blomfield, 20 February 1902, on bottom of Blomfield to Registrar, Auckland, 12 February 1902. 

On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 183h 5356, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri Block 1902-06. 
225  Paul [Pāora] Pene, Hāmiora Hōhepa, Eruera Hōhepa, Tira Haare, Hōne Pera, Hōne Taotahi, Mereana Hāwira, 

Āni Pūhipi, Taiapo Pita, Hēmi Turetahi, [?] Hūnia, Hāwira Pita, Harata Tira, to Native Minister, 26 March 
1902 (in Te Reo and English). On file ADYU 18191 MA-MLA 1 2 1902/72, 1902, ANZ.  
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No response to the letter was located.226  The letter, though, suggests at least three matters; first, there 

may have been a division or tensions between the two applicant groups from Matauri and Te Ngaere, 

respectively, possibly over the timber dispute noted above.  Second, the writers may not have clearly 

understood that a Block Committee investigated title and its report would be considered by the Māori 

Land Council, or that they simply lacked faith in the land council process and/or its members.  As 

Armstrong and Subasic stated, ‘in theory’ the new land council system met both Māori and Crown 

ambitions but proved less effective in practice, and the initial reaction from Northland Māori to the 

councils was ‘lukewarm at best.’  This was because Māori had not been fully informed of the provisions 

of the 1900 Act and ‘were weary at yet another change in legalisation.’227  As noted above, the series of 

introductory hui about the 1900 Act were probably just in the beginning stages at the time the letter was 

written.  Third, the writers were concerned about outsiders gaining interests in the block through take 

raupatu rather than ahi kā or occupation; or that the writers were concerned that a council process 

dominated by rangatira would favour claims of conquest over claims of occupation.  While it is not 

mentioned in the letter, it is unclear to what degree the petitioners and others considered that the Treaty 

of Waitangi Committee 1884 acknowledgement of Matauri protected their rights or interests in Matauri.  

Nonetheless, it is doubtful that the petitioners were reluctantly engaging in a title investigation process in 

response to the other applicants who had filed for a title investigation into Matauri, as the other 

applicants had filed their application a month after the petitioners had submitted theirs.   

In late March and early April 1902, Kira complained that Hapa had refused to stop ‘working his kauri 

bush’ on the block.228  Hapa had apparently cut down 40,000 trees.229  Blomfield was prepared to issue an 

injunction if Hapa refused to stop working the bush.230  Presumably Hapa paid no heed to the request to 

stop, and at Kaeo, on 21 April 1902, Blomfield heard an application from Kira ‘and his people’ on the 

matter.  After ‘discussion’ among the interested parties Blomfield granted an injunction ‘restraining all 

timber working on’ the Matauri block until title was ascertained.231  On the injunction order, fees of 7s 6d 

were noted as paid, but it is unclear as to who paid them.232 

In May 1902, Hapa asked Bromfield when the court would sit to ‘adjudge’ the Matauri and Mahimahi 

blocks, Motukawa and Whangaihe.  He considered the hearing urgent because of ‘trouble between 

Johnson and the Native[s] of Matauri for the road through Matauri Block’ in which ‘the Native[s] stopped 

the road’.   He also wanted to know who would pay for several logs he had lost in a flood, and claimed 

                                                      
226  The cover minute sheet to the letter is bereft of any follow up action or comment. 
227  Armstrong and Subasic, ‘Summary of Northern Land and Politics: 1860-1910. An Overview Report Prepared 

for the Crown Forestry Rental Trust, June, 2007 (Wai 1040, A #12)’, Wai 1040 #A12(c), p. 37. 
228  Kira to Blomfield, 25 March 1902; and Kira to Blomfield (in Te Reo), 2 April 1902, both on ibid. 
229  Handwritten note on bottom of sheet, [1902], on ibid. 
230  Blomfield to [no recipient noted], n.d., on back of Kira to Blomfield, 25 March 1902 on ibid. 
231  Northern Minute Book 36, p. 6. 
232  An order (in Te Reo and English) was subsequently issued against Shepherd ‘and all others whom it may 

concern’.  The fees were 5s for the order and 2s 6d for a copy.  ‘The Native Land Court Act, 1894’ injunction, 
23 April 1902 on ibid. 
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that he had been unable to move them to Tākou because of Blomfield stopping him working.233  No 

response to his letter was noted.  The trouble referred to by Hapa appears to relate to Waikuku sawmill 

owner, Freeman Johnson, who wanted a road through the Matauri settlement as there was no surveyed 

public road, and who had broken ‘all the gates of the Native Paddock’.  Hapa wanted Blomfield to ‘fix 

this matter’ as he had been ‘trying to made [sic] any arrangement’, possibly in relation to his timber 

activities, to which Johnson ignored.234  James Alfred Freeman Johnson and his two sons George and 

Freeman lived at Hikurua (near Tākou, just south of the Tepene settlement).  James and his two sons 

built the Leslie home on the Waiaua Estate.235  Celia Leslie sold timber cutting rights over Waiaua to 

James Johnson in 1898.236  It should be emphasised that Waiaua was probably referring to the Waiaua 

Estate that covered part of the Whakarārā and OLC 610-11 blocks adjoining the Matauri land block, 

extending south down to Tākou and inland to cover, at the time, some 3,276 acres (see the following 

map).  The Waiaua Stream more or less separates the estate with the Waiaua Native settlement located on 

part Matauri 1A and 1E (see ML plan 8879, Map 22) in the south-east corner of Matauri No. 1.  The 

stream was used to transport kauri logs down to Waiaua Bay.237  It is unclear what road is being referred 

to here, although it is possibly that inscribed on ML plan 6800 further below.  The roadline through the 

Matauri land block was not properly formed over the No. 1 subdivision until 1929, although that did not 

mean that some other form of tracks or tramlines, deemed a road by locals, were not extant prior to this.     

                                                      
233  Shepherd to Blomfield, 28 May 1902. On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 183h 5356, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, 

Matauri Block 1902-06, ANZ 
234  Shepherd to Blomfield, 15 June 1902, on ibid. 
235  Lorelei Hayes, p. 81. 
236  Ibid, p. 118 
237  Ibid, p. 115. 
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Map 16: ‘Plan of Waiaua Estate’, 1856 (OLC 228 – with my annotations) 

 

Approx. location of Waiaua 
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In September 1902, Tokerau District Māori Land Council member H. Rēnata updated the Council’s 

President about the ongoing dispute between Hapa and Kira in relation to the burning and floating of 

kauri trees on the Matauri block to the sea.  Rēnata had cautioned the two but considered that only a 

judgment would resolve the matter.238   In February 1903, Hapa (Shepherd) wrote to the Court Registrar 

seemingly objecting to the injunction.  He had received an order under section 14(9) of the Native Land 

Act 1894 restraining his timber activities on Matauri, and sought to have it removed.  Hapa claimed that 

on the day Blomfield issued the injunction he had made a payment to the court to hold off the injunction 

so his rights could be investigated by the court.  Hapa’s letter in full reads:   

He tono atu tenei na matou ki te Kooti Whenua maori mo tetahi ota arai i whakaputaina i raro 

i te wahanga 9 tekiona 14 of Te Ture Kooti Whenua Maori 1894.  He tono atu hoki tenei na 

matou kia whakakorea atu tena ota arai.  E tono atu ana matou i te mea no matou tuturu taua 

whenua konga rakau Kauri i mahia e matou kei te takoto i te whenua rua tere atu etahi kei te 

moana rua pau etahi i te rapura i toro na taua ota arai i ruihi ai e tahi o enei tuporo ko matou 

ake kua ruihi.  A ko matou hoki kei te hiahia kia whakawakia taua whenua nei a Matauri etata 

ana ki Whangaroa.  Na konei matou ka tono atu nei kia whakarea taua ota arai i raro i te Ture 

whakatikatika i nga Ture Whenua Maori 1895. 

Ko te ota arai i tukuna mai e Edward Clare Bloomfield [sic] Commissioner i te 23 o nga ra 

Aperira 1902 e whakaae hoki matou kia whakaritea tetahi moni utu paru me pupuru e te Kooti 

Whenua Maori kia mutu te whakawa kia mohiotia to matou tika ka puta ai ana taua moni kia 

matou.239 

The Registrar advised Hapa to write to Blomfield to have the injunction orders cancelled.240 

2.3.3 The Tokerau District Māori Land Council’s hearing, 1902 

On 11-12 September 1902, the Tokerau Māori Land Council, comprising Blomfield and Kawiti (with 

C.W. Bean as clerk and interpreter), sat in Whangaroa to hear applications for the election and setting up 

of a Papatupu Block Committee for the ‘2,500 nga eka’ Matauri land block.  The council had the power 

under section 11 of the Māori Lands Administration Act 1900 to refer any claim or question brought 

before it to a Block Committee for further investigation and report.  Notice, or the Kahiti, of the hearing 

was posted at Kaeo, Whangaroa, Tōtara, ‘and distributed about the block.’241  Armstrong and Subasic 

state that ‘notices of sittings were delivered to the original applicants for distribution among other 

                                                      
238  H. Rēnata, Whangaroa, to President (Māori Land Council?) (in Te Reo), 13 September 1902. On file BAAI 

A39 11466 Box 183h 5356, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri Block 1902-06.  
239  Hōne Hapa mā to the Registrar, NLC, 25 February 1903 (in Te Reo) on file ‘Matauri – corres’, [1903-67], 

MLC.  The other individuals in Hapa’s letter are not identified.  No translation on file. 
240  Registrar to Hapa mā, 27 February 1903 on file ‘Matauri – corres’, [1903-67]. 
241  Tokerau Māori Land Council Minute Book 1, p. 44; The ‘notice’ is probably referring to the Kahiti which 

advertised the five applicants.  Kahiti, No. 54, 26 July 1902 on file BAAI A39 11466 Box 183h 5356, Tai 
Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri Block 1902-06, ANZ. 
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interested parties, and were in addition also usually posted on frequently visited public places such as 

stores, as well as on the land itself.’242 

Section 20 of the 1900 Act does provide for the block committee’s sketch plan and the council to 

confirm an order even if the land had not been surveyed or a plan authorised by the Surveyor-General.  

For Matauri, however, a survey plan ML 6800 was produced, and is signed by Blomfield as President of 

the Māori Land Council with the inscription: ‘Produced at Whangaroa at the setting up of a Papatupu 

Block Committee this 11th day of September 1902.’  The plan gives an acreage for the block of 2167a 2r 

29p, which is 33 acres less than that notified.  The acreage could be a later addition to the plan, given that 

it was also presented before the Māori Land Council in October 1905 and the Native Land Court in 

October 1909.  The Kahiti records four applications concerning Matauri: one each from Pūhipi Pene me 

etahi atu, Harepeka Taharoa me etahi atu, Pāora Kira me etahi atu, and Rāwinia Tāmati Hō.243   

The applications had been lodged possibly as early as July 1902 by all the claimants except Hōne Peka 

noted below (his form was not located).244  The hearing recorded six claimants, Harepeka Taharoa, Pūhipi 

Pene, Pāora Kira, Rāwinia Tāmati Hō, Tāmati Hōri, and Hōne Peka, who each then laid out their 

respective take.  Taharoa stated his hapū as Ngāti Tara and claimed the whole block under ancestry 

through Kahu Ra Uta (Kahurauta), continuous occupation, burial grounds, and two pā.  Pene of Ngāti 

Miru claimed ancestry through Taniwha Rau to whom Kahurauta was a descendant, and on the same 

grounds as Taharoa.  Pene and Taharoa agreed to treat their claims as one.245  Pene and Hōne Hapa later 

provided Blomfield with a whakapapa chart showing the lineage and connections between Taniwharau 

and Kahurauta.246 

 

  

                                                      
242  Armstrong and Subasic, Wai 1040 #A12, p. 1428. 
243  Kahiti, No. 54, 26 July 1902. On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 183h 5356, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 

Block 1902-06.  
244  See Ahua f, ‘Kereme Tono Whenua Papatupu’ (in Te Reo and English, respectively), forms for Pāora Kira et 

al, Tāmati Hoori et al, Hāre Peka Taharoa et al, Rāwinia Tāmati Hou et al, Hōne Hapa et al, and Pūhipi Pene 
et al, [1902]. All on file BAAI A39 11466 Box 183h 5356, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri Block 1902-06. 

245  Tokerau Māori Land Council Minute Book 1, 11 September 1902, pp. 44-5. 
246  Pūhipi Pene and Hōne Hapa, Matauri Bay, to Blomfield, 11 November 1903 (in Te Reo). On file BAAI A39 

11466 Box 183h 5356, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri Block 1902-06. 
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Map 17: ‘Plan of Matauri Blk’, 1900 (ML plan 6800 – with my annotations) 
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Kira of Ngāi Tūpango claimed through conquest by Auwha, ‘constant occupation’, continuous mana 

from Auwha.  Kira dismissed the other claimants as of ‘an elder branch’ not being descendants of Auwha.  

Hō of Ngāti Kura and Ngāti Tara claimed ‘only for portion of the land, only for Matauri’ (most likely for 

the Matauri Bay area?) based on ancestry through Kahu Ra Uta of Ngāti Tara, and Te Rawiki [Rauriki], 

‘the head’ of Ngāti Kura; continuous occupation; a ‘place of refuge’ established by Noa Te Punga, the son 

of Rawiki; and five churches established (on the land) by her father Tāmati Hō.  Hō considered that her 

claim was the same as Hōne Peka.  Peka admitted Kahu Ra Uta but not Rawiki.  Peka did not give any 

further specific evidence on his take, but agreed to treat his claim as one with that of Hō. 247  Hōri of Ngāi 

Tūpango and Ngāti Kura claimed ancestry through Pāora Te Wha (Tawha) and Noa Te Punga, 

continuous occupation, conquest, burial grounds, and a pā.248  Thus, this resulted in four separate claims 

as follows: 

Table 6: List of claimants before Tokerau District Māori Land Council, 1902 

Claimants Residence Hapū Tūpuna Take Comment

1 

Tāmati Hoori, Hera Tāhere, 
Pikake Kingi, Whare Kingi, 
Pare Pīkake, H.J. Poroua, 
Ngatahi Atu 

Te Ngaere, 
Matauri, Parua 

Ngāi Tūpango, 
Ngāti Kura 

Pāora Te 
Wha, Noa Te 
Punga 

Occupation, 
raupatu, urupā, pā 

Block description 
provided in Te 
Reo, & noted on 
the English form 
simply as ‘plan No 
6800’. 

2 
Harepeka Taharoa ‘me etahi 
atu’ Ōtoroa Ngāti Tara Kahurauta Occupation, burial 

grounds, pā 

Refers to ‘Te 
Mapi’  

Pūhipi Pene ‘me etahi atu’ Matauri Ngāti Miru Taniwha Rau ‘Withdrawn’

3 

Pāora Kira, Tarawau Kira, 
Wīremu Pāora, Hāre Pāora, 
Pāora P.[sic], Hūnia Hoori, 
Kira Hoori, Hamu H. 
Maaka, Maihi Maaka, 
Mereana Pāora, Mare Hau, 
Haereata Kira, Raina 
Wiremu, Mate Ngapuhi, 
Hemo More, Maaka Hoori 

Mahinepua Ngāti Tūpango Auwha Occupation, mana 
‘papatupu kei te 
mapi Ngarahe’ 

4 

Rāwinia Tāmati Hou [sic], 
Hāmiora Hōhepa, Pene 
Paratene, Pāora Pūhi, Eruera 
Hōhepa, Mere Hōne, Harata 
Tira, Miriami Bates, Tomiti 
Tame, Tomiti Hori, Tomiti 
Moehika, Hanati[?] Purerua, 
Retiti Moehika, Repeka Rata 

Matauri 

Ngāti Kura Te Rawiki
Occupation, place 
of refuge by Noa 
Te Punga, five 
churches 
established by Hō’s 
father 

ML plan 6800.  
Form submitted by 
solicitor John 
Sinclair 

Ngāti Tara Kahurauta 

Hōne Peka  Kahurauta Form not located 

n/a 

Hōne Hapa, Hāmiora 
Hōhepa, Mereana Hāwira, 
Hāwira Pita, Āni Pūhipi, 
Hōne Taotahi, Eruera 
Hōhepa, Harata Tira 

Matauri 
Ngāti Tara, 
Ngāti Miru 

  

‘Withdrawn’ 
(application not 
mentioned at Māori 
Land Council 
hearing) 

                                                      
247  Tokerau Māori Land Council Minute Book 1, p. 45. 
248  Ibid, pp. 45-6. 
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Image 7: Tracing of Matauri Block accompanying Papatupu Land Claim form, July 1902 (with 
my annotations)249 

 

One form is worthy of mention given it is more detailed than the other.  It was the only one located that 

was submitted by a solicitor, John Sinclair, for claimants 4 in the table above.  Sinclair stated that his 

attached tracing (see above) showed the portion of the block (presumably bordered in red) claimed by his 

clients: ‘a portion of which belongs to the Te Ngaere Natives and the Waiaua portion to the Waiaua 

Natives.’  Sinclair suggested that it would be best to bring the whole block before the Land Council ‘and 

admit the claims of the Te Ngaere Natives and the Waiaua Natives to their respective portions.’250   

Having established their claims to Matauri, the six applicants then agreed to set up a Papatupu Block 

Committee of six.  Section 16 of the 1900 Act provided for a committee of no less than five members 

and no more than nine, and a land council member could not be a committee member.   Armstrong and 

Subasic state that the President of the Council, upon hearing all the claims, would apportion the number 
                                                      
249  Tracing attached to Sinclair to Sheridan, Commissioner of Land Administration Department, Wellington, 31 

July 1902. On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 183h 5356, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri Block 1902-06.  
250  Sinclair to Sheridan, Commissioner of Land Administration Department, Wellington, 31 July 1902. On ibid. 

Pateretere Stream?
(as shown on ML 6800) 

Whakarārā School 

‘Road’?  
(as shown on ML 6800) 
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of committee members to be elected by each claimant or claimant group.  Such decisions were ‘largely 

guided by the relative support for each claim that had been put through.’251  Each applicant chose one 

committee member with the remaining two chosen jointly; Taharoa nominated Huirama Tūkariri of 

Kēnana; Kira nominated Hetaraka Mānihera of Kaikohe; Hō nominated Kārena Kiwa of Ōtangaroa; Hōri 

nominated Āperahama Parangi of Te Waimate.  Initially, the claimants jointly nominated Tītore Tango of 

Kerikeri and Hōhaia Tango of Rāwhiti, where the voting for their inclusion was evenly split.  To break 

this impasse, the claimants agreed to Blomfield’s suggestion of Herewini Paerata of Touwai and Hāpeta 

Rēnata of Taupo in substitution – all of whom were unanimously elected.  Rēnata was elected chair. 252   

In their draft report on the block committees, Paul Hamer and Paul Meredith point out that service on 

multiple committees was the ‘norm’; members Tūkariri, Mānihera, and Parangi for Matauri were some of 

the most frequently appointed committee members of all committees appointed in Northland.253  It is 

unclear, though, how the claimants came up with the preferred potential candidates they wanted elected 

to the committee.  Armstrong and Subasic noted that once the nominations were put forward, the 

nominees had to accept their nominations and be confirmed by all the claimants.254  The hearing above 

suggests that the nominees were present when they were unanimously elected; whether claimants may 

have already made arrangements with these nominees or for other potential nominees is not clear but 

possible.  McRae suggests that Papatupu Block Committees were of diverse membership, with many of 

those elected having been actively engaged in Pākehā government structures, and who were tribal leaders 

in their own right.255  Hamer and Meredith note that while there was nothing in the regulations to 

disallow individuals who had interests in a block in question to be committee members, in a number of 

committee appointments, members identified whether they had interests or not – this did not occur for 

Matauri or Motukawanui, and none of the elected committee members feature in the eventual ownership 

lists for Matauri and Motukawanui.  Hamer and Meredith note, however, that there was only one instance 

of nominated committee members being rejected by claimants, and this occurred with respect to the 

Matauri block; hence why Blomfield came forward with his two suggestions.  Regardless of this, the two 

authors note that claimants were at least able to nominate committee members in stark contrast with the 

Native Land Court process whereby Māori claimants had no say in the appointment of a Pākehā judge.256  

2.3.4 The Papatupu Block Committee, preliminaries 

The role of the newly established Papatupu Block Committee was to investigate the claims to Matauri and 

then report back to the Māori Land Council.  First, though, were the logistics and setting a date for the 

                                                      
251  Armstrong and Subasic, Wai 1040 #A12, p. 1428.  The two historians note that where only one or two claims 

were heard, then the apportionment of members was relatively straightforward. 
252  Ibid, 11-12 September 1902, pp. 46, 53; see also form signed by Blomfield authorising the Committee, 11 

September 1902 on file BAAI A39 11466 Box 183h 5356, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri Block 1902-06. 
253  Paul Hamer and Paul Meredith, pp. 76-7. 
254  Armstrong and Subasic, Wai 1040 #A12, p. 1428. 
255  McRae, pp. 67, 84-5 fn 31. 
256  Paul Hamer and Paul Meredith, pp. 72, 75. 
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hearing.  On 8 April 1903, Blomfield was asked when the ‘Council’ would meet at Matauri as local Māori 

had made ‘great preparations’, and some were already in Whangaroa as they thought the court was to be 

opened on 14 April.257  While a reply was not located258 it appears that a Committee hearing had been 

scheduled, but possibly cancelled at the last minute.  On 15 April, Hōne Hapa et al wrote to Blomfield 

(Puruma Whira) complaining of being misled as to the scheduling of the Committee hearing set for 14 

April that would have allowed for the case of Pāora Kira to be cross-examined.  The writers claimed that 

significant expenses had been incurred in purchasing bread, tea, sugar, books, and ink for the session.  

They also noted that only two Committee members showed up; Te Huirama Tūkariri (who, as noted 

above, had been nominated by Harepeka Taharoa as a member) and Reverend Herewini Paerata (who 

was Blomfield’s nominated member agreed to by claimants).  Hapa urged the Committee to consider the 

expenses incurred by his party and to make a judgment on the Matauri block.259  No response or 

acknowledgement of the letter was located.   

A month later, Pāora Pene urged for a swift judgment in relation to Te Mahimahi, Matauri and 

Motukawanui as a rāhui placed by Māori on the shooting of birds on these blocks until 1 June was not 

being adhered to.  Pene had spoken to the shooters and erected notices to advise of the rāhui but the 

shooters still persisted.  He expressed his fear of the guns and wanted a swift judgement, presumably so 

the confirmed owners could assert control.260  While no response or acknowledgement of the letter was 

located, several further enquiries were made to Blomfield in relation to logistics and costs of holding a 

Block Committee hearing for the same blocks, such as the location and accommodation arrangements of 

the committee members, and whether the claimants were required to pay for the Committee's stay at the 

Whangaroa Hotel.261  Shepherd (Hapa) wired Blomfield on 17 November 1903 requesting that the 

Papatupu Block Committee sit at Matauri.  He added that (claimants) Pūhipi Pene and [Taharoa?] 

Harepeka were ill.262  Meanwhile, Committee member Tūkariri had written (from Whangaroa) to 

Blomfield of the preparations for the Block Committee hearing to be held at Whangaroa.263  The 

Committee decided to first hear the claims concerning Matauri in late November through to mid-

December 1903, and then claims to Te Mahimahi and Motukawanui in late December. 

                                                      
257  AH Harris[?] to Blomfield, 8 April 1903. On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 183h 5356, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, 

Matauri Block 1902-06. 
258  On the reverse of Harris’ letter is written ‘Replied to Huirana Tukairi, Kenana’.  
259  Hōne Hapa, Tira Haare, Hāwira Pita, Pāora Hoori, Rata Hōhaia, Hona Wi Mui[?], Pāora Pene; Pūhipi Pene; 

Hāmiora Hōhepa, Matauri Bay, to Bloomfield [sic], 15 April 1913 (in Te Reo). On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 
183h 5356, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri Block 1902-06. 

260  Pāora Pene, Matauri Bay, to Blomfield, 13 May 1903 (in Te Reo).  On ibid. It is unclear whether Pene was 
referring to Māori and/or non-Māori shooters. 

261  Pāora Kira, Hōne Pororua, Wiremu Pāora, Maaka H. Otai, Kira H. Otai, Tāmati Hoori, Wiremu Īhāia, to 
Blomfield, 5 August 1903 (in Te Reo); and Tāmati Hoori, Ōtora, to Blomfield, 1 September 1903 (in Te Reo).  
Both on ibid. 

262  Shepherd to Blomfield, 17 November 1903.  On ibid.  
263  Huirama Tūkariri, Whangaroa, to Blomfield, 10 November 1903 (in Te Reo).  On ibid.   
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2.3.5 Papatupu Block Committee investigation, 1903 

The Papatupu Block Committee for Matauri sat over 13 days at Whangaroa (and later at Matauri Bay264) 

from Saturday 21 November to Tuesday 8 December 1903.  The sittings were lengthy, averaging around 

nine hours per day, with sittings over 12 hours on eight days.265  The Committee delivered its findings a 

week later on Tuesday 15 December.  As noted above, there were five appointed Committee members; 

Huirama Tūkariri, Kārena Kiwa, Āperahama Parangi, Herewini Paerata, and Hāpeta Rēnata (Chair).  

However, on 18 November, Tūkariri, signing off as chair, informed Blomfield that there were only four 

members, Kiwa, Parangi, Paerata, and himself.266  This was one less than the minimum committee 

membership, although section 8(1) of the 1900 Act provided for just a majority of the total committee 

members for a meeting to proceed.267  McRae makes the comment that the number of committee 

members ‘who were prepared to be involved’ showed their ‘willingness by participating.’268   

Two main comments need to be made regarding the way the Papatupu Block Committee conducted itself 

in this case.  First, are the ‘sums’ (fees) paid in taking a case and for time taken to question applicants; five 

shillings was the cost for two hours.269  Hamer and Meredith point out that subscription payments to 

cover committee expenses appeared to have been relatively common.270  The authors further commented: 

at the time of the Maori Lands Administration Act 1900, it cost £1 for each party for every day of a court 

investigation.  The cost (as reported in Matauri, Mahimahi, and Motukawanui) of £1.5.0 to bring a case 

before the committee and (as reported in Matauri) five shillings for every two hours of hearing time tend 

to suggest that committee expenses were not particularly dissimilar, although it must be remembered that 

the payment for sitting time appears to have been borne by the party presenting evidence or cross-

examining, rather than by each party.271 

Armstrong and Subasic reported that while there were costs involved in a committee process, ‘most 

notably for claim admittance and issue of title orders, as well as food and other necessities’, overall, they 

were ‘considerably less than that involved’ with a Native Land Court investigation.272  Second, were 

matters relating to the committee’s decision-making process in terms of the nature of testimonies 

presented and questions asked, including: 
                                                      
264  The MLC Minute Book Index database states that the hearing took place at Matauri Bay only.  According to a 

letter from a Committee Chair, the committee’s decision was to be given at Matauri, see Huirama Tūkariri to 
Blomfield, 18 November 1903 (in Te Reo).  On ibid.     

265  Paul Hamer and Paul Meredith, p. 103. 
266  Huirama Tūkariri, Chairman, to Blomfield, 18 November 1903 (in Te Reo). On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 

183h 5356, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri Block 1902-06. 
267  Regulation 20 and 21 of the Māori Land Administration Regulations 1901 provided that in the case of a 

vacancy, the ‘continuing members of the committee may act, provided a quorum is present.’ 
268  McRae, p. 68. 
269  Papatupu Block Committee Minute Book 8, pp. 1, 147, 239. 
270  Hamer and Meredith, p. 123.  The authors note that some individuals may have missed out if they were unable 

to pay the ‘subscription’ or committee fees; although they provide no Matauri examples, p. 124. 
271  Ibid, p. 128. 
272  Armstrong and Subasic, Wai 1040 #A12, p. 1432 and fn 3560. 
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 The extent to which other claimants support or disagree with one’s rights  

 The source of a claimant’s knowledge  

 The extent to which sites were occupied and used.  For example, for the cultivation or as a 

source of food273  

 Whether objections were made at the time a particular issue arose.  For instance, objecting to 

the occupation or use of land where one is disputing another’s rights to that land, at the time 

one becomes aware of that occupation or use274  

 Outcomes from previous hearings, including testimonies and claims made. Other adjudications 

referred to in the hearing include Putataua,275 Whakataha,276 Motukawa,277 Whangaroa,278 

Tauaki wāhi tapu,279 and a Native Land Court hearing for Te Wainui No. 2 in 1899.280 

Information taken as accurate at those hearings was used in subsequent hearings to verify and 

corroborate281   

 How particular sites came to be named and by whom 

 Imprisonment for perjury is raised as a possibility.282 

As McRae stated, the block committees followed the pattern set by the Native Land Court as to 

examination and cross-examination.  She pointed out that in dealing with these claims the committees 

were placed in a more advantageous position with respect to sifting evidence from oral traditions, adding 

that treating historic events with no supporting documents was a new and difficult adjustment for Pākehā 

legal experts to make.283 

The claimants who appeared at the 1902 Māori Land Council hearing were present; Tāmati Hoori [sic],284 

Rāwinia Tāmati Hō (Tāmatiho – Tira Haare cross-examined on behalf of Hō),285 Harepeka Taharoa,286 

and Pāora Kira.287 (Another claimant who withdrew his claim at the 1902 hearing, Pūhipi Pene, 

                                                      
273  Papatupu Block Committee Minute Book 8, pp. 127, 158. 
274  Ibid, pp. 140, 181. 
275  Ibid, pp. 141-2. 
276  Ibid, p. 38. 
277  Ibid, pp. 25, 159, 207. 
278  Ibid, p. 236. 
279  Ibid, p. 239. 
280  Ibid, pp. 206-7, 226. 
281  Ibid, p. 236. 
282  Ibid, p. 222. 
283  McRae, p. 73. 
284  The evidence of Hoori is recorded at Papatupu Block Committee Minute Book 8, pp. 10-11, 62-102. 
285  The evidence of Hō is recorded at ibid, 21, pp. 7-8, 103-133. 
286  The evidence of Taharoa is recorded at ibid, pp. 5-6, 134-173, 174-182. 
287  The evidence of Kira is recorded at ibid, pp. 2-4, 183-217, 219-255. 
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represented Taharoa at this Papatupu hearing.)  An additional claimant was Te Maaka H. Otai,288 who 

featured as a claimant roia (lawyer) at the 1890 Treaty of Waitangi Committee hearing.  The cases of the 

claimants were in relation to Matauri No. 2 block (Te Ngaere), Matauri No. 1, and Matauri No. 3 

(Waiaua).  Waiaua in this instance was probably referring to the Native settlement noted in ML plan 8879 

(see Map 22) in the south-east corner of Matauri No. 1, than the greater Waiaua Estate.  The claimants 

began by making an introductory kōrero stating their whakapapa, rohe pōtae,289 take, and answering a few 

preliminary questions from the Committee.  Each claimant then gave testimony to the Block Committee 

and was cross-examined by both the Committee and the other claimants.  Often an appointed assistant 

spoke for the claimant.   

Please note that the minutes are extensive and much of the narrative jumps around.  Many of the names 

mentioned of some tūpuna and place names have no context, or are hard (for me at least) to follow in the 

narrative or trace in terms of whakapapa.  I was unable to locate many place names and sites on a map.  

The detailing of the hearing, while not necessary for determining the Committee’s processes, highlights 

the complexity of information that the Block Committee had to contend with.  Thus, this section is 

divided into three parts; first is a summary of the hearing including a table summarising the claims and the 

Committee findings; second is the more minute detail of the hearing evidence; and lastly are the 

Committee findings in more detail. 

Summary of the hearing  

Three main matters arose in the Papatupu Block Committee hearings of 1903 into Matauri and Motukawa 

were a raupatu by Auwha and Whakaaria; a raupatu by Te Tangare and (Te) Huatahi; and a dispute about 

fences.   

No date is ascribed to the raupatu by Auha (Auwha) and Whakaaria.  It possibly happened soon after 

Captain James Cook reached New Zealand, when Ngāpuhi were in the process of expanding into the Bay 

of Islands from the Hokianga and other areas.  At this time tribal groups were seeking to gain control of 

the rich local resources, foreign trade and the missionaries whom they saw as conduits for Pākehā goods 

and processed foods.  These groups sought to acquire mana over the region by clearing out many of the 

non-Ngāpuhi groups that remained within their territories.290  The leading rangatira of this expansion 

included the brothers Auha and Whakaaria.  Auha was the grandfather of Hongi Hika.291  Auha and 

Whakaaria led successful campaigns into the Taiāmai, Te Waimate, Taumārere, Kerikeri and Paihia 

                                                      
288  Also referred to as Maaka Hoori, Maaka and TM.  First to give testimony, Te Maaka appears multiple times 

throughout the minute book cross-examining other claimants.  The evidence of Maaka is recorded at ibid, pp. 
11-51. 

289  Refers to the area that a claimant was laying claim to. 
290  Henare et al, Wai 1040 #A37, p. 27. 
291  Manuka Henare, Hazel Petrie and Adrienne Puckey, ‘“He Whenua Rangatira” Northern Tribal Landscape 

Overview (Hokianga, Whangaroa, Bay of Islands, Mahurangi and Gulf Islands)’, Mira Szászy Research Centre 
for Māori and Pacific Economic Development, University of Auckland Business School, a report 
commissioned by the CFRT, 2008, Wai 1040 #A37, p. 27. 
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districts, overrunning and often intermarrying with Ngāti Miru and other tribes.292 Auha and Whakaaria 

moved from place to place to maintain their status as conquerors.293  Waiaua was allegedly occupied by 

Ngāpuhi after the raupatu by Auwha and Whakaaria.294  Auha is said to have lived at Matauri with his 

second wife, Tira, where he apparently died.295  Some of the evidence at the Papatupu hearing suggests 

that Auha and Whakaaria gained their mana over Matauri through the raupatu.  One testimony stated that 

Auwha’s descendants obtained through raupatu lands from Motukawa through to Whangaroa where 

Ngāti Miru people had fled while under attack.296  It is unclear whether the raupatu by Tangare and 

Huatahi happened before or after that of Auha and Whakaaria.  This raupatu was revenge against Ngāti 

Miru and Ngāti Tara for the murder of Tihi, the wife of Tangare, an apparent daughter of Auha.297  One 

testimony suggests that Kīngi Hōri Kira was a descendant of Huatahi.298  

One main take tūpuna is that of Kahurauta, a descendant of Taniwharau and a relative of Huatahi.299  

According to some testimony, Taniwharau was of Ngāpuhi, whose hapū was Ngāti Rāhiri; he lived at 

Matauri Pā.300  Kahurauta was said to have lived and died at Motukawa(-nui).301  Te Ngaere was said to 

have been Kīngi Hōri Kira’s permanent and/or traditional home by virtue of his tupuna, Taikawa, 

descendant of Taniwharau.302 

  

                                                      
292  Rāwiri Taonui, 'Ngāpuhi - Tribal links and movement', Te Ara - the Encyclopedia of New Zealand, updated 22 

September 2012, URL: http://www.TeAra.govt.nz/en/ngapuhi/page-4; see also Tony Walzl, ‘Tai Tokerau 
District Māori Council: Mana Whenua Report’, Hapu Claims Collective – Mana Whenua Research Project, 
December 2012, Wai 1040 #E34, pp. 51-4. 

293  Henare et al, Wai 1040 #A37, p. 341.  The conquest of Auha and Whakaaria is expanded in greater detail at 
pp. 288-298; see also Angela Ballara’s analysis of Auha and Kauteāwhā actions in Taua: ‘Musket wars’, ‘land wars’ 
or tikanga?, Penguin Books, Auckland, 2003, pp. 55-6. 

294  Papatupu Block Committee Minute Book 8, p. 185. 
295  Henare et al, Wai 1040 #A37, p. 291. 
296  Papatupu Block Committee Minute Book 8, pp. 236-7 
297  Ibid, pp. 11, 165 
298  Ibid, p. 131. 
299  Papatupu Block Committee Minute Book 8, pp. 108, 145; Papatupu Block Committee Minute Book 4, p. 52. 
300  Papatupu Block Committee Minute Book 8, pp. 47, 137. 
301  Ibid, pp. 104, 137. 
302  Ibid, pp. 127, 182. 
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Table 7: Summary of Papatupu Block Committee hearing for Matauri, 1903 – list of claimants, take, and committee findings  

Claimants Hapū Tūpuna Take Area claimed Committee findings Committee award 
Objected to 

findings, 
1905 

Later 
appealed, 

1906 

Tāmati 
Hoori 

Ngāi Tūpango, 
Ngāti Kura 

Pāora Tawha  
Raupatu, mana, ahikā, 
pā, wāhi tapu, power 

Mouth of Okorihi River to Rauwahi 
(Rakauwaahi), joining Whakarārā 
boundary, to ‘’Te Patere 4 Kamoenga 
(Whakamoenga), Taumata, Wherowhero, 
Wairere, Rangiuru, Kohatuhuri, Paihia’, 
through to beach’ 

Tawha entitled under 
occupation; dismissed Noa 
Te Punga 

Dismissed  
(although 
included through 
his tupuna, Pāora 
Tawha) 
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Yes  
Noa Te Punga 

Mana, ahikā, 
occupation?, ringa kaha, 
wāhi tapu, pā, churches 

Harepeka 
Taharoa  

Ngāti Tara, 
Ngāti Miru, 
Ngāti Tai 

Kahurauta, 
Taniwharau 

Occupation, burial 
grounds, pā 

[not stated] 
In favour of line through 
Kahurauta to Karawaka; but 
conquest not proven 

950 shares of 
Matauri No. 1 

Yes  

Rāwinia 
Tāmati Hō  

Ngāti Kura Te Rawiki 

Occupation, place of 
refuge by Noa Te 
Punga, five churches 
established by Hō’s 
father, noho tonu 

‘Himama, Pukorukoru, Opiri, Te roto 
Potaka, Opawhero, Te Pokopoko, Onana, 
Parewai Tarere, Te Hue, Te Wai o te Rapa 
a te awha, Marere, Te Wai o Te Taraire, 
Te Wai Whare Maru, 
Whanaukaiharangote, Poroke, Tiki a 
Tangi Ariki, Maungakohatu, Te Maurea, 
Kohatuhuri, Omorere, by way of the 
ocean, Horonui, Te Taheke,303 to the 
interior of Motuharakeke, Te Toretore, 
Motuiwi, Piakoa, back to Himama’ 

Dismissed Rawiki

Yes Yes Ngāti Tara, 
Ngātimiru 

Kahurauta 

In favour of line through 
Kahurauta to Karawaka; 
conquest of Ngāti Miru, 
Ngāti Tara, Ngāti Tai and 
Te Takapari not proven 

Pāora Kira Ngāti Tūpango Auwha 
Occupation, mana, pā, 
wāhi tapu 

Okorihi to Paihia, & from Paihia to 
Matauri? 

No conquest by Auwha; by 
occupation only and entitled 
to Te Ngaere 950 shares of 

Te Ngaere/ 
Matauri No. 2 

Yes  

Maaka 
Otai 

Ngāti Rāhiri, 
Ngāti Kawa, 
Ngāi Tūpango 

Tangare, 
Huatahi 

Noho tūturu, ahikā, pā, 
wāhi tapu, mana 

Himama Pā, Pukorukoru, Te Nahinahi [sic] 
River, Pareowaitarere, Te Hue, Te 
Rapateaioha, Taraire River, & Te 
Waiwhakapirau 

Claim failed, although had a 
claim through residence of his
parents & Otai himself 

Yes  

 Total shares 2,163  

 

                                                      
303  A rock north-east of Nukutaunga island. 
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The third matter concerned a dispute between Tāmati Hoori and Pāora Kira over a fence.  The timeframe 

of this dispute is not clear.  Hoori wanted to erect fences at Matauri, while Kira objected and claimed a 

superior rank to Hoori as his matua.304  While Hoori claimed the fence belonged to one individual, Pūhipi 

Pene claimed it belonged to the tribe.305 Kira claimed certain individuals sought his consent for the fence 

in order to hold sheep and for the purpose of food cultivation sites.  He originally disagreed to give 

consent for the fence, but later agreed to a Pākehā putting sheep on the land.306  According to Hoori, if 

the dispute had not arisen, their claim would have been taken as one and the same as Kira’s.307 

In its findings the Committee found that the raupatu of Auha and Whakaaria of Ngāti Miru, Ngāti Tara, 

Ngāti Tai and Te Takapari was not proven, because there were still people of those hapū living on the 

land, and that the raupatu was not presented to the Native Land Court or the Treaty of Waitangi 

Committee.308  The Committee acknowledged the raupatu of Te Tangare and Huatahi, but that these 

individuals had returned to their own lands outside Matauri, and therefore any claim through them was 

not accepted.309  The Committee instead found in favour of occupation for those situated at Te Ngaere 

(Matauri No. 2) of Ngāti Rāhiri, Ngāti Kawa, and Ngāi Tūpango, and through the tūpuna Kahurauta and 

Taniwharau as take tūpuna for those situated at Matauri Bay (Matauri No. 1) of Ngāti Kura, Ngāti Tara, 

Ngāti Miru, and Ngāti Tai.  See the table on the page above for the summary of the hearing. 

Detailed evidence of the hearing 

Of Ngāti Rāhiri, Ngāti Kawa, and Ngāi Tūpango, the take of Otai was noho tūturu, ahikā, pā, wāhi tapu, 

and mana.  His noted tūpuna were Tangare and Huatahi.  Otai’s rohe pōtae was Himama Pā, Pukorukoru, 

Te Nahinahi [sic] River, Pareowaitarere, Te Hue, Te Rapateaioha, Taraire River, and Te 

Waiwhakapirau.310  Otai claimed that the boundary of his great-grandfather Te Kohe was in the rohe 

pōtae of Taniwharau, and that it was probably during Te Kohe’s time, not that of Tangare and Huatahi, 

when the boundaries of their raupatu (see below for details on the raupatu) were articulated.311 Otai 

claimed to have been involved in a contract for the sale of trees from Te Mahimahi, along with Puhi P., 

Pāora P., Hāmi H. and Pōkaitete.312  When Pāora Kira, further below, appears to refer to the same 

transaction, Otai is not named. The Committee established through their line of questioning of Otai that 

he had no ‘kainga tuturu’ nor any ‘mahinga’ in Matauri; that he was not already included in either of Te 

Huatahi or Te Tangare’s land; that no other award of land had been made to Otai by the Native Land 

                                                      
304  Ibid, p. 87. 
305  Ibid, pp. 161, 181. 
306  Ibid, pp. 190-1. 
307  Ibid, pp. 72, 83, 253-4. 
308  Report of Papatupu Block Committee, Matauri Block, 15 December 1903 (in Te Reo and English), pp. 1-2 on 

file BAAI A39 11466 Box 183h 5356, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri Block 1902-06. 
309  Report of Papatupu Block Committee, Matauri Block, 15 December 1903 (in Te Reo and English), p. 2 on 

ibid. 
310  Papatupu Block Committee Minute Book 8, p. 17. 
311  Ibid, pp. 9, 21, 23. 
312  Ibid, p. 23. 
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Court on the basis of take raupatu by his tūpuna; Otai considered that the tūpuna he was claiming under 

were Ngāpuhi, not Ngātimiru and Ngātitara – he had stated that Ngāpuhi were the only major tribe living 

here, that Ngātikura and Te Rawaru were the main hapū, although he was unable to cite their interests/ 

connections; and that Otai first began living at Te Ngaere over 50 years ago and was born at ‘4 

Kamoenga’ (Whakamoenga).313 

Hoori had similar take to that which he gave in the 1902 Land Council hearing, although he now divided 

the take under the two tūpuna he claimed: from Pāora Tawha came ‘Noho i raro o te Raupatu’ (living 

under the raupatu), mana, ahikā, pā, wāhi tapu; ‘He Ringa Kaha’ (power); and that from Noatepunga 

(Noa Te Punga) came mana, ahikā, ‘nohotonu’ (occupation?), ringa kaha, wāhi tapu, pā, and churches.  

The reference to raupatu refers to the conquest of Matauri lands by the tūpuna Auwha and Whakaaria as 

a result of actions taken by Tangare and Huatahi.  Some claimants asserted that their mana over the lands 

dated from this time and was validated by the permanent occupation of the area from the descendants of 

the above tūpuna. 

Hoori claimed from the mouth of the Okorihi river straight to Rauwahi (Rakauwaahi), joining the 

Whakarārā boundary, thence to ‘’Te Patere 4 Kamoenga (Whakamoenga) Taumata Wherowhero, Wairere, 

Rangiuru, Kohatuhuri, Paihia, and through to the beach’.314  Hoori also stated that rohe whenua of Pāora 

Tawha was: 

Te Papaki, Pukerewa, Kohatuhuri, Maurea, following the Waipuakakaho road, Te Kiripaka, 

Whanaukaiharangote, reaching the Te Taraire River.  Following the Waiwhakapirau River, and 

turning towards Tupare, across the Waionepu stream. Tauaki is a wahi tapu there.  Turning 

towards Kahakaha, Te Parewaitarere, Kohepuku, going straight to Pukorukoru, going straight 

ahead and reaching Himama Pa, turning towards the ocean to Taumatangi, Opiakoa, Waiaua, 

Motuoiwi, Matauri. Continuing along the ocean to Parua, Ngakiriparauri, Opounui, 

Moturahurahu, Maraewhiti, Waimitimiti, Te Whau, Te Horo, Ohohou, Omonehu, going along 

the beach and reaching Te Papaki.315 

Other evidence given by Hoori included that Tawha was a descendant of Te Tangare’s teina, Te Wawaro, 

and that there were no people living in the district with mana equal to Tawha.  Tawha also had permanent 

kāinga at Te Ngaere, Te Whau, Waimitimiti, Maraewhiti, Ōpounui, Pārua and Matauri.316  Hoori was 

unable to name any rohe pōtae for Noatepunga, other than that they all lived on the land, and were all 

kaitiaki by virtue of the raupatu.317  (No award was made by the Committee under Noatepunga).  

Pāora Kira claimed that he had taught Hoori about Ngāi Tūpango, and that the land Hoori was claiming 

from Okorihi to Paihia, and from Paihia to Matauri was obtained through Auwha’s raupatu and then 

                                                      
313  Ibid, pp. 54-6, 58-61. 
314  Ibid, pp. 92, 94. 
315  Ibid, p. 79. 
316  Ibid, pp. 13, 62-4. 
317  Ibid, pp. 80, 82. 
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through ‘the sale’.  Kira added that from the land sold, £5 was given annually to Hoori,318 although no 

further information was located on this sale. 

Hō gave a similar take to that which she gave at the 1902 Land Council hearing, but added noho tonu 

under the tupuna Kahurauta and mahinga for both Kahurauta and Rauriki (Rawiki).  Although Rauriki is 

said to have been Ngātiuru, Hō made her claim under Rauriki through Ngāti Kura because they were the 

people she considered he had lived with.319  (No award was made under this claim by the Committee.)  

Hō testified that she lived at Matauri with her older sisters and all of their children and grandchildren, 

adding that, as descendants of Kahurauta, their occupation had been continuous since the time of that 

tupuna.  Hō also claimed that she and Taharoa were the elders (for Matauri), while Hoori was Hō’s 

matua; Kira was a matua and tupuna to Hō.320  Hō stated that while she had gone mahi tohora (whaling) 

at Parengarenga and she also went away gumdigging, this did not disturb her occupation rights.321   

The rohe pōtae claimed by Hō under Kahurauta – although she was unable to point this area out on a 

map322 – was:  

Himama, Pukorukoru, Opiri, Te roto Potaka, Opawhero, Te Pokopoko, Onana, Parewai 

Tarere, Te Hue, Te Wai o te Rapa a te awha, Marere, Te Wai o Te Taraire, Te Wai Whare 

Maru, Whanaukaiharangote, Poroke, Tiki a Tangi Ariki, Maungakohatu, Te Maurea, 

Kohatuhuri, Omorere, by way of the ocean, Horonui, Te Taheke, to the interior of 

Motuharakeke, Te Toretore, Motuiwi, Piakoa, back to Himama.323 

Although Pūhipi Pene (acting for Taharoa) acknowledged that Hō’s tūpuna was Kahurauta, he claimed 

that Kahurauta’s mana did not extend from Okorihi to Maraewhiti.324  The hapū Hō named for 

Kahurauta was Ngātimiru. 

Taharoa, who gave his hapū as Ngāti Tara, Ngāti Miru, and Ngāti Tai, appeared to have the same take to 

that which he claimed in the 1902 Land Council hearing, with the addition of the tupuna Taniwharau.  

Hōne Hapa (Shepherd)325 appeared as kaiwhakahaere for Taharoa, while Pūhipi Pene cross-examined on 

his behalf.  Of note is that Pūhipi Pene had sold trees from the land to a Pākehā which nobody objected 

to.  He named Wiremu Īhāia as the individual who drew up the contract and acted as a witness for this 

transaction.  Pene stated that he was involved in a second transaction along with Pōkaitete, Pāora Pene 

and Hāmi Hūnia, with Maaka acting as custodian for Pōkai’s share.  Pūhipi emphasised that neither Kira 

                                                      
318  Ibid, pp. 77, 93-4, 126. 
319  Ibid, pp. 116, 124, 195. 
320  Ibid, pp. 103, 126. 
321  Ibid, pp. 125-6. 
322  Ibid, p. 121. 
323  Ibid, p. 107. 
324  Ibid, p. 149, 167-8. 
325  Also referred to in the minutes as Haki Hapa.   
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nor Rīwhi Hongi took issue with either transaction.326  Kira was the leader of an opposing case, and was 

the last to deliver his testimony.  He gave similar take to that which he gave at the 1902 Land Council 

hearing, but added pā and wāhi tapu.  

Three main matters arose out of the hearing: a raupatu by Te Tangare and (Te) Huatahi; a raupatu by 

Auwha and Whakaaria; and a dispute about fences.  The main points about the first raupatu are: 

 Otai claimed that a raupatu by Tangare and Huatahi was utu against Ngātimiru and Ngātitara for 

the murder of Tihi by Moetarau, a tuakana to Auwha and Whakaaria327   

 Pāora Kira, on the other hand, testified that it was Takarea who killed Tihi, and that Tangare was 

Tihi’s husband328  

 Pūhipi Pene claimed that Tihi was not murdered and it was rather on account of Tihi’s marriage 

to Te Waehau that Huatahi and Tangare committed the raupatu329 

 Tangare initiated the raupatu after gaining approval from Auwha and Whakaaria, before seeking 

the support of Te Huatahi, who was his grandparent.330 Huatahi is also said to have been of 

Ngātimiru himself331  

 The pā defeated during their raupatu were Tapahuerua and Pukewhetu; Kaiwhetu at Waiaua is 

also said to have been attacked with slaves killed there332  

 Rangitoto was the site of the final battle of Tangare and Huatahi, named on account of the many 

people who were slain by them there333 

 The time period in which the raupatu occurred is said to have been during the time of Taiaraka 

when Taniwharau had already died334 

 It was also claimed that the raupatu was a conquest against people and land, however Te Tangare 

and Huatahi did not occupy Matauri following their raupatu.335  For this reason, some claim that 

the authority remaining from this raupatu was minimal, although it is accepted elsewhere that 

both Tangare and Huatahi, and Auwha and Whakaaria gained mana through their respective 

raupatu336 

 Some of Te Tangare and Huatahi’s whānau and descendants did come and live on the land 

following Auwha’s raupatu, including Kiranui, Maru, Pāora Tawha and Ururangi who are all said 

                                                      
326  Papatupu Block Committee Minute Book 8, pp. 140-1. 
327  Ibid, p. 11. 
328  Ibid, p. 184. 
329  Ibid, p. 151. 
330  Ibid, pp. 11-12 
331  Ibid, pp. 105, 108. 
332  Ibid, pp. 12, 138, 192. 
333  Ibid, pp. 12-13. 
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335  Ibid, pp. 13, 56, 180, 234. 
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to descend from Tangare’s younger siblings.  The point is made that their occupation of the land 

came about by way of (marriages) rather than the raupatu itself337 

 Neither Tangare nor Huatahi participated in the raupatu by Auwha and Whakaaria which 

followed.338 

Although the second raupatu is distinguished throughout the hearing from the raupatu by Tangare and 

Huatahi, it appears to have been prompted by the same cause, that is, Tihi’s death.  While Otai claimed 

the raupatu by Tangare and Huatahi was committed against Ngātimiru and Ngātitara, Pāora Kira stated 

that the second raupatu was committed against Ngātimiru, Ngātitai, Ngātitara and Takapari.339  Kira 

provided the most detailed testimony of the second raupatu: 

 Tangare approached Auwha and Whakaaria at their pā at Okuratope to seek their support in 

avenging Tihi’s death  

 A tour was then made by Auwha and Whakaaria with Ngāpuhi through Matauri. The first place 

mentioned is Te Whakamoenga, where Auwha and Whakaaria’s war party stopped to sleep and 

it was thus named.  They went on to attack Taumatakahawai and fought against Ngātimiru, 

Ngātitara, Ngātitai and Te Takapari on a nearby beach; both sides had casualties there.  The 

fighting moved on to Matauri Pā which was defeated – here Ngātimiru, Ngātitara, Ngātitai and 

Te Takapari fractured; some split off to Whangaroa to Hope Kako, Harakekeroa, and 

Hamaruru.  

 When Auwha and Whakaaria’s war party reached Pukewhetu and then Himama Pā, both pā had 

been vacated.  They returned home to Okuratope and then Auwha returned to Matauri with his 

children, and erected a pā at Taumatangi.  Hence, Ngāpuhi began their occupation of 

Taumatangi, Waiaua through to Matauri, and then Te Ngaere340  

 Another account provided at the Whakataha hearing tells of Auwha and Whakaaria returning to 

their pā Te Tuhuna at Whakataha after their raupatu of Te Waimate (at Whakataha) and Te Tii 

Mangonui, places they had occupied before Hongi Hika made his trip to England341 

 The weight of opinion appears to be that the raupatu by Tangare and Huatahi was subsumed by 

Auwha and Whakaaria’s raupatu which gained more property rights, essentially because it 

occurred later in time and it was reinforced by the occupation of Matauri and its surrounds by 

Auwha and others.342  A minority view, which does not appear to have had any award made by 

the Committee in its favour, is that there was no raupatu by Auwha at Matauri343 

                                                      
337  Ibid, pp. 149, 192. 
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339  Ibid, p. 84. 
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 Although other tribes were targeted by Auwha and Whakaaria, it still seems Ngātimiru was 

more strongly targeted in the raupatu, as in the case of Tangare and Huatahi’s raupatu.   One 

claim is that Ngātimiru lands were obtained by Auwha’s descendants under take raupatu in 

those places where Ngātimiru people fled while under attack; that is, to Motukawa and through 

Whangaroa. This point is challenged as to whether Auwha’s descendants did obtain Whangaroa 

through the raupatu, with reference made to a Whangaroa hearing.  Kira emphasised that 

Hongi Hika himself was a descendant of Auwha, although take raupatu is not the full extent of 

his rights at Whangaroa344  

 It is said that Auwha’s hapū of Ngāti Tautahi was related to Ngātimiru, which accounts for the 

claims made under each raupatu;345 Auwha is also said to have been Ngāpuhi.346  Ngāpuhi 

occupation from Matauri to Parua was taken up by individuals like Te Punga, Pāora Tawha, 

Ruru, Tupe, and Maru who lived here by virtue of the raupatu347 

 Kira explained that while the land rights of Pāora Tawha, Maru, Kiranui, and Pukeariki derived 

from Auwha’s raupatu, these people did not descend from Auwha, but were his mokopuna as 

the children of his sisters.348 

The third matter focuses on a dispute about fences between Tāmati Hoori and Pāora Kira. The 

timeframe of this dispute is not clear. The dispute began when Hoori was making arrangements to erect a 

fence for Hō.  Hoori wanted to erect fences at Matauri, while Kira objected and claimed a superior rank 

to Hoori as his matua.  According to Hoori, those who came along to help erect the fence were Pāora 

Puhi, Taupure, Hōne Pera, Pere P. and Tira Haare (Tira Haare confirmed his presence).349  On a trip to 

Te Kawakawa, Hoori learned that H. Hapa was acting as a lawyer for Pāora Kira on the matter.  Upon 

Hoori’s return to Matauri, a fence had been completed under the control of Hō and Hera.350  Hoori 

claimed the fence belonged to a Hera, although Pūhipi Pene claimed it belonged to the tribe.351 Kira 

claimed certain individuals sought his consent for the fence in order to hold sheep and for the purpose of 

food cultivation sites.  He originally disagreed but later agreed to a Pākehā putting sheep on his land.352  

This appears to demonstrate conflict arising in the management of a farming opportunity.  According to 

Hoori, if the dispute had not arisen, their claim would have been taken as one and the same as Kira’s.353   
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The Papatupu Block Committee findings  

The Committee gave its findings on 15 December 1903.  For the claim of Hō, the Committee dismissed 

the tupuna Rawiki having any ancestral rights to the land; found in favour of the line of tūpuna ‘of this 

land’ through Kahurauta to Karawaka; that the alleged conquest of Ngāti Miru, Ngāti Tara, Ngāti Tai and 

Te Takapari was not proven, ‘there being still numerous people residing on this land’.354   

For the claim of Maaka Otai, the Committee found that the conquest by Te Tangare and Huataki for the 

killing of Tihi by Ngāti Miru happened but because Otai’s tūpuna ‘returned to their own land and stayed 

there’, the mana they had over Matauri ceased – thus his claim failed, although he did have a claim by the 

residence of his parents and Otai himself.355 

In the case of Hōri, the Committee dismissed the residence of Pāora Tawha and Noa Te Punga under the 

conquest by Te Tangare and Huatahi, although Tawha had been entitled owing to his occupation and 

residence until he died at Matauri; and found that Noa Te Punga had no claim to the land as he belonged 

to Ngatiwai[?] and Ngāpuhi.356 

For the claim of Kira, the Committee found that no such conquest by Auwha over Ngati Miru, Ngāti 

Tara, Ngāti Tai, and Te Takaparu had occurred, and that the conquest had not previously been presented 

to the Native Land Court or the Treaty of Waitangi Committee.  The Committee also found that a piece 

of adjoining land called Paihia357 had been sold ‘by the Elders under the claim through Taikawa’, and 

through this tūpuna down the line to Kira, by ‘constant occupation’, he and others at Te Ngaere were 

entitled.358  A sum of £50 was apparently paid to Kira for the Te Ngaere River, which Kira stated that the 

descendants of Taniwahrau did not object to it – it is unclear what this payment is for, or intent of it, 

including whether it payment for the use of the river to drive kauri down.359 

With respect to the claim of Taharoa, the Committee found in favour of the line of tūpuna ‘of this land’ 

through Kahurauta to Karawha[?], but found that the alleged conquest was not proven given the number 

of Ngāti Miru, Ngāti Tara and Ngāti Tai, and Te Takapari still on the land.360   

The Committee then made its awards.  In relation to the case brought by Kira, the Committee 

apportioned his claim into 950 shares of Te Ngaere or Matauri No. 2.  Otai’s claim was to be included in 

                                                      
354  Report of Papatupu Block Committee, Matauri Block, 15 December 1903 (in Te Reo and English), pp. 1-2.  

On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 183h 5356, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri Block 1902-06. 
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360  Report of Papatupu Block Committee, Matauri Block, 15 December 1903 (in Te Reo and English), pp. 4-5. 
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Kira’s award.  The claims of Taharoa and Hō, under Ngāti Miru, Ngāti Tara, Ngāti Tai, and Takapari, 

were apportioned 950 shares of Matauri No. 1.  The Committee then ruled that Waiaua or Matauri No. 3 

be divided into 263 shares among a list of owners to be compiled by all the claimants.  The claim of 

Hoori was dismissed, although he was included in Matauri through his tupuna Pāora Tawha.361  The 

number of shares combined are 2,163, which equated to one acre per share; that is, 950 acres each for 

No. 1 and 2, and 263 acres for No. 3.  The Committee left it to the applicants to organise an individual(s) 

to prepare the lists/registers of owners.362  How the Committee apportioned shares is not explained.  The 

end result saw two hapū groupings: Matauri No. 1 of Ngāti Kura, Ngāti Tara and Ngāti Miru; and 

Matauri No. 2 of Ngāti Tūpango, Ngāti Rāhiri, and Ngāti Kawa.  

Under section 18(3) of the 1900 Act, a Block Committee was responsible for including in their report the 

relative share of each entitled person.  For Matauri, several lists of owners with divisions of shares were 

located on a block committee file.  Kira submitted a list of 103 names (950 shares) from Ngāi Tūpango 

for Matauri No. 2.363  Another short list of 16 names of Ngāi Tūpango allocated 150 shares to the claim 

of Tāmati Hoori under the tupuna Pāora Tawha, on account of Tawha’s occupation at Matauri until his 

death.364  A short list of wāhi tapu over Matauri No. 2 (ascribed five shares altogether) was submitted, 

with a list of six individuals to be kaitiaki.365  A more extensive list of 140 names for the ‘Matauri Poraka’ 

[Matauri No. 1?] was submitted with a division of 2,053 shares.366   Combined, all shares come to 3,158, in 

excess of the 2,163 shares the Committee decreed.  The Committee had not ‘signed’ the list of Harepeka 

Taharoa because the number of shares awarded were only 950, and Taharoa had submitted a list for 2,163 

shares.367 

Several objections were made with respect to the Committee’s findings in relation to Matauri.368  Pāora 

Kira and others objected on the grounds that Auwha and Whakaaria had conquered and then occupied 

continuously the land and adjoining islands.  He claimed that his father, Hōri Kira (Kīngi Hoori Kira), 

had sold the Waiaua, Whakarārā, and Taraire369 blocks to Pākehā, seemingly after these lands were 

awarded by the Native Land Court to [Hōri?] Kira under the conquest. Matauri, Mahimahi, Motunu, 

                                                      
361  Papatupu Block Committee Minute Book 8, 15 December 1903, pp. 256-7; Report of Papatupu Block 

Committee, Matauri Block, 15 December 1903 (in Te Reo and English), p. 5. On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 
183h 5356, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri Block 1902-06; see also Papatupu Block Committee Minute 
Book 8, pp. 256-7. 

362  Papatupu Block Committee Minute Book 8, p. 257. 
363  List of names from Pāora Kira for Te Ngaere Matauri No. 2, n.d. On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 183h 5356, 

Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri Block 1902-06. 
364  List of names for 150 shares to Tāmati Hoori et al for Matauri No. 1, n.d.  On ibid.   
365  List of wāhi tapu sites for Matauri No. 2, n.d..  On ibid.   
366  List of names for the ‘Matauri Poraka’, n.d..  On ibid. 
367  Memorandum from komiti, 30 December 1903.  On ibid.   
368  The abridged English translation of objections, rather than the untranslated Te Reo version, was used for this 

section. 
369  Tairare No. 1 and 2 blocks were Crown purchases of 1856 and 1862, respectively.  Kira is noted in the 1862 

No. 2 block sale, see C. Innes, ‘Northland Crown Purchase Deeds, 1840-1865’, commissioned by CFRT, July 
2006, Wai 1040 #A4, pp. 65-6, 109-11. 
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Motukawa, and Hawaruru[?] were the ‘balance portion’ reserved ‘for us’.  He disputed that the award of 

shares under the tupuna Taniwharau[?] and Taikawa, the latter to whom he stated had no interest in the 

land.370  Kira submitted a sketch (on the following page) which showed cultivations and burial places to 

support his claim.  The sketch also showed a raupatu line, which possibly refers to the raupatu of Auwha 

and Whakaaria. 

Maaka Otai objected to the Committee’s findings on the grounds that the Committee would not allow 

‘our’ evidence to be heard for longer than 15 minutes whereupon it imposed a fine of £12.15.0, and that 

the claim was by conquest not ancestry.371  It is unclear whether this considerable fine was paid, and no 

further information was located on its imposition or the prescribed amount.  Īhaka P. Maka and Hōne 

Māka objected because even though they claimed to be descendants of Kahurauta they were not included 

in the list of names submitted; that the Committee only allocated them 15 minutes of cross-examination 

of witnesses; and that they had spent all their money (£1.5.0)  in setting up the case.372  

Hōne Hapa (Shepherd) and others objected to the findings that Maaka Otai had told some ‘untruths’ 

when it did not find the same with some of the evidence presented by Kira; and that the allocation of 

3,526373 shares exceeded the 2,163 decreed shares.374  Towards the end of 1904, the objections had yet to 

be considered, and Hapa was keen to have a review of the Committee’s report completed as soon as 

possible to allow for flax cutting and timber activities as a number of Pākehā apparently wanted to 

purchase.  Hapa noted an abundance of flax and Pākehā demand for it, and that kauri trees at Matauri had 

been felled and were just lying there becoming rotten: 

He tono atu tenei naku ki a hohoro te noho o te kaunihera ki Whangaroa.  Ki te whirwhiri i 

nga whakatau o nga Komiti Poraka mo matauri mo Motukawanui, mo te Mahimahi me Taupo 

ko Motukawanui.  He nui nga harakeke (flax) o runga kanui te hiahia o te Pakeha ki aua 

harakeke tuarua ko Matauri ko nga rakau kauri hua hinga kei raro e takoto ana hua pirau he 

mea arai e te Purumawhira [Blomfield] ko te Mahimahi kanui te hiahia o te Pakeha mana nga 

rakau totara na reira mate Kaunihera enei rakau e whakahaere te hoko, He tono atu hoki naku 

ko te ko te northern Minute Book No. 1 o te Kooti Whenua Maori me mau iho e te kaunihera 

me Book No. 11 o te Kooti Whenua Maori.375 

                                                      
370  Objections from Pāora Kira, Tarawau Kira, Mereana Hongi Hika, Hāre Wīremu  Īhāia, Hāre Warawa, Kahuia 

Roera, Hara R Roera, and Kipa Roera, 5 January 1904 (in Te Reo and summary translation), with tracing 
attached. On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 183h 5356, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri Block 1902-06.  The 
Waiaua block in this sketch may in fact be the OLC 610 block (now over the Tepene Tableland), one of two 
1836 old land claims of P. King for land at Waiaua, see OLC plan 228 and D. Moore, B. Rigby, M. Russell, 
‘Old Land Claims,’ Rangahaua Whanui National Theme A, 1997, Wai 1040, #H1, p. 302. 

371  Objections from Maaka Otai, Tāmati Hō, and Hoone [sic] Pororua, 4 January 1904 (in Te Reo and summary 
translation). On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 183h 5356, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri Block 1902-06. 

372  Objections from Īhaka P Maka, Hōne P Maka, 4 January 1904 (in Te Reo and summary translation).  On ibid. 
373  It is unclear where this number of shares derives from. 
374  Objections from Hōne Hapa, Harepeka Taharoa, Pūhipi Pene, and 24 others, 12 January 1904 (in Te Reo and 

summary translation). On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 183h 5356, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri Block 
1902-06. 

375  Hapa to H.J. Edger, 28 December 1904 (in Te Reo).  On ibid.   
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Image 8: Tracing of Matauri Block accompanying the objections of Pāora Kira to Papatupu 
Block Committee findings, 1904 (with my annotations) 

 

2.3.6 The Tokerau District Māori Land Council consideration of the Papatupu Block Committee 

report, 1905 

While the Papatupu Block Committee released its report in January 1903, it took another 32 months 

before it was reviewed by the Tokerau District Māori Land Council when it sat in Whangaroa in 

September 1905.  The delay appears to have been because the Land Council struggled to keep up with the 

volume of completed committee reports.376   

The Tokerau District Māori Land Council comprised members Herepete Rapihana and Hoterene Kawiti, 

and was led by Council President, James Wakelin Brown (who was also a Native Land Court Judge).  

Bryan Gilling makes the following comment on Brown’s dual role: 

In this connection, an interesting appointment was that in February 1905 of James Wakelin 

Browne.  He was at this time still Registrar of the Native Land Court in Auckland, but was 

simultaneously appointed President of the Tokerau District Maori Land Council to replace 

Judge Edger and given the additional judges' powers.  He was therefore, although registrar and 

                                                      
376  See Hamer and Meredith, pp. 142-3. 

This is probably the 
OLC 610-11 blocks  

Waiaua Bay  
Opounui Point?  
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thus a civil servant, equivalent in his district to a judge and remained in this position for nearly 

1.5 [15?] years – a clear obfuscation of appropriate lines of demarcation.377 

The hearing procedure was to present the Papatupu Block Committee report, call for objectors, and 

confirm the report or refer the case to the Native Land Court when objections could not be settled.378  

The report was to identify the whānau and individuals with an interest in the land, and the relative shares 

to which they were entitled.  For this hearing, the Committee report was presented and a number of 

objectors stepped forward, including Hōne Hapa on behalf of Harepeka Taharoa and others; Kipa Roera 

on behalf of his wife, Pāora Kira, and others; Īhaka and Hōne Maaka; and Hoone Pororua on behalf of 

himself, Maaka Te Otai and Tāmati Hoori.  All parties asked that the matter be dealt with by the Native 

Land Court.379   In the end, arrangements made outside the courthouse prevailed.380  Here, Pāora Kira, 

‘his young people’ and Wiremu Īhāia (Tūkariri?) met with Hapa and his party to ‘settle’ Matauri along 

with Mahimahi and Motukawanui.  The shares of Kira and his young people would be transferred to 

Hapa’s ‘side’, that their claims to Motukawanui would be withdrawn ‘leaving matters entirely to [Hapa’s] 

side’, including whether Hapa wanted to include Kira as an owner in Motukawanui.   

The two parties (of Kira and Hapa) then arranged to divide the Matauri Block ‘by a line starting from 

Putorino[?] on the coast, thence to a hill called Puketarata which is a pa, thence following the edge 

towards Whakarara to Te Tihi o te rangi at a gully on the boundary line of Whakarara.’  The north 

western side of the dividing line, to be called Matauri No. 2, would go to Kira and his party, and the south 

eastern side, Matauri No. 1, to Hapa and his party.381  Further discussions took place about a wāhi tapu 

(located inside the boundary of the No. 2 block) where the grandmother of Hapa was buried.  It was 

agreed to set aside 14 acres (with a ‘breadth’ of two chains and a length of 40 chains) to be called Matauri 

No. 3, in favour of Hapa solely.  Situated at Te Poko and Puatahi (whose locations I was unable to 

locate), the exact position of No. 3 was to be ‘pointed out by the parties to the surveyor on the ground.’  

While not conclusive, this No. 3 block may be the Waiaua/Matauri No. 3 allocation made by the Block 

Committee above, and is probably the Waiaua Native Settlement area defined in ML plan 8879 (see Map 

22).   

Īhaka Pera (Īhaka Māka) objected to these arrangements because his brother, Hōne Pera (Hōne Māka), 

was not included, even though it was alleged that he had a claim through the tupuna Kahurauta as well as 

occupation on Matauri.382 Pera mistakenly thought that the Committee’s decision to allocate 263 shares at 

Waiaua would include his party.383 Testimony was presented by Pera and Tāhere Pororua that Pera’s 

                                                      
377  Gilling, Wai 64 #G5, p. 5. 
378  McRae, p. 66. 
379  Tokerau Māori Land Council Minute Book 3, p. 127. The ‘others’ are not recorded in the minutes.   
380  Ibid, 2-9, 135-6, 155-6. 
381  Ibid, pp. 135-6. 
382  Ibid, pp. 161, 166. 
383  Ibid, p. 167. 
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tūpuna/whānau resided on the block at Waiaua, Kahangaro,384 Motukawaiti, and Motukawanui.385  The 

Land Council found Pera’s claim to be valid, and Pera accepted Hapa’s offer of 70 shares for the 

descendants of Pera in Matauri No. 1 and Motukawanui.386     

Hapa’s list of 113 owners with 950 shares and Pera’s list of five owners with 70 shares for Matauri No. 1 

was confirmed.  Hopa Roera’s list (on behalf of Pāora Kira) of 62 owners with 1,000 shares for Matauri 

No. 2 was also confirmed.  The lists passed with no further objections – all up some 118 owners were 

confirmed for Matauri No. 1 and 62 owners for the No. 2 block.387  No mention is made of Matauri No. 

3, and it is not mentioned in the subsequent appeal of Matauri No. 1 or later partitions of Matauri.  In 

accordance with section 13 of the 1900 Act, in the following January, the Council President and two 

Committee members signed off orders declaring the owners for Matauri No. 1 and 2 as delineated on 

plan ML 6800, and respective Trustee orders for the 33 minors in Matauri No. 1 and four for Matauri 

No. 2.388  The outcome of the hearing for this report is the extent and detail of the initial objections to the 

Papatupu Block Committee’s report concerning Matauri No.1 in particular. 

2.3.7 Native Appellate Court hearings concerning Matauri No. 1, 1906-07 

The appeals began in December 1906, with a decision issued in April 1907.  Two appeals were received 

from Rāwinia Tāmati Hō and Hāmiora Hōhepa.  The Court judgment included Motukawanui, whereby 

the Court annulled the Land Council orders for Matauri No. 1 and Motukawanui, and affirmed the order 

for Matauri No. 2. 

All orders issued by land councils were to be forwarded to the Chief Judge.  As Loveridge noted, the 

Chief Judge of the Native Land Court had the power to both initiate and approve land council judicial 

operations, and also acted as the first stop in the process of appeal.  If any objections were made to a land 

council order, the Chief Judge could either investigate the matter himself or refer the appeal to the Native 

Appellate Court under section 10 of the 1900 Act.389  If no appeal was lodged within two months of his 

notification of the order in the Kahiti, the Chief Judge was to issue the order, whereupon, under section 

14 of the 1900 Act, the order would take effect as though it were an order of the Native Land Court.  

                                                      
384  Not sure if this is referring to the Kahangaro Islands off Motukawaiti. 
385  Tokerau Māori Land Council Minute Book 3, pp. 168-9.  The rangatira at Waiaua were Ruwhi [Rīwhi] Hongi 

and Pūhipi, although they had no descendants living there at the time of the hearing. 
386  Ibid, p. 176. 
387  Ibid, 7 pp. 156, 161; See also list of owners for Matauri No. 1, 11 October 1905, and Matauri No. 2, 7 October 

1905, both on file BAAI A39 11466 Box 183h 5356, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri Block 1902-06;  
‘Order declaring Owners on Report of Papatupu Committee’ for Matauri No 1 and No. 2, respectively, 12 
January 1906, both on Matauri Block Order File No. 3; Hāwira Pita noted that the 950 shares in Matauri No. 1 
represented one acre each, or 950 acres, Northern Minute Book 43, p. 59. 

388  Form G, ‘Order declaring Owners on Report of Papatupu Committee’, for Matauri No. 1 and 2 blocks, 
respectively, 12 January 1905; Form G-No. 2B, ‘Order appointing Trustees for Maoris under disability certified 
to be Owners of Maori Lands upon Investigation of Title under the Provisions of the said [Māori Lands 
Administration Act 1900] and Amendments’, for Matauri No. 1 and 2 blocks, respectively, 6 October 1905.  
All on file BAAI A39 11466 Box 183h 5356, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri Block 1902-06.  The vesting 
of Trustees was under the provisions of The Māori Real Estate Management Act 1888. 

389  Loveridge, Rangahaua Whanui National Theme K, p. 25. 
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Section 19 of the 1900 Act provided that after the land council had held a hearing at which all parties 

could be heard, it was empowered to issue an order confirming the report ‘with such modification or 

alterations as it finds to be necessary.’  This section was amended by section 11 of the Māori Land Laws 

Amendments Act 1903 to allow the council to still confirm an order, but also allow it to refer the block 

committee report, portion thereof, or any question in connection with it, back to the Block Committee 

‘for any purpose which may seem necessary’, provided that any individual who was dissatisfied with the 

council order may appeal to the Chief Judge within two months of the council order, and who in turn 

may refer the matter to the Native Appellate Court.  This part of the chapter considers the appeals that 

followed the land council’s decision with respect to Matauri No. 1.   

A Native Land Court application file identifies two appeals concerning Matauri No. 1.  The first was from 

Rāwinia Tāmati Hō of Matauri Bay dated 1 October 1905.  She had 16 shares in the block.  In October 

1905 she submitted to the Chief Judge of the Native Land Court a lengthy detailed appeal on eight 

grounds or take, basically alleging that the Māori Land Council process was unfair to her claim,390 i.e: 

 The Māori Land Council ignored the Papatupu Block Committee’s decision to award 950 acres 

under Hō’s tūpuna, Kahurauta.   

 The Land Council had asked parties ‘to arrange the matter outside.’  Hō claimed she was 

confused and had refused to agree to the arrangement because those who ‘tried to get me to 

agree’ had no rights or occupation in the land. 

 Hō had not consented to the Court arrangement either to the division of land or the compilation 

of the lists – although that is not made explicitly clear by Hō – and was told to ‘sit down’, 

whereby she became further confused by a kaiwhakahaere of another party and therefore ‘unable 

to express myself properly.’   

 Hō sought an enquiry to the list of names as she claimed the majority were not in occupation of 

the land, and if they were to occupy the land they would ‘cause trouble’ to those who had been in 

‘permanent’ occupation.  This seems to suggest concern around outsiders becoming owners in 

the land.   

 Hō claimed permanent occupation ‘from my ancestors down to myself.’   

 Hō was concerned she would lose many of her improvements, such as fences, kāinga, and a 

church to the ‘large numbers of persons wrongly included’ in the block.   

 Hō objected to ‘The person’ who wanted to make the outside arrangements because he was a 

Native Agent whose rights to the land had ‘grown cold’, and that he was able to ‘argue well 

outside’.  Hō added that there were many others whose rights to the land had grown cold, 

resulting in those to whom the land rightfully belonged ‘should suffer through their inclusion.’  

As to who the Native Agent is that Hō is referring to, the three main protagonists in the outside 

arrangement, as noted further above, were Hōne Hapa, Pāora Kira, and Wiremu Īhāia.  Hō was 

                                                      
390  Hō to Chief Judge, 14 October 1905 (in Te Reo and English).  On application file for ‘Matauri’, 1900-53. 
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possibly referring to Hapa as he represented Harepeka Taharoa as kaiwhakahaere at the Block 

Committee hearings and represented Taharoa at the Māori Land Council hearing of 1905; the 

claim for his rights growing cold was made later in the Native Appellate Court (see below).  The 

accusation about Hapa is important for sometimes a hearing came down to who could argue 

best, and indeed while Hapa may have been very articulate in Court, he may have also been a 

polarising figure for some individuals, such as Pāora Kira, to whom Hapa had conflicts with; for 

instance – and as noted above – concerning timber rights.  A profile of Hapa was provided 

earlier in this chapter.  While Hapa did not appear at the Papatupu Block Committee hearing, he 

was included as an owner in the ‘extensive list’ above of 140 names from that hearing, with 21 

shares; 14 other owners from that list had a greater number of shares, suggesting that Hapa was a 

prominent figure of the area.  

 Hō stated that she was ignorant as to how cases were conducted before the Court, and she 

sought a rehearing to enable ‘an able agent’ to conduct her case.  This seems to suggest that in 

order to have a case properly heard before the Court that an agent is required.    

In February of the following year, Chief Judge Hugh Garden Seth-Smith referred Hō’s appeal to the 

Native Appellate Court pursuant to section 11 of the Māori Land Laws Amendments Act 1903.391      

A second appeal from Hāmiora Hōhepa was sent to the Chief Judge in January 1906, although seemingly 

outside the two month time requirement for appeals to be lodged.  Hōhepa had five shares in the No. 1 

block.  He wanted the shares of several owners in the block reduced so he could increase his.   

Ki te Tumuaki o nga Tiati o te Kooti Whenua Maori.  Ko te ota rarangi ingoa me nga hea o 

Matauri nama 1 he tono atu tena naku kia whakawakia ano te ahua o nga tangata me te nui o 

nga hea ara.  Ko nga tangata e tono ana ahau kia whakaitia o ratou hea ko Hawira Pita, Taiapo 

Pita, Mutu Taiapo, Puru Taiapo, Pita Taiapo, Rata Hohaia me etahi atu kia tu te Kooti Whenua 

Maori rau korero tia te he o ana tangata.   

1. Ko ahau he tangata tino tika iti ana oku hea i o ratou na reira kia whakaitia o ratou hea kia 

rua hea mo ia tangata o ratou. 

2. Mo to ratou noho kia tu te Kooti ka whakamarama nga he katoa o ratou ko reira korerotia 

e au.392 

Hōhepa claimed to have the agreement of those to whom he identified as needing their shares reduced.  

An official has annotated ‘Matauri No. 1’ at the top of the appeal.  Seth-Smith referred the appeal to the 

Native Appellate Court under section 11 of the 1903 Act.  Notice of the appeal was placed in the Kahiti 

on 17 January 1906.393  The Kahiti does not record the name of the appellant, but simply refers to the 

                                                      
391  Note on back of Taharoa appeal, 2 February 1906.  On ibid.     
392  Hōhepa to Chief Judge, 8 January 1906 (in Te Reo).  On ibid.  Section 11 provided for the consideration of a 

Block Committee report. 
393  Kahiti, No. 17, 25 January 1906, copy on application file for ‘Motukawanui’, 1906-12, MLC. 
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Block Committee report.  Matauri No. 2 is noted in the Kahiti and while no separate appeal was located 

for this block, it may possibly stem from Hōhepa’s appeal which applied to both blocks.  

Following the two appeal documents on the court application file are several lists of owners for Matauri.  

The first identifies 16 individuals with a combined 182 shares, all of whom are claimed to have no 

ancestry to Matauri: with 50 shares to Hōne Hapa; 15 shares to Hāwira Pita; with 10 shares each to 

Taiapo Pita, Wī Hōhaia, Rata Hōhaia, Kawirihana (same as Te Mutu Taiapo (Ka Wirihana Taiapo)), Hēmi 

Witomorua, Tīmoti Hōhaia, Puru Taiapo, Pita Taiapo, Merehoia Pāora, Moa Hēmi (minor), and Parao 

Āpiata; with five shares each to Rehu Hōne and Meri Puru; and with two shares only to Ruru Wī 

Hōhaia.394  This list appears related to the appeal of Hōhepa as some of the names feature in his appeal; it 

may, however, be a list submitted by Hō (as a further list below from Hōne Wēpiha ascribes a list of 16 

individuals to Hō).  Of these 16 individuals, only the first four would be included in the 1910 ownership 

list.  The second list is split in two; the first identifies 33 individuals with a combined 254 shares who 

derive their interests from the tupuna Kahurauta, and the second list, entitled ‘Ko nga ingoa e mau i raro 

nei mehemea e paa te puria[?] a Hamiora Hohepa ko ahau te kaitiaki mo ratou’, records five individuals 

with a combined 70 shares.395 The Native Appellate Court sat in Russell on 17-18 December 1906 before 

C.E. MacCormick396 and Seth-Smith397 to consider the two appeals.  Two sets of minutes were used for 

this section, and are not necessarily duplicates.  One set is the ‘President’s Appellate Court’ minutes (the 

President’s personal minute book); the other, the Auckland ‘Appellate Court’ minutes (the official court 

minute book).  The use of some interesting shorthand in the President’s minutes and the legibility of the 

other set required the occasional deduction from surrounding evidence.398 

The appeal of Rāwinia Tāmati Hō was represented by Hataraka Poihipi, with Hōne Hapa and John 

Webster (Hōne Wēpiha) representing the respondents.  The appeal of Hāmiora Hōhepa was represented 

by Hōne Hapa with Webster representing the respondents.  Lists of names from both appellants and 

                                                      
394  List of owners identified as ‘Nga tangata e whakahengia ana mo Matauri kaore he take tupuna’, n.d. on 

application file for ‘Matauri’, 1900-53.  The list states 182 shares for the block, but the sum of the number of 
shares on the list is 187. 

395  List of owners identified as ‘Nga tangata tika mo Matauri i raro i a Kahuarauta’, n.d.  On ibid.   
396  MacCormick was appointed as a Native Land Court Judge in August 1906, and raised to the Native Appellate 

Court in September.  He had been a barrister and solicitor in Wellington see W. Paerau Warbrick, ‘A list of the 
Judges of the Native Land Court & Maori Land Court, 1864-2003’, Dunedin, 1 July 2003, p. 5. 

397  Seth-Smith arrived in New Zealand in 1881 where he eventually became a Justice of the Peace, District Judge 
and Resident Magistrate in Auckland in 1882.  On the basis of his legal and judicial expertise, he was appointed 
Chief Judge of the Native Land Court from 1889 until his resignation from this post in 1893.  He returned to 
private legal practice, but was later briefly reappointed Chief Judge temporarily in late 1893 until early 1894, 
before being Deputy Chief Judge for a while, and again being reappointed Chief Judge in 1904 until 1906 when 
he became again a puisne judge and judge of the Native Appellate Court, Gilling, ‘Wai 64 #G5, pp. 18-19. 

398  For instance, in the President’s minutes, a number of words appear to be abbreviations or are abbreviated, 
including missing vowels (e.g. ‘wh.’ = which, arangt’ = arrangement, ‘rts’ = rights, ‘ld’ = land or laid), and in 
several places the use of shorthand is present, such as the three dots (∵) for the word ‘because’. 
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respondents were submitted, with the list from Hō representing those who she claimed were not entitled, 

while the list of Hapa was of the people he represented.399 

There were two appeals summarised as follows:  Hō objected to the 16 persons identified in the list above 

and their relative interests awarded in Matauri No. 1, specifically those persons not descended from 

Kahurauta; she also argued that the Land Council had denied her a right to speak, and that she had not 

consented to, or taken part in, the out-of-court arrangements.  Hō especially objected to Hapa although 

Hapa denied his rights had gone cold, including that the injunction against him cutting timber on the 

block was in fact a recognition of his rights.  Testimony in response to Hō’s claim included that she had 

not previously raised objections at other Court hearings concerning Matauri No. 1 and Motukawanui.  

The appeal of Hōhepa focused on his objection to eight of the 16 persons because they had not been in 

occupation, although Hapa argued that these persons had been included according to the out-of-court 

arrangements.400   

The Court agreed with the request of Poihipi, who had the support of Webster, to reserve its decision 

until (appellate) hearings concerning Motukawanui and two Hikuroa subdivisions were heard.401   The 

next day, Hapa asked the Court to release its decision after claiming that Hāwira Pita had ‘threatened to 

do something with the land when he goes home’, and because a fight had occurred the night before 

between Hāwira Pita and Hāmiora Hapa: ‘I ask the Court to give judgement if possible before it [?] so as 

to stop this quarrelling.’  Poihipi and Webster stood firm on their request: 

I told my clients that decision would not be given till February & that they need not wait.  I 

cautioned them not to do anything out of the way meanwhile.  I have not heard of the quarrel, 

perhaps the parties to it were drunk.  I still ask the Court to defer judgement till February & 

after Motukawanui case.  I will write again to my clients & caution them.402 

The Court decision, though, was not forthcoming until April 1907.  Here, it stated that in ‘accordance 

with the unanimous wish of all parties expressed yesterday’, and in consideration of the record of 

proceedings of the Papatupu Block Committee and the Māori Land Council, the Court annulled the Land 

Council orders for Matauri No. 1 and Motukawanui, and affirmed the order for Matauri No. 2.403  No 

other reasons are given for the decision.   

                                                      
399  President’s Appellate Court (Appellate Court, Auckland District) Minute Book 1, p. 201.   
400  President’s Appellate Court (Appellate Court, Auckland District) Minute Book 1, pp. 201-7; Auckland 

Appellate Court Minute Book 1, pp. 314-323, 326-331. 
401  President’s Appellate Court (Appellate Court, Auckland District) Minute Book 1, 17 December 1906, p. 212. 
402  Auckland Appellate Court Minute Book 1, 19 December 1906, p. 331; These tensions within the community 

may also be seen in the economic conditions of the time at Matauri where a severe potao blights had caused 
‘great loss’ in the area. See letter from Whakarārā Native School teacher to Minister of Native Affairs, 14 
November 1905. On file J1 749u 1906/471, Teacher Native School, Whakarara …’, 1905-06, ANZ. 

403  Appellate Court (Auckland District) Minute Book 3, p. 45; President’s Appellate Court (Appellate Court, 
Auckland District) Minute Book 3, p. 134.  The decision recorded in the President’s minutes simply states that 
the court decided to annul the orders of Matauri No. 1 and Motukawanui. 
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2.3 8 Native Land Court title investigation of Matauri No.1, October 1909 

In 1907 the Native Land Court received four applications for title investigation under the Native Land 

Court Act 1894 concerning Matauri No. 1.  The first application (No. 17) dated 24 April 1907 was from 

Hāwira Pita, Wī Hōhaia, Pāora Pene, Rata Hōhaia, Taiapo Pita, and other unnamed individuals from 

Matauri Bay.404  The second one (No. 14) dated 25 April 1907 was from Hataraka Manuhuia Poihipi, 

kaiwhakahaere, on behalf of Rāwinia Tāmati Hō and other unnamed individuals, also from Matauri 

Bay.405  The third application (No. 20) dated 1 May 1907 was from Hōne Hapa from Whangaroa.406  The 

last application (No. 29) dated 6 November 1907 was from Kipa Roera, kaiwhakahaere for Pūhipi Pene, 

Pāora Pene and other unnamed individuals.  It is dated after the Court had sat in October but the 

application was heard at that hearing.407  All the applications refer to a ‘map’ of the rohe, this was 

probably ML plan 6800 (Map 17) above as it was signed by Judge Michael Gilfedder for the October 

1909 hearing.408 

Over two years later, on Monday-Wednesday 18-20 October 1909, the Native Land Court sat in Russell 

to hear the four applications plus an additional one for Matauri No. 1 containing 1,050 acres.  Presiding 

over the hearing was Gilfedder409, with the assistance of K. Haerehuka410 as Assessor, and C.P. Newton411 

as Clerk.  The hearing began with Hāwira Pita (No. 17) submitting a list of names for the block under the 

tupuna Taniwharau; Pūhipi Pene (No. 29) and Rāwinia Tāmati Hō (No. 14) both submitting a list, 

respectively.  Hōne Hapa (No. 20), who was noted as living at Mangonui, was not present but had wired 

                                                      
404  Application for Investigation of Title (in Te Reo) under the NLC Act 1894, from Hāwira Pita et al, 24 April 

1907.  On application file for ‘Matauri’, 1900-53. Pita’s list identifies 47 individuals, and records where 
individuals lived and the relationship between names.  See same file. 

405  Application for Investigation of Title (in Te Reo) under the NLC Act 1894, from Hataraka Manuhuia, 25 April 
1907. On ibid. Hō’s list identifies 32 individuals under the tupuna Te Rauriki.  An additional list of 20 
individuals was submitted by Mita Ritete to be added to Hō’s list.  Both lists record where individuals lived and 
the relationship between names.  See same file. 

406  Application for Investigation of Title (in Te Reo) under the NLC Act 1894, from Hōne Hapa, 1 May 1907.  
On ibid.   

407  Pene’s list identified 48 individuals and noted who had a right, who did not, those whose rights had gone cold 
(mataotao), where individuals lived, those admitted through ‘aroha’, and the relationship between names.  See 
ibid. 

408  A further application dated 26 March 1909 was received from Hepi Poti, kaiwhakahaere for Ēpiha Nētana and 
other unnamed individuals.  It appears to have been referred to the Court, possibly for the October hearing 
further below, but it is also stamped ‘Dismissed 16 12 09’; suffice to say that the application did not feature at 
the October hearing, although Nētana ended up with 20 shares.  Application for Investigation of Title (in Te 
Reo), from Hepi Poti, 26 March 1909.  On ibid.   

409  Gilfedder was appointed as a Native Land and Native Appellate Court Judge in February 1907, see Gilling, 
‘Wai 64 #G5, p. 23. 

410  Kanapu Haerehuka is possibly the son of the rangatira Haerehuka of Ngati Whakaue (of Te Arawa), see Steven 
Oliver, 'Haerehuka', from the Dictionary of New Zealand Biography. Te Ara - the Encyclopedia of New 
Zealand, updated 30 October 2012, URL: http://www.TeAra.govt.nz/en/biographies/1h3/haerehuka; 
Haerehuka was an assessor from at least 1904-05 based on his salary as an assessor which increased 
significantly from 1905-06. See ‘Native Department and Native Land Court (salaries and travelling-allowance 
drawn by officers of the)’, AJHR 1907 G-6, p. 4. 

411  Newton had been employed as a clerk and interpreter of the land court from December 1906 after being on 
‘casual employment’ with the court since April 1905.  See ‘Native Department and Native Land Court (salaries 
and travelling-allowance drawn by officers of the)’, AJHR 1907 G-6, p. 3. 
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the Court asking for the hearing to be held at Mangonui, although he appeared at the Court the next day.   

The Court made no comment on his request.  Īhaka Pera also set up a claim and submitted ‘a short list’412 

(no application form was located for Pera).413 

Table 8: Summary of Native Land Court hearing for Matauri No. 1, 1909 

Claimants Tūpuna Take Case Court findings Appealed, 
1910 

Rāwinia 
Tāmati Hō et 
al 

Kahurauta 
and Rauriki 

Permanent 
occupation, 
cultivations, pā, 
and wāhi tapu 

Denied rights through 
Taniwharau; identified 
‘outsiders’ who  
married in 

 No ‘strong exceptions’ were 
taken to the tūpuna cited 

 ‘[A]ssumed’ that both 
Taniwharau and Kahurauta 
were entitled, and therefore 
awarded the Block to such of 
their descendants who 
proved occupation  

 Noted that the rights of a 
number of individuals who 
had gone cold were trying to 
dispossess permanent 
occupants; however, Court 
had insufficient evidence to 
reject ancestral right of any 
applicant   

 Children excluded, except 
those of the heads of whānau 
who were living and working 
on block 

 

Īhaka Pera Kahurauta 
Whare and 
cultivations 

Agree to Taniwharau 
and Rauriki 

 

Hōne Hapa 

Taniwharau Occupation 

Denied Rauriki; 
erected fences and 
whare without 
objection; named 
some mataotao 

Yes 

Hāwira Pita, 
Wī Hōhaia, 
Rata Hōhaia, 
Pāora Pene, 
Taiapo Pita et 
al 

 

Pūhipi Pene, 
Pāora Pene et 
al 

 

 

As Pita was the ‘earliest’ applicant he had first dibs to set up a prima facie case as the claimant with the 

remainder applicants considered counter-claimants.414  This later appeared to change, as the Court 

judgment stated that the applications of Pene, Pita and Hapa were combined and ranked as claimants 

under the tupuna Taniwharau, while Hō and Pera were counter-claimants under the tūpuna Kahurauta 

and Rauriki.415  Pūhipi Pene stated that he and Pita were on the same side before the Block Committee 

hearing but they had separated ‘before the Council and the Appellate Court’.  While he had joined with 

Hōne Hapa, he now wanted to re-join with Pita, which Pita then consented to.416 Pita was recognised as 

an owner in the block by the Papatupu Block Committee, confirmed by the Māori Land Council – he 

then had 15 shares and was identified in the list above of 16 individuals (in one of the appeal applications) 

who allegedly had no ancestry to Matauri.417   

                                                      
412  Pera’s list identifies 10 individuals under the tupuna Kahurauta, and records where individuals lived.  See 

application file for ‘Matauri’, 1900-53. 
413  Northern Minute Book 43, p. 58. 
414  If there are several applications, then the court had the discretion in deciding who would be the claimant, see 

New Zealand Gazette No. 18, 1895, p. 444. 
415  Northern Minute Book 43, pp. 58, 66. 
416  Ibid, p. 59. 
417  Ibid, pp. 58-9. 
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Rāwinia Tāmati Hō claimed through Te Rauriki (Rawiki) and Kahurauta, permanent occupation, 

cultivations, pā, and wāhi tapu.  She identified several prominent individuals who she considered were 

outsiders who had married into the area, and therefore they had no rights through ancestry; these being 

the marriages of Pūhipi Pene who married Hō’s sister Hana, and Hāwira Pita who married Hō’s niece 

Tuihana, while Hapa had ‘no right by ancestry’.  Hō also denied any rights through Taniwharau.418  Her 

husband, Tāmati Tame, also confirmed the marriages, although he acknowledged that Pūhipi Pene had 

sold timber from the block and had cultivations on Motukawanui.419 

Īhaka Pera claimed under Kahurauta.  He had lived at Waiaua since 1853.  He had whare and cultivations 

on the block (Waiaua Native Settlement) and visited the Motukawa islands.  He agreed that Taniwharau 

and Rauriki had rights to the block, along with Hō through Kahurauta.420  

Pūhipi Pene testified that his party had occupied the block from the time of Taniwharau, and his list of 

names submitted along with the lists of Hapa and Pita were also descendants of Taniwharau.  He denied 

that Rauriki and his descendants lived on the block.  He had erected two fences without objection from 

Hō, and she did not object to the whare of Hāre Taotahi (the whare is possibly that shown on ML plan 

8502 below – see Map 21).  Pene stated that Hāwira Pita had lived on the block before he married 

Tuihana, and he named a number of individuals who he labelled as ‘Mataotaos’, or whose rights to the 

land had gone cold.421  For context, mataotao is defined by Hēnare et al as: 

The opposite of ahi kā, ahi mataotao, is generally understood to have occurred after an absence 

of three generations, a period deemed long enough for occupation to be resumed.  Rights 

could be restored or residence resumed at the discretion of those remaining in occupation of 

the land. Someone who made contributions and had close and good relations with the tangata 

whenua was more likely to be accepted.422 

The Court delivered its three page judgment on 20 October.  It noted that no ‘strong exceptions’ were 

taken to the tūpuna cited, and that the witnesses gave their evidence ‘in an open and straightforward 

manner respecting the occupancy rights of their own and their opponents party.’  The Court also noted 

that a ‘few people’ were living on the block whose tūpuna ‘for a few generations’ also occupied the land 

‘off and on.’  The Court noted, though, that the rights of a number of individuals (‘from Whangaroa or 

Mongonui’) who had gone cold were trying to dispossess the permanent occupants by denying the right 

of their tūpuna to the block; however, there was insufficient evidence ‘to warrant the Court in rejecting 

the ancestral right of any of the applicants’, particularly as some of those claiming inclusion in the block 

                                                      
418  Ibid, pp. 59-61.  Hō stated Rauriki was born at Matauri and married a Ngā Puhi woman, Konaki, at Kaikohe.  

They then lived at Matauri and had cultivations.  Rauriki is buried in a wāhi tapu at Matauri.  One of Rauriki’s 
children, Noatepunga (Noa Te Punga), was Hō’s grandfather.   

419  Ibid, p. 62. 
420  Ibid, p. 63.  He had not given evidence before the Block Committee, but had done so at the 1905 Land 

Council hearing, see Tokerau Māori Land Council 3, p. 166   
421  Northern Minute Book 43, pp. 64-5.   
422  Henare et al, Wai 1040 #A37, p. 334. 
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‘had never seen the Block.’  The Court considered it ‘inequitable and unjust to eject’ Hō, an old woman 

who was born on the block and lived there ever since ‘in favour of adventurers from Whangaroa or 

Mangonui whose claims are admitted to be cold, by their own witness’ (which included the Hapa 

whānau).  The Court had excluded children ‘where practicable’ but included those of the heads of whānau 

who were living and working on the block.  The Court concluded its judgment with the comment that it 

‘assumed’ that both Taniwharau and Kahurauta were entitled ‘according to Maori custom’, and therefore 

awarded the Block to such of their descendants ‘as have in the opinion of the Court proved 

occupation.’423  The names and relative shares were then laid out, but later adjusted upon appeal (see 

Table 13 further below). 

2.4 Title Investigation of Motukawanui, 1900-1910 

2.4.1 Treaty of Waitangi Committee hearing, 1890 

On 2-7 May 1890, the Treaty of Waitangi Committee underook an investigation into the ownership of 

‘Motukawa’.424  The hearing effectively pertained to Motukawanui although the Committee’s decision also 

touched upon Matauri and included some of the Cavalli Islands.  It is not clear as to why the investigation 

was called, although one of the heavily contested issues to come up during the hearing was around a lease 

to Te Mari (Murray).  As noted above, this Committee was called upon to settle land disputes and 

ownership; certainly this hearing revealed concerns about who was doing the leasing and who was 

collecting the rental.  Even though Kingi Hōri Kira had asserted his mana over Matauri before the 

committee in 1884, and he was still alive in 1890,425 he did not appear at this committee hearing 

The Committee members were T. Haare and Hōne Pene, with Paki Wī Hongi as Chair.  T. Haare may be 

the same as Tira Haare who was included in the ownership schedule of Matauri No. 1 (and later Matauri 

1H1 and 1L1).  It is unclear whether Hōne Pene is related to Pūhipi Pene and Pāora Pene, participants in 

the Committee hearing, and later the Papatupu Block Committee and Tokerau District Māori Land 

Council hearings from 1902-05.  Paki Wī Hongi was one of the Northland members of the Kotahitanga 

Māori parliament; he died in 1896.426 

                                                      
423  Northern Minute Book 43, pp. 66-68.  The Court noted that there was no satisfactory evidence of the rights of 

the Kaa family nor do they seem to have made a claim for inclusion before the Block Committee or Council.  
The reference to the Kaa whānau is not noted in the testimony given, although written on the list of names 
submitted by Hō are two statements: the first is credited to Īhaka Pera stating that the Kaa whānau had never 
lived on the block; the second statement is ascribed to Pūhipi (Pene) stating that the Kaa whānau ‘lived on the 
block once perhaps 50 years ago – They were not put in by the Block Committee or Council.’  See application 
file for ‘Matauri’, 1900-53.    

424  See Treaty of Waitangi Committee Minute Book, pp. 107-148.  Minute book entries for this hearing are not 
chronological and should be read in reverse; for example, the earliest date appears in the later pages, while the 
later dates appear first in the book. 

425  See Te Uira Associates, Wai 1040 #E32, p. 165, where Kira is noted as a signatory to an 1893 document. 
426  Hongi was one of the Northland members of the Kotahitanga Māori parliament, see Armstrong and Subasic, 

Wai 1040, #A12, p. 1288; His obituary in the New Zealand Herald singled him out as one of noted ‘dog-tax 
obstructionists’, ‘Death of a Well-Known Chief’, New Zealand Herald. December 22, 1896, p. 7. 
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Please note that the minutes are extensive and much of the narrative jumps around.  Many of the tūpuna 

and place names mentioned have no context or are hard (for me at least) to follow in the narrative or 

trace in terms of whakapapa.   The remainder of this section is divided into two parts: first is a summary 

of the claims, followed by the Committee findings.   

The hearing was held at Matauri and Ōhaeawai.  The four claimants were Pōkai Tete,427 Eme Patuhui,428 

Maraea (Korau) Tinia429, and Nētana Mariao430.  Īhimaera K[ōmene?]431 was a ‘Roia’432 for Mariao, while 

Te Maaka433 [H. Otai] and Tāhere were roia for Tete. Pāora Kuari was a ‘Kaiwhakahaere’,434 

‘Kaiwananga’,435 and roia for Tinia; while Pūhi[pi]436 played the same roles for Patuhui.  Although Pūhipi 

and Pāora Kuari appear on behalf of Patuhui and Tinia, respectively, they both emphasise their own 

rights and authority over Motukawa.  Mariao was the only claimant recorded as paying a fee for his case, 

to the amount of £1.437  Testimonies and cross-examination of the claimants in opposition to Mariao are 

recorded in the minutes.  The testimony of Pūhipi, on behalf of Patuhui, is not recorded although his 

cross-examination is.  The sitting opens with each claimant identifying their kaiwhakahaere, roia, and 

kaiwananga, followed by testimonies and cross-examination, generally undertaken by the roia.438   

  

                                                      
427  The evidence of Tete is recorded at Treaty of Waitangi Committee Minute Book, pp. 107-118. 
428  The evidence of Patuhi is recorded at ibid, 2 May 1890, pp. 118-127. 
429  Tinia is also recorded in places as Maraia, and Maraea Korau.  The evidence of Tinia is recorded at ibid, pp. 

127-142. 
430  The evidence of Mariao is recorded at ibid, pp. 142-7. 
431  He could also be Īhimaera Kōmene, listed under Hana Tauaru for the Matarawa Block. 
432  Translated to ‘lawyer’, although ‘advocate’ may be a more suitable term.  The term is used in this minute book 

to describe the role of cross-examiner (sometimes referred to as ‘Kaipatai’ or ‘questioner’ in the Papatupu 
Block Committee minute books), and refers to individuals supporting the claimants by cross-examining others 
on their behalf. 

433  Te Maaka is also recorded as Maka. 
434  Refers here to the role of leading or assisting the claimants during their appearances. 
435  Refers to ‘speaker’, that is, those who gave testimony and were cross-examined on a claimant’s behalf. 
436  Pūhipi, also recorded as Pūhi, could possibly be Pūhipi Pene, who appeared as a claimant at the Māori Land 

Council hearing of September 1902 on Matauri, and as a kaikōrero for Harepeka Taharoa in the Matauri block 
sitting of the Papatupu Block Committee in 1903.   

437  Treaty of Waitangi Committee Minute Book, p. 142. 
438  The claimants' speeches record whakapapa (genealogy) and tribal traditions. 
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Table 9: Treaty of Waitangi Committee hearing, 1890, into Motukawa(-nui) – list of claimants, 
take, and awards  

Claimants Representative Hapū Tūpuna Take Committee award

Pōkai Tete 
Te Maaka [H. 
Otai], Tāhere 

 Whare nui 
Tuku from Te Au; take 
tupuna & whenua tuku 
to his whaea 

Quarter of Motukawa each Eme Patuhui Pūhi[pi]  
Te Au, 
Takoria 

Not stated 

Maraea Tinia Pāora Kuari Ngātitara 
Takoria 
(desc. of 
Kahurauta) 

Take tupuna, ahi kā 
tonu, pā, wāhi tapu 
rangatiratanga 

Nētana Mariao 
Īhimaera 
K[ōmene?] 

 Kahurauta 
Take tūpuna , ahi kā 
tonu, he oneone, he 
kaha 

Ditto, incl. islands of Te 
Kakaho, Tuturuoae, Haraweka, 
Motuharakeke, Motutakupu 

 

Summary of the hearing 

Three main issues arose out of the hearing: a tuku from Te Au, raupatu, and the leasing of Motukawa.  

The tuku from Te Au is a significant topic covered in testimony and cross-examination.  It is only Tete’s 

claim which explicitly states this tuku to be the basis for the claim, although it is noted that the take for 

Patuhui’s case are not stated.  The two contentious points raised are to whom the tuku was made, and 

what area of land was included in the tuku. To the first point, Tete’s position was that the tuku was made 

to Pihe and then Mangu, following Pihe’s death.439  The other position supported by Pūhipi, Kuari and 

Mariao was that the tuku was made to Pihe’s child, Karihi, for the purpose of a mahinga kai.  Mariao was 

the only claimant who stated that the tuku was not made to Mangu’s daughter Tikiwai, following Karihi’s 

death.440 To the second point, Tete claimed the entire island was covered by the tuku.  He also claimed 

that Panaki (island) was the kāinga which was the object of the tuku from Te Au to his whaea.441  Pūhipi, 

Kuari, and Mariao all assert that the tuku was of Te Pāpātara as a mahinga kai.442  Elsewhere, Pūhipi 

claimed that the gift of the tuku went from Te Muriwai, Te Koha, through to Tāpui, Kārewa, Te Taumata 

and out to sea; this area, he claimed, did not encompass the entire island.443  

While take raupatu is not the basis of any claim, the subject is discussed, particularly by Tete.  He referred 

to the raupatu, actioned at Hamaruru pā, as the third tuku of the land.444  Pūhipi and Mariao stated that 

there was no raupatu.445  Kuari also claimed that no raupatu was committed on Motukawa, although he 

                                                      
439  Treaty of Waitangi Committee Minute Book, p. 108. 
440  Ibid, p. 143. 
441  Ibid, pp. 114-5. 
442  Ibid, pp. 118, 124, 126, 129, 139, 143. 
443  Ibid, pp. 123, 126. 
444  Ibid, pp. 109-110, 113, 115, 121, 132. 
445  Ibid, pp. 122, 144. 
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knew of two war parties going within the vicinity of Hamaruru.446  Despite saying no raupatu was 

committed, when asked who committed the raupatu, Kuari claimed it was Ngāpuhi and Te Rawaru.447 

The third issue was Motukawa, which was leased to a Pākehā named Te Mari (Murray – for more on who 

this individual may be, see the chapter three).448  The lessors appear to have been Rīwhi Hongi, Pereene 

Tau and Kira; however the extent to which the latter two were involved is one of the more contentious 

aspects covered on the subject in the minute book.  It is stated that Hongi had sole authority over the 

land, that he had rangatiratanga, and his hapū was Ngātitara.449 Pūhipi claimed to have been present at the 

commencement of this lease, which he stated was Hongi’s lease.  He also stated that Kira was not part of 

the lease and that he only gained authority through Hongi and Pereene Tau.450  Further on, Pūhipi stated 

that while it was Hongi who created the lease, both Hongi and Kira’s names were included in the lease.451  

Kuari also stated that the area leased at Motukawa was set in place by Hongi, although he claimed that 

only Kira and Pereene Tau were named on the lease.  He added that the lease became legally binding at 

Whangaroa before Te Wiremu.452 

Kuari then testified that payments for the lease were taken by Hongi and Tau, he himself having received 

£1.10.0 (presumably in rent).  Kuari added that the initial annual amount agreed to between Hongi and Te 

Mari was £30; however Tau would not approve the lease unless £5 was paid to him, therefore the annual 

amount was increased to £35.  Kuari claims that Tau took payments for three years.453  Asked how Kira 

came to acquire a horse and a whaling ship, Kuari replied that Hongi gave these to his teina, Te Whare 

Whakapikopiko.  He added that the truth of his statements are verified in Hongi’s own records.  

Although he is said to have travelled to the island and questioned Te Mari about building materials on the 

island, (Te) Whare was apparently not included in the lease.454  When the Committee asked Mariao who 

was paid for the lease, he replied that Tau had the first takings of £30.455  

The Committee’s findings 

The Committee found against any conquest by Auha, but reinforced the take tūpuna of Kahurauta, and 

Taniwharau and his descendants Heketoro and Kawanui.  The Committee also found in favour of a tuku 

from Te Au to Pihe and Mangu, daughters of Kira nui [sic](father of Kīngi Hōri Kira?).  Taaki married 

Pihe and they lived on Motukawa, which was where Taaki and his tuakana Te Au, a descendant of 

                                                      
446  Ibid, pp. 136, 141. 
447  Ibid, p. 141. 
448  Ibid, p. 127.  Te Mari is written as ‘Te Mare’ in Motukawanui Papatupu Minute Book No. 4.   
449  Ibid, pp. 131, 133. 
450  Ibid, p. 120. 
451  Ibid, p. 127. 
452  Ibid, p. 131 
453  Ibid, pp. 133-4, 138, 140. 
454  Ibid, p. 133.  The horse and ship are also referred to in Motukawanui Papatupu Minute Book 4, pp57-58, as 

items purchased by Kira by way of payments made to him for the lease. 
455  Ibid, pp. 146-7. 
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Kahurauta, lived.  Te Au made a tuku to Pihe of land at Motukawa for the purpose of a mahinga kai.  The 

area of the tuku was claimed to be that decided by the Treaty of Waitangi Committee; of Matakaraka, 

Kahiwi, (Marere) Te Kurae o Hauwai, which Otai also claimed included Pāpātara and Te Taumata, 

although Īhaka Pera claimed these mahinga belonged to the tūpuna Kahurauta and Marii, which were 

passed down to Hera.  When Pihe died and Taaki married her teina, Mangu, Te Au made the same tuku 

to her.  Pāora Kira claimed the tuku was the entire island, and that the tuku was made for the purpose of 

a mahinga to Karihi, Pihe’s child.  Te Au made the same tuku to Tikiwai, a child of Taaki and Mangu.  

Pera claimed that after Tikiwai died, the tuku came back to Te Au and others.456  One matter that was 

raised concerned a lease of Motukawa to a Pākehā named Te Mari.457  The lessors appear to have been 

Rīwhi Hongi, Pereene Tau, and (Kīngi Hōri) Kira.  The extent to which the latter two lessors were 

involved, and how much the rental was, was highly contended.458 

The Committee’s decision is not recorded in the minute book, although reference to it is made at the 

Papatupu Block Committee hearing for the Matauri block in 1903.  Motukawa was divided into quarters, 

with one quarter being awarded to each of the four claimants.459  The smaller islands, Te Kakaho, 

Tuturuoae, Haraweka, Motuharakeke, and Motutakupu were allocated to Maraio.  These were the islands 

on the same side as the rock, Te Taheke,460 which was also allocated to Maraio.  Maraio then gave half of 

Te Taheke back (to whom is not stated).461   Immediately following the hearings there is an entry dated 29 

December (1890?462) which notes the receipt of a register of names for Nētana Mariao and Eme Pat[sic] 

in relation to the Motukawa block, although no list of names is recorded in the minute book, and a 

register of names was not located. 

2.4.2 The Tokerau District Māori Land Council hearing, 1902 

On 12 September 1902, the Māori Land Council, comprising Blomfield and Kawiti (with C.W. Bean as 

clerk and interpreter), sat in Whangaroa to hear an application for Motukawanui.  Estimated at ‘about’ 

600 acres, a ‘rough sketch map’ was produced.  The Māori Land Council noted that no-one lived on the 

island, and that as pānui were ‘distributed’ at Matauri then: ‘All the people know about the Court 

today.’463  The hearing was notified in the Kahiti.464  An alienation file of the island referred to a ‘letter 

book’ when it noted that copies of the Kahiti advertising the council hearing had been posted to 173 

                                                      
456  Papatupu Block Committee Minute Book 4 pp. 16, 25, 28-9, 38-9, 42, 61, 80, 85, 89, 92. 
457  Ibid, p. 127.  Te Mari is written as ‘Te Mare’ in Motukawanui Papatupu Minute Book No. 4.   
458  Ibid, pp. 131, 133. 
459  Papatupu Block Committee Minute Book 8, pp. 19, 33, 43, 81. 
460  Located north-east of Nukutaunga island (see Map 1 for location of Nukutaunga). 
461  Ibid, pp. 58-9. 
462  Though the year of this entry is barely legible, it would appear to be 1890. 
463  Tokerau Māori Land Council Minute Book 1, 12 September 1902, p. 49. 
464  Kahiti, No. 54, 26 July 1902, BAAI A39 11466 Box 76o 222, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Motukawanui – to 

H.N.S. Hows, 1911[-1918], ANZ. 
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individuals, while another copy was ‘affixed at Matauri’.465 The Kahiti recorded one application specific to 

Motukawanui from Hōne Hapa (Shepherd?) ‘me etahi atu’, although there were actually two claimant 

groupings at the hearing represented by Hapa and Pāora Kira, respectively.  Each claimant had submitted 

an undated formal ‘Papatupu Land Claim’ application; Hapa and seven others all of Matauri, and Kira and 

23 others (16 from Te Ngaere, five from Matauri Bay, and two from Mahimahi).466   

Each claimant laid out their take.  Hōne Hapa of Kēnana, and of Ngāti Miru, Ngāti Tara, and Ngāti Tai, 

claimed through tūpuna from Heke Toro (Heketoro) and Kawanui; several burial grounds (Kārewa, Te 

Hautapu, Hamatua, Humanga Tūpuna); pā (Matauau, Te Karo, O Rimu[?]); and house, pigs, and a’ wire 

fence’ on the block that belong to ‘some of my people’.  Pāora Kira of Ngāi Tūpango claimed take 

tupuna through Auwha, constant occupation, mana, ‘sites of old kaingas’, conquest, ‘leasing of the land to 

Europeans without dispute’, and the ‘bones of my ancestor Whakarehu’ being buried there.  Kira said he 

had placed the pigs and sheep on the island, but claimed that they were ‘constantly stolen’.  He objected 

to the claim of Hapa.467   

A Papatupu Block Committee of five was agreed to, with each claimant able to choose two members with 

the fifth chosen jointly: Hapa nominated Herewini Paerata of Touwai and Huirama Tūkariri of Kēnana; 

Kipa nominated Hetaraka Mānihera of Kaikohe and Hōhaia Tango of Te Rāwhiti; and jointly they 

nominated Hāpatea Rēnata of Taupō.  All nominees were unanimously elected.468  Mānihera was elected 

chair.469  Four of these members were also on the Block Committee for Matauri; Huirama Tūkariri 

(elected by Harepeka Taharoa), Hetaraka Mānihera (elected by Kira), Herewini Paerata and Hāpeta 

Rēnata (Blomfield’s nominees elected jointly by claimants, in which Rēnata had been elected chair).  

Hōhaia Tango was initially chosen for the Matauri Committee, before Blomfield’s nominees were 

accepted instead.   

2.4.3 Papatupu Block Committee investigation, 1903 

In July, in preparation for the hearing, Hapa asked if he could repair ‘the old fence at Motukawanui’ to 

plant potatoes in anticipation for a proposed Block Committee hearing he had heard may be sitting at 

Matauri Bay in November.  While a formal response to his request was not located, inscribed on the back 

                                                      
465  Memorandum of Dealings re Motukawanui, n.d., BAAI A39 11466 Box 76o 222, Tai Tokerau alienation file – 

Motukawanui – to H.N.S. Hows, 1911[-1918]. 
466  Papatupu Land Claim application for Motukawanui (in Te Reo and English), n.d., from Hapa and Kira, 

respectively.  On ibid.   
467  Tokerau Māori Land Council Minute Book 1, pp. 49-50.  In the column of the minutes alongside each of the 

claimants’ names is recorded ‘5/- paid’. 
468  Ibid, p. 50; see also Block Committee Order re appointment of members to Motukawanui Committee (in Te 

Reo and English), 12 September 1902. On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 76o 222, Tai Tokerau alienation file – 
Motukawanui – to H.N.S. Hows, 1911[-1918].  

469  Tokerau Māori Land Council Minute Book 1, p. 54. 
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of Hapa’s letter was a short note giving consent ‘provided no friction but work will not assist 

establishment of claim.’470 

The Papatupu Block Committee held a hearing at Matauri Bay in relation to Te Mahimahi and 

Motukawanui over several days from 22 to 29 December 1903, including sitting on Christmas Eve and 

Boxing Day before taking two days off to deliver its decision on Tuesday 29 December.  This hearing 

followed a week after the Committee had given its findings on Matauri.  Motukawanui occupied much of 

the Committee’s minute book for this hearing.471  Major issues discussed throughout the minute book 

specifically relate to tuku, raupatu, a lease on Motukawanui, and matters raised relating to previous sittings 

of the Treaty of Waitangi Committee.  The primary claimants were Hōne Hapa,472 Pāora Kira,473 Īhaka 

Pera,474 and Te Maaka H. Otai.475  Kira and Otai were also claimants in the sittings of the Committee 

investigating Matauri, and they refer to this Committee and its findings in their testimonies.  All bar Otai 

featured in later hearings and appeals for Motukawanui.  The claimants opened their cases by making an 

introductory submission stating their take.  At times an appointed assistant spoke on behalf of the 

claimant.476  The claimants’ cases were mainly in relation to the transferral of land rights at Motukawa 

between tūpuna.  Each claimant then gave testimony to the Committee and was cross-examined by both 

the Committee and the other claimants.  The table on the following page summarises the claims and the 

Committee’s findings.  The same comments concerning the minutes for the Committee’s hearing into 

Matauri are made here – the amount of detail is complex, although less extensive as the Matauri hearing.  

Thus, this section is divided into three; first is a summary of the hearing including a table summarising the 

claims and the Committee’s findings; second is the more minute detail of the hearing evidence; and lastly 

are the Committee’s findings in more detail. 

 

                                                      
470  John Shepherd, Matauri Bay, to President, [Tokerau MLB], 7 July 1903, on Report of Papatupu Block 

Committee, Motukawanui, 28 December 1903 (in Te Reo and English). On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 76o 
222, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Motukawanui – to H.N.S. Hows, 1911[-1918].  This file contains documents 
in relation to the Papatupu hearing.  These documents, however, are not necessarily in chronological order, 
and in some instances, documents that perhaps were originally one item (e.g. a letter and accompanying 
tracing) appear to be split and scattered in the file. 

471  Te Mahimahi hearing covered 12 pages, and the remainder of the hearing concerning Motukawanui, covered 
some 89 pages. 

472  Also recorded as Haki Hapa.  The evidence of Hapa is recorded at Papatupu Block Committee Minute Book 4, 
pp. 13, 78-93, 98-9. 

473  The evidence of Kira is recorded at Papatupu Block Committee Minute Book 4, pp. 14, 56-77. 
474  The evidence of Pera is recorded at ibid, pp. 14, 37-55, 101.  Pera was also recorded as Ihaka Maaka.  
475  The evidence of Otai is recorded at ibid, pp. 15-36, 100. 
476  At the end of the hearing there are undated wānanga from Hapa, Otai and Pera, although not for Kira.  These 

may be considered as ‘closing submission’.  Each wānanga is a structured submission, divided into take in 
which the claimants entreat the Committee to find in favour of their case, to reiterate the core points of their 
case, to state any corrections or errors that had come to light as a result of the evidence, and to present 
rebuttals to other claimants’ take.  In the Committee minute book these are recorded several blank pages after 
the Committee decisions and share allocations, but appear to pre-date the decisions.  
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Table 10: Papatupu Block Committee hearing for Motukawanui, 1903 – list of claimants, take, and Committee findings  

Claimants Hapū Tūpuna Take 
Take of which award comes 

under 
Shares

Location of 
award 

Objected to 
findings, 

1905 

Later 
appealed, 

1906 

Hone Hapa Ngāti Miru, Ngāti Tara, 
Ngāti Tai 

Heketoro, Kawanui Urupā, whare, pigs, ‘wire fence’ Heketoro and Kawanui (desc 
of Taniwharau)  

600  Yes Yes 

Pāora Kira Ngāti Tautahi, Ngāi 
Tūpango 

Auwha 
Occupation, mana, kāinga, raupatu, 
leasing to Pākehā, burial of tūpuna, 
tuku by Te Au to Pihe & Mangu 

Take tupuna for Taikawa (desc 
of Taniwharau) 

200 Adjoining 
Pāpātara 

Yes ? 

Īhaka Pera Ngāti Tai, Ngāti Tara Kahurauta Tūpuna, pā, wāhi tapu, mana, 
mahinga, ahi kā 

Take tupuna for Kahurauta  100  No ? 

Te Maaka 
H. Otai 

Ngāti Rāhiri, Ngāti 
Kawa, Matarahurahu, 
Ngāti Rangi, Te Uri 
Taniwha, Te Popoto 

Te Au (teina to 
Auwha, & desc of 
Kahurauta) 

Whenua tuku, ahi kā, wāhi tapu, 
mana, tuku by Te Au to Pihe & 
Mangu 

A tuku of Te Au to Pihe and 
Mangu, & under tupuna 
Paewhenua 

300 Pāpātara No ? 

 Total shares 1,200
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Summary of the hearing 

For Motukawa(-nui), the Papatupu Block Committee found against any conquest by Auha, but reinforced 

the take tūpuna of Kahurauta, Taniwharau and his descendants Heketoro and Kawanui, as well as the 

tupuna, Paewhenua (Pa whenua).  Paewhenua was a tūpuna of Pōkai tete who was a claimant at the 

Treaty of Waitangi Committee hearing of 1890477 – at that hearing Pōkai tete was given a quarter share in 

Motukawa. 

The Committee also found in favour of a tuku from Te Au to Pihe and Mangu, daughters of Kira nui 

(father of Kīngi Hōri Kira).  Taaki married Pihe and they lived on Motukawa, which was where Taaki and 

his tuakana Te Au, a descendant of Kahurauta, lived.  Te Au made a tuku to Pihe of land at Motukawa 

for the purpose of a mahinga kai.   The area of the tuku was claimed to be that decided by the Treaty of 

Waitangi Committee; of Matakaraka, Kahiwi, (Marere) Te Kurae o Hauwai, which Otai also claimed 

included Pāpātara and Te Taumata, although Īhaka Pera claimed these mahinga belonged to the tūpuna 

Kahurauta and Marii, which were passed down to Hera.  When Pihe died and Taaki married her teina, 

Mangu, Te Au made the same tuku to her.  Pāora Kira claimed the tuku was the entire island, and that the 

tuku was made for the purpose of a mahinga to Karihi, Pihe’s child.  Te Au made the same tuku to a 

Tikiwai, a child of Taaki and Mangu.  Pera claimed that after Tikiwai died, the tuku came back to Te Au 

and others.478  

Detailed evidence of the hearing 

Of Ngāti Miru, Ngāti Tai, and Ngāti Tara, the take of Hōne Hapa was pā Matarau, Te Karo, and 

Orimuiti; wāhi tapu of Kārewa, Te Hāmatua, and Hungana o Tupuna[?].  His primary take, though, is 

take tūpuna through Heketoro and Kawanui.  Pāora Pene gave testimony on behalf of Hapa, although 

Hapa himself cross-examined other claimants extensively.  Hapa opposed the cases of Otai and Kira.  

Those among the descendants who are named by Pāora Pene as being rangatira are Te Tahuhu, 

Tokaipuritia, Te Karu, Rīwhi H. (probably Rīwhi Hongi) and Pūhipi (Pūhipi Pene?).  Pene names Te Au 

as a rangatira descendant of Kahurauta, although Kahurauta herself appears to be a descendant of 

Kawanui.479 

Otai questioned the rights of Heketoro and Kawanui in light of the Treaty of Waitangi Committee 

decision in favour of the tūpuna Kahurauta and Te Koria (Takoria?).480  Pene, though, claimed that 

Heketoro (child of Taniwharau) and Kawanui lived at Motukawa as well as Matauri and that this 

occupation continued with their descendants.  He gave their hapū names as Ngātimiru, Ngātitara and 

Ngātitai.481 Pāora Kira gave his hapū as Ngāti Tautahi and Ngāi Tūpango.  His take were take tūpuna 

                                                      
477  See Treaty of Waitangi Committee Minute Book, pp. 107-118. 
478  Papatupu Block Committee Minute Book 4 pp. 16, 25, 28-9, 38-9, 42, 61, 80, 85, 89, 92. 
479  Papatupu Block Committee Minute Book 4, pp. 78, 83. 
480  Ibid, pp. 24, 100. 
481  Ibid, pp. 78-9. 
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through Auwha and ahi kā.  His primary take related to the raupatu of the Motukawa area by Auwha and 

a tuku by Te Au to Pihe and Mangu.  Kira recounted that after Pihe and Mangu died, Ngāpuhi lived at 

Motukawa, at Te Pāpātara and Waiiti.  Pāora Kira names Whare and Pōkai, as well as Rīwhi (Hongi) and 

(Kīngi Hōri) Kira (Pāora Kira’s father) as having mana over Motukawa and the smaller islands – Whare 

and others had mana over the mutton bird islands, while Kira had mana over the rock Te Taheke482.  It is 

also said that the iwi of Te Rawaru and Ngātirua went to catch birds on the islands.483  Pāora Kira’s 

father, Kira, was said to have observed the two hearings for Motukawa but did not take a case of his own 

(these hearings are probably referring to the Treaty of Waitangi Committee hearings of Motukawa in 

1890).484 

Of Ngāti Tai, Ngāti Tara, and Ngāti Rata, the take of Īhaka Pera was the pā of Matarau and Te Karo, 

wāhi tapu of Te Hautapu and Kārewa, mana, mahinga of Pāpātara, the location of a whare (tuunga whare) 

at Taumata, and ahi kā through to Hera.  Pera’s primary take was take tūpuna for Kahurauta and Marii, 

on behalf of all their descendants.485  Pera presented his take to the Committee and was charged a claim 

fee of £1.5.0.  His testimony focused on sites of interest on Motukawanui by the descendants of 

Kahurauta and Marii.   

Pera asserted that Kahurauta had sole authority over the island and ahi kā was maintained by her 

descendants.486  Asked whether his ahi kā rights were extant given he had not lived there for some 30 

years, Pera responded they were because he continued to go fishing there.487  Pera added that no one took 

issue with the mahi kai which Kahurauta’s descendants did on the island.488   He added that Kahurauta 

had no rohe pōtae but the lands which Kahurauta obtained from Taniwharau’s rohe pōtae were 

Motukawa and Matauri.489  Pera also claimed that his tūpuna were buried at Kārewa.490 Under cross 

examination Pera was unable to name Marii’s parents and eventually stated he did not know whether 

Marii had rights to Motukawa, despite Marii being a parent of Kahurauta.  He added that it was by virtue 

of Kahurauta’s descent from Taniwharau that she had rights.491   Otai and Pāora Pene both asserted that, 

of those two, Kahurauta alone had rights.492  By the time Pera presented his closing submission, his take 

tupuna claim only related to Kahurauta.493  The hapū which Pera identified with through Kahurauta were 

                                                      
482  Located north-east of Nukutaunga island (see Map 1 for location of Nukutaunga). 
483  Papatupu Block Committee Minute Book 4, p. 56. 
484  Ibid, p. 73. 
485  Ibid, p. 42. 
486  Ibid, p. 45. 
487  Ibid, p. 51. 
488  Ibid, p. 37. 
489  Ibid, p. 44. 
490  Ibid, p. 101. 
491  Ibid, pp. 41, 52. 
492  Ibid, pp. 29, 92. 
493  Ibid, p. 101. 
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Ngātitara and Ngātitai; through Marii he was Ngātirata.494 Te Waihemonga was also a tūpuna of Pera’s, 

although Pāora Pene disputed her descent from Kahurauta.495  Haki Hapa claimed that Te Waihemonga 

was a slave, which is why Pera withdrew his case for Matauri.496  Pera supported the case of Otai under 

take tuku, but opposed the case of Hapa.   

Otai claimed hapū of Ngāti Rāhiri, Ngāti Kawa, Matarahurahu (for the tupuna Kaiteke), Ngāti Rangi, Te 

Uri Taniwha, and Te Popoto (for the tupuna Whakarua).  His take were whenua tuku, raupatu by 

Whakarua and Kaiteke, ahi kā, wāhi tapu, and mana.  The primary take, though, was in relation to the 

tuku of Motukawanui from Te Au to Pihe and Mangu, which he noted was supported by the decision of 

the Treaty of Waitangi Committee.  Maaka did not descend from Mangu and Pihe, but he was claiming 

the land on behalf of their descendants, among whom were Pōkai tete (also known as Rīwhi tete) and 

their children.497 Pā whenua (Paewhenua?) was a descendant of Taniwharau.  Pāora Pene stated that when 

Whare and others lived at Motukawa it was under the mana of this tupuna.498  

In presenting his take, Otai was charged £1.5.0 by the Committee.  The Committee found that the alleged 

conquest failed as Otai admitted that the conquest was not sustained; that the ‘gift’ was proved; and that 

Pōkai and Whare were entitled under the tupuna Paewhenua, a descendant of Taniwharau.  The 

Committee noted that the islands of Panaki, Te Amaruru, Motutapere, Horonui, and Motukeo were 

included in the cases of Kira and Otai under the tūpuna Pōkai and Whare.  The ‘other small islands 

besides these’ were to be included in Hapa’s case. 

Three main take arose out of the hearing: a tuku from Te Au; a take tuku from Auwha;499 and the leasing 

of Motukawa.  The first take concerned Pihe and Mangu, daughters of Kira nui (father of Kīngi Hōri 

Kira?).  Taaki married Pihe and they lived on Motukawa, which was where Taaki and his tuakana Te Au, a 

descendant of Kahurauta, lived.  Te Au made a tuku to Pihe of land at Motukawa for the purpose of a 

mahinga kai.   The area of the tuku was claimed to be that decided by the Treaty of Waitangi Committee, 

of Matakaraka, Kahiwi, (Marere) Te Kurae o Hauwai, which Otai also claimed included Pāpātara and Te 

Taumata, although Īhaka Pera claimed these mahinga belonged to the tūpuna Kahurauta and Marii, which 

were passed down to Hera.  When Pihe died and Taaki married her teina, Mangu, Te Au made the same 

tuku to her.  Pāora Kira claimed the tuku was the entire island.  Pene stated that the tuku was made for 

the purpose of a mahinga to Karihi, Pihe’s child.  Te Au made the same tuku to Tikiwai, a child of Taaki 

and Mangu.  Pera claimed that after Tikiwai died, the tuku came back to Te Au and others.500 

                                                      
494  Ibid, p. 52. 
495  Ibid, pp. 48, 93. 
496  Ibid, p. 101. 
497  Ibid, p. 22. 
498  Ibid, p. 91. 
499  Otai originally made a claim under a raupatu by Whakarua and Kaiteke (also known as Te Kēmara), but later 

withdrew it from his claim, ibid, pp. 16-18, 100. 
500  Ibid, pp. 16, 25, 28-9, 38-9, 42, 61, 80, 85, 89, 92. 
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For the second take raupatu, Pāora Kira originally claimed that Auwha’s raupatu had mana as well as the 

tuku made by Te Au, and this was how Ngāpuhi came to obtain mana over that land. Te Au is shown as a 

teina to Auwha.501  Kira then stated that no land was obtained through the raupatu as it was obtained 

during the time of Auwha’s descendants, Kira nui, Kīngi Hoori and Rīwhi.502  Hōne Hapa stated that the 

raupatu by Auwha did not cross over to Motukawa.  He used Otai’s rejection of the take raupatu and the 

knowledge that Otai learnt from Kira to reinforce his point.503  

The third issue was the leasing of Motukawa, seemingly for commercial uses.  Leasing of the island was 

mentioned briefly at the Treaty of Waitangi Committee hearing above, regarding a lease to Te Mari 

(Murray).  There were two apparent lease arrangements, with the second being contested.  The first 

concerned a leasing arrangement to a Pākehā named ‘Hamer[a/e]ngi’, who paid a sum of £5 in order to 

establish a flax (korari) stripping mill, which (Kīngi Hōri) Kira agreed to.  The survey for the area had 

been completed; however after paying the money, the Pākehā did not return.  The second arrangement 

was to a Pākehā named Te Mare [sic] involving four Māori individuals; Whare ngere, Rīwhi Hongi, Kīngi 

Hōri Kira, and Rīwhi and Pereene Tau.  There were four accounts of this arrangement.  The first was 

Hongi and Kira leasing the island for an annual rental of £30, with Whare ngere objecting to it.  The 

second, had Hongi and Pereene Tau controlling the lease.  The third had Hongi, Whare ngere, and Tau 

leasing the island for an annual rental of £130.504  Pāora Kira provided an extensive fourth account; here, 

Hongi and Kira had a contract with Te Mare for a term of eleven years.  Te Mare used the land for 

farming sheep and cattle.  After three years he renegotiated the cost of the lease to £25 on account of the 

harsh conditions for farming on the island; however his activities on the island lasted only six years.  

Trade undertaken by Kira, involving a whaling ship and stallions, is also mentioned in the context of this 

lease.505 

The Papatupu Block Committee findings 

The Committee found that the conquest so described by Kira was not proven as the raiders of Auwha 

had not gone to Motukawanui; that Kira agreed to withdraw his claim under conquest for the Mahimahi 

block; that the gift was ‘against’ the alleged conquest; that in the evidence of Otai there was no conquest 

by Auwha on the island; and that ‘Kira during his lifetime did not set up this conquest, he claimed 

through Taikawa’.  The Committee noted that the gift by Auwha had already been included in Otai’s case, 

and an award subsequently made.  It found that Kira had ‘an extensive mana in administering the affairs 

of’ Motukawanui’ and that as he descended from Heketoro, the Committee made an award under the 

tupuna Taikawa.  Precedent appears to have been set for this decision at the hearing for Paihia, where it 

                                                      
501  Ibid, pp. 64-5. 
502  Ibid, pp. 63, 66. 
503  Ibid, p. 99. 
504  Ibid, pp. 54, 57, 81. 
505  Ibid, pp. 57-8. 
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was Taikawa who was found to have mana not Auwha.506  Otai and Pāora Pene disputed rights arising 

either under Auwha or raupatu.507   

The Committee found that Heketoro and Kawanui had mana over the island, therefore Hapa’s case 

received the biggest award of 600 shares.  Although Taniwharau is not specifically named in the decisions, 

he appears to be a significant tupuna in terms of the decisions the Committee reached, and whose rohe 

pōtae included all of the lands being discussed.508  This tupuna is shown as the parent of Heketoro, 

through whom Hapa is allocated shares; a tupuna to Pā whenua, through whom Otai is allocated shares; 

and is said to be a tupuna to Kahurauta. Pene stated that Pāora Kira also had rights under Taniwharau, 

and that was where the strength of his word regarding the land came from.509  The Committee then 

allocated shares in Motukawanui block based on the evidence presented by the claimants. 

2.4.4 The Tokerau District Māori Land Council consideration of the Papatupu Block Committee 

report, 1905 

The Māori Land Council sat before the Council President, James W. Brown, and council members 

Herepete Rapihana and Hoterene Kawiti at Whangaroa in September and October 1905.510  The 

Papatupu Block Committee report for Motukawanui was produced and a number of objectors stepped 

forward, including Hōne Hapa on behalf of Ngāti Miru; Kipa Roera on behalf of his wife; Pāora Kira and 

others; and Rāwinia Tāmati Hō.  Īhaka Pera supported the Committee’s decision on behalf of Ngāti Tara 

and Ngāti Tai.   

The focus of the discussion was on certain individuals who lived, or not, on Motukawanui, with a focus 

on the descendants of Hera.  Hapa stated that he did not object to any of the evidence given before the 

Committee, but just to their findings, while also objecting to any shares being allocated to Pāora Kira who 

had admitted that the raupatu had not occurred over the island.  Pera detailed his connection to the 

island, including cultivations and urupā, and through the tupuna Kahurauta.  He was not aware of a lease 

to Murray (presumably this is Te Mari, as mentioned in the Treaty of Waitangi Committee hearing).  Pera 

acknowledged that Hapa had ‘a piece’ of the island, although the occupation was relatively recent. 

Rāwinia Tāmati Hō then gave testimony.  She acknowledged that the rangatira [Whare] Pera and Hera 

lived on the island.  She agreed that if Pera was a descendant from Kahurauta, then he had a right to the 

island.  Other evidence from Pūhipi Pene indicated that Hera’s elders were Te Maihemonga whose parent 

was (Te) Whitinui511, who was not a descendant of Kahurauta.  Whitinui had two daughters, one of 

whom was Te Maihemonga, and they lived at the northern end of Tākou Bay.  Pera married Hera at 

Kaikohe.  Hera and Pera came to Waiaua to live under the mana of Toru.  Toru was identified as a 
                                                      
506  Papatupu Block Committee Minute Book 4, p. 74 
507  Ibid, pp. 24, 82. 
508  Ibid, p. 24. 
509  Ibid, pp. 78, 89, 92. 
510  Tokerau Māori Land Council Minute Book 3, pp. 129-130, 133-4, 161, 170-1. 
511  Whitinui was a ‘prominent Ngapuhi rangatira’, see Wai 1040 #E32, p. 316. 
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descendant of Taniwharau and a relation of Pera. Pera (and Hera?) were involved in conflict which saw 

them at one stage living at Kēnana before Ngāpuhi rangatira brought Pera to Motukawanui, where he 

lived and then died at Matauri.  Hera then had a union with someone and they moved to the Hauraki for 

some years, before going to Te Waimate.   

The Land Council adjourned until the afternoon, before returning with a short judgment.  It found that 

the descendants of Hera had established a right and that their names be included in the lists of owners of 

Matauri No. 1 and Motukawanui.  The Land Council then adjourned for 30 minutes to allow ‘parties to 

settle matters’, whereupon Īhaka Pera accepted an offer from Hapa to give 70 shares in No. 1 and the 

island for the descendants of Hera.512  The next day lists of names were passed for both No. 1 and 

Motukawanui after no objections were recorded.513  While the number of owners is not recorded in the 

council minutes, an order declaring the owners of the 435-acre Motukawanui identifies 91 owners with 

950 shares.514  

2.4.5 Native Appellate Court hearing, 1907 

On 8 February 1906, Hōne Hapa wrote to the Chief Judge about the decision concerning Motukawanui.  

He raised several take around the wrongful inclusion of names in the ownership list and against the 

definition of relative shares.515  It is unclear why Hapa objected when, as noted above, he had done a deal 

with Īhaka.  The Chief Judge referred the appeal to the Native Appellate Court under section 11 of the 

Māori Lands laws Amendment Act 1903.516  Receipt of the appeal was placed in the Kahiti on 17 

January.517   

It was not until 23 April 1907 that the Native Appellate Court sat in Russell to hear Hapa’s appeal against 

the Māori Land Council decision over Motukawanui.  The hearing was presided over by Judges Seth-

Smith and MacCormick, with Raureti Mokonuiarangi as Assessor.  Blomfield, Hōne Wēpiha (John 

Webster), and Kipa Roera all appeared for various sections of the respondents.  Webster claimed that the 

Block Committee and the Māori Land Council had not sufficiently investigated title to Motukawanui and 

many people were dissatisfied with its decision, and that of Matauri No. 1.  Webster’s clients were not 

                                                      
512  Tokerau Māori Land Council Minute Book 3, p. 176.  A list from Īhaka Pera identified five individuals who 

would share the 70 shares: Īhaka Pera, Hōne Pera, Rangi Pera, Motau Īhaka, and Pirika Pera, see list of names 
(in Te Reo) submitted by Pera. On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 76o 222, tai Tokerau alienation file – 
Motukawanui – to H.N.S. Hows, 1911[-1918]. 

513  Tokerau Māori Land Council Minute Book 3, 10 October 1905, p. 177. 
514  See Order declaring owners on Report of Papatupu Committee re Motukawanui, 11 October 1905, on 

alienation file ‘Motukawanui’, [1906-18]. 
515  Hōne Hapa, Matauri Bay, to Chief Judge, 8 January 1906 (in Te Reo).  On application file for ‘Motukawanui’, 

1906-12.   
516  Hōne Hapa, Matauri Bay, to Chief Judge, 8 January 1906, with Chief Judge’s referral to Native Appellate Court 

at bottom, 3 April 1906.  On ibid.   
517  Kahiti, No. 17, 25 January 1906.  Copy on ibid. 
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appellants and did ‘not know what course to pursue’ but agreed with the appellants to have the case 

concerning Motukawanui and Matauri No. 1 referred to the Native Land Court.518  

Blomfield appeared for Rāwinia Tāmati Hō and her party for some 30 individuals who were all 

‘dissatisfied’ with the council’s decision but had ‘neglected to put their objections in proper form having 

been partly represented by Hapa.’  Blomfield had suggested a ‘settlement outside’, but this was not taken 

up.  He added that his clients could be included as appellants if Hapa’s appeal was also on their behalf, 

but also agreed that it may be better to have the Native Land Court settle the matter ‘without further 

appeal.’519     

Kipa Roera appeared for Pāora Hōhaia and others.  He agreed with the call for the Court to investigate 

title to the island, adding that the ‘rights of the great bulk of the persons living on the two former blks 

have been prejudiced by the arrangement made before the council’ by dint of being absent when the 

arrangement was made, and were therefore unaware ‘of their position’ until they had taken advice and 

taken the opportunity to object.  There was general agreement that Matauri No. 2 was not an issue as all 

parties were satisfied with that arrangement, and so Roera asked the Court to affirm the Land Council 

decision regarding Matauri No. 2.520  

On his part, Hapa supported the respondents’ request that Matauri No. 1 and Motukawanui be 

investigated by the Native Land Court, and for the Māori Land Council decision on Matauri No. 2 to be 

affirmed.521  As noted under the appeal of Matauri No. 1 above, the Court annulled the council orders for 

Matauri No. 1 and Motukawanui, and affirmed the 1905 order for Matauri No. 2.  No other reasons are 

given for the decision. 

Table 11: List of original owners for Matauri No. 2, 1905  

Owner Sex Shares Other interests in later Matauri 
subd. & Motukawanui 

1 Pāora Kira  m 100 Matauri 2A, 2J 

2 Wiremu Pāora m 38 Matauri 2K 

3 Haerata Pāora f 30 Matauri 2D 

4 Hāre Pāora m 30 Matauri 2J 

5 Pāora Pāora m 30 Matauri 2J 

6 Tuaru Pāora  m 30 [Does not feature in later subdivisions] 

7 Maraea Pāora  f 30 Matauri 2C, 2J 

8 Miraka Pāora  f 30 Matauri 2A, 2J 

9 Mereihe Pāora  f 30 Matauri 2A, 2J 

                                                      
518  Appellate Court (Auckland District) Minute Book 3, p. 37; President’s Appellate Court (Appellate Court, 

Auckland District) Minute Book 3, p. 129. 
519  Ibid, pp. 37-9.  Hataraka Poihipi appeared in support of Blomfield’s party adding that they were ‘virtually 

appellants.’ 
520  Ibid. 
521  Ibid, p. 40. 
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Owner Sex Shares Other interests in later Matauri 
subd. & Motukawanui 

10 Hana Wiremu f 4 Matauri 2K 

11 Mere Wiremu f 4 Matauri 2K 

12 Maru Wiremu f 4 Matauri 2K 

13 Te Tokaipurutua Wiremu m 4 Matauri 2F 

14 Te Raiti Wiremu f 4 Matauri 2F 

15 Haki Wiremu  m 4 Matauri 2K, Motukawanui 

16 Te Waihora Kira m 4 Matauri 2D 

17 Te Turi Kira f 4 Matauri 2K 

18 Hōtete te Kira m 4 Matauri 2D 

19 Tarawau Kira m 4 Matauri 2D 

20 Mereana Hongi f 20 Matauri 2J 

21 Mate Hema m 4 Matauri 2J 

22 Ngarama Tuauru f 4 Matauri 2F 

23 Iwa Hāre Pāora f 4 Matauri 2J 

24 Raima Tika Ōtene f 10 Matauri 2J 

25 Tanu Whare f 10 Matauri 2J 

26 Taiapo Whare m 10 Matauri 2J 

27 Raina Rīwhi Eru  f 70 Matauri 2F, 2L 

28 Pane Haki f 10 Matauri 2F 

29 Rea Haki f 10 Matauri 2F 

30 Mere Hoia Haki f 10 Matauri 2F 

31 Tahiwha Mauahara m 10 Matauri 2E 

32 Ngatau Mauahara f 10 Matauri 2E 

33 Mangu Mauahara m 10 Matauri 2E 

34 Taipari Mauahara m 5 Matauri 2E 

35 Ngātai Tāhere m 25 Matauri 2H 

36 Hōhepa Tāhere m 25 Matauri 2H 

37 Āni Tamaiti f 20 Matauri 2H 

38 Tāhere Pororua m 20 Matauri 2H, 2L 

39 Pīkake Kīngi m 10 Matauri 2G 

40 Whare Kīngi m 10 Matauri 2G 

41 Puti Kīngi f 10 Matauri 2G 

42 Kīngi Auwha m 5 Matauri 2G 

43 Maki Hāre Wiremu (Make Īhāia) f 5 Matauri 2B 

44 Mereoka Wiremu Īhāia  f 5 Matauri 2B 

45 Hara Kipa Roera f 10 Matauri 2B 

46 Wiremu Īhāia  m 30 Matauri 2B 

47 Hāre Wiremu Īhāia  m 16 Matauri 2B 

48 Moremu Wiremu Īhāia  m 16 Matauri 2B 

49 Hēmi Wiremu Īhāia  f 16 Matauri 2B, Motukawanui?522 

                                                      
522  If one and same as ‘Hēmi Wiremu’ in Motukawanui ownership list. 
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Owner Sex Shares Other interests in later Matauri 
subd. & Motukawanui 

50 Hōne Heke Īhāia  m 16 Matauri 2B 

51 Hēmi Kerene Īhāia  m.11 16 Matauri 2B 

52 Tāmati Hōri  m 30 Matauri 2H, 2L 

53 Hera Hōri f 30 Matauri 2H 

54 Moetū Hōri f.15 20 Matauri 2H 

55 Whakaaria Hōri m.11 20 Matauri 2H 

56 Takangaroa Hōri m.10 10 Matauri 2H 

57 Merepene Takiwhare f 10 Matauri 2J 

58 Maaka Otai m 8 Matauri 2J 

59 Mate Otai f 8 Matauri 2J 

60 Hūnia Otai m 8 Matauri 2J 

61 Peti Otai f 8 Matauri 2J 

62 Hemo Hau f 8 Matauri 2J 

Total shares 1000  

 

2.4.6 Native Land Court title investigation, 1909 

Three applications for title investigation under the Native Land Court Act 1894 were received 

immediately following the Native Appellate Court’s decision.  The first (No. 13) dated 25 April 1907 was 

from Hataraka Manuhuia [Poihipi], kaiwhakahaere on behalf of Rāwinia Tāmati Hō and other unnamed 

individuals.523  The second (No. 15) dated 24 April 1907 was from Hāwira Pita, Wī Hōhaia, Pāora Pene, 

Rata Hōhaia, and Taiapo Pita.524  An inscription (‘Order on appl w 13’) on the second application appears 

to infer that it was joined with the first one.   The third application (No. 21) dated 1 May 1907 was from 

Hōne Hapa.525  Two further applications are also recorded.  One (No. 28) dated 6 November 1904 [sic] 

was from Kipa Roera who was kaiwhakahaere for Pūhipi Pene, Pāora Pene, and other unnamed 

individuals.526  The second one dated 26 March 1909 was from Hepi [sp?] Poti, kaiwhakahaere for Ēpiha 

Nētana, Kawhena Wiremu, and other unnamed individuals.527  Stamped on this application is ‘Dismissed 

16 12 09’, implying that the Court dismissed the application, although no corresponding minutes were 

located. 

                                                      
523  Application for Investigation of Title (in Te Reo) under the NLC Act 1894, from Hataraka Manuhuia, 25 April 

1907.  On application file for ‘Motukawanui’, [1906-12].   
524  Application for Investigation of Title (in Te Reo) under the NLC Act 1894, from Hāwira Pita et al, 24 April 

1907.  On ibid.  [Hōne Wēpiha is identified on application as kaiwhakahaere. 
525  Application for Investigation of Title (in Te Reo) under the NLC Act 1894, from Hone Hapa, 1 May 1907.  

On ibid.   
526  Application for Investigation of Title (in Te Reo) under the NLC Act 1894, from Kipa Roera, 6 November 

1904.  On ibid.  The same inscription (‘Order on appl w 13’) is noted on application as that of Hāwira Pita et 
al, but it was heard separately by the Court.   

527  Application for Investigation of Title (in Te Reo) under the NLC Act 1894, from Hepi [sp?] Poti, 26 March 
1909.  On ibid.     
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Sitting at Mangonui on 25 October 1909 before Judge Gilfedder and Haerekuha as Assessor and Newton 

as Clerk, the Native Land Court investigated applications 15, 21 and 28 to Motukawanui.  The Court 

investigation began with lists of names being submitted by Hōne Hapa and Īhaka Pera.  Rāwinia Tāmati 

Hō, Pūhipi Pene, and Hāwira Pita stated that their respective lists of names for the island were the same 

as those submitted for Matauri, and they did not want to give any further evidence.528   

Much of the evidence focused on Hapa’s occupation of the island and who he considered had a right to 

the island.  Hapa claimed occupation through having lived intermittently on the island since 1903, and 

through the interest of his father and grandfather in the island.529  Hapa claimed that Nētana (Nētana 

Mariao?) had first set up a claim for the island in 1879 in dispute with Rīwhi Hongi and Kingi Hōri Kira, 

who had previously been recognised as the rightful owners to Motukawanui.  Hapa acknowledged his 

support of the out-of-court arrangement he had been involved in; an arrangement he was now appealing, 

adding that his appeal lead to the Court Orders being annulled.  He also acknowledged that he had tried 

to have the shares of Hāwira Pita reduced because of a falling out he had with him.   

One witness, Pāora Hōri, claimed that Māori used to go to the island from Matauri to cultivate, although 

no-one lived there.  He further claimed that three whānau had now been living on the island for three 

years; those of Himi Wiremu, Ēpiha Nētana, and Pūhipi Pene.  Hōri then stated that Pāora Kira had 

claimed under ‘the “strong arm” but forewent his claim to get Matauri No. 2.’  Hōri considered Nētana 

was a ‘leading person’ on the island.530  Hōri stated that while his name was included on Hapa’s list ‘he 

had never authorised it to be placed there.’  He considered he had as good a right as Hapa and anyone 

else on his list, but had decided against inclusion in the island as ‘he held that the Island should go to 

those who had occupied it.531  Pāora Kira noted the outside arrangement for Motukawanui and Matauri, 

where the island and Matauri (No. 1) were granted to Hapa, Rāwinia and others, while he received 

Matauri No. 2, and agreed to forgo any claims in Matauri No. 1 and Motukawanui. 

                                                      
528  Northern Minute Book 43, p. 81; Two of the lists submitted were located.  One was Hō’s list of 26 individuals.  

Alongside her name at the top of the list, she recorded ‘N’ Kura’ under the ‘Hapu’ column.  The hapū line is 
not filled in for the other 25 owners so it is unclear whether or not Hō was also ascribing the same tribal status 
to the remainder of owners in the list.  The other list was that of Hapa with 69 names (excluding the name of 
Pāora Hōri which is crossed out); his list includes four names on Hō’s list.  In the list of 12 individuals 
eventually confirmed by the Court as owners, the only name from Hō’s list included is that of Hō herself, 
while Hapa identifies seven in his list, see list of owners for Motukawanui submitted by Hō and Hapa, 
respectively.  On application file for ‘Motukawanui’, [1906-12].  

529  Northern Minute Book 43, pp. 81-2. 
530  Ibid, pp. 86-7.  Hōri stated his age as 44 years old 
531  Ibid, p. 83. 
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Map 18: Motukawanui, 1906 (ML plan 7272) 

 

The next day, the Native Land Court gave its decision.  It noted that the island was not of ‘much value to 

anyone except a resident of Matauri Bay nor is suitable for division into small areas.’  The lease to a 

Pākehā (Murray) was abandoned after the lessee kept losing stock over the cliff.  The Court noted that on 

the strength of an out-of-court arrangement, the Māori Land Council made an order awarding the island 
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to 91 owners representing 950 shares.   The Court decision heavily criticised Hapa in being instrumental 

in using out-of-court arrangement to settle the Matauri and Motukawanui claims, with the Land Council 

giving effect to those ‘compromise’ arrangements, and then appealing against the Land Council decision 

resulting from that arrangement.  It suggested the only reason for his appeal was to secure additional 

agent fees for appearing before the Appellate and Native Land Courts.  It considered his and his elders’ 

occupation of the island flimsy at best.  The Court was also critical about Pāora Kira and his party’s claim 

after they had accepted the out-of-court arrangement in securing Matauri No. 2, but now wanted a claim 

in Motukawanui – although this seems at odds with Kira’s comment at the hearing that he did not wish to 

make a claim in Motukawanui 

The Court then commented that it could place no reliance on the ‘usual stories of ancestral occupation 

which are wont to be fabricated’ for Native Land Court purposes.  It added that occupation had been 

transient in nature for fishing purposes, although acknowledged that after the council’s orders had been 

made, several whānau went to live on the island believing that their ownership had been established 

undisturbed thereafter.  This meant that the remainder of the 91 owners awarded interests by the Land 

Council had done nothing to show ‘a disposition to settle on the island or to turn it to profitable account.’  

The Court commented that at the hearing of the Matauri No. 1 case at Russell a ‘few days’ earlier (see 

above), no fresh evidence except that from Hapa was given on the occupation of the island.  On account 

of the lessee (presumably Murray) abandoning his lease, the Court considered that the island could not be 

profitably utilised.  The Court concluded that as the ancestral rights of the claimants were not seriously 

challenged, then those who had the best right at Matauri, should be regarded as the best entitled to 

Motukawanui.  The Court then determined that 12 individuals were entitled to shares in the island.532  

Twelve owners is a stark contrast from the 91 owners awarded interests by the Māori Land Council.  The 

court’s judgment was probably based upon those who actually were living on the island, as Hapa had 

been since 1903, and that the respective whānau of Himi Wiremu, Ēpiha Nētana, and Pūhipi Pene were 

noted in the evidence as having moved to the island after the Māori Land Council decision.  The Court 

seemed to discount any other intangible connection to the island other than occupation of a more recent 

nature.  The following table lists the owners, and identifies what other interests they may have had in 

Matauri.533 

 

  

                                                      
532  Ibid, p. 90. 
533  Native Land Court Order re Motukawanui, 26 October 1909, on alienation file ‘Motukawanui’, [1906-18]. 
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Table 12: List of original owners for Motukawanui, 1909 

Owner Sex Shares Other interests in Matauri & 
Motukawaiti 

1 Ēpiha Nētana m 40 Matauri 1H, 1L 

2 Haki Wiremu m 40 Matauri 2K 

3 Hemi Wiremu m 40 Matauri 2B?534 

4 Hāmiora Hōhepa m 40 Matauri 1H, 1J, 1L, Motukawaiti 

5 Hāwira Pita m 35 Matauri 1H, 1L, Motukawaiti 

6 Hōne Hapa m 10 Matauri 1B 

7 Pirika Pera m 40 Matauri 1D and 1G 

8 Pūhipi Pene m 40 Matauri 1H, 1J, 1L, Motukawaiti 

9 Pāora Pene m 40 Matauri 1H, 1L, Motukawaiti 

10 Rāwinia Tāmati Hō f 40 Matauri 1H, 1L 

11 Taiapo Pita m 30 Matauri 1A, 1G 

12 Wī Hōhaia m 40 Matauri 1H, 1K, 1L 

Total shares 435  

 

2.4.7 Native Appellate Court hearing for Matauri No. 1 and Motukawanui, September 1910 

Around two months after the Gilfedder hearing, Tāmati Hoori and others submitted a letter – which the 

Court Registrar deemed an appeal – requesting a gazette publication for Matauri No. 1 and noting that 

they were not included in the Matauri decision, but considered they should have been through their 

tupuna Rauriki.  

E tono te na.  Kia koe.  Kia tukua he panuitanga mo Matauri No. 1.  I runga ano i nga take i 

kitea iho ki te nei ko nga uri o te tupuna. I whakataua ai Matauri No 1.  kahore i uru.  Ara.  Ko 

matou he uri nei matou ko te Rauriki te tupuna o taua whenua kahore matou i whakaurua, kei 

runga nei ano matou i taua whenua e noho ana Hoi e Rapuana matou ki te take.  I kore ai 

matou e whakaurua.   

Na reira ka tono atu ano matou kia panuitia ki te kahiti he mate Rawa hoki te nei kia matou 

inaianei.   

Kei te noho mate matou nga mea kahore nei i uru.535   

In mid-January 1910, the Court Registrar wrote to Hoori ‘me etahi atu’ (and others) advising that the 

Chief Judge (Jackson Palmer536) had ordered a deposit of £20 for security for the ‘whakawakanga tuarua’ 

(rehearing) be paid by 10 February:   

                                                      
534  Unsure if one and the same as ‘Haki Wiremu Ihaia’ in Matauri 2B. 
535  Chief Judge’s Office file note (record no. CJ 1910-3), receipt date 24 December 1909, along with Hoori to 

Registrar, 15 December 1909 (in Te Reo), both on application file for ‘Matauri’, 1900-53, No translation on 
file. 

536  Palmer was a trained lawyer appointed a Native Land Court and Native Appellate Court Judge in June 1904, 
and a Chief Judge in August 1906.  He was educated in New Zealand and worked under the tutelage of 
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Mo ta koutou whakawa tuarua mo te whakatau a te Kooti i Russell i te 20 o nga ra o Oketopa 

mo te tono take paanga ki te whenua mo Matauri nama 1 poraka tenei ka tukua atu te tuarua o 

nga ota a te Tumuaki kai-whakawa whakarite i nga moni e rua tekau pauna (20) hei punga mo 

nga moni tera e pau i taua whakawakanga tuarua.   

Ko aua moni me tae mai ki au i te 10 on nga ra o Pepuere 1910 i mua mai ranei.537 

A Court appeal form authorising the deposit is located with the Registrar’s letter, although the letter does 

not refer to the form.  The form, in English only and dated 10 January 1910, is signed by Palmer who 

inserted the £20 deposit figure pursuant to section 85 of the Native Land Court Act 1894 to be paid by 

the appellant within one month of the order.538  Section 85 gave the Chief Judge the discretion to set 

whatever fee for security he thought fit within 14 days after the amount had been fixed or within such 

time ‘as may be limited by’ the order.   Later in the month, Hoori requested a time extension for payment 

as he found it impossible to get the deposit by the due date:  

Tari o te Kooti Whenua Maori me ona kaiwhakahaere.  Kia ora. Te nei, kua tae mai tau 

whakaatu mai mo aku tono kua tae atu kia koe.   

Mo Matauri No. 1 e mea mai nei kia tae atu te moni £20 ki tou ringa ka puta he ota whakawa 

tuarua mo Matauri No. 1.  E pai ana e Rangi he tino patata Raio a te nei Taina.  Hei taenga atu 

mo te nei moni ki to Ringa.  E Rangi pea mei nuku atu te Taina te ra e taea e au te Whakaaro.  

Ko te nei he patu tonu ra te nei i oku mahara no reira e tono atu ana ahau kia koe.  Kia homai 

he taima he taenga atu mo taua moni ki tou Ringa mehemea ra e ki te tenei tonu.  Tuhia iho.  

Kia mohio ai ahau pehea te tuturu.  He tino tu tata raioa te 10 o nga ra a June 1910.539 

Referred by the Registrar to the Chief Judge on 31 January, Palmer responded a week later that payment 

had to be made by the end of February otherwise the Registrar was to ‘make the usual applications for 

dismissal as it will be nearly 5 months since the [Court] decision was given.’540  Four days later the 

Registrar advised Hoori of Palmer’s instruction, including that if the deposit was not paid then an 

application would be made under section 40 of the 1895 Act (Native Land Laws Amendment Act) to 

dismiss the appeal.541  Section 40 allowed the court to dismiss an appeal for non-payment of deposit as if 

the decision appealed from had been affirmed by the Native Appellate Court.  The section did provide 

for discretion for part of the deposit payment to be remitted wholly or in part if the appellant was unable 

to pay the amount required resulting in an injustice by the appeal’s dismissal.  Hoori eventually paid the 

                                                                                                                                                                     
Minister of Justice and Native Minister John Sheehan for four years before being admitted to the bar.  He had 
an apparent knowledge of Māori custom, see Gilling, Wai 64 #G5, p. 23. 

537  Registrar to Hoori et al, 13 January 1910 (in Te Reo).  On application file for ‘Matauri’, 1900-53. 
538  Form 2B – Order under section 85 re appeal of Tāmati Hoori, 10 January 1910.  On ibid.   
539  Hoori to NLC, 24 January 1910 (in Te Reo).  On ibid.  [p. 52].  No translation on file. 
540  Palmer to Holland, 7 February 1910 (on back of letter of Hoori to NLC, 24 January).  On ibid.   
541  Registrar to Hoori, 11 February 1910 (in Te Reo).  On ibid.  Section 40 allowed for the registrar to make an 

application to dismiss the appeal for non-payment of deposit as security for Court costs.  The dismissal would 
‘take effect as if the decision appealed from had been affirmed by the Appellate Court upon the hearing of 
such appeal.’  Section 40 did, though, provide the court with discretionary powers for the court to remit in part 
or wholly the costs due if an injustice may incur by the dismissal of such an appeal.  
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deposit in two lots; £10 in May and the remainder in September, a few days before the Court heard his 

appeal.542  It is unclear why these payments were accepted contrary to the advice he had received.   

Around the same time Hoori submitted his appeal, Hōne Hapa (Shepherd) and seven others submitted an 

appeal over the Court decision for both Matauri No. 1 and Motukawanui. (Hapa had not received an 

award in Matauri No. 1 from the October 1909 decision in which the Court concluded that the rights of 

some applicants, including Hapa, had gone cold.)  Hapa was directed to submit a £20 deposit per case 

(i.e. one for Matauri, one for Motukawanui).543  He responded to the Chief Judge on 8 April that the two 

blocks were dealt in one case before the Court and therefore warranted one deposit.  Hapa requested that 

the deposit due be lessened or that the application not be quashed if the writers were unable to pay in 

time. 544  The two blocks had in fact been dealt with separately by the Court, ‘although practically the 

same people were made owners of both blocks.’545  On 23 May, Hapa was advised that if he did not pay a 

reduced deposit of £15 per block (i.e. £30) within 15 days then his appeal would be dismissed:  

Mehemea ka utua koutou te tekau ma rima pauna (£15) mo ia poraka ara e toru tekau pauna 

(£30) i roto i nga ra tekau ma wha e haere ake nei, ka whaimana enei tono piira e rua.  Ki te 

kore, ka tonoa ahau ki te Kooti Whenua maori kia patua ta koutou piira, i te mea kahore ano i 

utua koutou nga moni punga i whakaritea mo enei tono.546 

Hapa, though, had also written to A.G. Holland on 26 April asking that the amount of deposit be 

reduced.547  He was advised two days later that if he had insufficient funds then he should forward as 

much as he could.  The request to reduce the deposit would be sent onto the Chief Judge, but if no 

attempt to pay the deposit was made then an application for dismissal would be prepared.548  Two days 

before the advice of 23 May was sent to him, he submitted a deposit for £7 to be directed towards the 

Matauri case:   

                                                      
542  ‘Matauri No. 1’ cover sheet noting Hoori’s appeal, showing payments made on 24 May and 12 September 

1910.  On ibid.   
543  Chief Judge’s Office file note (record no. CJ 1910-15), receipt date 20 January 1910; along with Hapa et al to 

Registrar, 14 December 1909 (in Te Reo; received 20 January 1910), and Registrar to Chief Judge, 25 April 
1910 (on back of letter from Hapa to Chief Jude, 8 April 1910).  All on ibid.  The other appellants were 
Harepera Taharoa, Ēpiha Nētana, Moki Tau, [sp?] Hapa, Matiao Ēpiha, Tira[?] Hāre, Hona Wiremu.  Moki 
Tau was to be left out of the No. 1 ownership list confirmd in 1910. 

544  Hapa, Harepeka Taharoa, Ēpiha Nētana, Meri Toetoe, Nētana Harepeka me etahi atu, to Chief Judge, 8 April 
1910 (in Te Reo).  On ibid.  Toetoe, Nētana Harepeka were to be left out of the No. 1 ownership list 
confirmed in 1910. 

545  Registrar to Newton (clerk of court), 18 April 1910, and Newton to Registrar, 21 April 1910.  Both on ibid. 
546  Registrar to Hapa, 23 May 1910 (in Te Reo).  On ibid.  No translation on file. 
547  Hapa, Tira Haare, Harepeka Taharoa, Hona Wiremu, Nētana Noki, me etahi atu to Holland, 26 April 1910 (in 

Te Reo). On file ‘Matauri – corres’, [1903-67].  No translation on file. 
548  File note from E Earle to Swanson, 20 April 1910 (on back of letter from Hapa et al to Holland, 26 April 

1910); and Registrar to Hapa mā, 28 April 1910 (in Te Reo).  Both on ibid.  The referral to ‘ruuri 124’ in the 
Registrar’s letter refers to an application from the Registrar for the dismissal of an appeal under the ‘Rules of 
the Court’ under the Native Land Act 1909; and sittings of the NLC and the Native Appellate Court, New 
Zealand Gazette, Supplement to, No. 34, 14 April 1910, p. 1200. 
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Mo te ahua o nga moni punga mo Matauri me Motukawanui.  Na e hoa tena te moni e whitu 

pauna mo te tahi waahi o te moni punga mo Matauri whai hoki tatari iho i etahi atu he kupu 

atu maku kaua e patia te tono whakawa tuarua mo Motukawanui tera e tae a whakarite te punga 

a etahi wiki ta ake nei ko tenei iwi kahore e whiwhi moni ana.549 

He paid a further sum in August before the balance of £13.0.2 was paid in Court on the day of the appeal 

hearing.550   

A special comment needs to be made on the appeal fees being imposed.  A £20 appeal fee may appear 

prohibitive given that Court fees were often in one or a few pounds at most.  As many Matauri Māori 

appeared engaged in gum extraction, then a comparison could be made on the average earnings working 

on a gumfield around this period.  In 1898, the Gum Commission reported an ‘ordinary adult gum-digger’ 

could earn from £6-7 per month gross; while as reported at the 1914 Commission, diggers could earn 

anywhere between 5/- up to £3 a week depending on the grade of gum extracted and the market price.551  

One witness to the 1914 Commission claimed that on the Punakitere (Gum) Reserve (located in the 

Hokianga District), a Māori whānau could make £1.5.0 per week in wages.552 (Such wages would not 

include the expenditure needed for tools and living costs.)  Figures provided by Richard Boast of a 1920 

pay scale at the bottom end of the Native Department, revealed an annual salary of £65 per year, or 

£1.5.0 weekly, for a clerk.553 Comparatively, £20 appeared a significant figure to find, even if the appellant 

was likely to have the fees returned if his/her appeal was successful.  

In July 1910, the appeals of Hoori and Hapa were notified to be heard at Kaikohe on 4 August.554  The 

appeals were heard together at the same hearing on 19 September before Chief Judge Palmer and Judge 

A.J. Holland at Kawakawa.  Horomona Ho[?] Paipa was assessor alongside Newton as the clerk and 

interpreter.  The appeal of Hoori was heard first.  Arapata Hāmi Pia appeared for the appellant, but Hoori 

failed to turn up to Court and his appeal was dismissed for non-appearance.  The Court commented that 

it ‘had waited for 3 days at Russell for appellants and that respondents had also been inconvenienced.’  

                                                      
549  Hapa to E.P. Aara, Registrar, 21 May 1910 (in Te Reo).  On application file for ‘Matauri’, 1900-53.  No 

translation on file. 
550  File note to Earle, 12 August 1910.  On ibid.   
551  ‘Report and Evidence of the Royal Commission on Kauri-Gum Industry’ AJHR 1898, H-12, p. 49; for the 

1914 figures, see Sir Alfred Reed, The Kauri Gumdiggers, Gordeon Ell, The Bush Press of New Zealand, 2006, p. 
62, citing unreferenced evidence from the 1914 Kauri Gum Commission. These earning stand in stark contrast 
with the average weekly £2 earned in the hey-day of gum digging of the 1860-70s, where gum was easily 
located, pp. 60, 62. 

552  ‘Report of the Commission appointed to inspect and classify the Kauri Gum Reserves in the Auckland Land 
District’, AJHR 1914, C-12, p. 99.  Both the 1898 and 1914 Gum Commissions note that the Māori gum 
digger was more likely to be itinerant rather than permanent; that is, their gum digging activities appeared to 
coincide with the failure of crops, or worked several weeks at a time on a ‘co-operative system’ (p. 51 of 1914 
Commission report). 

553  Richard Boast, Buying the Land, Selling the Land: Governments and Maori Land in the North Island 1865-1921, Victoria 
University Press, Wellington, 2008, p. 39. 

554   New Zealand Gazette No. 68, 14 July 1910, p. 1976-7. 
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From Hoori’s deposit, £2 was to be paid to Pia and £5 to Hataraka Poihipi (presumably he was appearing 

for respondents), with the remainder to be refunded to Hoori.555 

The appeal of Hōne Hapa was then considered.  Hataraka Poihipi appeared for the respondents.  Hapa 

asserted that there was discrepancy in the evidence of Rāwinia Tāmati Hō before the Block Committee 

where she claimed under Kahurauta and before the Māori Land Council where she instead claimed under 

Rauriki.  Hapa was appealing because he was not ‘re-imbursed for my expenses, about £30 in procuring 

plans etc’.  He further testified that he and his grandparents were in occupation on the land; that the 

tupuna Rauriki had no right to the land; and that if he (Hapa) had no right to the land, why was he and 

Pāora Kira allowed to lay down the boundary between the No.’s 1 and 2 blocks.  He could not, though, 

explain why Pūhipi Pene claimed that the rights of Hapa were mataotao; a claim that Pene refused to 

retract.  Hapa made reference to an award of a ‘Wahitapu’ to him as a ‘tohu’ of my right, although it is 

unclear what wāhi tapu he is referring to (unless it is the 14 acres mentioned at the 1905 Māori Land 

Council hearing above).  Poihipi referred to the lower Court decision and to Pūhipi Pene’s evidence, 

contending that Hapa was rightfully omitted for being a mataotao.556 

For the Motukawanui case, an out-of-court agreement could not be reached between Hapa and 

respondents.  Hapa stated that the only claimants that came before the Māori Land Council were Pāora 

Kira and himself.  He could not understand why Hō and others, who did not lay a claim to the island, 

received a ‘large award’.  He therefore wanted a greater interest than what he had received.  Poihipi 

testified that Hapa had ‘occupied first’ [on Motukawanui] in 1903 but had had no permanent occupation, 

nor was his father seen on the island.   He considered the award of 10 acres sufficient.557   

The Native Land Court gave its decision several hours after the evidence had been heard.  For Matauri 

No. 1, the Judges were critical of the way that Hapa had conducted himself by having previously agreed 

with but now repudiating the Māori Land Council award arrangements for the block.  Nevertheless the 

Judges agreed that Hapa had been in occupation on the block ‘from his ancestors and grandparents 

downward’ and was therefore entitled to a share in the block.  The ownership list would be varied to 

include Hapa with 30 shares and Harepeka Taharoa with 20 shares.  The deposit was to be refunded [to 

Hapa].  The judges made no adjustment to the Motukawanui lists, being satisfied that Hapa had received 

an award ‘in keeping with his occupation’.  His appeal was consequently dismissed and £5 of the £10 

deposited was to be paid to Poihipi with the balance to be refunded to Hapa.558  The names and relative 

shares for Matauri No. 1 are noted below.559 

                                                      
555  Northern Minute Book 44, pp. 230-1; ‘Order Dismissing Appeal’, re Tāmati Hoori for Matauri No. 1, 19 

September 1910, on Matauri Block Order File No. 3. 
556  Northern Minute Book 44, , p. 232. 
557  Ibid, p. 233. 
558  Ibid, pp. 234-5. 
559  NLC order for Matauri No. 1, 20 October 1909 (varied on appeal), vested in 43 owners, on Matauri Block 

Order File No. 3, [pp. 94-7] 
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Table 13: List of original owners for Matauri No. 1, 1910 

Owner Sex Shares Interests in subsequent Matauri partitions 
& Motukawa  

1 Rāwinia Tāmati Hō  f 38 Matauri 1H, 1L Motukawanui 

2 Harata Tira f 38 Matauri 1H, 1L 

3 Miriama Peeti f 38 Matauri 1J, 1H, 1L 

4 Tāmati Tame560 m 38 Matauri 1H, 1L 

5 Hāmiora Waoku/Hōhepa m 38 Matauri 1H, 1J, 1L, Motukawanui, Motukawaiti 

6 Pere Paratene m 33 

Matauri 1H, 1L 

7 Tira Haare m 29 

8 Ngaurere Ēpiha (minor in 1905 list) f 14 

9 Perepoti Ēpiha  m 10 

10 Mariao Ēpiha (minor in 1905 list) m 10 

12 Īhaka Pera m 38 Matauri 1F, 1G, Motukawaiti 

13 Hōne Pera m 38 Matauri 1D, 1G, Motukawaiti 

14 Pirika Pera m 38 Matauri 1D, 1G, Motukawanui 

15 Rangi Pera f 38 Matauri 1E 

16 Pūhipi Pene m 38 Matauri 1H, 1J, 1L, Motukawanui, Motukawaiti 

17 Pāora Pene m 34 Matauri 1H, 1L, Motukawanui, Motukawaiti 

18 Himiora Wārena m 34 Matauri 1J, 1H, 1L 

19 Maata Himiona  f 34 
Matauri 1H, 1L 

20 Kawhena Wī m 19 

21 Hāmi Hūnia m 19 Matauri 1H, 1L, Motukawaiti 

22 Hōne Hāmi m 19 

Matauri 1H, 1L 

23 Kiritiana Hōne (minor in 1905 list) f 11 

24 Kare Hōne (minor in 1905 list) f 11 

25 Rīpeka Hōne (minor in 1905 list) f 11 

26 Pene Here m 10 

27 Te Paea Pera f 10 

28 Ēpiha Nētana  m 19 Matauri 1H, 1L Motukawanui 

29 Hōri Reihana m 10 Matauri 1L 

30 Hāwira Pita m 33 Matauri 1H, 1L, Motukawanui, Motukawaiti 

31 Mereana Hāwira f 24 Matauri 1H, 1K, 1L 

32 Hōne Taotahi m 24 Matauri 1H, 1L Motukawaiti 

                                                      
560  This appears to be Thomas Thomas, a Pākehā.  However, a summary of the hearing, dated from possibly the 

1930s, seemingly in relation to succession to Harata Tira, notes that Tira was the only child from the marriage 
of Hō and her Māori husband, named as Hetaraka Tekangaroa.  The summary then notes that Hō’s second 
husband was Pākehā, and they had two children, Tāmati Tame and Miriama Rei.  Whakapapa of Hō (‘Tatai by 
Rāwinia Tamati Ho for Matauri No. 1 and Motukawanui’) located on an application file does not identify Hō’s 
husbands, but does show that one child of hers is ‘Tamati’.  It is probable that the Tame noted in the 
ownership list is a child of Hō and Tāmati Tame as opposed to Hō’s Pākehā husband, see application file for 
‘Matauri’, 1900-53.  The summary is written by a clerk called C.P. Newton – probably the same individual who 
was the clerk at the 1909 hearing.  
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Owner Sex Shares Interests in subsequent Matauri partitions 
& Motukawa  

33 Taiapo Pita m 33 Matauri 1A, 1G, Motukawanui 

34 Wī [Wiremu?] Hōhaia m 29 Matauri 1H, 1K, 1L Motukawanui 

35 Iri Āpiata f 24 Matauri 1J, 1H, 1L 

36 Te Rata Hōhaia m 19 

Matauri 1H, 1L 
37 Makinihi Haki f 19 

38 Haki Hona m 19 

39 Rēnata Hona m 19 

40 Mere Rāniera f 5 Matauri 1A 

41 Pare Pīkake f 19 Matauri 1C 

42 Hōne Hapa m 30 Matauri 1B, Motukawanui 

43 Harepeka Taharoa m 20 Matauri 1B 

Total Shares 1034 Those highlighted in red font do not feature in 
the list of 118 owners from the 1905 order 

 

The 43 owners is a stark contrast from the 118 owners confirmed by the Māori Land Council in 1905, 

meaning some 75 individuals were omitted.  Eleven of the names in the table above were not included in 

the 1905 list of owners (six individuals in the Matauri No. 2 list were also included in the 1905 list for No. 

1), leaving the following omitted from the 1905 list: 

Table 14: List of individuals from the annulled 1905 ownership list of Matauri No. 1 omitted from 

the 1910 list of owners 

Owner Sex Owner Sex 

1 Rena Pūhipi f 44 Motu Pāora m.12 

2 Mini Pāora f  45 Paraima Pāora m.9 

3 Ērana Taumaro f  46 Takarea Pāora m.6 

4 Manuera Wiripo m  47 Maata Pāora f.4 

5 Hare Reweti Reihana m  48 Meri Toetoe f 

6 Rīwhi Hapa m  49 Moki Tau f 

7 Reihana Hapa m  50 Hiku Reihana f 

8 Pereeme Hapa m  51 Tukitahua Tau m.12 

9 Rameka Hapa m  52 Raiha Tau f.1 

10 Pari Hapa m  53 Ātareta Reihana f.6 

11 Hemaina Neri f  54 Tīpene Harepeka m 

12 Ērana Tepana f  55 Nētana Harepeka m 

13 Ngaro Mohi f  56 Mate Nako f 

14 Wiripo Taumaro m  57 Hōne Harepeka m 

15 Ihapera Pari f  58 Ngaro Tīpene f.14 

16 Mate Ēpiha f  59 Hirini Tīpene m.12 
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Owner Sex Owner Sex 

17 Tukorehe Taumaro m  60 Timohu Nako m.9 

18 Mere Haki f.9  61 Wī Tīpene m.5 

19 Rea Haki 
(was included in No. 2 original list) f.7  62 Tomo Motu m.18 

20 Rīpeka Rata f  63 Rena Haare f 

21 Pane Haki 
(was included in No. 2 original list) f.16  64 Ātareta Hōri  f 

22 Moa Hēmi m.12  65 Himi Wiremu m 

23 Hōne Pere m.12  66 Haki Wiremu 
(was included in No. 2 original list) m 

24 Tau Hona m  67 Miriana Pāora f 

25 Meri Puru f  68 Tāmati Kaa m 

26 Kare Taupure f  69 Rite Te Kā m 

27 Wehi Heta m.12  70 Tame Nohorua m 

28 Hanatoko Motu f  71 Motau Īhaka f 

29 Hone Tīmoti  m.16  72 Witeri Haora m 

30 Merehoia Pāora m  73 Rehu Hōne f 

31 Hēmi Witomorua m  74 Parao Āpiata m 

32 Tīmoti Hōhaia m  75 Ngamako Parao f 

33 Piripi Himiona m  76 Mereana Rīwhi  f 

34 Heta Himiona m  77 Peti Taiapo f 

35 Kawuririhana[sp?] Taiapo m  78 Neke Pāora m.19 

36 Puru Taiapo m  79 Rihipeti More f.5 

37 Pita Taiapo m  80 Raima Wiremu f 

38 Ruu Wī Hōhaia m  81 Tangiaranui Eruera f.6 

39 Paoro Hōri   m  82 Erana Eruera f.4 

40 Wiri Poata m  83 Ngaraina Tuauru f 

41 Hōri Pāora m  84 Tamihana Hōne m.18 

42 Hēnare Pāora  m  85 Taupure Hōne m.8 

43 Hemirua Pāora m.15  86 Ērana Hōne f.10 

   

Later that month, Hoori wrote to the Native Land Court stating that he had arrived late to Kawakawa 

and asked how his appeal was disposed of.561  He was informed that his appeal was denied and had 

nothing to do with the management of his application:   

Mo to reta i tuhi mai nei kia au i te 26 o nga ra o te marama kua mahue ake nei mo te taha ki 

Matauri nama 1 poraka. 

                                                      
561  Hoori to Tumuaki, 26 September 1910 (in Te Reo). On file ‘Matauri – corres’, [1903-67].  No translation on 

file. 
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He whakaatu atu tenei kia koe ko to tono nama 51 i roto i te kahiti i whakakorea e te Kooti 

Piira i Auckland i te 19 o nga ra o Hepetama.  Te take he kore nou i tae ki reira ki te 

whakahaere i taua tono.562 

Hoori then wrote to the Court of Appeal on 15 October explaining in some detail why he had missed the 

appeal hearing and the expenses involved in the process.  His letter reads in full:   

He tono au te na haaku ki a koe.  Kia whakaaturia iho ki au te nei. 

Kei te pehea ra te moni punga o taku piira mo Matauri No. 1 block, kei te raruraru nui ahau i 

nga ra o te mutunga mai o taua Kooti tae noa ki te nei ra mo taua moni.  I runga he korenga 

oku e tae ki taua Kooti i runga i nga korenga a nga panui o taua Kooti i marama kia hau.  Na 

reira ahau te tae tika atu ki kite kawakawa i te ra i rite ai.  Kaati te na.  I tae ahau ki Russell.  I te 

ra, i panuitia ai kahore he ka whakawa i reria, a, i tae ahau ki Kaikohe e rua wiki oku i tatari ai 

mo re Kooti mo Matauri No. 1 block e whakawa kia a ka mea te Kooti ko te Kawakawa – he 

ke te kooti mo Matauri No. 1 block.  Ko te ra kahore i whakaaturia ka hoki ahau ki te kainga ki 

Matauri Bay.  Mo te Turei ka rongo matou kei Kawakawa ke te Kooti Ka haere atu ahau tae 

atu ahau.  I te Weneti kua mutu ke te Kooti i te Mane.  Ka mate te nei ahau i te pouri mo taku 

he nga i te kore whakatu o te ra o taua Kooti. 

Tino mahi nui ahau mo te nei take he nui hoki aku moni i pau i runga ie nei Haerenga oku no 

reira ka nui aku pohehe katoa.  Na reira ka ui atu ahau kei te pehea taua moni punga.  Aku mo 

Matauri No. 1 block.  Whakaaturia iho ra kei te pehea ranei taua moni.563 

He wrote again in early November to express his regrets that he had missed the appeal hearing because he 

had not received notice of the hearing and as a result he and his children were without a place on Matauri 

to live on.  He asked for the judgment on Matauri No. 1 to be set aside.  Hoori’s letter in full reads:   

E hoa kanui tooku pouri mo te korenga o taku piira mo matauri Nama 1 block.  I whakawakia i 

runga i te kore kihau i tae mai He Panui ki au i te taima i whakawakia ai a Matauri No. 1 block.  

Ki te kawakawa na reira ahau i Tureiti ai na te kore whakaatu marama a taua Kooti.  E hoa.  

Tino nui toku pouri mo taua ahua.  No reira me tono atu anei ahau ki whakaputaina ano he 

whakawakanga mo taua Matauri No. 1 block me toku mau ano ki te Kooti Whenua Maori.  Kei 

te tino mate ahau matou ko aku tamariki i te kore wahi hei moho a nga mo matou i te mea kei 

Matauri pu nei matou e hoko ana o nga tupuna iho tae iho kia matou e noho nei ano i ringa o 

Matauri No. 1 nei.  Heoi kua whakaketia tino mate ahau matou mo e nei ahua.  Na reira ka 

tono ano ahau ki a whakaputaina ano he whakawakanga mo Matauri No. 1 ko te whenua 

tuturu te nei oku tupuna i riro hoa nei i enei take he e noho i naianei i Matauri nei.  Na konei 

ahau ko tino pouri.  Ka mean ahau me tuku mai ano te nei whenua ki te Kooti Whenua Maori 

ki a ata whakaura kia ano o matou take ki matou.564 

                                                      
562  Registrar to Hoori, 3 October 1910 (in Te Reo).  On ibid.  No translation on file.  
563  Hoori to Court of Appeal, 15 October 1910 (in Te Reo).  On ibid.  No translation on file. 
564  Hoori to Registrar, 2 November 1910 (in Te Reo).  On ibid.  No translation on file. 
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A note on the back of Hoori’s letter [by the Chief Judge] states that Hoori could apply for a rehearing 

under section 50(3) of the Native Land Act 1909.565  Section 50(3) provided a Chief Judge with the power 

to grant an individual a rehearing if he was satisfied that there was a prima facie case of error, whether of 

fact or law, in any final order of the Native Appellate Court.  Hoori could only apply for a rehearing if he 

paid the £2 application fee.566  As to what happened to Hoori’s appeal is not known.  Another appeal 

application under section 50 of the 1909 Act, however, was notified to be heard at Auckland on 7 June 

1911.567  The applicant was Wiremu Hōhaia.  A physical copy of his application was not located.  Native 

Land Court minutes for and around that date make no mention of the appeal, and it was possibly 

adjourned as in March 1912 an application ‘For Leave to Appeal’ from Hōhaia was notified to be heard at 

Kaikohe on 12 April.568  As to what happened with the appeal is not clear as the Court minutes around 

this period do not mention it. 

2.5 Title investigation of Motukawaiti, 1909 

Several applications were submitted in relation to Motukawaiti, including one for Motukawa.  The 

Motukawa application, received by the Court in September 1900, referred to the ‘Motukawa Poraka N.L.’, 

and was submitted by a Te Ngaere grouping of 22 individuals: Pāora Kira, Hōhepa Whare, Wiremu Īhāia, 

Tarawau Kira, Mereana Pāora Kira, Mate Ngāpuhi, Hamu H. Maaka, Maihi Maaka, Murimotu Hōhaia, 

Maaka Hoori, Wiremu Pāora, Maraea Tapae, Kira Hoori, Haereata Kira Hoori, Pera Porirana[?], Wiremu 

[Pāora?],  Mare Hau, Peti Pārera, P. Pāora Hemo More, Maki Hare, [Whakahourika?], Mare Pāora, and 

Hinia[sp?] Hoori.  The boundaries of the application area are given as:   

Timata i te one Taha moana o te Papatara ki te Hauauru kahuri ki te tonga haere tonu i te Taha 

moana kahuri ki te marangai Haere tonu kahuri ki te Hauraro Haere tonu i te Taha moana 

kahuri ano ki te Hauauru ka Tutuki ano ki te Timatanga.569 

The remaining four applications were submitted for Motukawaiti.  The first from Pāora Pene and Hāwira 

Pita of Matauri was dated July 1905.570  This application was not heard nor had an application number 

inscribed on it, as is normally the case.  Presumably as Pene and Pita feature in the next application, their 

1905 application was superseded.  The next, or second, application (No. 16), dated 24 April 1907, was 

from a Matauri Bay grouping: Hāwira Pita, Wi Hōhaia, Pāora Pene, Rata Hōhaia, Taiapo Pita, me etahi 

                                                      
565  File note to Swanson, 8[?] November 1910 (back of Hoori to Registrar, 2 November 1910).  On ibid.  Section 

50(3) provides discretion for the Chief Judge to make an order for a rehearing if an applicant can demonstrate 
that a prima facie case of error has occurred.   

566  Registrar to Hoori, 8 November 1910 (in Te Reo).  On ibid.  No translation on file. 
567  New Zealand Gazette No. 44, 25 May 1911, p. 1769. 
568   New Zealand Gazette No. 26, 21 March 1912, pp. 1808-9. 
569  Application for Investigation of Title (in Te Reo) under the NLC Act 1894, from Pāora Kira et al, received 21 

September 1900.  On application file for ‘Motukawaiti’, [1900-13], MLC.  Except for some individuals, the 
applicants are the same as those who applied for the Matauri parent block. 

570  Application for Investigation of Title (in Te Reo) under the NLC Act 1894, from Pāora Pene and Hāwira Pita, 
received 26 July 1905.  On ibid.   
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atu.  Hōne Wēpiha is identified as the Kaiwhakahaere.571  The third application (No. 22), dated 1 May 

1907, was from Pāora Hōri and Pūhipi Pene, identified as from Te Touwai.572  The fourth application 

(No. 27), dated 6 November 1907, was from a Russell grouping: Kipa Roera as Kaiwhakahaere for Pūhipi 

Pene and Pāora [Pene?].573  The last three applications refer to a ‘mapi’ but no map was attached and it is 

unclear what map is being specifically referred to. 

The last three applications (No.’s 16, 22, and 27) were heard by the Native Land Court at Mangonui in 

October 1909 before Judge Gilfedder, with K. Haerepuka as Assessor and C.P. Newton as Clerk.  Pāora 

Hōri stated that the ‘applicants on the panui had met outside and arranged who should be put into the 

[Motukawaiti] title as owners’.  Pāora noted that Hōne Hapa had no application on the pānui but 

intended ‘to claim’: ‘His party consulted him [Pāora?] outside but nothing came of the interview.’  Hōri 

then submitted a list of names.574 

Claimant Hāwira Pita then staked his claim to the island through undisputed ancestral right, occupation, 

and through the tupuna to the island, Te Wai Taheke (Waitaheke).  Pita testified of ‘good grass’ on the 

island where there were horses, cattle, and sheep belonging to a Pākehā, W. Leslie – this is probably 

William Leslie, as noted in the report Introduction.  Leslie had a five year (informal) lease at an annual 

rental of £2, payable to Pita and ‘his friends’.  Pita further claimed that he and his ‘elders’ had cultivated 

on the island, with some having also lived there.   

Hōne Hapa set up a counter-claim and submitted a list of names.  He claimed under Taniwharau, 

referring to his whakapapa given for the Matauri and Motukawanui Native Land Court cases.  While he 

had not personally occupied the island, Himi Wiremu and Hoani Hōhepa had until at least two years 

prior, and they had stock there.  The ‘elders’ had told him that the island’s owners were Pūhipi Pene and 

Pāora Pene.  He further claimed that Pita and ‘his friends’ had brought pigs for £6 from (William?) Leslie 

on credit, and that Leslie leased the island in lieu of payment.  Hapa had agreed to the lease, although he 

did not sign the lease document.  Hapa then identified those individuals to whom he considered did not 

have a right to the island, including Hāwira Pita, Īhaka Pera, Wi Hōhaia, and Wī Tomorua.  He 

considered only descendants of Taniwharau (and Waitaheke, who was a descendant of Taniwharau) were 

entitled, seemingly including Pāora Hōri as well.575    

Hāwira Pita gave a rebuttal to Hapa’s evidence.  He clarified that there had been two leases with Leslie.  

The first was for six years with rent set at £1 per annum to ‘pay off a debt’; a second lease followed the 

first, set with an annual rental of £2.  He also confirmed that Pera’s parents once lived on the island 

                                                      
571  Application for Investigation of Title (in Te Reo) under the NLC Act 1894, from Hāwira Pita et al, 24 April 

1907.  On ibid. 
572  Application for Investigation of Title (in Te Reo) under the NLC Act 1894, from Pāora Hori and Pūhipi Pene, 

1 May 1907.  On ibid.  [ 
573  Application for Investigation of Title (in Te Reo) under the NLC Act 1894, from Pūhipi Pene and Pāora 

[Pene?] 6 November 1907.  On ibid.   
574  Northern Minute Book 43, p. 97. 
575  Ibid, p. 98. 
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although they had no ancestral right to the island under Waitaheke of Kahurauta.576  Īhaka Pera claimed 

an ancestral right and occupation, citing his parent’s cultivations on the island.  He objected to Hapa and 

all those on Hapa’s list except Hāmi Hōhepa, Hōne Taotahi, and Miri Pāora.577   

The Court then made an order in favour of nine males (the first eight are in Hōri’s submitted list of 15 

individuals,578 while the ninth owner comes from Hapa’s list of seven individuals579).580   

Table 15: List of original owners in Motukawaiti, 1909 

Owner Shares Other interests in Matauri & 
Motukawanui  

1 Pūhipi Pene 20 Matauri 1H, 1J, 1L, Motukawanui 

2 Hāmi Hūnia 20 Matauri 1H, 1L 

3 Pāora Pene 20 Matauri 1H, 1L, Motukawanui 

4 Hāmiora Hōhepa 10 Matauri 1H, 1J, 1L, Motukawanui 

5 Pāora Hōri 10 No other interests noted 

6 Hāwira Pita 10 Matauri 1H, 1L, Motukawanui 

7 Īhaka Pera 5 Matauri 1F, 1G 

8 Hōne Pera 5 Matauri 1D, 1G 

9 Hōne Taotahi 5 Matauri 1H, 1L 

Total Shares 105  

 

Two applications for partition were lodged in early 1913.  The first, dated 22 January 1913, was from 

Rameka Hapa; the second, dated 25 January 1913, was from Rameka Hapa and Reihana Hapa581.  In both 

applications, the applicants identified their kāinga as Kohumaru.582  Both applications were notified to be 

heard at Kaeo in early 1916, although the application forms are also marked ‘Dismissed 6-3-16’.  Court 

minutes corresponding to this dismissal were not located, and nothing further was located on the two 

applications.  Presumably, the two applicants were unaware that by 1916 the island had been sold.  No 

details were located on the survey of the island conducted in 1912, which resulted in ML plan 8509 (see 

Map 29) being approved. 

                                                      
576  Ibid, p. 99. 
577  Ibid. 
578  Those individuals from Hōri’s list to miss out are Heeni Witomorua, Wire Poata, Mereana Hāwira, Hoone 

Haami, Wi Hōhaia, Pāora Pita, Hōne Pera, and Pāora Pene.  On application file for ‘Motukawaiti’, [1900-13]. 
579  Those individuals from Hapa’s list to miss out are Hōne Hapa, Harepeka Taharoa, [?] Nētana, Himi Wiremu, 

Hāmi Hōhepa, Hōne Taotahi, and Miri Pāora.  On ibid.   
580  Northern Minute Book 43, p. 99. 
581  Both Rameka and Reihana were original owners in the 1905 order for No. 1, but not included in the 1909 list. 
582  Applications for Partition re Motukawaiti, respectively, from Rameka Hapa, 22 January 1913, and Rameka 

Hapa and Reihana Hapa, 25 January 1913.  Both on application file for ‘Motukawaiti’, [1900-13]. 
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2.6 Title Investigation for Panaki, 1921 and 1938 

In August 1920, the Native Land Court received an application from solicitors Miller & Blundell on 

behalf of Pāora Kira to investigate title to Panaki, which was still Maori customary land.583  Section 90 of 

the Native Land Act provided for the Native Land Court to investigate title to customary land, and to 

determine the relative interests of the owners.  Section 91 of the Act stated that title and interest in this 

type of land would be determined according to ‘the ancient custom and usage of the Maori people’.   

Miller & Blundell had already contacted the Chief Surveyor at the end of July to see whether a plan of the 

island would be provided.584  The Chief Surveyor complied, and at the same time advised the Under-

Secretary for Lands on the application, and that enquiries through the local office of the Marine 

Department stated that Panaki did ‘not appear’ likely to be used for marine purposes, and there was no 

information to indicate that title not be investigated.585  This plan was compiled in-office and a lien charge 

of £1.1.0 was confirmed by the Court on 10 June 1921.586  The resulting plan was ML plan 11625. 

On 10 March 1921, the Native Land Court at Kaeo heard the application.  Presiding was Judge Holland.  

‘Miller’ stated that he would give evidence on behalf of the applicant (not named), who was not present.  

The minute is relatively short.  Wiremu Īhāia claimed the island from his tupuna Taikawa, and that his 

tūpuna had occupied the island for ‘fishing purposes.’  Īhāia added that when Matauri was being 

investigated by the Papatupu Block Committee, it was agreed that Panaki would go to him and Pāora 

Kira.  The Papatupu hearing does not include reference to the agreement noted by Īhāia, although it 

mentions that Panaki was a kāinga of Pāora Kira.587 

No counter-claimants came forward.  Matarae Arano[sp?] agreed with the testimony of Īhāia, while Kira 

wanted his son, Wiremu Pāora Kira, to be included in his stead.  The Court accordingly awarded Panaki 

to Īhāia and Wiremu Pāora Kira in equal shares.588  A Freehold Order was duly issued under section 92 of 

the 1909 Act.589  The Freehold Order under section 92 effectively became a Crown grant enabling the 

land to become Native freehold land.  A compiled plan was approved ‘as a sketch’ by the Chief Surveyor 

in September 1920, and shows the approximate area of the island as 20 acres. 

                                                      
583  Application for Investigation of Title re Panaki, from Miller & Blundell on behalf of Pāora Kira, 20 August 

1920 (in Te Reo).  On application file for ‘Panaki’, 1920-68, MLC. 
584  Miller 7 Blundell, Kawakawa, to Chief Surveyor, Auckland, 30 July 1920. On file ABWN A1810 1109 Box 237 

20/62 Māori Land Blocks – Panaki Island, 1920-69, ANZ. 
585  Chief Surveyor to Miller & Blundell; and, Chief Surveyor to Under-Secretary for Lands, both 19 August 1920.  

Both on ibid.  The Under-Secretary indicated there was no reason why the plan should not be prepared, 
Under-Secretary for Lands to Chief Surveyor, 30 August 1920, on same file [p. 7]. 

586  Certificate of Chief Surveyor re Panaki, 14 September 1920; and, Charging-order for Cost of Survey re Panaki 
Island, 10 June 1921, showing interest charged from 25 August 1920, application file for ‘Panaki’, 1920-68. 

587  Papatupu Block Committee Minute Book 4, pp. 16, 20. 
588  Northern Minute Book 58, pp. 95-6. 
589  Certified copy of Freehold Order for Panaki Island, 10 March 1921.  Copy on file BBEE A1632 15336 Box 

557a NP225 part 1, Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic Park – Motukawanui Island, 1967-79.  The Order 
was issued in accordance with section 92 of the 1909 Act. 
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Map 19: ‘Plan of Panaki Island’, 1920 (ML plan 11625)  

 

A further Native Land Court hearing at Matauri Bay in April 1938, before Judge Acheson, heard an 

application for additional names to be added to the Panaki ownership list.  A copy of the application was 

not located, and the minutes do not clearly state what section of the Native Land Act 1931 the application 

was to be dealt with under.  One of the owners, Pāora Pāora Kira (Wiremu Pāora Kira), stated that Īhāia 

was now dead and asked to add names on account of there being other descendants of Taikawa.  ‘We are 

afraid we may be denied access to the island, from which we get birds [ōi].’  The Court commented that 

amendment could easily occur if the two previously appointed individuals were appointed jointly as 

Trustees.  Since, however, they were appointed as owners, then unless ‘all the next of kin’ of the two 
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current owners agreed to the ownership being ‘[reviewed?] as a consolidation measure this Court 

apparently has no jurisdiction.’  Under section 94 of the 1909 Act the two individuals awarded the island 

in 1921 became tenants in common, effectively co-owners.  As Īhāia had died, Kira had no automatic 

right to decide what could be done with Īhāia’s interest; only Īhāia’s next-of-kin could.  Acheson 

suggested the ‘parties’ would have to ‘move’ the Chief Judge or Parliament to re-open the 1921 order.590 

2.6.1 Panaki becomes a Māori reserve, 1967-8 

No further court activity is recorded in the public record on Panaki until, as reported in the chapter six 

further below, the Crown expressed an interest in purchasing the Cavalli Islands, including Panaki.  That 

interest was placed before a meeting of owners at Wainui on 29 July 1967.  Kira Wiremu reported on the 

outcome of the meeting to the Lands and Survey Department that the islands were owned by the whānau 

of Hikuwai and Wiremu Pāora who resolved to retain ownership of Panaki.  This was because the island 

was considered the only Māori island suitable for landing purposes at any weather: 

Fearing that the land may pass hands unoticeably [sic], particularly by some inconsiderate 

owner such as minors, the reservation committee request the owners for appointment of adult 

owners who are living permanently at home here for the control and administration of the 

Island. 

The meeting resulted in a recommendation to the Court to appoint Toka Wiremu Pāora, Kira Wiremu 

Pāora, Alf Hikuwai and Huni Hikuwai as Trustees.591   

On 16 October 1967, the Māori Land Court sat at Kaeo before Judge Nicholson to hear an application to 

reserve Panaki.  The applicant, Kira Wiremu (William) Pāora, referred to the July meeting above in which 

six owners were present.  He added that the island was too far away from the mainland for farming 

purposes, with its only use being muttonbirding.  The owners appeared unanimous in wanting the islands 

reserved and ‘not sold’.  Kira also commented: ‘We let other Maoris go there but want to keep ownership 

to ourselves.’  There is no mention of appointing Trustees and the Court reserved its decision.592  A 

subsequent Court Order reserved the islands, noting that it was owned by Auwha Hāre Īhāia and 16 

others, that the islands had been and were still in use for muttonbirding, that the owners wanted to 

reserve the islands for the ‘use and enjoyment of the Maori people generally’, and that the island was not 

subject to any mortgage or charge (although compromised charges of rates of $2 and survey of $1, 

                                                      
590  Northern Minute Book 58, pp. 269-70. 
591  Kira Williams, Acting-Secretary, to Phillips, 21 August 1967. On file ABWN A1810 1109 Box 237 20/62 

Māori Land Blocks – Panaki Island, 1920-69. 
592  Kaitaia Minute Book 5, p. 11. 
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respectively, were registered against the title.)593  No Trustees, however, were ever officially appointed, 

meaning that the administration of the island lay with the registered owners.594   

In 1968, Panaki was set aside as a Māori Reservation pursuant to section 439 of the 1953 Act for the 

purpose of a ‘mutton-birding ground for the common use of the members of the Maori people 

generally.’595   

2.7 Title investigation of the Cavalli Islands, 1947 

In September 1938, the Auckland Commissioner of Crown Lands informed the Under-Secretary for 

Lands of an application to investigate the title to 13 ‘small islands or rocks’ off Matauri Bay: ‘It appears 

that the islands referred to are all too small for continuous occupation, but that title is sought owing to 

the presence of mutton-birds and shell-fish.’ The Commissioner had advised the Native Land Court 

Judge to hold off the application until a survey had been requisitioned.596  The applicant is not named, 

and a corresponding Native Land Court application file was not located at the Whāngārei Māori Land 

Court.597   

Given their interest in muttonbirds and shellfish, the Marine Department and Internal Affairs were 

advised of the application, while the Under-Secretary stated that if there were any grounds that the Crown 

could establish ownership then the Commissioner should oppose any Māori claim to title.598  As there 

was no detailed chart of the area, the Marine Department was asked to supply one.599  In the meantime, 

the Senior Fishery Officer informed Head Office that there was no objection to the issuing of title to the 

islands ‘as there is no oyster picking in that area.’600  The Marine Department therefore had no objection 

to the Māori claim to the islands, and an Admiralty Chart lacked any detail of the islands.601  Internal 

                                                      
593  Court Order re Panaki reservation, 16 October 1967. On file MA1 W2459 Box 240 21/3/574, Panaki Island 

(Cavalli Island Group) – Māori Reserve 1967-8; for compromised rates and survey charges, see Particulars of 
Title to Land re Panaki, 8 December 1967, on same file. 

594  F.Y. Towers, Department of Lands and Survey, Auckland, to Chief Ranger Gardiner, 23 May 1984. On file 
P04/006, Motukawanui Island Scenic Reserve, 1989-2001, DOC. 

595  NZ Gazette, No. 13, 7 March 1968, p. 361. 
596  Commissioner of Crown Lands, Auckland, to Under-Secretary for Lands, Wellington, 9 September 1938. On 

file BAAZ A557 1109 Box 160b 3/673 part 2, Application for Islands – general, 1932-63, ANZ. 
597  Based on a search under the keyword ‘Cavalli Islands’. 
598  Under-Secretary for Lands to Commissioner of Crown lands, 7 October 1938. On file BAAZ A557 1109 Box 

160b 3/673 part 2, Application for Islands – general, 1932-63. 
599  Under-Secretary to the Secretary, Marine Department, Wellington, 7 October 1938. On file ABWN W5021 

6095 Box 256 7/880 part 1, North Auckland Land District – Small islands or rocks off Matauri Bay, also 
Matauri X Block, 1938-75. 

600  Senior Fishery Officer, Marine Department, Wellington, to the Secretary, 11 October 1938. On file M1 211 
2/12/517 part 1, Sea Fisheries – Maori (Native) Fishing Rights generally, 1932-49, in response to Under-
Secretary to the Secretary, Marine Department, Wellington, 7 October 1938. On file ABWN W5021 6095 Box 
256 7/880 part 1, North Auckland Land District – Small islands or rocks off Matauri Bay, also Matauri X 
Block, 1938-75. 

601  Secretary, Marine Department, to Under-Secretary for Lands, 12 October 1938. On file ABWN W5021 6095 
Box 256 7/880 part 1, North Auckland Land District – Small islands or rocks off Matauri Bay, also Matauri X 
Block, 1938-75. 
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Affairs had no information on muttonbirding over the islands, but wanted to see all the islands in the 

hands of the Crown so a ‘proper organization’ could be set up to protect the flora and fauna.602 

Nothing further on the application was located until February 1945 when the Chief Surveyor reported 

that Māori wanted the application to be investigated by the Court.  The Chief Surveyor could find no 

record of the Crown having obtained title to any of the Cavalli Islands, or any part having been taken for 

defence purposes during ‘the war period.’  A military map ‘of the district’ was sought from the Defence 

Force, and the plan supplied by the Army, ‘Sheet No. 8 – Whangaroa’ would later become ML plan 

13305.603  When the Native Land Court sat at Kaeo on 19 February 1946 to hear the application, the 

Chief Surveyor asked the Judge to have the application adjourned because the Survey Office was unable 

to send a representative to the hearing.  The adjournment was agreed to by the Māori applicants.604  At 

the same time, further investigations were being undertaken to ascertain whether there were any Crown 

interests in the islands even though the Marine Department had no lighthouse on the Cavalli Islands or 

that any land had been taken for defence purposes.605   

The application then came before the Native Land Court at Matauri Bay in February 1947.  Presiding was 

Judge I Prichard, with J.T. Waetford as Court Clerk, S. Taua as Consolidation Officer, and A. Paapu as 

Assistant Surveyor.  An officer from the Chief Surveyor’s office was also in attendance,606 but gave no 

apparent evidence.  ‘Mr Hutton’ noted that three of the 27 islands in the island group, Motukawanui, 

Motukawaiti, and Panaki, had previously been investigated, and commented that as no land in the locality 

had been sold by Māori prior to the establishment of the Native Land Court, then the Crown had no 

claim to the islands.  The only plan available was a topographical one which did not show all the 

islands.607  This is probably the plan shown in Map 20 below.  Tame Tame (Tāmati Tame) appeared ‘for 

the people of the area’ and claimed there were 80 individuals from four hapū: Ngāti Ruamahue, Ngāi 

Tūpango, Ngāti Miru, and Ngāti Kura resident in the Matauri, Wainui, Te Ngaere, Mahinepua, and 

Matangirau areas.  He claimed that members of these hapū were entitled to the ownership of the islands, 

and had been in use by the hapū for many generations as places from which mutton birds were taken: 

‘They have no other real use.’  He added: 

It would not be satisfactory however to vest the islands in all these people as unless there is 

regulation of taking of birds & restrictions they would soon disappear.  For this reason the 

                                                      
602  Under-Secretary, Department of Internal Affairs, Wellington, to Under-Secretary for Lands, 12 October 1938.  

On ibid.   
603  Chief Surveyor, Auckland, to Under-Secretary for Lands, 14 February 1945; and, Under-Secretary for Lands to 

General Staff, Army Headquarters, Wellington, 28 March 1945; and Lieutenant Colonel, General Staff, 
Wellington, to Under-Secretary, 9 April 1945.  On ibid.   

604  Chief Surveyor to Under-Secretary for Lands, 14 March 1946.  On ibid.   
605  File note ‘Application for investigation of title into Islands off Matauri Bay’, to Mr Wright, [author unknown], 

19 March 1946. On file BAAZ A557 1109 Box 160b 3/673 part 2, Application for Islands – general, 1932-63. 
606  Chief Surveyor, Auckland, to Under-Secretary for Lands, 3 March 1947.  On ibid 
607  Northern Minute Book 76, pp. 40, 47. The application was initially and promptly ‘stood down for conference’ 

before coming back to the Court later in the day. 
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people have all agreed that the Court should be requested to find that such people are entitled 

but that they be vested in trustees.  There is a unanimous wish for this.608   

Riru Hōhaia supported Tame and the Court adjourned for an inspection (of the islands), adding that any 

Trustees appointed would have to strictly control the islands.609  The Court inspected the islands the next 

day and marked on the ML plan 13305 the names of the islands as given by Tāmati Tame:610 

With various applicants the Court went in launch round all the islands.  It is apparent that all 

have names and while [the] Court is unwilling to investigate the title to a mere rock it appears 

that in the investigation … of the major islands various smaller ones should be included 

because of the use for mutton bird taking made by the natives of them.  In many cases the 

smaller rock islands produce [the] most birds.  Without control of all the islands poaching 

would take place.611      

The Native Land Court listed 25 islands and noted that three rocks, Kaikirehe, Takaroto, and Te Haumi, 

would not presently be investigated, seemingly on account that they had no mutton birds on them.  The 

Court left the option for further investigation of these rocks if ‘necessity arises’.612   

A month later, Judge Prichard enquired from the Native Department about declaring the islands as 

reserves under section 8 of the Native Purposes Act 1943.  Section 8 provided for the court to vest any 

Māori land in a Trust for a particular social welfare, moral, tribal, or community purpose, providing that a 

majority of owners consented.  Prichard considered that the island should have appointed Trustees ‘to 

control the taking of mutton birds and to regulate what grazing there is’, although this was to also avoid 

‘disadvantages’ in having to draw up lists of owners.  The disadvantages were not spelt out.  If there was 

no authority for section 8, Prichard asked whether there was any objection to ‘enabling legislation being 

passed modelled on’ section 9 of the 1943 Act.613  Section 9 provided for, based upon an application by 

the Minister of Lands under section 527 of the 1931 Act, a Trust to be declared for Crown Land reserved 

for the benefit of Māori.  The Native Department noted that the islands were customary land, although 

the legal state was vested in the Crown until a Freehold Order was made.614  The Under-Secretary agreed 

with Prichard about the use of section 8: 

Subsection (1) of Section 8 speaks of “native Land,” which includes customary land, and subsection (4) 

speaks of the “persons entitled to be declared the beneficial owners.”  The word “satisfied” in subsection 

(4) imports some element of discretion, and if it is reported to the Court that there is general agreement 

                                                      
608  Northern Minute Book 76, p. 48. 
609  Ibid, p. 49. 
610  Ibid, pp. 64, 72. 
611  Ibid, p. 71. 
612  Ibid, p. 72. 
613  Judge Prichard, Auckland, to Under-Secretary, Native Department, Wellington, 24 March 1947. On file MA1 

Box 442 21/3/168, Cavalli Island – Māori Reservation, 1947-55, ANZ. 
614  A.G. Hercus, Secretary, [Native Department], Wellington, to District Office, Whāngārei, 8 October 1962.  On 

ibid.   
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amongst the people, I suggest there might be difficulty in showing that the requirement had not been 

fulfilled.615 

In August later that year, the Native Land Court sat at Kaeo under Pritchard and Waetford to continue 

the investigation.  It acknowledged that the area around the islands was extensively fished by Māori ‘on 

grounds and in seasons in which their ancestors did’, and that the islands were used for muttonbirding.   

It was also acknowledged that ‘some control by tribal elders’ had taken place in the past, ‘but the wish 

now is that the control be on a legal basis’ by the appointment of Trustees.  The Court accepted that 

those entitled to the islands were the four hapū named above, and that the majority concurred with the 

need to appoint Trustees.  It made orders under section 8 of the Native Purposes Act 1943 vesting the 25 

islands in six Trustees upon trust for the four hapū.  The Trustees were Piri Mōkena, Irāia Poata, Pāora 

Pāora, Hēmi Rua, Tāmati Tame, and Pere Ēpiha.  Trustees were to ‘have absolute control’ of the taking 

of mutton birds on the islands.616     

The vesting order could only take effect once the Native Minister gave approval under section 8(5).  In 

February 1948, however, Prichard was asked by Māori Affairs why he had not instead dealt with the 

Court case under section 5 of the Māori Purposes Act 1937.  Section 5 provided for the setting aside of 

Māori land for a reserve upon the recommendation of the Native Land Court, Māori Land Board, or 

Order-in-Council.  Section 5(9) also provided for leasing not exceeding seven years.  Prichard eventually 

responded that ‘it might be desired to lease one or more of the Islands for more than seven years.’617 

                                                      
615  G.P. Shepherd, Under-Secretary, to Prichard, 23 April 1947.  On ibid.   
616  Northern Minute Book 76, pp. 157-8.  
617  Under-Secretary to Registrar, [Native Land Court], Auckland, 20 February 1948; and, J.H. Robertson, 

Registrar, to Under-Secretary, 1 March 1948.  Both on file MA1 Box 442 21/3/168, Cavalli Island – Māori 
Reservation, 1947-55.   
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Map 20: Topographical series map showing location of 24 islands of Cavalli Group, [1948] (ML plan 13305) 
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There was no further information located showing any pressure on the Native Land Court to change the 

original order, but in the following month the application came back to it whereupon the ‘question of the 

order’ under section 8 of the 1943 Act was ‘discussed with people’.  The Court suggested cancelling the 

order and declaring the islands as a reserve under section 5 of the 1937 Act.  Piri Mōkena and Paki 

Mōkena agreed ‘on behalf of people & of Trustees’.618  The Court noted that the right to lease any island 

for more than seven years would be lost ‘but greater advantages will accrue such as the right to have 

regulations.’  The previous order was cancelled and a new order issued for a reserve for the benefit of the 

four hapū above and vested in the same Trustees appointed in the cancelled order.619  The Court Order 

noted that the islands were used mainly for muttonbirding; that there was no alienation of the islands, and 

that the lands be set aside as a reserve ‘and preserved from alienation for all time.’620   

The islands were set apart as a Māori Reservation for the common use of Ngāti Ruamahue, Ngāi 

Tūpango, Ngāti Miru, and Ngāti Kura resident in the Matauri, Wainui, Te Ngaere, Mahinepua, and 

Matangirau areas as a place for taking muttonbirds.621  The Cavalli Islands Māori Reservation Trust 

currently manages the islands.622  

2.8 Conclusions 

There are a number of issues that arose from the title investigations into Matauri and Motukawanui, and 

less so for Te Kiripaka and Motukawaiti and the remaining Cavalli Islands.  These issues focus around 

how readily acceptable to the Matauri Māori community were the respective investigating bodies of the 

Treaty of Waitangi and Papatupu Block Committees, the Tokerau District Māori Land Council, and the 

Native Land and Native Appellate Courts; how the investigations were handled by those bodies; how 

much did the community understand the title investigation process and engage with it; were hearings 

adequately notified; what concerns about court-related costs were there; how readily acceptable were the 

ownership awards of successful claimants; and how were objections and appeals dealt with.    

Matauri and Motukawanui were subject to investigations by the Treaty of Waitangi Committee.  The first 

investigation of Matauri in 1884 was seemingly no more than an acknowledgement or assertion of 

ownership from rangatira Kīngi Hōri Kira, who at that time was a strong advocate for greater protection 

of Māori land and for Māori to be able to administer their own lands.  The Waitangi Committee enabled 

Māori to utilise the Committee because it represented and protected a range of Northland Māori rights 

and interests, including settling land disputes and investigating ownership, while enabling the exercise of 

                                                      
618  Northern Minute Book 76, p. 265. 
619  Ibid, p. 291-2. 
620  Court Order for Cavalli Islands, 3 March 1948, copy on file MA1 Box 442 21/3/168, Cavalli Island – Māori 

Reservation, 1947-55. 
621  New Zealand Gazette No. 47, 2 September 1948 p. 1099. 
622  See Māori Land online at http://www.maorilandonline.govt.nz/gis/title/33146.htm  
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rangatiratanga provided for under the Treaty of Waitangi.623  Motukawanui was investigated in 1890, 

possibly because there was a dispute over a lease to Te Mari (Murray624) around who was involved in the 

leasing and who was collecting rentals.  The Waitangi Committee findings for Motukawanui were referred 

to by the Papatupu Block Committee’s investigation of 1903 into the island; the 1884 acknowledgement, 

though, was not mentioned.   

The subsequent Block Committee (whose members were agreed to by claimants) and Māori Land 

Council hearings between 1902 and 1905 were robustly contested – this can be seen as claimants taking 

full advantage of the provisions open to them to have title investigated on Māori terms and in a Māori 

forum.  Armstrong and Subasic state that Papatupu Block Committees did not receive universal support 

among Northland hapū.625  Indeed, some Matauri Māori (whose interests lay in Matauri No. 1) had 

petitioned the Native Minister in 1902 about their concerns that the Land Council would make decisions 

according to conquest rather than rightful claims based on ancestry and permanent occupation.  The 

petitioners preferred instead that the Native Land Court deal with their application.626  However, at the 

time of the petition, it is unclear whether the petitioners were fully aware of the Block Committee 

process.  In the end, though, the Block Committee’s findings concerning Matauri No. 1 probably 

alleviated, to a degree, the concerns of the petitioners, although some of those petitioners were not 

pleased with the Land Council awards and were subsequently involved in appealing those.  Nonetheless, 

the majority of participants seem to embrace the Block Committees. 

The Tokerau District Māori Land Council hearing procedure was to present the Papatupu Block 

Committee report, call for objectors, and confirm the report or refer the case to the Native Land Court 

when objections could not be settled.  The findings for Matauri and Motukawanui were in support of 

occupation and ancestral right rather than take raupatu.  For Matauri and Motukawanui, the findings of 

the Block Committee and Māori Land Council were upheld by the Native Land and Native Appellate 

Courts, although the awards were altered.  Thus, the Block Committee found that the conquest by Auha 

and Whakaaria over Ngāti Miru, Ngāti Tara, Ngāti Tai and Te Takapari was not proven because there 

were still people of those hapū living on the land, and that the raupatu was not presented to the Native 

Land Court or the Treaty of Waitangi Committee.  The Papatupu Block Committee acknowledged the 

raupatu of Te Tangare and Huatahi, but found that these individuals had returned to their own lands 

outside Matauri, and therefore any claim through them was not accepted.  The Committee instead found 

in favour of continuous occupation for those situated at Te Ngaere (Matauri No. 2), namely, Ngāti Rāhiri, 

Ngāti Kawa, and Ngāi Tūpango; and through the tūpuna Kahurauta and Taniwharau as take tūpuna for 

                                                      
623  As noted by Te Uira Associates who cite Kīngi Hōri Kira, Hēmi Tupe and Hāre Hongi Hika et al who, in 

1893, argued for the authority to administer their own lands and all their interests, based on He Whakaputanga 
and Te Tiriti, Te Uira Associates, Wai 1040 #E32, pp. 165-6. 

624  The Murray family feature later in the alienation of other land at Matauri.    
625  Armstrong and Subasic, Wai 1040 #A12, p. 1433. 
626  While the Block Committee wasn’t specifically referred to, nor was it considered an alternative to the land 

council. 
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those situated at Matauri Bay (Matauri No. 1), being Ngāti Kura, Ngāti Tara, Ngāti Miru, and Ngāi Tai.  

Those entitled to Motukawanui came through the tūpuna Kahurauta, Taniwharau, Heketoro and 

Kawanui.  This complexity of hapū groupings does not preclude that other hapū may have interests in 

these areas; for instance, in 1947, the Cavalli Islands were vested to Trustees for Ngāti Ruamahue, Ngāi 

Tūpango, Ngāti Miru, and Ngāti Kura resident in the Matauri, Wainui, Te Ngaere, Mahinepua, and 

Matangirau areas.   

Out-of-court arrangements were prevalent in the Māori Land Council and Native Land Court 

investigations.  While the decision around Matauri No. 1 was appealed, the decision for Matauri No. 2 

was generally accepted, although no reasons are given as to why.  It may simply come down to the fact 

that most of Matauri No. 2 was less occupied and contested than Matauri No. 1, where the latter block 

had easier land and sea access, large areas of cultivable land, numerous whare and settlements, as well as 

unrestrained access to the Motukawa and Cavalli Islands.  The agreement over the award of Matauri No. 

2 strongly suggests that the evidence was readily accepted (the block was also significantly alienated in the 

1910s).  In her tribal landscape study of the Central North Island, Ballara suggests that some witnesses 

were not averse to suppressing or making up evidence to fit a case, and that many witnesses were 

selective in what evidence they gave.627  Whether this is generally the case for Matauri No. 1 and 

Motukawanui is inconclusive, particularly as the appeals for these two areas centred around a Block 

Committee or Land Council decision and not necessarily the evidence of the Papatupu Block Committee 

per se, although Judge Gilfedder’s comment at the 1909 title investigation of Motukawanui about being 

unable to place reliance on ‘fabricated’ evidence is not helpful.  In the end, as I.H. Kāwharu stated, the 

Native Land Court generally relied ‘solely upon the litigants’ ability to argue the facts of history in their 

own favour’, whoever they may be.628  To what degree the language barrier – whereby the council and 

court minutes are recorded in English – may have debarred or dissuaded some Matauri Māori from 

participating, is not stated in the evidence.  The lengthy minutes of the Waitangi and Block Committees 

written in Te Reo, set against the brief council and Native Land Court minutes, may suggest a more 

preferred forum with stronger participation.629  The Committee’s brief was, essentially, to thoroughly 

investigate the case, and it did this, averaging nine hours a day for 13 days.  The Commiette did much of 

the investigative work for the Māori Land Council and Native Land Court when those two bodies later 

came to investigate title.  The success of the Committee’s work can be seen in the general acceptance of 

much of the evidence; it was their decisions that were found wanting by some participants. 

                                                      
627  A. Ballara, ‘Tribal Landscape Overview c.1800–1900 in the Taupo, Rotorua, Kaingaroa & National Park 

Inquiry Districts’, September 2004, Crown Forestry Rental Trust, Wai 903 #A40p. 610. 
628  Kawharu, Maori Land Tenure: Studies of a changing institution, p. 78.  Kawharu adds that ‘inevitably, elders became 

major litigants’; Ballara also acknowledges that Native Land Court records saw many ‘identifiable instances of 
slanted, arranged or distorted evidence’, Ballara, Iwi, p. 50. 

629  Moreover, ‘vital information about and comprehension of the Court’s activities’, including the ‘legislative 
framework for the Court’s operations, were not available to Maori in their own language’, Evidence of Claudia 
Geiringer, ‘Historical Background to the Muriwhenua Land Claim, 1865-1950’, 1992, Wai 45, #F10, p. 81. 
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It is unclear what understanding Matauri Māori had of the Native Land Court process, but once engaged 

with it, it would have been difficult to withdraw from it.  While the Waitangi Committee and the Block 

Committee were generally accepted by the claimants – even if claimants were to disagree with the 

outcome or decisions – the end product through the council and court process was still the 

individualisation of title.  Delays in investigating title may have hindered a community’s preference to 

have title settled, or for settling rights disputes.  The successful appeal of 1906-07 to have the ownership 

list of Matauri No. 1 annulled possibly caused further tension among some in the community, and was 

possibly exacerbated further when the Native Appellate Court deferred its decision on ownership until 

the Motukawanui appeals had been heard in 1910.   

Under the Native Land Court system, the title investigation for Matauri and Motukawanui took around a 

decade or more to complete from submission of the first applications in 1900.  Despite this, the Matauri 

Māori community were willing to actively engage in the process for certainty of title, as shown in the 

following four examples.  First were the cases of two timber disputes in early 1902: the first in which 

Pāora Kira successfully obtained, with all parties interested in the block agreeing, to an injunction to stop 

Hōne Hapa cutting timber (although Hapa saw the injunction against him as a recognition of his rights in 

the block); and the second raised by Hapa about a dispute between sawmill owner Freeman Johnson who 

wanted to transport logs through Matauri, and Matauri Māori who had blocked his access.  The second 

example was at the Block Committee hearing of Matauri concerning a dispute between Tāmati Hoori and 

Pāora Kira over a fence.  The fencing dispute could also demonstrate conflict arising in the management 

of a farming opportunity as Kira wanted to contain sheep and food cultivation sites.  Hamer and 

Meredith note that in Māori Land Council hearings that they researched, it was clear that some claimants 

considered fencing in of an area of land as ‘a good means of asserting a right to it before the Council.’630  

The third example, at the same hearing as the fencing dispute, was the concern that a rāhui was being 

abused seemingly because there was a lack of ownership certainty to stop trespassers.  The fourth 

example was in order to clarify ownership of improvements.  For instance, in her written appeal to the 

Chief Judge of 1905 concerning Matauri No. 1, Rāwinia Tāmati Hō outlined a number of take, including 

the effect of having outsiders securing interests and how these individuals may affect her fences, kāinga, 

and a church.  These four examples of rights disputes highlight the challenges in the ability of owners to 

manage their land collectively without confirmation or security of title.  Moreover, the stresses and 

inconvenience of applicants having to wait several years before their applications were considered is 

borne out, for instance, in the 1907 appeal of Matauri No. 1, in which tensions in the Matauri community 

were recorded as a result of uncertainty, or in dispute, of title.   

While the take and rights contended in these hearings were important, other evidence suggests that some 

claimants and participants struggled with the court system and the potential implications of the resulting 

decisions made.  The subsequent appeals for Matauri No. 1 and Motukawanui were more around court 

                                                      
630  Hamer and Meredith, p. 70. 
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processes; what actually happened in the out-of-court arrangements, and how awards were made.  For 

instance, for the two respective appeal applications in 1906 from Rāwinia Tāmati Hō (an original clamant 

before the Block Committee hearings) concerning Matauri No.1, the appellant did not object to the 

evidence per se.  Her appeal bore out of frustration and ignorance over the court process and feeling 

powerless in the resulting court decisions.  Aside from being confused by the Native Land Court process, 

in particular the out-of-court arrangements, Hō was concerned that outsiders or itinerant occupiers who 

were given interests would come into conflict with the permanent occupiers, and that the Māori Land 

Council had ignored the award under the tupuna Kahurauta.  For the appeal over Motukawanui in 1910, 

Hōne Hapa’s take were around the wrongful inclusion of names in the ownership list and against the 

definition of relative shares.  In that appeal, Webster claimed that the Māori Land Council had not 

sufficiently investigated title to the island and Matauri No. 1, and that his clients simply did not know 

what course of action to pursue about it.  Armstrong and Subasic state that the main strength of the block 

committees’ work was their insistence on resolving competing land claims by encouraging mutual 

arrangements between the claimants.631  The appeal of Hō, and that of Hapa’s, where he acknowledged 

his involvement in an out-of-court arrangement but then appealed it, suggests that the arrangements may 

have been beneficial to some, but not all.  Thus, while these arrangements may have proved very useful 

for the council and court in deciding competing claims, they were also frustrating to some 

claimants/applicants because the details of what happened during those arrangements were not generally 

recorded in the court minutes of the hearing they occurred at, only the decision or outcome was.    

While Matauri Māori were engaged in the title investigation process, many were dissatisfied with the 

outcome, as demonstrated by the universal agreement from all parties at the 1905 Māori Land Council 

hearing of Matauri in which they wanted the Native Land Court to investigate the Matauri No. 1 title.  

This strong position was borne out in the appeals of 1906-07 for Motukawanui and Matauri No. 1 in 

which parties were dissatisfied with the findings of the Papatupu Block Committee and Māori Land 

Council decisions.  This was because those decisions were deemed by objectors to have prejudiced the 

‘rights of the great bulk of persons’ who were absent when arrangements were made before the Māori 

Land Council.  This is somewhat different from the 1902 petitioners’ concerns above where they were 

concerned that the Land Council would give a perceived favouritism towards a take that in the end did 

not bear out in the final Māori Land Council decision.   

The objectors therefore expressed little faith in the Māori Land Council.  In the end, the Court dealt with 

the matter through arrangements made outside the courthouse – whether this was ultimately successful 

can be determined by a lack of further appeals, although, as noted above, only the outcome of those  

arrangements were usually recorded in the court minutes.  It does beg the question as to how the Native 

Land Court use of out-of-court arrangements differed from the same sort of arrangements used by the 

Māori Land Council.  Both were catering for a Māori response to competing claims rather than the bodies 

                                                      
631  Armstrong and Subasic, Wai 1040 #A12, p. 1429. 
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ruling arbitrarily.  The acceptance by the Council to similar arrangements may come down to the fact that, 

for Matauri and Motukawanui, the investigation outcome or its end purpose was not based on the 

expectation of alienation where otherwise the Native Land Court may have been more inclined to 

expedite a title determination with more haste.   

The Native Land Court seemed to take a broader intrepetation to the question of occupation.  In its 1909 

judgment on Matauri No. 1, for instance, the Court ruled that the rights of a number of individuals who 

had gone cold were trying to dispossess the permanent occupants by denying the right of their tūpuna to 

the block; however, the Court had insufficient evidence to reject those individuals if they had ancestral 

rights to the block – it then ‘assumed’ that both Taniwharau and Kahurauta were entitled ‘according to 

Maori custom’.  Hence, while the Court ruled on occupation over raupatu, the former appeared to be 

divided into three classes: those claimed by some to be itinerant or recent occupants (such as for 

Motukawanui), and possibly including those on a list presented in the 1906 appeal of Matauri No. 1 to 

have no ancestry to the block; those who had married into the area as claimed by Rāwinia Tāmati Hō; and 

those deemed to have been in permanent occupation.632 For Motukawanui, the Māori Land Council 

award of the island to 91 owners was annulled upon appeal.  In 1909, the Native Land Court issued an 

award to only 12 individuals because it considered that only several of those awarded interests by the 

Council had bothered to go and exercise their rights to the island by physically moving to the island, while 

the remainder of the 91 had demonstrated no interest in exercising a similar disposition.  This seemed to 

ignore the potential rights and interests of those of the 91 who were crossed out and whose rights were 

not yet cold, although only Hōne Hapa – who was one of the 91 – successfully appealed for his 

inclusion.633 

In general, the individualisation of a title did not take into consideration the collective or hapū-based 

management of the land.  For Matauri and the Motukawa islands, a Native Land Court order was issued 

on an individual basis or for lists of owners which appear to have been whānau-based.  The Native Land 

Court judgments were relatively brief as they simply identified the successful claimant group(s) and then 

left the process of identifying names of the owners to the successful applicants/claimants, who would 

then hand in a list of owners for the court record.  For instance, Matauri No. 1 and No. 2 had several 

long lists of owners that were issued in the names of the successful claimant and his/her group.  Some of 

those lists identified the tūpuna that they came under (through take tūpuna).  Those lists did not always 

receive widespread agreement among Matauri Māori.  In the 1906 appeal of Matauri No. 1, Hō objected 

to 16 persons because they had not been in occupation of the land; Hāmiora Hōhepa objected to eight of 

the 16.  Hōne Hapa argued that the 16 individuals had been included according to the out-of-court 

arrangements.  

                                                      
632  This division would require a greater analysis than possible under the timeframe of this report, although 

ownership lists located did not tend to include residence. 
633  Some Tribunal claimants had verbally advised me that those 12 individuals were Trustees for the hapū, not 

sole owners. 
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The fairness of a claim also came down to adequate notification protections and the long distances to 

travel. For the 16 title investigations between 1876 and 1947 involving the Waitangi and Block 

Committees, the Māori Land Council, and the Native Land and Native Appellate Courts, three were held 

at Ōhaeawai/Matauri Bay (1884, 1903 and 1947), three each at Whangaroa (1902 and 1905), Kaeo (1921), 

Mangonui (1909) and Russell (1906-09), and one at Kawakawa (1910). The hearings at Whangaroa, 

Matauri Bay, and Kaeo were in closer proximity to the Matauri Māori community than the other locations 

located about a 60-90 minute drive away by car today, but in the ‘Roadless North’ of the nineteenth 

century and early part of the twentieth century, land access was much more arduous and time consuming 

with the sea being the preferred means of travel.  There appeared no specific complaints of a Native Land 

Court’s location, although on a few occasions some applicants clearly stated their location preference.   

Hamer and Meredith note that by contrast with the Native Land Court process, Papatupu Block 

Committee sittings were generally held at locations that were reasonably easy for claimants to get to.634  

Those Committee hearings held at Matauri Bay included the Motukawanui investigation by the Waitangi 

Committee in 1890, the Block Committee hearings of 1903 into Matauri and Motukawanui, all of which 

provided a direct on-the-ground presence for the claimants.  Given the length of the Committee hearings, 

it probably also minimise claimant costs of travel and accommodation.  Furthermore, there were no 

lawyers involved in the committee process, which would have significantly reduced the costs to the 

claimants.  Representatives and conductors for claimants still cost money, but they were unlikely to have 

been as expensive as Pākehā lawyers.635 

For some of the investigation hearings there is evidence that sufficient notice had been provided, as 

shown for the 1902 Māori Land Council hearings into Motukawanui and Matauri.  Conversely, in 1910, 

Tāmati Hoori claimed not to have received notice of the appeal hearing of Matauri No. 1.  This was 

conceivably injurious to his case as, despite having struggled to come up with the £20 security deposit, his 

case was dismissed for non-appearance and he lost 35 percent of his deposit as a consequence.  This is 

also one example of how prohibitive some Native Land Court costs or fees could be.  In this instance, 

section 85 of the Native Land Court Act 1894 gave the Chief Judge the discretion to set whatever deposit 

for security he thought fit.  Such large fees were an immediate barrier to two appellants, Hōri and Hapa. 

A strict timeline was given for when payment was to be made, but rather than strictly adhering to this, the 

court allowed late payments.  While Hoori was able to submit late payments, including one just before the 

appeal hearing, the other appellant, Hōne Hapa, lobbied successfully to have his £20 fee each for Matauri 

No. 1 and Motukawanui lowered to £15 each.  Two other appellants from the 1906-07 Native Appellate 

Court hearing concerning Matauri No. 1 had their appeals referred by the Chief Judge to the Native 

Appellate Court, but for reasons unclear a security fee was not imposed upon them.   
                                                      
634  Hamer and Meredith, p. 128. 
635  A point noted by Hamer and Meredith, ibid, p. 128; Armstrong and Subasic concluded that the Papatupu 

Block Committee process ‘was also a boon for Northland hapu on a simple economic level, as the costs 
incurred were not nearly as high as they usually were with a Native Land Court investigation.’  David 
Armstrong and Evald Subasic, Wai 1040 #A12, p. 1432. 
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Other court-related costs were often not disclosed in the evidence but certainly would have been borne 

by claimants.  The initial title investigation of Matauri occurred over a decade, from the Papatupu Block 

Committee investigation of 1903, brought back for consideration before the Māori Land Council in 1905, 

with appeals immediately following in 1906, although a decision was not issued until April 1907.  

Thereafter followed further hearigns in 1909 and 1910.   The costs, time, and energy into such a drawn-

out process may have proved a burden for some claimants or at least caused some frustration, as 

demonstrated for example when Matauri Māori were unaware that a Papatupu Block Committee hearing 

had been cancelled for April 1903 after they had expended some costs in acquiring food products for the 

hearing.  Otherwise, there generally were few other complaints about court-related costs. 

With the exception of a petition to the Native Minister in 1902 above, in which no response was located, 

objections, appeals, or protests from dissatisfied Māori over Committee, Māori Land Council, or Native 

Land Court decisions were generally responded to by the Government or the Native Land Court; 

although several appeal applications were not located in court minutes, meaning it is unclear what their 

outcome was.   

Not forgetting Te Kiripaka, title investigation of this small block began after it was offered to the Crown 

for a school site.  The school was opened prior to the Native Land Court title investigation to the block 

in 1876.  The hearing was uncontested.  The school was relatively short-lived, closing in 1891.  For almost 

40 years the Government, and perhaps many Matauri Māori, were unaware of the block’s title status – 

even though a Memorial of Ownership had been issued in 1876 to two rangatira – until the Government 

was approached by an occupier in 1926 wanting rights of occupation recognised.  The block was 

subsequently made into a papakāinga; however, while the land had been occupied for some years, the 

rights of its occupiers were superseded by Trustees to whom the occupier considered one had no rightsto 

the block.  The Native Lnd Court investigation only heard from those who turned up, and it appeared 

that the occupiers were probably ignorant of the hearing as the occupier who wanted his rights recognised 

in 1926 did not raise objections until some eight years after the papakāinga hearing, and only because the 

papakāinga was mentioned at another Native Land Court hearing that the objector had attended.  The 

Crown’s response was to note that it was up to the block’s Trustees to determine what to do with the 

land.    

Following these years of title investigation, partitioning immediately took place for Matauri and 

Motukawanui from 1910 to 1913.  This was followed by a period of rapid alienation, all of which are 

discussed in the following chapter along with the protections on Māori land provided by legalisation at 

the times they were alienated. 
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Chapter Three – The initial partitioning and subsequent alienations of 
Matauri, post-1910 

3.1 Introduction 

By 1913, ownership to all of the Matauri parent block (No.’s 1 and 2) and the Motukawa islands had been 

confirmed by the Land Court.  Owners of Matauri No. 1 were those who were descended from both 

Taniwharau and Kahurauta and had proved occupation.  The owners of Matauri No. 2 were those who 

had proven continuous occupation.  Most of the owners in the Motukawa islands had interests in Matauri 

No. 1, while at least two owners in No. 2 had interests in Motukawanui, and no other No. 2 owners had 

interests in either of the two Motukawaiti.   

Table 16:  Resulting Māori ownership of Matauri and Motukawa Islands as at 1913 

Land Block # of 
owners 

Acres # of 
shares 

Take decision based on Comment 

Matauri No. 1 42 1,520 1, 034 Tūpuna Taniwharau & 
Kahurauta; proven occupation

 Ten owners in No. 1 were also 
confirmed owners in 
Motukawanui 

 One (possibly two?636) owners in 
No. 2 were also confirmed 
owners in Motukawanui 

 One owner in Motukawaiti had 
no known interests in Matauri 
No. 1 & 2637 

Matauri No. 2 64 1,502 1,000 Occupation 

Motukawanui 12 435 435 Recent occupation  

Motukawaiti 9 [not stated] 105 Ancestry, occupation? 

 

Early survey plans of Matauri No. 1638 show numerous whare and extensive cultivations (including 

‘kumara whare’) located at the Waiaua Native Settlement (around Matauri 1F), adjacent the Whakarārā 

Native School site (1C), the tableland plateau of Te Tapui (1H), and inland on the Matauri Bay coastal 

flats (1H).  Survey plans for No. 2639 show fewer scattered whare and some cultivations by the coast at Te 

Ngaere (2A), Parua Bay (2H), and inland at Te Kiripaka.  

In spite of no Crown purchasing in Matauri or the islands in the first half of the twentieth century, and 

following soon after from the initial partition of Matauri (except for the purchase of Matauri 2B), there 

was a rapid wave of private alienation by means of leasing and sales, with leasing often leading to a sale.  

This chapter examines those transactions in detail.  It is divided into two main parts.  The first considers 

the partitions of Matauri No. 1 and 2, and Motukawanui.  The original owners had already been decided 

for No. 1, No. 2 and Motukawanui, and with no further appeals the next steps the interested parties took 

was to divide up the respective blocks.  No partitioning occurred for Motukawaiti or the remaining 

                                                      
636  Depending if Hēmi Wīremu in Motukawanui is the one and same as Hēmi Wīremu Īhāia in Matauri 2B. 
637  Pāora Hōri. 
638  ML plans 8502 (1912), 8879 (1912), 9451 (1914), and 10029 (1915). 
639  ML plans 8503 (1912) and 10038 (1915). 
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Cavalli Islands.  This part of the chapter therefore looks at what drivers, if any, were there for the 

partitions; how the 10 No. 1 partitions and 11 No. 2 partitions were divided up (seemingly along 

whānau/tribal lines), and how contested were the partition hearings.  The second part of the chapter 

looks at how rapid alienation occurred thereafter.  The chapter highlights issues with the role of the 

Tokerau District Maori Land Board in relation to these alienations; what protection mechanisms were in 

place for the owners; how Crown and owners responded to these mechanism and subsequent alienations; 

how responsive were the Crown and Land Board post-alienation to any concerns raised by sellers or 

lessors; and what recourse did owners have to vent their frustrations and objections.  These alienations 

are examined in great detail to fully understand how they were conducted by the Land Board, but they are 

also limited to archival sources that do not always fully appreciate what was happening on the ground or 

how such alienations affected the continuity and fabric of the wider Matauri Māori community and 

economy.  The chapter also looks at any notable drivers for alienation, including whether the imposition 

of survey charges had a part to play, and what part the Māori Trustee played in the alienation of Matauri 

2J, which was the only block it personally administered in Matauri. 

3.2 The initial partitioning of Matauri and Motukawanui 

Matauri No. 1 and 2 were extensively partitioned after 1909 with ten additional partition hearings.  By 

1921, Matauri had been partitioned into 39 individual blocks of varying sizes.640  This part of the report 

examines the initial subdivision or partition of the No. 1 and 2 blocks and Motukawanui.  It is divided 

into four parts based on these partitions of the two Matauri blocks and Motukawanui, plus a short section 

on the survey charges for the Matauri parent, No. 1 and 2, their initial partitioned blocks, and the 

Motukawa and Panaki islands.   

The initial partitions happened within a few years of completion of all appeals for the Matauri parent 

block and Motukawanui.  Partition applications were submitted within months of the 1910 appeals for 

Matauri No. 1 being completed.  For Matauri No. 2, partition applications were submitted almost two 

years after the Court in 1907 reconfirmed the 1905 Land Council order for the block.  For Motukawanui, 

partition applications were submitted two years after its appeals had been heard.  

The Matauri No. 1 applicant, Pūhipi Pene and the Matauri No. 2 applicants, Tāmati Hori and Wiremu 

Pāora, were three of the original applicants for the 1902 Land Council and 1903 Block Committee 

hearings.  The tables of original owners in chapter two identify the owners’ interests in later Matauri 

partitioned blocks and the Motukawa islands.  For Matauri No. 1, all bar five of the 42 original owners 

secured interests in multiple blocks; 32 owners secured interests in the largest two blocks, 1H (covering 

the coastal flats) and 1L (covering the Te Tāpui settlement and plateau down to the Waiaua settlement); 

four secured interests in both Motukawa islands; and four owners (Hāmiora Hōhepa, Pūhipi Pene, Pāora 

Pene, and Hāwira Pita) secured interests in both Motukawa islands and Matauri 1H and 1L.  For Matauri 

                                                      
640  Nine of these blocks (23%) were over 100 acres; 13 (33%) were between 30 and 100 acres; and 17 (43%) were 

under 30 acres. 
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No. 2, only seven of the 64 owners became owners in multiple blocks, and only one (possible two) also 

became an owner in Motukawanui.  Ten of the 12 owners in Motukawanui and eight of the nine owners 

in Motukawaiti also had interests in Matauri No. 1.   

3.2.1 The partitioning of Matauri No. 1, 1913  

Once all the appeals concerning Matauri No. 1 had been heard and title confirmed in October 1910, then 

within weeks two applications to partition Matauri No. 1 were submitted.  The first (No. 21) was from 

Tira Haare, Harata Tira, Makimitu[?] Haki, me etahi atu (unnamed).641  The second (No. 22) was from 

Hāwira Pita, Hāmiora Hōhepa, Wiremu Hōhaia, Pāora Pene, Pūhipi Pene, Mereana Hāwira Hōne, 

Taotahi Pāora, Pita Hāmi Hūnia me etahi atu (unnamed).642  A third application (No. 23) from early 1911 

was submitted from Īhaka Pera, Hoone Pera, Pirika Pera and Rangi Pera who identified their home as 

‘Waiaua Matauri Bay’.643  

In preparation for upcoming partition hearings, a survey plan for Matauri No. 1 was requisitioned by the 

Land Board.  The requisition was likely ordered in 1911 as the resultant plan, ML 8502, dates authority 

for the plan as 3 November 1911.644  (This plan was drawn up in conjunction with ML plan 8503 of 

Matauri No. 2.)  The surveyors accessed Matauri by sea.  Two receipts were submitted in April and May 

1912 from Ruku Reihana and Himiora Wārena, respectively, each for £1 for conveying Finch’s surveying 

party from Mahinepua to Matauri No. 2 for the first receipt, and from ‘Matauri No. 2 to No. 1 Blocks in 

whale boat’ for the second receipt.645  

A report on the plan dated September 1912 appears – although part of the report is missing around the 

inside margin and bottom – to question the accuracy of the southern boundary, or part thereof, but that 

the surveyor had ‘run it out as correct as is possible.’646  This may be explained by Finch’s letter to the 

Chief Surveyor a month earlier concerning the Matauri block plans in which he acknowledged – although 

part of his letter is missing – that ‘[the plan’s?] offset to Coast in one of two instances are rather large but 

                                                      
641  Application for Partition (in Te Reo) under the NLC Act 1909 (Rule 28), from Tira Haare et al, 17 November 

1910.  On application file for ‘Matauri’, 1900-53.   
642  Application for Partition (in Te Reo) under the NLC Act 1909 (Rule 28), from Hāwira Pita et al, 7 December 

1910.  On ibid. 
643  Application for Partition (in Te Reo) under the NLC Act 1909 (Rule 28), from Īhaka Pera et al, 14 March 

1911.  On ibid. 
644  Note on telegram from Tipene Tiatoa to Chief Surveyor, received 2 August 1912.  On file BAAZ A557 1109 

Box 1476b 20/884 part 1, ‘Maori Land and Survey Liens – Matauri Block Number 1’, 1912-27, ANZ. 
645  Receipt submitted by Ruku Reihana, 28 April 1912, and Receipt submitted by Himiora Wārena, 15 May 1912.  

Both on file ABWN A1810 1109 Box 114 20/547 part 1, Maori Land Blocks – Matauri Block No. 2 Block, 
1917-73, ANZ. 

646  Report on Plan No 8502, Matauri No. 1, from O. Foreman, 4 September 1912.  On file BAAZ A557 1109 Box 
1476b 20/884 part 1, ‘Maori Land and Survey Liens – Matauri Block Number 1’, 1912-27. 
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it was impossible to make a closer traverse on account of the steepness of the cliffs.’647  This did not seem 

to concern officials as the plan was approved by the Chief Surveyor in late August 1912.648   

Map 21: ‘Plan of The Matauri No. 1 Block’, May 1912 (ML plan 8502 – with my annotations) 

 

The three partition applications were notified by gazette on three separate occasions: first in May 1911 to 

be heard at Kaikohe in June; second in August 1911 to be heard at Russell in September; and third at the 

end of March 1912 to be heard at Kaeo in the following month.649  The Court, though, did not sit at 

Kaeo until 15 April 1913 to hear the three applications with ‘between 20-30 owners present.’  Presiding 

over the hearing was Judge MacCormick.  Matauri No. 1 comprised 1,520 acres in 1,034 shares (one share 
                                                      
647  Finch to Chief Surveyor, 1 August 1912.  On file ABWN A1810 1109 Box 114 20/547 part 1, Maori Land 

Blocks – Matauri Block No. 2 Block, 1917-73, ANZ. 
648  The land was surveyed by J.L. Wilson under supervision by Robert S Finch.  Field Book No. 2251, pp. 25-38 

(not examined for this report). 
649  New Zealand Gazette No. 45, 1 June 1911; No. 70 31 August 1911, p. 2685; No. 32, 12 April 1912, p. 1249. 
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equating to 1.47 acres).  The application of Īhaka Pera (No. 23) was accepted without objection making 

the remaining two redundant and they were dismissed.650 

Pera submitted his list of co-applicants who represented 223a 1r 30p or 152 shares, and asked for a 

portion of the block to be cut out near the Waiaua Creek in the south-east point of the block.  Taiapo 

Pita and Meri Rāniera objected citing occupations at Waiaua.  Pera admitted their claim but stated that 

they could not come to an agreement, adding that the dispute was mainly around a grass clearing.  The 

Court decided to combine both parties into one division containing 279a 1r 7p, with the extra area taken 

by adjusting the northern boundary.651   

The next day Pera and Rāniera reported a resolution to their dispute.  A sketch plan of the ‘Waiaua 

Native Settlement’ (ML plan 8879), prepared by the surveyor John Wilson, was produced before the 

Court – this area is probably the Matauri No. 3 area mentioned at the Tokerau Māori Land Council and 

Papatupu Block Committee hearings of 1902 and 1903, respectively.  This also the location of the ‘Native 

Settlement’ identified on the March 1856 plan (OLC 228) of the ‘Waiaua Estate’.652  ML plan 8879 

showed the respective kāinga and cultivations of the two parties.  An agreement was outlined whereby 

Pera secured his party’s interests in two areas, both to become (part) Matauri 1E and 1F, while Rāniera 

and Pita secured their interests in an area to become Matauri 1A.  The wāhi tapu (burial ground) became 

Matauri 1G.653   

                                                      
650  Northern Minute Book 52, p. 158. 
651  Ibid, pp. 130-1. 
652  Sale, Whangaroa, p. 92. 
653  Northern Minute Book 52, pp. 132-3 
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Map 22: ‘Sketch Plan of Waiaua Native Settlement’, [June 1912] (ML plan 8879 – with my 
annotations) 

 

Other subdivisions were then laid out.654  The Matauri 1C partition was made in recognition of a 

‘[practicable] road’ that ran through it ‘to [the Whakarārā] school reserve’.655  This roadline is shown on 

ML plan 9451 below.656  The party of Pera also came to an agreement over the Matauri 1D partition with 

the ‘right’ of Pera to ‘remove his fence from 1D at any time within 12 months.’657  An existing track from 

                                                      
654  Ibid, pp. 133-9, 157. 
655  Ibid, p. 133. 
656  The subdivisions were surveyed by John Wilson under supervision by Robert S. Finch, and under authority 

dated 14 April 1919.  Field Book No. 2614, pp. 14-21 (not examined for this report). 
657  Northern Minute Book 52, p. 134. 
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1D to the Waiaua Settlement was confirmed as the right-of-way appurtenant to the 1D and 1E blocks.658  

The following orders resulted from the hearing:659 

Table 17: List of Matauri No. 1A-L subdivisions and owners, 1913 

Owner Sex Shares Owner Sex Shares

Matauri No. 1A (56a 0r 20p)660  Matauri No. 1H 
(295a 2r 11p divided into 237a 2r 35p & 57a 3r 16p)661Mere Rāniera f 5  

Taiapo Pita m 30  1 Ēpiha Nētana m 19 

Total shares 38  2 Harata Tira f 38 

Matauri No. 1B (73a 2r 0p)662  3 Hāmiora Waoku (alias Hōhepa) m 38 

Hōne Hapa  m 30  4 Himiora Wārena m 34 

Hāre Peka Taharoa m 20  5 Hāmi Hūnia m 19 

Total shares 50  6 Hōne Hāmi m 19 

Matauri No. 1C (27a 3r 29p)663  7 Hāwira Pita m 33 

Pare Pīkake f 10  8 Hōne Taotahi m 24 

Matauri No. 1D 
(111 acres, including Motuiwi island)664 

 9 Haki Hona m 19 

 10 Iri Āpiata f 24 

Hōne Pera m [38]  11 Kawhena Wī m 19 

Pirika Pera m [38]  12 Kiritiana Hōne f 11 

Total shares 76  13 Kare Hōne f 11 

Matauri No. 1E 
(55a 3r 20p divided into 50a 3r & 5a 1r 20p)665 

 14 Miriama Peeti f 38 

 15 Maata Himiona f 34 

Rangi Pera m [c.38?]  16 Mereana Hāwira f 24 

Matauri No. 1F 
(55a 3r 0p, including Motu Otamakupua island)666 

 17 Makinihi Haki f 19 

 18 Mariao Ēpiha m 10 

Īhaka Pera m   19 Ngaurere Ēpiha f 14 

Matauri No. 1G (1 rood (wāhi tapu))667  20 Pere Paratene m 33 

1 Īhaka Pera m 
Equally 

 21 Perepoti Ēpiha m 10 

2 Hōne Pera m  22 Pūhipi Pene m 38 

3 Pirika Pera m  23 Pāora Pene m 34 

                                                      
658  Ibid, p. 139. 
659  Please note, there is no ‘1I’ block appellation as the letter ‘I’ was rarely used in subdivision appellations to 

avoid confusion with the number ‘1’ 
660  Partition Order for Matauri 1A, 16 April 1913, on Matauri Block Order File No. 3. 
661  Partition Order for Matauri 1H, 16 April 1913.  On ibid.  Two separate sections. 
662  Partition Order for Matauri 1B, 16 April 1913.  On ibid. 
663  Partition Order for Matauri 1C, 16 April 1913.  On ibid. 
664  Partition Order for Matauri 1D, 16 April 1913.  On ibid. 
665  Partition Order for Matauri 1E, 16 April 1913.  On ibid.  Two separate sections. 
666  Partition Order for Matauri 1F, 16 April 1913, on Matauri Block Order File No. 6, MLC; PR NA168/190, 

LINZ. 
667  Partition Order for Matauri 1G, 16 April 1913, on Matauri Block Order File No. 2, MLC.   
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Owner Sex Shares Owner Sex Shares

4 Taiapo Pita m  24 Pene Here m 10 

Matauri No. 1J (2 roods (Church Reserve))668  25 Paea Pera f 10 

1 Hāmiora Hōhepa m 

Equally

 26 Rāwinia Tāmati Hō f 38 

2 Miriama Peeti f  27 Rīpeka Hōne f 11 

3 Pūhipi Pene m  28 Rēnata Hona m 19 

4 Iri Āpiata f  29 Te Rata Hōhaia m 19 

5 Himiona Wārena m  30 Tāmati Tame m 38 

Matauri No. 1K (2 roods (wāhi tapu))669  31 Tira Haare m 29 

Wī [Wiremu?] Hōhaia  m 
Equally 

 32 Wī [Wiremu?] Hōhaia m 29 

Mereana Hāwira f  Total shares 765 

Matauri No. 1L (843a 2r 0p)670   

1-32 
The same 32 owners and division of 765 shares 
as in Mat. 1H and whose shares are: 

 

‘As together owning 830a 0r 16p geographically undefined’  

33 Hōri Reihana m [not stated]  
‘As together owning 13a 1r 24p geographically undefined’  

 

Titles to Matauri 1D-F were subject to a right-of-way 12 feet (ca.3.6m) wide (see Image 9 further below).  

For Matauri 1F, the right-of-way extended from the Waiaua Creek across into the larger (and northern 

section of) part 1E, darting back towards the coastline before skirting across into 1D to its north-eastern 

boundary of the coastline.671   

The survey of the Matauri No. 1 partitions 

While Matauri No. 1 was partitioned in 1913, a plan of the new partitions was not requisitioned until 

March 1914 after William Hōhaia – who was awarded interests in Matauri 1H, 1K, and 1L – and others 

requested that the papakāinga on Matauri No. 1 be surveyed.  They were keen for Mr Wilson to 

undertake the survey before the block was to be ‘cut up’, and in particular for the cultivations to be 

surveyed ‘so that there may be no trouble.’672  Hōhaia asked that the application for partition be heard at 

Kaeo.   

                                                      
668  Partition Order for Matauri 1J, 16 April 1913.  On ibid.   
669  Partition Order for Matauri 1K, 16 April 1913.  On ibid.   
670  Partition Order for Matauri 1L, 16 April 1913, on Matauri Block Order File No. 3. 
671  See sketch maps of Matauri 1D-F, respectively, on Partition Orders for Matauri 1D-F.  The sketch map of 1D 

shows the right-of-way stopping at its southern boundary; whereas on ML plan 9451 it extends across. 
672  Hōhaia me tahi atu to Chief Surveyor, 4 February 1914 (in Te Reo with translation) on file BAAZ A557 1109 

Box 1476b 2/884 part 1, ‘Maori Land and Survey Liens – Matauri Block Number 1’, 1912-27. 
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Map 23: ‘Plan of Matauri No. 1A-L’, August 1914 (ML plan 9451 – with my annotations), 
and accompanying orientation map 
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After being asked by the Chief Surveyor whether Hōhaia’s request was ‘expedient’, Judge Wilson 

requisitioned the survey pursuant to section 396 of the Native Land Act 1909.673  Section 396 gave power 

to the court and board to requisition a survey from the Chief Surveyor, with any survey costs to be paid 

by the Crown and for those costs to be a charge upon the land being surveyed.  The Judge also agreed 

with the Chief Surveyor that as the block had already been subdivided by the Court all the subdivisions 

including the papakāinga could be surveyed.674   

Around the same time, Henry Murray wrote to the Chief Surveyor asking to have the subdivisions 

surveyed as ‘I’m having great trouble with it [and] could do no improvements to it’ because the block was 

not surveyed.675  Murray may have specifically been referring to the Waiaua settlement area as ML plan 

8879 was drawn upon his request, although only as a sketch plan.676   Henry Murray was the son of 

Thomas Murray and Rangi Pera who both lived at Waiaua.  Thomas was a son of William Duff Murray 

and Mary Ann Murray (nee Leslie, Henry Leslie’s aunt).  William came to the Bay of Islands in 1870, and 

he and Mary lived at Ōtoroa for ten years before leasing the Cavalli Islands for two years where they ran 

sheep and cattle.  It may be either William or his son Thomas mentioned in the Treaty of Waitangi 

Committee and Papatupu Block Committee hearings above as the lessee ‘Te Mari’.  Henry worked as a 

bullock driver at Waiaua.  He married Rita Peta Wārena of Matauri.677  

The Chief Surveyor’s request for £130 to undertake the survey was approved and authority to survey was 

granted on 14 April 1914.678  Licensed Surveyor R.S. Finch (who supervised the survey work of John 

Wilson) was advised that: 

The subdivisional lines need not all be cut and chained but only those necessary to form a 

close [sic] and prove the accuracy of your work, or where necessary to lay off the position of 

lines running from them.  The latter lines if through the bush need only be ranged and the 

distances computed, and if in the open pegged at their terminations and the bearings and 

distances computed.  It is the wish of this Department to keep the cost of these Native surveys 

as reasonable as possible.679 

Upon completion of the survey Finch informed the Chief Surveyor that two houses belonging to Taiapo 

Pita and party mentioned in the Native Land Court order for Matauri 1A were not shown on the plan as 

the houses had ‘been destroyed by the Health Dept.  Their old position is shown in field book’.  
                                                      
673  Chief Surveyor to Judge Wilson, 12 February 1914; and, Judge Wilson to Chief Surveyor, 18 February 1914.  

Both on file BAAZ A557 1109 Box 1476b 20/884 part 1, ‘Maori Land and Survey Liens – Matauri Block 
Number 1’, 1912-27.  Section 396 of the 1909 Act provides for the Land or Appellate Court or Land Board to 
requisition a survey of Māori land if ‘necessary or expedient’. 

674  Chief Surveyor to Judge Wilson, 6 March 1914; and, Judge Wilson to Chief Surveyor, 13 March 1914.  Both on 
file ibid. 

675  H. Murray, Matauri Bay, to Chief Surveyor, 20 March 1914.  On ibid. 
676  See inscription on ML plan 8879. 
677  L. Hayes, pp. 107-8.  William died in 1886. 
678  Application for Financial Authority to Survey Matauri No. 1A/H, J/L, 31 March 1914.  On file BAAZ A557 

1109 Box 1476b 20/884 part 1, ‘Maori Land and Survey Liens – Matauri Block Number 1’, 1912-27. 
679  Chief Surveyor to R.S. Finch, Surveyor, Whāngārei, 16 April 1914.  On ibid. 
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(Unfortunately I was unable to check the field books for Matauri.)  Finch also noted that a peg in 

subdivision 1H ‘was not at an angle in fence as described in Court Order.  This point was fixed by the 

natives and a note to this effect is made on page 15 of field book and signed by the interested parties.’  

The adjustment of this peg was because of ‘precipitous gullies’.680   Matauri 1H was in two severances 

separated by Matauri 1L.  Thus, the boundary adjustment of Matauri 1H was along the eastern boundary 

of the northern 1H severance (covering the flats and beach area of Matauri Bay and Putataua Bay) and the 

eastern boundary of the southern 1H severance (covering the area of Te Tāpui kainga).  In turn this 

affected the acreage of both Matauri 1H and 1L, that is,681 

Table 18: Survey variances of Matauri 1H 1L, 1914 

Land Block Court Orders Plan areas 
Difference 

Area % 

Matauri 1H (northern severance) 246a 2r 0p 237a 2r 35p 9ac -3.6 

Matauri 1H (southern severance) 60ac 57a 3r 16p 2a 0r 24p -5 

Total loss 11a 0r 24p  

Matauri 1L 831a 1r 5p 843a 2r 0p 12a 0r 35p 1.5 

Difference (unaccounted): 1a 0r 11p  
 

The long time that had lapsed between having titles confirmed and the surveys being undertaken seemed 

to create problems of improvements (houses and fences) not matching survey lines.  This potentially 

could contribute to greater survey costs, although the Chief Surveyor wanted to minimise costs and so 

directed a minimal cutting and chaining of lines.  Such cost minimisation would have been beneficial to 

the eventual individuals who would be liable for survey costs, the Māori owners.  Whether this 

minimisation was made in awareness of the burden such costs could have on the Māori owners, or that 

the Chief Surveyor was trying to minimise internal resources against other pressing surveys that needed to 

be completed is not clear.  There is, though, no reason given as to the difference of the unaccounted 1a 0r 

11p (which may simply be an acreage variance upon survey).  The resulting survey plan was approved by 

both the Chief Surveyor and Judge MacCormick in August and December 1914, respectively.682 

 

                                                      
680  Finch to Chief Surveyor, 24 August 1914, and typed copy of page 15 of Field Book 2614.  Both on ibid.  

Unfortunately, the Field Books were not accessed for this report.  
681  Chief Surveyor to Registrar, NLC, 15 October 1914.  On ibid. 
682  Memo from Registrar, NLC, to Judge MacCormick, 15 December 1914.  On file ‘Matauri - corres’, [1903-67].  
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Map 24: ‘Plan of Matauri No. 1D Nos. 1, 2 & 3’, June 1919 (ML plan 11383) 

 

On 8 March 1917, the Land Court sitting before Judge Wilson at Kaeo heard a partition application from 

Pirika Pera for Matauri 1D, comprising 111 acres owned by Pirika Pera and Hōne Pera equally.   The 

owners agreed to divide the block into two equal pieces, with Motuiwi Island to be retained by both in 

Right-of-way track 
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equal shares.683  Thus, the southern part being Matauri 1D1 went to Pirika Pera;684 the northern part, 

Matauri 1D2, went to Hōne Pera.685  Both these subdivisions were 54a 2r each.  Motuiwi, comprising two 

acres, became 1D3 vested jointly to Pirika and Hōne.686 A few days after the hearing, Pirika applied for a 

survey of the three subdivisions under section 396 of the Native Land Act 1909, for the purposes of 

preparing titles.  The application noted that payment of the survey would be ‘on demand by cash’, and 

Finch had already been approached to prepare a plan once authority was issued to do so – which 

subsequently was.687   The Chief Surveyor sought advice from Finch as to how the survey be 

conducted.688  Finch reported on a ‘suggestion’, seemingly from Judge Holland, that to save ‘travelling 

expenses etc’, a compiled plan of the subdivision be prepared prior to the survey and be approved by the 

Chief Surveyor and the Court before he (Finch) made ‘arrangements with the owners to peg their 

subdivision boundarys [sic] when doing other work in the vicinity.’  Finch considered an ‘ordinary’ survey 

would otherwise be expensive ‘considering the small amount of new work required.’  This met with the 

Survey Office’s approval.689  Survey Plan (ML Plan 11383) showing the 1917 subdivisions was approved 

by the Chief Surveyor in July 1919.690   

The cost of surveying for Matauri No. 1, 1A-L, 2 and 2B blocks, 1913-20 

In May 1913, the Auckland Chief Surveyor applied to the Native Land Court under the provisions of the 

Native Land Act 1909 for charging orders over Matauri 1, 2 (part) and 2B blocks, for the respective sums 

owed to the Crown of £93.17.7, £81.6.1, and £21.9.1, with interest ‘from’ £2.8.12.691  These charges, plus 

interest from 2 August 1912, were confirmed by the Court sitting at Kaikohe in May 1914.692   

The Leslie brothers had already made an agreement in 1911 with the Crown that they would pay the 

survey cost for Matauri 2B, with 75 percent payable when the plan was submitted to the survey office and 

the balance, ‘together with cost of examination and 5% interest’, upon official approval or sign-off of the 

                                                      
683  Northern Minute Book 57, pp. 73-4.  An Application for Partition re Matauri 1D had been submitted by both 

Pirika Pera and Hoone Pera in late 1916.  On application file for ‘Matauri’, 1900-53.  
684  Partition Order for Matauri 1D1, 8 March 1917, on Matauri Block Order File No. 4; PR NA189/16, LINZ. 
685  Partition Order for Matauri 1D2, 8 March 1917, on Matauri Block Order File No. 4. 
686  MFPO 8319131.1, being Partition Order for Matauri 1D3, 8 March 1917, LINZ. 
687  Application for Survey of Native Land for Matauri 1D1-3, from Pirika Pera, 12 March 1919.  On file BAAZ 

A557 1109 Box 1476b 20/884 part 1, ‘Maori Land and Survey Liens – Matauri Block Number 1’, 1912-27. 
688  Chief Surveyor to R.S. Finch, 11 April 1919.  On ibid. 
689  Finch to Chief Surveyor, 22 April 1919.  On ibid.  See note at bottom of memorandum for Survey Office 

approval.  
690  The subdivisions were surveyed by John Wilson under supervision by Robert S. Finch under authority dated 

16 May 1919.  Field Book No. 3257, [pp not recorded on plan] (not examined for this report). 
691  Application for charging order for Matauri 1, 2 and 2B, 13 May 1913.  On application file for ‘Matauri’, 1900-

53.  Presumably Matauri No. 2 (part) is the remainder of the block without No. 2B. 
692  Charging-Order for Cost of Survey for Matauri No. 1 Block, 28 May 1914, on Matauri Block Order File No. 4; 

Charging-Order for Cost of Survey for Matauri No. 2 and 2B Blocks, respectively, 28 May 1914, on Matauri 
Block Order File No. 4; Northern Minute Book 54, pp. 182-3; See also ‘Survey of Pt Matauri No. 2 Block IX 
Whangaroa SD & XIII Whakarara SD …’, n.d..  On file ABWN A1810 1109 Box 114 20/547 part 1, Maori 
Land Blocks – Matauri Block No. 2 Block, 1917-73.  Amendments of officials are in marked in red. 
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plan.693  In March 1914, Leslie’s solicitors submitted a cheque for £22.6.10 to pay the 2B lien off.  

Presumably the difference of 17/9 to the £21.9.1 lien registered by the Native Land Court was to include 

interest from 2 August 1912.  Leslie considered the lien to be ‘excessive but we presume that there is no 

possibility of a reduction.’694  The Chief Surveyor responded that the charges had been ‘carefully checked’ 

and no reduction was possible, and that Leslie’s account was still in debt of 16/2 as the interest was set at 

£1.13.11 for the period 2 August 1912 to 2 March 1914.695  The debt was quickly paid by Leslie and the 

lien charge over the block cancelled.696 

Applications for survey charging orders for the new Matauri No. 1A-L partitions were confirmed by the 

Native Land Court in March 1916, with interest calculated from 31 August 1914.697  The liens were made 

up of the costs of surveying the block and costs associated with the examination of the plan in order for 

official approval to be given.698   

Liens were submitted by surveyor Finch but subsequently amended by officials in which the liens for 

wāhi tapu sections Matauri 1G, 1J and 1K – being £4.6.3 – were ‘distributed’ to the other blocks,699 and 

the costs for examining the plan were added, before the lien was registered against title in the Land Court.   

Acreage rates for a very small section are not applicable in the midst of mileage work, and the 

cost of the boundaries of No. 1G has been allowed for at mileage rates and added to general 

charges for distribution, as has also been done with the charges for the other burial grounds.700 

The liens for Matauri 1H and 1L were initially £17.7.13 and £30.8.3, respectively.  Presumably as a result 

of the acreage of both blocks changing due to the two boundary line adjustments, £5.10.0 was deducted 

from 1H and added to 1L – the Court confirmed the final lien figures as £13.7.0 and £35.18.3, 

respectively.  The liens also included travel costs for the surveyor and three men over two days, ‘Mounted 

Tracing’, and ‘Train to Epua[sp?]’ of £12.8.0; these costs were then divided, or distributed, across Matauri 

1A-F, H, and K.701  Finch was paid £87.10.11 respectively for the survey, with £65 paid on 3 October 

                                                      
693  Agreement to pay Crown for survey of Matauri 2B Block, from J.F. Leslie on behalf of the Leslie Bros, n.d., 

file ABWN A1810 1109 Box 114 20/547 part 1, Maori Land Blocks – Matauri Block No. 2 Block, 1917-73.   
694  Reed & Miller, Kawakawa, to Chief Surveyor, 2 March 1914.  On file ABWN A1810 1109 Box 114 20/547 

part 1, Maori Land Blocks – Matauri Block No. 2 Block, 1917-73. 
695  Chief Surveyor to Reed & Miller, 5 March 1914.  On ibid. 
696  Reed & Miller to Chief Surveyor, 10 March 1914.  On ibid; Notice of Release of Lien for Matauri 2B, 12 

March 1914, on Matauri Block Order File No. 4. 
697  Northern Minute Book 56, p. 313. 
698  See notation on payment advice to The Accountant for Matauri No. 1A-L, n.d.; and Lien Schedule for Matauri 

1A-L.  Both on file BAAZ A557 1109 Box 1476b 20/884 part 1, ‘Maori Land and Survey Liens – Matauri 
Block Number 1’, 1912-27.  According to the report on the plan, the examination took 5.5 days to complete. 

699  See ‘Survey and plan of Matauri No. 1A to No. 1L Block XIII Whakarara S.D.’, n.d..  On ibid.  Amendments 
of officials are in marked in red. 

700  Chief Surveyor to Finch, 9 November 1914.  On ibid.   
701  For breakdown of lien for each block, including travel costs and costs per boundary, and further breakdown of 

lien to include examination costs, see ‘Survey and plan of Matauri No. 1A to No. 1L Block XIII Whakarara 
S.D.’, n.d., and ‘Lien Schedule’ for Matauri No. 1A-L, n.d.  Both on ibid. 
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1914 and the remainder on 19 March 1915.702  For the partition of Matauri 1B in 1918, the liens also 

included travel costs for the surveyor and two men over half-a-day, ‘Horsehire as per receipt’, and 

‘Mounted Tracing’, of £3.2.0 – these costs were then divided, or distributed, across the two new 

subdivisions 1B1 and 2.703   

Survey charges registered against the Matauri 1E block in 1916 were £8.11.9.  In September of the same 

year, Henry Murray (Henare Mare?) enquired as to the liens owing by Rangi Pera for Matauri 1E as he 

intended to make prompt payment’.704  No response was located, and it was not until April 1920 that 

Murray again sought information from the Chief Surveyor as to what liens were owing by Pera, although 

his enquiry also extended to liens owed by Pirika Pera for Matauri 1D1 and Īhaka Pera for 1F, as these 

individuals did not know ‘how much they have paid.’705  Again, no response was located.  It was not until 

1922 that the liens were paid off when Murray paid £16.4.4 to settle (an 88 percent increase on the 

registered charge), which presumably included interest of £7.12.7.706  The interest may have been 

significantly less if officials had responded to Murray’s enquiries of 1916 and 1920.  In March 1920, the 

Land Court at Kaeo confirmed the survey charges over Matauri 1D1-3 for the sum of £3.19.2, £3.19.2, 

and £1.5.0, respectively, plus interest from 7 July 1919.707   

The liens also included (travel?) costs for the surveyor and assistant over a day and ‘Mounted Tracing’.708  

On 5 August 1919, the Chief Surveyor sent a form letter to Pirika Pera advising of the survey charges 

owing for the three subdivisions, how these charges could be paid, and that no title could be registered 

(under the land transfer system) until the charges had been paid.709  Kanarahi Pera asked for the 

proportion of charges payable by Pirika Pera for the 1D1 subdivision.710  Kanarahi had already paid £5 on 

the 1D charge in 1917, and a further £4.1.5 ‘at a later date’.711  Hōne Pera also sought information from 

                                                      
702  Payment advice to The Accountant for Matauri No. 1A-L, n.d. On ibid. 
703  For breakdown of lien for each block, including travel costs and costs per boundary, and further breakdown of 

lien to include examination costs, see ‘Survey and plan of Matauri No. 1BN 1 & 2 XIII Whakarara S.D.’, 20 
March 1917.  On ibid; see also Northern Minute Book 57, p. 197 for charging orders. 

704  H. Murray, Matauri Bay, to Chief Surveyor, 26 September 1916 (Te Reo with translation).  On file BAAZ 
A557 1109 Box 1476b 20/884 part 1, ‘Maori Land and Survey Liens – Matauri Block Number 1’, 1912-27. 

705  H. Murray, Matauri Bay, to Chief Surveyor, 3 April 1920.  On ibid. 
706  Chief Surveyor to Kanarahi Pirika, 23 October 1924.  On ibid;  The lien registered against the block was 

released, see Notice of Release of Lien for Matauri 1E and 1F, 18 January 1921, on Matauri Block Order File 
No. 5. 

707  Northern Minute Book 58, p. 13.  
708  For breakdown of lien for each block, including travel costs and costs per boundary, see ‘Matauri No. 1D No. 

1&2, XIII Whakarara S.D.’, 4 July 1919.  On file BAAZ A557 1109 Box 1476b 20/884 part 1, ‘Maori Land 
and Survey Liens – Matauri Block Number 1’, 1912-27. 

709  Form letter from Chief Surveyor to Pirika Pera, 5 August 1919.  On file ABWN A1810 1109 Box 114 20/547 
part 1, Maori Land Blocks – Matauri Block No. 2 Block, 1917-73.  It is unclear whether this was a pro forma 
letter sent to land owners once survey charges had been determined, or this particular letter was sent in 
response to a specific request from Pera. 

710  Kanarahi Pirika, Matauri Bay, to Native Department, received 13 October 1919 (in Te Reo).  On ibid. 
711  Kanarahi Pirika to Chief Surveyor, 16 May 1916 and 9 June 1917, respectively.  Both on file BAAZ A557 1109 

Box 1476b 20/884 part 1, ‘Maori Land and Survey Liens – Matauri Block Number 1’, 1912-27; Chief Surveyor 
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the Chief Surveyor in October and November 1919 as to what charges were owing on 1D1.712  Henry 

Murray (Te Mari?) paid off the lien over 1D1 in 1921, while the lien over 1D2 was paid in 1922 after 

Ngarama Hōne made enquiries.713  The lien payments for 1D3 remain unknown.  When succession to the 

interests of Pirika Pera in 1D1 was confirmed in August 1937, the Court would not send the order along 

with the Partition Order to the Land Transfer Office until ‘rates due’ to the Crown (compromised rates 

through Consolidation) of £2.10.0 were paid.714  It would not be until May 1943 when they were paid.715 

3.2.2 The partitioning of Matauri No. 2, 1909-13 

One month after title was awarded in Matauri No. 2 the block came back before the Native Land Court 

to be partitioned.  It was initially partitioned into three blocks 2A-C.  Upon a further application in 1912, 

it was discovered that the seaward boundary of the corresponding ML plan 6800 was grossly incorrect.  

The Court confirmed the owners of 2B as the block had been sold, and adjourned for a new survey plan 

to be drawn up.  Once the plan was completed, the Court sat in 1913 to repartition the block into 11 

sections, including 2B whose boundaries may have changed slightly but the area remained the same. 

In November 1909, Wiremu Īhāia of Te Ngaere and other unnamed individuals submitted an application 

for partition of the Matauri No. 2 block.  He identified the boundaries (of the No. 2 block?) as: 

Timata putorino eke ki Puketarata ka hiwi, ki te Hauaru[?], Haere Tika ki te peeke te 

Whakarara, e te tihi o te Rangi, ka haere i te Raina, o te Whakarara, ki te Kotui, te Waitao, 

taumata Wherowhero, rere tonu atu Kohatuhuri, kahuri ki te marangai ko tui, Takapau kahuri 

ki te matangai tonga, Pukehue, kahuri ki te marangai i te Raina o Paihia, ka tatu ki te moana, 

Kahuri ki te tonga, ka haere i te tata moana te motutapea, Opiri, Ohohonu, te Horo, te Whau, 

Mumitimiti[?], te Araaka, Maraewhitu, Opounui, Opepe, parua.  Ka tu hone ki Putorino.716 

The application was notified to be heard at Mangonui on 25 November 1909, or soon after.717  The Court 

sat on 11 December to hear the application.  Presiding was Judge Gilfedder with Haerehuka as Assessor 

and Newton as Clerk.  The area of Matauri No. 2 is given as 1,100 acres.  By ‘mutual consent and 

agreement’ the block was partitioned into three subdivisions.  The line between the points ‘A’ and ‘B’ on 

                                                                                                                                                                     
to Kanarahi Pirika, 21 October 1919.  On file ABWN A1810 1109 Box 114 20/547 part 1, Maori Land Blocks 
– Matauri Block No. 2 Block, 1917-73. 

712  Telegram from Hōne Pera to Chief Surveyor, 29 October 1919; and, Hōne Pera to Chef Surveyor, 26 
November 1919 (in Te Reo with summary translation).  On file BAAZ A557 1109 Box 1476b 20/884 part 1, 
‘Maori Land and Survey Liens – Matauri Block Number 1’, 1912-27. 

713  Respective Notices of Release of Lien for Matauri 1D1 and 1D2, 18 January 1921 and 4 September 1922, on 
Matauri Block Order File No. 5, [pp. 45, 47], MLC; Ngarama Hōne, Matauri Bay, to Chief Surveyor, 7 August 
1922.  On file BAAZ A557 1109 Box 1476b 20/884 part 1, ‘Maori Land and Survey Liens – Matauri Block 
Number 1’, 1912-27. 

714  Registrar to Parr, Bloomfield & Sparling, Auckland, November 1937.  On file ‘Matauri – corres’, [1903-67].   
715  Parr, Bloomfield & Sparling to Registrar, 25 May 1943.  On ibid.   
716  Application for Investigation of Title (in Te Reo) under the NLC Act 1894, re Matauri No. 2., from Wiremu 

Īhāia, 3 November 1909.  On application file for ‘Matauri’, 1900-53.  The application asked for a pānui to be 
sent to Mangonui. 

717   New Zealand Gazette No. 95, 18 November 1909, p. 2982. 
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ML plan 6800 (see annotated points ‘A’ and ‘B’ on Map 17) delineates the division of the eastern portion 

of the block to form Matauri 2A with an area of 122 acres; it was vested to five individuals from the Hōri 

whānau.718  The points ‘C’, ‘D’ and ‘E’ on the plan represented Matauri 2B, containing 143 acres; this was 

vested to nine individuals from the Īhāia whānau.719  The residue of the block became Matauri 2C 

comprising 835 acres, with the condition that the owners provided access to the ‘seashore through Sec B 

if necessary.’720  This block was vested to 48 individuals.721   

What followed were a series of title and partition applications being submitted.  The first was an 

application for a title investigation for Matauri No. 2 dated 27 December 1909 from Tāmati Hoori.  

Accompanying the application was a lengthy covering letter outlining the six take upon which he was 

making the application.722  Hoori wrote another letter on 24 January 1910 in support of his application.  

He wanted to know why he and others had received so few shares in Matauri No. 2, and speculated 

whether this was because the block was partitioned from Matauri No.1.  Hoori asked for a copy of the 

partition decision and boundary for No. 2. 723  Hoori’s application is marked ‘Dismissed 30-6-11’, 

although a corresponding court minute was not located.  He was, however, an applicant for a further 

partition hearing of the No. 2 block below.   

In July 1911, a letter concerning Matauri No. 2 was received from Auha Kīngi, Pīkake Kīngi, Whare 

Kīngi, and Puti Kīngi.724  The letter concerned the Land Council decision of 1905, and sought an 

adjustment of the shares of Kīngi Hoori Kira.  On 13 September 1911, Auha Kīngi and others wrote to 

the Land Court asking if their fees for their appeal for Matauri No. 2 were received.725  Kīngi was advised 

that where fees were payable by stamps affixed to an application, receipts were not given; and that his 

application would be set down for inquiry by the Chief Judge.726  Kīngi’s application ‘For Leave to 

Appeal’ was notified in mid-March 1912 to be heard at Kaikohe on 12 April.727  What happened with the 

appeal is unclear, as no corresponding court minute around 12 April was located. 

Two further applications to partition Matauri No. 2 were submitted to the Court.  The first (No. 12 (later 

renumbered No. 25)) was dated 22 September 1911 from Wiremu Pāora, Raina Rīwhi Eru, Maraea Pāora, 

                                                      
718  See NLC order for Matauri No. 2A, 11 December 1909, vested to five owners, on Matauri Block Order File 

No. 3. 
719  See NLC order for Matauri No. 2B, 11 December 1909, vested to nine owners.  On ibid. 
720  Northern Minute Book 43, p. 248. 
721  See NLC order for Matauri No. 2C, 11 December 1909, vested to 48 owners.  On ibid. 
722  Application for Investigation of Title (in Te Reo) under the NLC Act 1894, re Matauri No. 2, from Tāmati 

Hoori, and accompanying letter (in Te Reo), both 27 December 1909.  On application file for ‘Matauri’, 1900-
53.   

723  Hoori to NLC, 24 January 1910 (in Te Reo).  On ibid. 
724  Auha Kīngi et al to NLC, 12 July 1910, with appeal attached.  On file ‘Matauri – corres’, [1903-67]. 
725  Auha Kīngi, Pīkaka Kīngi, Whare Kīngi, Puti Kīngi, Matauri Bay, to NLC, 13 September 1911 (in Te Reo).  

On application file for ‘Matauri’, 1900-53. 
726  Registrar to Auha Kīngi mā, 23 September 1911 (in Te Reo).  On ibid. 
727   New Zealand Gazette No. 26, 21 March 1912, pp. 1808-9. 
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me etahi atu (unnamed), who identified their kāinga as Te Ngaere.728  Pāora’s application was notified at 

the end of March 1912 to be heard at Kaeo on 26 April.729 (No Court minute was located showing 

Pāora’s application adjourned to 20 May.)  The second (No. 24), dated 20 May 1912, was from Tāmati 

Hoori me etahi atu (unnamed).730  On the same day as Hoori submitted this application, the Court sat at 

Kaeo to hear partition applications in relation to both Matauri No. 1 and No. 2.  Hoori’s application was 

not gazetted; it possibly was deferred to be heard at the 1913 Court hearing further below.  Presiding over 

the hearing was Judge Wilson with A.F. Puckey731 as clerk and interpreter.  The application of Wiremu 

Pāora (No. 12) for Matauri No. 2 was considered first, with the others later being deferred to the next 

court sitting ‘in this district’.732  Surveyor James Wilson gave evidence for the owners of the block, stating 

that he had been authorised by the Chief Surveyor to survey the block ‘for the owners’.  The block plan, 

though, was not yet finished.  Referring to his field book and ML plan 6800, Wilson outlined at length 

discrepancies in plan 6800, describing the coastline on the plan as ‘very inaccurate’ and ‘equally wrong.’  

Wilson’s instructions were to charge for each of the subdivisions, and that the ‘work done up to now will 

have to be agreed over the whole block.’  He suggested the Court adjourn until a new plan was drawn 

up.733   

William David Leslie gave evidence on behalf of his sister, Katherine Jane Leslie, who had a lease over 

Matauri No. 2B.  As an aside, special mention is made of the Leslie family, who were residents of Waiaua, 

adjacent Matauri No. 1 Block.  William and Cecilia Leslie had 12 children of which William David (Day?), 

Henry Robert, and Katherine (Catherine) Jane feature heavily in the alienation narrative of Matauri No. 2.  

Henry in particular played a pivotal role in several alienations as a witness in his role as Postmaster.  He 

was the Matauri Bay/Tepene postmaster from 1918 to 1942; and he was a councillor on the Whangaroa 

County Council from as early as 1923 through to the early 1940s, including a stint as chairman in the 

1930s.734  According to Lorelei Hayes, Henry was also an interpreter for the Native Land Court.  By the 

                                                      
728  Application for Partition (in Te Reo) under the NLC Act 1909 (Rule 28), from Wiremu Pāora et al, 22 

September 1911.  On application file for ‘Matauri’, 1900-53.   
729  New Zealand Gazette No. 32, 12 April 1912, p.1249.   
730  Application for Partition (in Te Reo) under the NLC Act 1909 (Rule 28), from Tāmati Hō et al, 7 December 

1910.  On application file for ‘Matauri’, 1900-53. 
731  Puckey was a clerk and interpreter for the Native Appellate Court, and had been in service with the Native 

Department since at least 1886, see ‘Native Department and Native Land Court (salaries and travelling-
allowance drawn by officers of the), AJHR 1907 G-6, p. 3, and ‘Nominal Roll of Persons Employed in each 
Department’, H-5, p. 12. 

732  See Northern Minute Book 48, p. 265. 
733  Ibid, pp. 263-4. 
734  The earliest record of Leslie’s tenure on the Whangaroa County Council is from 1923, ‘County Elections’, New 

Zealand Herald, 11 May 1923, p.8, where he was elected for the Ōtoroa Riding (in which Matauri sits); the latest 
record located of Leslie’s tenure on the Council is 1941, see ‘Close Contests’, Auckland Star, 19 May 1941, p. 3.  
Leslie features in election results in 1929, as chair in 1937, as well as in correspondence regarding roading at 
Matauri. 
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1930s, the Leslie brothers Tom and Henry between them owned land at Matauri Bay, Te Ngaere, Taraire, 

Kaeo, and Ōkaihau.735 

Leslie consented to a cancellation of the No. 2B subdivision ‘without prejudice to the lease’.  The Court 

confirmed that the lease would not be prejudiced, and that the lessee would be ‘entitled to the land leased 

by you together with the excess area belonging to the lessors.’  The partition orders made for Matauri No. 

2 by Judge Gilfedder were cancelled under sections 15 and 121 of the Native Land Act 1909.736  Section 

15 of the Native Land Act 1909 provided for a Judge to exercise any other part of his jurisdictional 

powers if necessary or advisable without further application.  Section 121 allowed the court to cancel any 

partition order not yet registered under the Land Transfer Act.  A short adjournment was probably called 

as Leslie then gives further evidence on a conference he just had with the ‘natives herein’.  Here, it was 

agreed that the position of the 2B subdivision was ‘not as I thought’.  First, the land had been purchased 

and not leased by his sister, and that in a valuation submitted by the Government a plan was drawn that 

revealed survey lines were different from the original lines, resulting in improvements ‘valued by the Govt 

and paid by us in the purchase money’ being excluded from the land purchased. Under these 

circumstances, Leslie withdrew his consent to cancel the No. 2B subdivision (presumably upon the advice 

of his sister?).737  It is unclear to what specific plan Leslie was referring to, but the Court agreed and 

revoked the cancellation of the 2B subdivision.738 

Table 19: List of owners for Matauri No. 2B, 1912 

Owner Sex Shares 

1 Hēmi Kerene Īhāia  m 16 

2 Hara Kipa Roera f 10 

3 Hāre Wiremu Īhāia  m 16 

4 Hēmi Wiremu Īhāia (also in Motukawanui?739) f 16 

5 Hōne Heke Īhāia  m 16 

6 Maki Hāre Wiremu (Make Īhāia)  f 5 

7 Mereoka Wiremu Īhāia  f 5 

8 Moremu Wiremu Īhāia  m 16 

9 Wiremu Īhāia  m 30 

Total shares 130 

                                                      
735  L. Hayes, pp. 79-80, 122, 129, 131.   I have been unable to verify Henry’s length of tenure as Postmaster or as 

a County Councillor. 
736  Northern Minute Book 48, p. 265.   
737  Ibid, p. 266. 
738  Ibid, p. 267; NLC Order (PR NA72/43) re Matauri No. 2B, 11 December 1909, on Matauri Block Order File 

No. 3. 
739  If one and same as ‘Hēmi Wiremu’ in Motukawanui ownership list. 
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Map 25: ‘Plan of Matauri No. 2’, May 1912 (ML plan 8503 – with my annotations) 

 

A survey plan of Matauri No. 2 (ML Plan 8503) was approved by the Chief Surveyor in August 1912.740  

It is inserted on the next page for referral to the Court evidence.  In September 1912, seemingly in 

response (not located) to directions from the Court and referring to ML plans 8502 (Matauri No. 1) and 

8503, the Chief Surveyor advised the Court Registrar that there was a ‘large excess of area’ in both the 

Matauri No. 1 and 2 blocks.  For Matauri No. 2 the excess was not distributed pro rata on account of 

Matauri 2B having been sold to a Pākehā.  The Chief Surveyor suggested that the plan for Matauri No. 2 

be approved and the owners in 2B be allowed to share in any further partition of the block ‘to the extent 

of the difference between a pro rata distribution and the area now cut out.’741  The Chief Judge approved 

                                                      
740  The block was surveyed by J.L. Wilson under supervision by Robert S. Finch under authority dated 3 

November 1911.  Field Book No. 2251, pp. 17-40 (not examined for this report). 
741  Chief Surveyor, Auckland, to Registrar, NLC, 6 September 1912.  On file ‘Matauri - corres’, [1903-67]. 
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the plans and did not interfere with the area of 2B on the presumption that the area for that block would 

be shown on the seller’s deed of sale.742 

Almost a year later, on 24 April 1913, the Native Land Court sat at Kaeo to hear the two partition 

applications of Wiremu Pāora and Tāmati Hoori.  The applications had been gazetted on 18 March to be 

heard on 10 April.743  Presiding over the hearing was Judge MacCormick.   Matauri No. 2 comprised 

1,360 acres in 870 shares (one share equating to 1.563 acres).  It is not clear whether a map was produced 

before the Court.  The court minutes note ‘lengthy discussion’ from the owners who ‘having quite 

misconceived the areas of the [1909] divisions they deemed to make & consequently disagreeing where 

same marked on map.’  The content of the discussions were not recorded but lasted ‘nearly the whole 

afternoon’.744  The Court spent the ‘greater part’ of the next morning ‘marking off trial[?] areas for natives 

& consequent discussions thereon’, and those discussions extended to ‘all afternoon in which partitions 

were finally completed.’745  Details of those discussions are not recorded, although the court minutes do 

record the boundary divisions of the blocks.746  As there was no public road through the blocks to enable 

access to several land parcels, it was declared that the ‘present’ track up Te Ngaere valley ‘is to be kept 

open as a right of way for all – to be appurtenant to each parcel through which the track passes – the 

width fixed at present.’   Applications to the court on the matter could be made ‘if necessary.’747  The 

resulting partitions were confirmed:748 

Table 20: List of Matauri No. 2A, 2C-L subdivisions and owners, 1913 

Owner Sex Shares Owner Sex Shares

Matauri No. 2A (25 acres)749  Matauri No. 2J (484 acres)750 

1 Miraka Pāora (also in 2J) f 30  1 Pāora Kira (also in 2A) m 100 

2 Mereihe Pāora (also in 2J) f 30  2 Mereana Hongi f 20 

3 Mereana Pāora  f 20  3 Miraka Pāora (also in 2A) f 30 

4 Pāora Kira (also in 2J) m 100  4 Mereihe Pāora (also in 2A) f 30 

Total shares 180  Sub-total 180 
Matauri No. 2C (30 acres)751  ‘As together owning  of the whole block’

                                                      
742  Note from unidentified writer, 2 December 1912 on back of Chief Surveyor, Auckland, to Registrar, NLC, 6 

September 1912.  On ibid. 
743  New Zealand Gazette No. 24, 27 March 1913, p. 964. 
744  Northern Minute Book 52, p. 172. 
745  Ibid, pp. 174-5. 
746  Ibid, pp. 175-7. 
747  Ibid, p. 179. 
748  Please note, there is no ‘2I’ block appellation as the letter ‘I’ was rarely used in subdivision appellations to 

avoid confusion with the number ‘1’ 
749  Partition Order for Matauri 2A, 25 April 1913, on Matauri Block Order File No. 3; PR NA135/27, LINZ. 
750  Partition Order for Matauri 2J, 25 April 1913, on Matauri Block Order File No. 3, [pp. 11-12]; PR NA124/21, 

LINZ. 
751  Partition Order for Matauri 2C, 25 April 1913, on Matauri Block Order File No. 3; PR NA 147/53, LINZ. 
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Owner Sex Shares Owner Sex Shares

Maraea Pāora (also in 2K) f   5 Hāre Pāora m 30 

Matauri No. 2D (71a 2r 30p)752  6 Iwa Hāre Pāora f 4 

1 Haerata Pāora f 30  7 Pāora Pāora m 30 

2 Hōtete te Kira m 4  8 Hūnia Otai m 8 

3 Te Turi Kira f 4  9 Hemo Hau f 8 

4 Tarawau Kira m 4  10 Mate Hema m 4 

5 Te Waihora Kira m 4  11 Merepene Takiwhare f 10 

Total shares 46  12 Maaka Otai m 8 

Matauri No. 2E (55a 1r 20p)753  13 Mate Otai f 8 

1 Mangu Mauahara m 10  14 Peti Otai f 8 

2 Ngatau Mauahara f 10  15 Raima Tika Ōtene f 10 

3 Tahiwha Mauahara m 10  16 Tanu Whare f 10 

4 Taipari Mauahara m 5  17 Taiapo Whare m 10 

Total shares 35  Sub-total 148 
Matauri No. 2F (175a 0r 13p)754  ‘As together owning  of the whole block’

1 Mere Hoia Haki f 10  Total shares 328 

2 Ngarama Tuauru f 4  Matauri No. 2K (148a 0r 33p)755 

3 Pane Haki f 10  1 Maraea Pāora (also in 2C) f [not 
stated] 

4 Raina Rīwhi Eru (also in 2L) f 70  ‘As together owning 16a 3e 23p geographically undefined’

5 Rea Haki f 10  2 Wiremu Pāora m 38 

6 Te Raiti Wiremu f 4  3 Te Tuauru Wiremu m.5 15 

7 Tokaipurutua Wiremu m 4  4 Hana Wiremu f 4 

Total shares 112  5 Mere Wiremu f 4 

Matauri No. 2G (54a 1r 30p)756  6 Maru Wiremu f 4 

1 Kīngi Auwha m 5  7 Haki Wiremu (also in Motukawanui) m 4 

2 Pīkake Kīngi m 10  8 Ngaraina Wiremu f 15 

3 Puti Kīngi f 10  Total shares 84 

4 Whare Kīngi m 10  ‘As together owning 131a 1r 10p geographically undefined’

Total shares 35  Matauri No. 2L (1 acre) 757 

Matauri No. 2H (312 acres)758  1 Raina Rīwhi Eru (also in 2F) f 

Equally1 Hera Hōri f 30  2 Tāmati Hōri (also in 2H) m 

2 Moetū Hōri f 20  3 Tāhere Pororua (also in 2H) m 

3 Tāmati Hōri (also in 2L) m 30  
Th h i di id l i d f h 1905 L d

                                                      
752  Partition Order for Matauri 2D, 25 April 1913, on Matauri Block Order File No. 2; PR NA 165/82, LINZ. 
753  Partition Order for Matauri 2E, 25 April 1913, on Matauri Block Order File No. 3; PR NA 100/35, LINZ. 
754  Partition Order for Matauri 2F, 25 April 1913, on Matauri Block Order File No. 3. 
755  Partition Order for Matauri 2K, 25 April 1913, on Matauri Block Order File No. 2. 
756  Partition Order for Matauri 2G, 25 April 1913.  On ibid. 
757  Partition Order for Matauri 2L, 25 April 1913.  On ibid; CT NA 56b/740, LINZ. 
758  Partition Order for Matauri 2H, 25 April 1913, on Matauri Block Order File No. 3; PR NA 113/38, LINZ. 
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Owner Sex Shares Owner Sex Shares

4 Takangaroa Hōri m.17 10  Council order for Matauri No. 1 (although Te Tuauru 
Wiremu was not yet born in 1905).  Tuauru Pāora from the 

1905 order is not in these partitions. 5 Whakaaria Hōri m.18 20  

6 Āni Tamaiti f 20  

7 Hōhepa Tāhere m 25  

8 Ngātai Tāhere m 25  

9 Tāhere Pororua (also in 2L) m 20  

Total shares 200  

 

The survey, and its costs, of the Matauri No. 2 partitions 

In 1911, the Chief Surveyor sent a requisition form to the Māori Land Board authorising the survey for 

2B for ‘Land transfer purpose’.  Presumably this was to complete the purchase process of the block by 

Katherine Jane Leslie.  The Chief Surveyor added that Matauri 2A-C also be surveyed.  The Board quickly 

gave approval to the requisition.759   

In September 1915, Logan & Stout submitted an application for survey of Matauri 2E so Catherine Leslie 

could complete the registration of title over the block (which she had purchased – see further below).  

The application noted that payment of the survey would be deducted from the consideration and that 

there were no appeals pending.  The survey was authorised to also include 2A-D and 2F-L.760  Surveyor 

R.S. Finch was assigned to the task, and in the preparation of ML plan 10038 for the block 2 subdivisions, 

he altered the boundary from the Court order between 2F and 2G at the instructions of the owners ‘who 

signed the field book.’761  

                                                      
759  ‘Requisition for Survey of Native Land’ to President, Tokerau MLB, from Chief Surveyor, 12 October 1911.  

On file ABWN A1810 1109 Box 114 20/547 part 1, Maori Land Blocks – Matauri Block No. 2 Block, 1917-
73.  Approval for requisition from the Land Board appears to have been given on or about 18 October. 

760  Application for Survey of Native Land re Matauri 2E, from Logan & Stout, 6 September 1915.  On ibid. 
761  Robert S. Finch to Chief Surveyor, 24 December 1915.  On ibid.  The Chief Surveyor noted this boundary 

change to the court, see Chief Surveyor to Registrar, 19 February 1916, same file. 
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Map 26: ‘Plan of Matauri Nos 2A, 2C-H, 2L-J’, December 1915 (ML plan 10038 – with my 
annotations) with accompanying orientation map 
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The cost of surveying Matauri 2A, 2C-L, 1917-22 

The Land Court sat at Kaeo in March 1917 to confirm applications from the Chief Surveyor for charging 

orders against the Matauri 2A, 2C-D, 2F-H, and 2J-K partitions, plus interest from 30 October 1915.762   

Matauri 2B and 2E were omitted because they had been sold, while 2L was omitted as it was a wāhi tapu.  

Nonetheless, the Court minute shows later adjustments which appear to be the addition of the Matauri 

No. 2 lien above, plus interest from 2 August 1912. (The Charging Orders signed off by Judge Wilson do 

not record any adjustments other than, if noted, the date the lien was released.)   Hence, for example, in 

Matauri 2A, the survey charges were:763  

Table 21: List of survey charges for Matauri 2A, 1917 

Block Survey Charges Amount 

Matauri 2A 
Cost of survey fees, Matauri 2A £4.3.6 
5% interest from 30 Dec 1915 to 19 Feb 1919 13/2 

Matauri 2 
(added to 2A) 

Proportion of survey fees, Matauri 2 £1.11.0 
5% interest from 2 Aug 1912 to 19 Feb 1919 10/2 

TOTAL £6.17.10 

 

Even this, though, is confusing.  A Joseph Lithel McKeown purchased Matauri 2A, 2C and part 2D, but 

the survey charges above for 2A appear to be for 2C, as the £6.17.10 is the amended figure given in the 

Kaeo Court minute confirming the charges for 2C – except the eventual 2C charge paid was £7.9.7.764 

The liens for Matauri 2A, 2C-L also included additional travel costs to Kaeo and Matauri, plus a 

‘Mounted Tracing’, of £9.  These costs were divided, or distributed, across the subdivisions.  Initial lien 

calculations also included Matauri 2L of £1.16.11, but the Survey Office identified this as a wāhi tapu and 

re-distributed that costing into the other subdivisions.765  Finch was paid £74.7.9 for the survey.766    

                                                      
762  Northern Minute Book 57, p. 42.  See also Charging-Order for Cost of Survey for Matauri No. 2A, 2C-D, 2F-

H, 2J-K, respectively, 2 March 1917, on Matauri Block Order File No. 4. 
763  Chief Surveyor to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 24 February 1919.  On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 86a 3208, Tai 

Tokerau alienation file - Matauri 2A, 1918-27, ANZ. 
764  Northern Minute Book 57, p. 42; For breakdown of lien for each block, including travel costs and costs per 

boundary, and further breakdown of lien to include examination costs, see ‘Survey and plan of Matauri No. 
2A, 2C-H, 2J-L Block Blocks IX Whakarara & XIII Whangarara S.D.’, n.d. .  On ibid.  The initial lien 
calculations on file included Matauri 2E. 

765  ‘Survey and plan of Matauri No. 2A, 2C-H, 2J-L Block Blocks IX Whakarara & XIII Whangarara S.D.’, n.d., 
Both on file ABWN A1810 1109 Box 114 20/547 part 1, Maori Land Blocks – Matauri Block No. 2 Block, 
1917-73.   

766  Note attached to letter from Robert S. Finch to Chief Surveyor, 24 December 1915.  On file ABWN A1810 
1109 Box 114 20/547 part 1, Maori Land Blocks – Matauri Block No. 2 Block, 1917-73. Northern Minute 
Book 57, p. 42; For breakdown of lien for each block, including travel costs and costs per boundary, and 
further breakdown of lien to include examination costs, see ‘Survey and plan of Matauri No. 2A, 2C-H, 2J-L 
Block Blocks IX Whakarara & XIII Whangarara S.D.’, n.d. .  On ibid.  The initial lien calculations on file 
included Matauri 2E. 
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Access tracks and the Cashmore Bros Limited attempt to gain a right-of-way 

The right-of-way mentioned by the Court created problems as Judge MacCormick refused to sign the 

partition orders for the new subdivisions until proper roads were laid off.  The orders were sent several 

times to MacCormick before he sternly told the Court Registrar to stop sending them – he would only 

sign them ‘if the matter of a right-of-way is not enforced.’767  ML plan 10038 had been approved by the 

Court only as to Matauri 2A, 2C, 2E, 2H and 2J.  The remainder subdivisions (2D, 2F, 2G, 2K, and 2L) 

on 10038 were not approved and their orders remained incomplete, until possibly the 1970s.768   

At one stage – although the matter is far from clear –  an application to confirm a grant, or alienation, of 

a right-of-way was submitted by William Cashmore (for the Cashmore Bros Limited) in Feburary 1914.  It 

is unclear where the right-of-way was sited but was possisbly in the vicinity of Te Ngaere.  A copy of the 

grant document, dated 20 December 1913, was not located.  The application was gazetted on 27 February 

to be heard by the Land Board at Auckland.  A consideration of £95.10.0 for the alienation was noted, 

but the matter was adjourned by the Board in March and September 1914, respectively, before finally 

being struck out in August 1917.769  It is unclear what money was exhanged between Cashmore and the 

Māori alienating, although a file note dated May 1915 from the Cashmore Bros noted that five ‘receipts 

from Te Ngaere natives to be returned.’770  This action may have related to the gazettal under the Timber 

Floating Act 1908 of Te Ngaere River in June 1913 to allow kauri to be transported to the beach for 

rafting to the market.771  A month earlier, the Cashmore Bros had notified their intent to apply for a 

license under the 1908 Act.772 

                                                      
767  Registrar to MacCormick, 15 April 1918, with further notes from MacCormick and Registrar at bottom.  On 

application file for ‘Matauri’, 1900-53. 
768  Chief Surveyor to Registrar, MLC, 25 May 1970.  On file ABWN A1810 1109 Box 114 20/547 part 1, Maori 

Land Blocks – Matauri Block No. 2 Block, 1917-73; Some partition orders had inscribed in their margins, 
‘Order not to be signed until undertakg[sic] is given that no claim will be made in respect R.O.W. over block, 
25/08/1919’, Partition Order for Matauri 2C, 25 April 1913, on Matauri Block Order File No. 3; PR NA 
147/53, LINZ.   

769  Application for Confirmation from William Cashmore for a right-of-way over Matauri No. 2, 25 February 
1914, Minute Sheet for Matauri No. 2. Both on file BAAI A39 11466 Box 30d 1425, Tai Tokerau alienation 
file - Matauri 2, 1911-14, ANZ; New Zealand Gazette No. 16, 5 March 1914, pp. 761-2.  The date of alienation 
was 20 December 1913 and the Māori alienating were Pāora Kira, Maru Wiremu, Wiremu Pāora, Raima 
Ririhieru [sp?], Paul[sp?] Haki, Miraka Paul[sp?] Pāora, Mereihe Paul Pāora, Mereana Hongi, Maraea Pāora, Rea 
Haki, Merehoia Haki, Hōtete Hiria [Te Kira?], Raiti Wiremu.  Board minutes for application were not located. 

770  Note from Cashmore Bros, 11 May 1915.  On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 30d 1425, Tai Tokerau alienation file 
- Matauri 2, 1911-14. 

771  New Zealand Gazette No. 49, 26 June 1913, p. 1991.  The 1908 Act ensured that timber could be floated (driven) 
down water courses irrespective of whether the land on either side of the waterway was owned by the timber 
merchant, and provided for claims of owners of the land to damages to the stream or river banks.  At the time 
of gazettal, Raina Wiremu on behalf of Matauri Māori had complained to their Māori Member of Parliament, 
Te Rangihīroa, that while they had sold an interest in the Whakarārā Block, ‘some of the owners have not yet 
sold’.  Consequently, ‘the timber has suffered in consequence of the said interest and the whole of the land as 
well.’  Te Rangihīroa was informed by the Native Minister, W.H. Herries, that the Whakarārā Block had been 
sold in 1878, and was now under the ownership of Maclow Bros. Timber Merchants, except for a portion that 
was now a school (Whakarārā Native School), see ACIH 16036 MA1 1098 1913/982 Te Rangihiroaa[sic], 
Member of Parliament Niue islands. Subject: Whakarara Block …, 1913, ANZ. 

772  ‘Public Notices’, New Zealand Herald, 15 May 1913, p. 12. 
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3.2.3 The partitioning of Motukawanui, 1912 

It would take two further years from the time the unsuccessful Motukawanui appeal was completed in 

1910 until partition applications were lodged with the Native Land Court.  One of the applicants, Hāwira 

Pita, was one of the original applicants for title investigation of the island in 1909.  Contests at the hearing 

were resolved out of Court before, and while there is a question about whether the smaller Motukawanui 

2 block was being held in trust for all owners, a re-survey of the island in 1914 saw the island’s area 

double in size.  This meant that the shares had to be revalued, which probably caused a headache for 

George Hows in his purchases of interests in the island. 

The Native Land Court sat at Kaeo on 27 April 1912 to hear an application from Īhāia Wiremu to 

partition Motukawanui.  While a gazettal of this application was not located, two other applications from 

Himi Wiremu and Hāwira Pita and others, respectively, were gazetted at the end of March 1912.773  

Physical copies of these two applications were not located, nor, apparently, are they mentioned in any 

Court minutes sighted.   Turning back to the hearing, presiding over it was Judge T.H. Wilson.  ML plan 

7272 was produced.  Hōne Hapa represented the applicant.  The block was calculated at 435 acres and 

had 12 original owners.  Hapa handed in a list of six owners who owned 300 of the total 435 shares in the 

island.  He asked that a portion of the southern end of the island equivalent to the 300 shares be 

partitioned off.  Hapa claimed to have made an agreement with Pāora Kipa ten years prior for the south-

east corner of the island.  At that time he (Hapa) had erected fences on it with the assistance of Hāwira 

Pita, while Himi [Hēmi?] Wiremu planted kūmara, and a wooden house belonged ‘to us’.  Pūhipi Pene 

claimed to have used the ‘backland’ of the block, and had two cows there. 774  

According to Hāwira Pita, though, the fence had been erected prior to Hapa’s rights to the land; that 

Pūhipi Pene had erected other fences on the northern part of the block; and that the rights of Kipa were 

now not extant.  Furthermore, the only ‘landing place’ on the island was in the piece claimed by Hapa.  

With the agreement of Hapa, Pita asked for the matter to be held over as the parties tried to come to a 

satisfactory arrangement.775   The resulting arrangement saw Hapa and Pita granted 20 acres on the 

southern end of the island, 200 acres adjoining the back of that small block would go to everyone (i.e. all 

six names in Hapa’s list776), and the balance would go to Pita and his party; viz:777 

 

 

                                                      
773  New Zealand Gazette No. 32, 12 April 1912. 
774  Northern Minute Book 48, pp. 144-5. 
775  Ibid, pp. 145-6. 
776  See Hapa’s list on application file ‘Motukawanui’, [1906-12, MLC. 
777  Northern Minute Book 48, pp. 148-9.  Detailed boundary descriptions are provided in the minutes (with the 

boundaries lines drawn out on ML plan 7272), and the areas given as approximate (until surveyed). 
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Table 22: List of owners for Motukawanui partitions, 1912 

Owner Sex Shares 

Motukawanui No. 1 (southern part of island - 200 acres) 

1 Haki Wiremu m 40 

2 Himi [Hēmi?] Wiremu m 40 

3 Hāmiora Hōhepa m 40 

4 Hōne Hapa m 10 

5 Rāwinia Tāmati Hō f 40 

6 Taiapo Pita m 30 

Total shares 200 

Motukawanui No. 2 (northern part of island - 215 acres) 

1 Ēpiha Nētana m 40 

2 Hāwira Pita m 35 

3 Pirika Pera m 40 

4 Pūhipi Pene m 40 

5 Pāora Pene m 40 

6 Wī Hōhaia m 40 

Total shares 235 

Motukawanui No. 2 (southern part of island - 20 acres) 

1 Hāwira Pita  [not given] 

2 Himi Wiremu  [not given]

 

Several other applications for partition of Motukawanui were submitted to the Land Court.  The first 

dated 6 July 1912 was from Hāmiora Hōhepa, Haki Wiremu, and Miriama Rei to partition Motukawanui 

No. A [No. 1].778  Inscriptions on the application show that it was notified for Court hearings at Russell 

and Kaeo before being marked as dismissed on 14 March 1918.  The second application dated 9 May 

1913 was from Pirika Pera to partition Motukawanui No. 2.779  Inscriptions on this application note it was 

notified for hearings at Kaeo, before it too was marked as dismissed on 7 March 1916.  Corresponding 

Court minutes for both dates were not located.   

The survey of Motukawanui, 1910s 

No details were located on the survey of the island with respect to ML plan 7272, but a survey file was 

located for two subsequent survey plans.  In May 1913, Parr & Blomfield, the solicitors of the ‘Lessee’ of 

Motukawanui, George Hows, submitted an application to the Land Board for a survey of Motukawanui 

under section 396 of the 1909 Act, for the purposes of (title) registration.  Hows signed an undertaking to 

                                                      
778  Application for Partition for Motukawanui No. A from Hāmiora Hōhepa et al, 6 July 1912.  On application file 

‘Motukawanui’, [1906-12]. 
779  Application for Partition for Motukawanui No. 2 from Pirika Pere, 9 May 1913.  On ibid. 



 

188 

pay the Crown for the survey.  Authority was subsequently given in June.780  While Hows nominated J.W. 

Harrison for the survey, the Chief Surveyor went with Robert S. Finch.  The Chief Surveyor received 

authority from Head Office for £110 to fund the survey.781  Finch completed the survey in March 1914 

but reported that on account of ‘large discrepancies’ between the Court order area of 435 acres and the 

corrected area of 876 acres (just over double the Court order area) he was unable to run subdivision lines, 

and two owners of the 20 acres section ‘were away.’ 

I had intended to do subdivision myself, the surround being done by my assistant JF Wilson, 

but in consequence of above difference [in area] I have made no field check on block as yet 

and so have omitted charge for surveyor in travelling expenses.782 

A struck-out note at the bottom of Finch’s letter referred the plan 9279 to the Court for re-partition. 

The survey charges submitted by Finch amounted to £79.3.9, including travel costs of three days, 

including train and boat fares.783  Hows was paid to transport the survey party from Whangaroa to the 

island in February 1914, who then returned via a Northern Steam Ship Company ship to Whangaroa, and 

Finch completed the survey in March 1914.  The title of the resulting ML plan 9279, initially entitled 

‘Motukawanui No.’s 1 and 2 Blocks’, was changed on plan to the ‘Motukawanui Block’.  A copy of 

Finch’s comments on the acreage discrepancy, along with the plan and boundary descriptions, was sent to 

Judge Wilson for his advice on how to deal with the matter: ‘Is it the intention of the Court that the 20 

acres portion should be cut out exactly and the proportion of excess area thrown into the other part of 

No. 2 or should the 20 acre portion also be increased proportionately?’.784  Judge Wilson responded a few 

days later: 

It is not intended that the 20 acres should be cut out exactly and as the total area has been 

increased it is not safe to give the 20 acres its excess [or access? Sp?] value which it is entitled 

to have. 

There was a dispute concerning the landing place which the 20 acres [already absorbed – sp?].  

To increase its area without giving the natives an opportunity of reviewing the position would 

most likely cause trouble.  It would be better to defer the matter until the latest plan comes 

before the Court at Kaeo next sitting when the lines could be laid down afresh. 

                                                      
780  Application for Survey of Native Land re Motukawanui, from Parr & Blomfield, 28 May 1913; and 

undertaking to pay Crown for survey of Motukawanui, stamped 28 May 1913.  Both on file ABWN A1810 
1109 Box 231 20/39, Maori Land Blocks – Motukawanui Block, 1913-18, ANZ. 

781  Application for Financial Authority to Survey Motukawanui No.’s ½, 13 June 1913.  On ibid.   
782  R.S. Finch to Chief Surveyor, 24 March 1914.  On ibid, [p. 10] ANZ.  The survey was completed by John 

Wilson under supervision by Robert S. Finch under authority dated 25 June 1912.  Field Book No. 2614, pp. 2-
8, 54 (not examined for this report). 

783  ‘Survey and plan of Motukawanui Block Blocks XIII Whakarara S.D.’, n.d.  On file ABWN A1810 1109 Box 
231 20/39, Maori Land Blocks – Motukawanui Block, 1913-18, see also respective receipts from Hows to 
Finch, 8 February 1914, and Northern Steam Ship Company receipt, 13 February 1914, on same file. 

784  Chief Surveyor to Judge Wilson, Auckland, 18 June 1914.  On ibid. 
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A note at the bottom of Wilson’s memorandum, and dated October 1914, notes that Parr & Blomfield 

were acting for the purchaser (Hows) of the entire block, or island, and that section 60 of the Native 

Amendment Act 1913 would allow for a compiled plan to complete the transfer.785  Section 60 provided 

for court orders upon partition to be valid even if the partition boundaries had not been surveyed, so long 

as the order had a clear description of the partitioned area or a plan sufficient to enable the boundaries to 

be correctly laid down by survey. 

Map 27: ‘Plan of Motukawanui Block’, 1914 (ML plan 9279) 

 

                                                      
785  Judge Wilson to Chief Surveyor, 22 June 1914.  On ibid. 



 

190 

A few months later, Parr & Blomfield were advised of this course of action for their client to continue his 

purchase, and the Chief Surveyor sought a guarantee from their client to pay for a compilation plan.786  

The guarantee was provided in December 1914, and the solicitors advised the Chief Surveyor that Hows 

had purchased all the interests in Motukawanui No. 2 and all but two interests in No. 1, which he was 

seeking to acquire.787   

No further information on the surveying of the island was located.  As for Wilson raising the subdivision 

lines at the next Court sitting at Kaeo, no mention of the lines were located in the court minutes books 

for the remainder of 1914 and 1915.788  The compilation plan (ML plan 9579789), however, was 

subsequently completed and then approved by the Chief Surveyor on Christmas Eve 1914.  The plan 

shows new areas for Motukawanui No. 1 of 403 acres, the subdivisions of Motukawanui No. 2 of and 40 

and 433 acres, respectively.  While Wilson had indicated that the 20-acre block should be left alone, it is 

unclear why its acreage was subsequently doubled.    

Judge Wilson approved the plan two years later, on 30 September 1916, and the plan was also endorsed 

on Native Land Court orders (for the three subdivisions).  Thus, while the list of owners for 1912 above 

show three subdivisions, only two Court partition orders were issued showing the revised areas.790  The 

two Motukawanui No. 2 subdivisions are recorded on one order with no recognition that the smaller of 

the No. 2 blocks had been allocated for Hāwira Pita and Himi Wiremu only; however, under the new 

partition order it implies that all six owners of the larger No. 2 subdivision share also in the smaller No. 2 

block.  It could be argued that Pita and Wiremu were disadvantaged by this revision, as the greater 

interests they both had were reduced (even though shares for the smaller No. 2 block were never defined, 

unlike the other two subdivisions which had defined shares).  Moreover, while the 1912 Court judgment 

did not make it clear, Pita and Wiremu may have been holding the smaller No. 2 block in trust for the 

other owners, or simply that they had certain rights in the block separate from the rights of others; thus, 

the revised subdivisions took away those rights.  Without knowing what consultation took place between 

the Court and owners over the revised acreage and subdivision lines, it is unclear whether Pita and 

Wiremu, at least, were aware of the effects. 

 

                                                      
786  Chief Surveyor to Parr & Blomfield, 12 December 1914.  On ibid. 
787  Parr & Blomfield to Chief Surveyor, 15 December 1914, with undertaking to pay Crown for survey of 

Motukawanui, n.d., attached.  On ibid. 
788  These are the Northern Minute Books 54 and 55. 
789  The survey was completed by John Wilson under supervision by Robert S. Finch under authority dated 25 

June 1912.  Field Book No. 2614, pp. 2-8, 54 (not examined for this report). 
790  See Partition Orders for Motukawanui No. 1 and No. 2, respectively, 27 April 1912, on alienation file 

‘Motukawanui’, [1906-18]. 
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Map 28: ‘Plan of Motukawanui Nos 1 & 2’, 1914 (ML plan 9579) 

 

In the two partition orders, the allocation of shares of 200 for No. 1 and 235 for No. 2 block – which 

previously under the old area of 435 acres equated to 1 share per acre – remained the same.  I have 

calculated, therefore, the new acreage for each owner; for the No. 1 block each owner was entitled to 

2.015 acres per share, while owners in No. 2 were each entitled to 2.013 acres, as follows: 
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Table 23: List of owners and their shares for Motukawanui partitions, post-survey, 1916 

Owner Sex Shares Area per owner 

Motukawanui No. 1 (403 acres) 

1 Haki Wiremu m 40 80.6ac 

2 Himi Wiremu m 40 80.6ac 

3 Hāmiora Hōhepa m 40 80.6ac 

4 Hōne Hapa m 10 20.15ac 

5 Rāwinia Tāmati Hō f 40 80.6ac 

6 Taiapo Pita m 30 60.45ac 

Total 200 403 

Motukawanui No. 2 (473 acres) 

1 Ēpiha Nētana m 40 80.52ac 

2 Hāwira Pita m 35 70.40ac 

3 Pirika Pera m 40 80.52ac 

4 Pūhipi Pene m 40 80.52ac 

5 Pāora Pene m 40 80.52ac 

6 Wī Hōhaia m 40 80.52ac 

Total 235 473 

 

When in early March 1915 Judge Wilson sought what survey charges were owing over the island, he was 

advised that charges with interest ‘to date’ were £88.6.0.791  A month later, Wiremu Hōhaia and others 

also enquired from the Chief Surveyor about survey charges owing; what the actual area of the island was; 

and had the survey plan (presumably ML plan 9279) been approved.792  No response to Hōhaia’s letter 

was located.  Survey charges of £89.5.6 for the subdivisions (£41 for No. 1 and £48.5.6 for No. 2) were 

paid by Hows’ solicitors in May 1915.793  These fees were noted as deductions against the owners’ share 

value when Hows purchased them, but while a £5 deduction for survey fees was shown on receipt for 

sellers Himi Wiremu, Pūhipi Pene, and Pāora Pene (i.e. £15), it appears that such deductions did not 

occur for any other owner, particularly as many of them were overpaid for their share value. 

3.2.4 Overview of survey charges for Matauri, the Motukawa Islands, and Panaki, 1914-22 

The evidence for this report suggests that outstanding survey liens or charges794 were not necessarily a 

driver of the leasing and purchase of land.  Survey costs were a charge on a block, and also the numerous 

subdivisions, with each partition of the block bringing with it further survey charges.   

                                                      
791  Telegram from Wilson to Chief Surveyor, 5 March 1915; and, telegram from Surveys to Wilson, 6 March 1915.  

Both on file ABWN A1810 1109 Box 231 20/39, Maori Land Blocks – Motukawanui Block, 1913-18. 
792  Wiremu Hōhaia me etahi atu, Matauri Bay, to Chief Surveyor, received 1 April 1915.  On ibid.  
793  Memorandum from Chief Surveyor to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 31 July 1916.  On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 

76o 222, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Motukawanui – to H.N.S. Hows, 1911[-1918]. 
794  I have used the terms ‘liens and ‘charges’ interchangeably in this report.  The Pouakani Tribunal gave the 

following definitions for the two terms: ‘A "lien" is a right which one person has to retain the property of 
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Survey costs were a long running sore for Maori, because they had been imposed by a Native 

Land Court with no obligation to consider the economic consequences of its actions, and were 

applied irrespective of the value of the land.  Poor quality hill land paid as much (if not more 

because of the length of the survey lines and the roughness of the country) as good quality flat 

land.  The costs attracted interest charges, and were for fixed amounts, thus taking no account 

of rises and falls in the value of land.795 

The costs include the cost of surveying the block and costs associated with examination (by the Survey 

Office) of the plan before approval by the Chief Surveyor.  In some cases where the records disclosed it, 

travel and other incidental costs associated with the action of undertaking the physical survey are 

included.  Some survey charges were amended to reflect a title status, such as reserve or wāhi tapu; in 

which case, costs for those blocks were redistributed among the other blocks – presumably this was 

without the knowledge of the owners.  To what degree owners were also aware of how such charges are 

made up is not disclosed in the evidence, and only one individual – a Pākehā – complained that the liens 

were excessive (for Matauri 2B).   

Ever since the 1909 Act, all survey liens attracted five percent per annum interest on a perpetual basis.796  

The Native Land Amendment and Native Land Claims Adjustment Act 1927 allowed the Native Land 

Court to recommend remission of interest in individual cases, and the survey compromises of 1930 were 

also a form of remission of interest (and principal).  The 1927 amendment was incorporated into the 

Native Land Act 1931, and its successor the Māori Affairs Act 1953.  After 1955, the interest regime was 

relaxed.  For the purpose of this report, though, and as the table below shows, survey charges for the 

Matauri parent and initial partitioned blocks were generally paid by the early 1920s or were to become 

compromised survey charges (see chapter four).  Liens over Matauri 1D3 (being an island), Matauri 2G, 

and 2K were eventually discharged under section 56 of the Māori Affairs Amendment Act 1974.  Section 

56 provided for survey and other charges in favour of the Crown to be discharged.   

The normal method of claiming back survey costs was to make application to the Land Court for a lien or 

charge to be registered against the title.  The cost of survey fell on the owners of the land regardless of 

whether they had initiated the survey or not.  For Matauri, the Government and private surveyors made a 

number of lien applications, as shown below, and the original survey charges were simply redistributed 

among the subsequent or derivative partitions.  These liens were then gazetted.  As Professor Alan Ward 

commented in general about liens, the degree the Court subjected lien applications to any ‘kind of 

examination, or simply accepted them, is not known.’797  If the cost of survey was not able to be 

                                                                                                                                                                     
another or to have a charge over it until the debt owing by the other is paid. A "charge" is an encumbrance on 
the land which charges the land with payment of the debt. It is like a mortgage over the land which secures the 
debt by giving priority over the owner(s) interest in the land.’  Waitangi Tribunal, The Pouakani Report 1993, 
Wellington, Brooker’s Ltd, 1993, pp. 206-7. 

795  David Alexander, ‘Consolidation, Development and Public Works Takin in Southern Kaipara’, a report 
commissioned by Crown Forestry Rental Trust, January 1999, Wai 1040 #E19, p. 26. 

796  Section 402, Native Land Act 1909, section 500, Native Land Act 1931, section 409 Māori Affairs Act 1953. 
797  Alan Ward, ‘National Overview’ Vol ii, p. 328. 
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immediately met, a lien or charge was placed over the land by the surveyor which was effectively like a 

mortgage which could, in the event of non-payment, be foreclosed and an equivalent in land taken to 

satisfy the debt.  This did not seem to happen with Matauri, although survey fees were deducted from sale 

proceeds, as shown in Tables 2 and 3. 

The table below summarises all disclosed survey charges over the period 1911 to 1922, when most of the 

partitioning activities took place over Matauri.  Total survey liens for Matauri 1 and 2 during this period, 

and including the Motukawa and Panaki Islands, were around £563.9.11 covering some 4,218.30 acres.  

The exact lien amount is not known, and is possibly higher as most of the figures in the table do not take 

into account interest accrued.  The liens exclude the remainder of the Cavalli Islands as no survey charges 

were located (even though a survey plan (ca.1948) was drawn up of the islands, albeit by using a 

topographical plan).   

Table 24: Summary of survey charges imposed over Matauri, Motukawa islands, and Panaki, 1911-22 

Matauri 

Lien details

Comment /(paid by Māori (M)/ Pākehā (P)) Date 
reg. 

Registered  
(including additional fees, 

but excluding interest) 
Amount paid  

(if known) 

Appellation Area (acres) £ s d £ s d 

1 1,520 1913 93 17 7 [n/a] Distributed among subsequent partitions

1A 56.12 
1916 

10 2 1 [see Table 44 under 
chapter five] 

Became pt Matauri X; see also compromised survey charge 
Table 38 

1B 73.5 5 18 5 11 12 3 Paid 1916 (M)

1B1 50 
1918 

5 11 2 11 12 3 Paid 1917 (P)

1B2 23 6 2 2 5 0 0 Paid 1918 (?); see compromised survey charge Table 38 

1C 27.92 
1916 

4 17 7 See compromised survey charge Table 38 

1D 111 8 7 10 5 0 0 Paid 1917 (M)

1D1 54.51 

1920 

3 19 2 3 19 2 Paid 1921 (M); became pt Matauri X 

1D2 54.51 3 19 2 3 19 2 Paid 1922 (M); became pt Matauri X 

1D3 2 1 5 0 Discharged, 1974

1E 55.87 

1916 

8 11 9 16 4 4 Paid 1922 (M)

1F 55.75 6 17 11 13 10 3 Paid 1921 (M?)

1G n/a n/a n/a ‘Cemetery’

1H 295.56 13 7 7 Lien added to 1H1-8 

1H1 21.62 5 10 8 Paid 1917 (?)

1H2 36.23 6 14 7 Paid 1920 (?)

1H3 16.75 5 4 2 
[see Table 44 under 

chapter five] 
Became pt Matauri X; see compromised survey charge Table 
38 1H4 96.74 8 8 8 

1H5 31 6 10 1 

1H8 93.01 12 0 2  Distributed among derivative partitions

1H8A 17.84 

1918 

6 16 6 [not paid?, as further 
partitioned, see ditto] 

Became pt Matauri X; see compromised survey charge 
Table 38 

1H8B 5.96 3 8 0  Paid 1916 (P)

1H8C 69.56 10 0 11 [n/a] Distributed among derivative partitions 

1H8C1 6 
1922 

4 0 0 [see Table 44 under 
chapter five] 

Became pt Matauri X; see compromised survey charge 
Table 38 1H8C2 23.65 6 19 0 
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Matauri 

Lien details

Comment /(paid by Māori (M)/ Pākehā (P)) Date 
reg. 

Registered  
(including additional fees, 

but excluding interest) 
Amount paid  

(if known) 

Appellation Area (acres) £ s d £ s d 

1H8C3 39.93 8 12 0 

1J  
n/a n/a n/a ‘Cemetery’ 

1K  

1L 843.02 1916 35 18 3 [n/a] Lien added to 1L1-4

1L1 318.5 

1917 

50 18 7 Paid 1917 (?)

1L2 128.72 29 9 4 [see Table 44 under 
chapter five] 

Became pt Matauri X; see compromised survey charge 
Table 38 

1L3 226.25 42 6 4 [n/a] Distributed among derivative partitions? Partly paid? 

1L3A 31.85 
1922 

7 16 0 [not paid?, as further 
partitioned, see ditto] See compromised survey charge Table 38 

1L3B 194.40 16 16 8  

1L4 174 1917 23 1 8 [see Table 44 under 
chapter five] 

Became pt Matauri X; see compromised survey charge 
Table 6 

Sub-total 1,707.37  255 18 2 

2 1,507 1913 81 6 1 [n/a] Distributed among derivative partitions

2A 25 1917 6 7 0 6 17 10 Paid 1919 (P)

2B 143 1913 21 9 1 9 10 0 Paid 1911 (P)

2C 30 

1917 

4 7 11 7 9 7 Paid 1919 (P)

2D 71.69 4 14 6 10 6 0 Paid 1917 (M)

2E 55.38   11 1 7 Paid 1916 (P)

2F 175.07 

1917 

25 11 3 Discharged, 1974; see compromised survey charge 
Table 38 2G 54.44 14 9 7 

2H 312 34 9 0 34 9 4
Paid 1917 (P) 

2J 484 56 18 8 19 9 11

2K 148.21 21 13 3 Discharged, 1974; see compromised survey charge Table 38

Sub-total 1,498.79  197 2 9 

Motukawanui 876 
Not stated 

89 5 6 Paid 1912-8 (P?)

Motukawaiti 116.14 20 2 6 Paid 1911-2 (P)

Panaki 20 1921 1 1 0 Not known if or when paid 

Sub-total 1,012.14  110 9 0 Liens highlighted in red were not added to the sub-totals given their 
redistribution among derivative partitions. TOTAL 4,218.30  563 9 11 

 

Some 45 percent of the survey charges pertained to Matauri No. 1 subdivisions, followed by 35 percent 

for Matauri No. 2 subdivisions, with the remainder 20 percent for the Motukawa and Panaki islands.  

Roughly £342.13.6 (61 percent) of the liens for up to 18 subdivisions were paid between 1911 and 1922.  

The majority of liens were paid directly by Māori, or they were deducted from the consideration, such as 

what happened with Matauri 1B1, 1H8B, 2A-C, 2E, 2H, 2K, and the two Motukawa islands – these are 

examined under the respective block sections further on in this report.  The remainder liens unpaid as at 

1922 were around £220.16.5, though many of the blocks with unpaid liens were later placed under the 

compromised survey charges scheme (discussed in chapter four). 
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3.3 Alienation of Matauri No. 1 and 2 partitions, and the Motukawa islands, 1911-1969 

Matauri No. 1 and No. 2 appear not to have been formally or informally leased prior to partition, 

although the Motukawa islands (or parts thereof) were informally leased from at least the 1870s for 

farming.  With the initial partitioning completed, local settlers immediately began to lease and purchase 

large swathes of Matauri No. 2 and the Motukawa islands; they seemed, though, less enthusiastic in 

acquiring areas, even by lease, within Matauri No. 1, except for 1B1 and 1F (Waiaua) adjacent the coast.  

Adjacent the Matauri 2H block, Matauri 1B was purchased by the new 2H lessee, who eventually 

purchased 2H as well.  Except for much of its coastal land, the No. 2 block was very hilly in nature and 

less attractive in terms of land-based access comparative to the northern part of the No. 1 block, which 

had more appealing and accessible flat and cultivable areas behind the Matauri Bay beach and on the 

tableland plateau of Te Tāpui, all of which showed Māori occupation (cultivations and whare).  At least 

one sale, Matauri 2B, was confirmed by the Māori Land Board prior to the partition of the Matauri No. 2 

block.  Except for the sale of Matauri 2J in 1969, all the purchases occurred after the passing of the 

Native Land Act 1909 between 1911 and 1924, with two leasing arrangements (over Matauri 2J) after 

1930.   

With the exception of Matauri 1F – which was probably leased to assist the kauri log extractions of the 

Leslie settlers – there was no clear indication in the evidence as to exactly why leases or purchases were 

being taken up by Pākehā, or why owners were wanting to lease or sell.  Hearn states that land owners 

saw leasing as one means of raising capital, meeting demands for rates, ensuring that the land was put to 

productive use, and of retaining ownership.  Hearn also concluded that many Northland Māori elected to 

sell land in order to meet ‘immediate subsistence needs’, including for housing, medical, and educational 

needs. 798  It is not readily apparent in the evidence for this report whether such needs were expressed, let 

alone that rentals or even purchase proceeds were used as a means of acquiring capital finance.   

Furthermore, the evidence notes little of what the lessors or sellers intended to use the monies for, let 

alone – much as Hearn had concluded – that the Board actually ‘inquired into the circumstances of those 

selling, the reasons for any proposed sale, or the consequences which sale might have for the beneficial 

owners’.799  Many owners were absent, living outside the area.  Some of these may have been less inclined 

to use the lands for themselves, a demonstrated in the following two examples.  The first concerned, 

Tarawau Kira, a lessor in 2D.  He stated that he had never seen the land although he was keen for his 

children to use it, otherwise, if the lease was renewed then he thought the land should be sold.  The 

second example concered the purchase of Tāmati Hōri’s interests in Matauri 2H in 1919.  Tāmati added 

that he lived in Kaikohe as a widower after leaving Matauri some seven years earlier, and by all accounts 

he was not planning on returning to Matauri.  While the 1969 purchase of Matauri 2J is later in the 

alienation epoch, it is notable for how its alienation was determined by less than a handful of absentee 

                                                      
798  Hearn, Wai 1040 #A3, pp. 515, 858.   
799  Ibid, pp. 531. 
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owners with a majority shareholding, despite some resident owners saying they wanted the opportunity to 

use the block for their own whānau. 

However, economic opportunities, or lack thereof, did emerge in the evidence, for example, from the 

roading section of chapter four where local settlers (Pākehā and Māori) were resolute in their frequent 

entreaties to central and local government over several decades to have a roadline extend from Wainui to 

Te Ngaere, and then linked up with the Matauri Bay roadline over Matauri No. 1.  Māori owners wanted 

the roadline to not only provide land access to the markets for their produce, but so they, or absentee 

owners, could have an opportunity to develop their lands.  So, while inland access to the No. 2 block was 

by rough bush tracks at best, the coastal lands were more open and easily exploitable.  Except for Matauri 

2C-D, the rest of the No. 2 partitioned blocks had sea access with seemingly good sheltered beaches.  

Today, these areas – except for Waiaua which has reverted to scrub and Te Ngaere which is an enticing 

coastal settlement – are mostly farmed along the coast with the hinterland covered in scrub and 

regenerating bush. 

While chapter two showed that timber disputes had occurred over Matauri in the early 1900s, was it 

possible that after the initial partitioning of both blocks that some land was leased or purchased for the 

extraction of kauri or other timber?  This appears probable for Matauri 1F for the use of the Waiaua 

Stream, but, I suggest, less so elsewhere.  Evidence shows that the main waterways at Te Ngaere (2A) and 

Waiaua (1F) were used for the transport of kauri logs down to the beach; however, as noted in chapter 

two, timber extraction was already occurring at Matauri in the early 1900s, and whereas the location of 

extraction on Matauri is not altogether clear, the more easily accessible areas (around the coast) would 

probably have been exploited first before the more inaccessible and hillier inland areas were tackled.  This 

is shown, for example, in the early survey plans (early 1910s) for the No. 2 block that show large coastal 

areas already denude of forest.  For Matauri 2D, there were reports in the late 1930s that the lessee had 

felled bush to grass, although it is not stated whether this included millable or valuable timber, although it 

was evident with the grassing that a farming activity was the anticipated outcome. Referring to 

Motukawanui, Cochrane stated that much of the forest had been cleared in the late nineteenth century to 

allow farming.800  Hearn stated the value of standing timber was not taken into account by the Land 

Board in considering the adequacy of consideration;801 and this value is not disclosed in any sources for 

this report concerning the alienation of land – this includes for Matauri 1F where the purpose of the 

lease, I suggest, was to have unfettered access to the Waiaua Stream for the transport of kauri logs 

extracted from the Waiaua Estate, Whakarārā area, or elsewhere, rather than to cut timber on the block 

itself.  Kauri extraction, therefore, may not have been a major factor in the leasing and purchasing post-

1910 on either Matauri and definitely not on Motukawanui.    

                                                      
800  Cochrane, p. 161. 
801  Hearn, Wai 1040 #A3, p. 536. 
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One notable feature of a lease arrangement in five blocks (Matauri 2A, 2C, 2H, Motukawanui, and 

Motukawaiti) is that within a space of a few years (or more for 2H) they led to the lessee purchasing the 

block.  The evidence does not disclose the reasons why.  Alan Ward noted generally, citing Loveridge, 

that leases led to sales because ‘boards did not enforce the creation of sinking funds from rents received, 

to pay for the improvements at the end of the lease, as the 1909 Act envisaged.’802  It is perhaps doubtful 

that at the time the Matauri leases came into being in the early 1910s, whether evidence showing the 

boards in non-compliance with section 228 was yet evident and widespread (unless the Matauri lessees 

had been advised that such funds were not going to be set aside, although there is no evidence to show 

this). 

3.3.1 Introduction to the alienation of Māori land in the early twentieth century 

The Māori Lands Administration Act 1900 was partially a response to Māori calls for further autonomy in 

the management of their lands through a ‘taihoa’ policy.803  As noted in chapter two, in general the land 

councils were not overly successful.  The Crown therefore changed policy tack by enacting the Māori 

Land Settlement Act 1905 which saw the Tokerau District Māori Land Council replaced with the Tokerau 

District Māori Land Board.  The new land boards had fewer members than the land councils and did not 

require the same level of Māori representation.804  The boards were required to confirm any alienation 

sought by Māori land owners, but provided little or no financial assistance for Māori land development as 

boards had limited funds.805  The boards under the 1909 Act and its amendments – in which most of the 

alienations occurred for this report – governed themselves in accordance with a set of prescribed 

regulations.806  The Tokerau District Māori Land Board first sat at the beginning of 1906, and would be 

extant for nearly 50 years.807   

The Native Land Act 1909 introduced further reform by simplifying the private purchase or lease of 

Māori lands.  It did this by effectively removing all restrictions on the purchase of Māori land, giving 

Māori owners more autonomy to alienate land in the same way as Pākehā.808  The purchase and leasing of 

Māori lands by their owners, under the supervision of the land boards, became the Crown’s preferred 

                                                      
802  Ward, ‘National Overview’, vol i, p. 103.  Ward does not ascribe a date to his comments although he links it 

with the 1909 Act.  He also does not provide a full reference to Loveridge  and the only Loveridge report he 
refers to in the remainder of his report is Loveridge’s study of the Māori Land Councils and Māori Land 
Boards from 1900- to 1952.  In this report Loveridge’s comments on compensation and the sinking funds are 
dated from the 1940-50s., see Loveridge, Theme k, p. 151. Section 228(1) provided for payment of 
compensation to lessees for improvements and required that a board set aside a proportion of the rentals as a 
sinking fund out of which such payments would be made. 

803  Williams, p. 223. 
804  Section 8 of the 1905 Act allowed the Native Minister to compulsorily vest land in the land board if the land 

was not considered to be ‘required’ or ‘suitable’ for Māori occupation.  This did not occur with Matauri or the 
islands.  

805  Armstrong and Subasic, Wai 1040 #A12, p. 1447. 
806  See Regulations relating to Maori Land Boards under the Native Land Act, 1909, and its amendments’.  Copy 

provided by the Waitangi Tribunal. 
807  Armstrong and Subasic, Wai 1040 #A12, pp. 1447-8.  
808  Section 207. 
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solution to the problem of ‘idle’ Māori lands.  The Act provided two ways by which Māori land was 

alienated for this report: private alienation by the owners themselves, and alienation as a result of a 

resolution of a majority of the owners assembled in a meeting called for that purpose by a Land Board. 

Part XIII of the 1909 Act dealt with alienation.   

Where the land in question had fewer than 10 owners, the prospective purchaser or lessee could negotiate 

an agreement directly with the owners, then take it to the board for approval – this was the case for all 

Matauri alienations, bar Matauri 2J, in the period 1911-1924.  Where a piece of land had more than 10 

owners (such as 2H), alienation was by way of Part XVIII of the 1909 Act and the assembled-owners 

process (i.e. decisions over Māori land alienation had to be made at publicly notified meetings of owners).  

This process continued under Part XVIII of the Native Land Act 1931 for the leasing of Matauri 2H in 

1938. For the sale of Matauri 2J in 1969, the meeting of owners provisions of Part XXIII of the Māori 

Affairs Act 1953 prevailed.   Under the 1909 and 1931 Acts, all meetings had to be called by the relevant 

Māori Land Board, with the President of the Board or his representative taking record.809  Under the 1953 

Act, the Court Registrar or other official from the Department of Māori Affairs was delegated this 

function.810  A resolution was deemed to be carried if the owners who voted in favour of it (in person or 

by proxy) owned ‘a larger aggregate share of the land’ than those who voted against it.811  Under both the 

1909 and 1931 Acts, such resolutions had to be confirmed by the Land Board before they took effect, 

having due regard ‘to the public interest and to the interests of the owners’.812  Under the 1953 Act, the 

Native Land Court had to confirm the resolution.813  No lands, therefore, could be alienated without 

approval of the board or court.  Hearn noted that the assembled owner provisions may have ‘enhanced’ 

the ability of owners to deal with their land, and strengthened the hand of larger interest holders.  This 

was not so beneficial in the purchase of Matauri 2J in 1969, in which a small minority of absentee owners 

held sway over a majority in attendance to a meeting of assembled owners but who had a small minority 

shareholding.  In the end, the number of owners were outweighed by the number of shares; with the two 

being far from equal. 

The exception to this 10-owner rule was section 209 of the 1909 Act, which provided for Māori land 

owned by more than ten owners to be inalienable except by leave of the Land Board.  Here a land board 

could bypass the provisions of Part XVIII if, under section 209(3) it regarded such a move in the ‘public 

interest and in the interests of the Native owner’.  Section 209 was invoked by George Hows and 

Katherine Leslie, respectively for the alienation of Motukawanui (which had 12 owners) and by Katherine 

Leslie for Motukawaiti (10 owners), all in 1911. 

                                                      
809  Section 342. 
810  Section 310. 
811  Section 343 of the 1909 Act, section 418 of the 1931 Act, and section 311 of the 1953 Act. 
812  Section 348 of the 1909 Act, and section 425 of the 1931 Act. 
813  Section 317. 
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The 1953 Act introduced a quorum of three owners being required to attend meetings to approve the 

resolution to sell land.  This allowed a small number of owners to make decisions on the alienation of 

land, although, for the purchase of Matauri 2J in 1969, while its purchase was passed by a smaller number 

of votes in favour than against, those in favour still held the majority shareholding.  

Section 23 of the Native Land Amendment Act 1913 eliminated Māori representation on the land boards 

and reduced board membership to two; a Judge and Registrar of the Native Land Court in the district.  

Therefore, while the Native Land Court remained formally responsible for questions of title and 

succession, and the land boards for administration of land, both roles were now filled by the same 

individuals.  The Native Land Act 1931 formally shifted responsibility for the statutory checks from the 

land board to the land court, and with the establishment of the Native Trustee (who would become the 

Māori Trustee) under the Native Trustee Act 1920, and over a 30 year period, duties which once might 

have been given to the land boards were increasingly passed over to the Native Trustee.  In 1952, the 

Māori Land Boards were abolished, and their remaining protective functions passed over to the Māori 

Trustee.814  In relation to the alienation of Matauri 2J, the Trustee appears to have failed to act in the best 

interests of the owners. 

The alienations of a number of Matauri partitions and the Motukawa islands during the 1911-1924 period, 

including all bar one land purchase (Matauri 2J), were subject to the Native land Act 1909.  Once a 

purchase occurred between a Māori owner and a private purchaser, then under section 215 of the 1909 

Act each individual seller was required to sign or place a mark on a deed of sale (transfer document).  The 

deed had to be witnessed by a Justice of the Peace, and countersigned by a licensed interpreter whose task 

was to explain the transaction in Māori and ensure that the seller understood what was going on.  The 

deed/purchase document was then presented to the Land Board for consideration.  The Board then had 

to be satisfied under section 220 of the 1909 Act that the alienation instrument complied with all 

formalities as to interpreters and other evidence that the seller understood the effect of the purchase; that 

the purchase was not ‘contrary to equity or good faith’, or to the interests of the seller alienating; the price 

is adequate (usually based on a comparison with a Government valuation); and that there was no breach 

of trust involved or breach of any law and that the purchase would not leave the seller with insufficient 

land for his or her maintenance.  Although no ‘sufficient’ limit of acreage is specified, Hearn concluded 

that the figure of 20 or 30 acres was adopted by the Land Board as a measure of ‘landlessness’.815  The 

Māori Land Boards were responsible for ensuring that these rules were complied with,816    

                                                      
814  Alan Ward, ‘National Overview’ Vol ii, Waitangi Tribunal Rangahaua Whanui Series, 1997, p. 398; Waitangi 

Tribunal, The Hauraki Report, Vol II, p. 865. 
815  Hearn, Wai 1040 #A3, pp. 149, 535. 
816  Section 217 of the 1909 Act provided that 'No alienation of Native land by a Native' in the North Island 'shall 

have any force or effect until and unless it has been confirmed by a Maori Land Board'.  While if any person 
might be made landless by an alienation, the Board could make application itself to the land court to have 
partition orders made to cut out that person’s interest, although this never occurred in the alienation of 
Matauri blocks.  Section 228(1) required lessors to pay for improvements made to the land by the leaseholder 
and section 228(7) allowed for this compensation to be held as a charge against the land.  Copies of lease 
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There were a number of features of compliance with these rules.  Foremost, as appears to be the case in 

the purchase and leasing of Matauri lands, is the compiling of the necessary documentation under the 

1909 Act by the purchaser or his/her solicitor, as summed up by the Hauraki Tribunal: 

The necessary statutory declarations and other documentation required under the 1909 Act 

before the board could approve the alienation were commonly prepared by the purchasers and 

their solicitors, and, provided the documentation was compete and the price paid was in line 

with Government valuation, the board regularly approved the partition and alienation with 

little or no additional inquiry.817   

Hearn noted that a land board relied on Government rather than market valuations when considering the 

matter of price.818  Then there was the mechanism of protecting Māori owners when alienating land by 

determining where section 220(c) of the Native Land Act 1909 required the land board to ensure that 

owners had sufficient land to sustain him/her following alienation and, as the Central North Island 

inquiry stated, so that the individual did not become a burden on the state.819  The question of sufficiency 

of land also needs to be seen in the context of whether or not the remaining land was suitable for 

development, whether it was accessible, the nature of the title including if it was a small undivided share 

of land in a larger area, or if land was leased and therefore unavailable for the owner to settle and farm.   

With respect to private purchases the onus was on the purchaser to show that the individual he was 

purchasing from was not landless or would be rendered landless.  Alan Ward stated that this ‘opened a 

window to sharp practice and it is difficult to see how, without making its own independent checks, the 

boards could be sure of the facts alleged.’820  As Parliamentarian W. H. Herries commented at the time 

the Native Land Bill was being debated in Parliament, it was ‘almost impossible in certain cases to prove 

that the Native has other land …’.821  Section 220(c) was amended and weakened by section 91 of the 

Native Amendment Act 1913 which allowed for Māori to be made landless if the land being alienated did 

not provide the seller with the means of support, or they had another means of making a living.  The 

emphasis had now switched to preserving enough land for each individual, to subsistence only, and there 

was to be no provision for future generations.822   Section 91 did not seem to be used in the alienation of 

Matauri lands, or certainly was not cited or referred to.   

                                                                                                                                                                     
documents and their conditions were not located, making it unclear as to how section 228 affected the leasing 
at Matauri. 

817  Waitangi Tribunal, The Hauraki Report, Vol II, pp. 861-2. 
818  Hearn, Wai 1040 #A3, p. 536. 
819  Waitangi Tribunal, He Maunga Rongo, p. 791. 
820  Ward, ‘National Overview’ Vol ii, p. 392.  Ward cites unreferenced evidence from Don Loveridge, and a report 

from John Hutton’s study of the Waikato-Maniapoto Māori Land Board (‘J L Hutton, ‘The Operation of the 
Waikato–Maniapoto District Land Board’, report for the Crown Forestry Rental Trust in conjunction with the 
Twentieth Century Maori Land Administration Project, May 1996) to back up his summation. 

821  Loveridge, Theme k, p. 83 fn 44, citing W.H. Herries, NZP 1909, p. 1105. 
822  Waitangi Tribunal, He Maunga Rongo, p. 791.     
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It is unclear how much attention a board paid to ensuring sellers had sufficient other lands.  Ward cites 

Loveridge’s ‘doubts that the checks required before confirmation of land boards could have been 

adequate in view of the sheer number of transactions passing through them’.823  Both Williams and Hearn 

also conclude that the Crown did little investigation into sellers’ ‘other lands’.824  This suggests that the 

protection provided by legal requirements to reject any proposed transaction if any vendor would thereby 

be rendered landless were inadequate and perfunctory at best; such responses are evident in this report. 

 

3.3.2 The sale of Matauri 1B1 to Thomas Hows, 1916-18, and payment irregularities 

 

Created # of owners Shares Area Current status (date sold – amount per acre)

1916 1 30 50ac/20.23ha SOLD (1918 – 15/- or £0. 75/acre ) 
 

Summary 

In 1915, one of the two owners in Matauri 1B unsuccessfully tried to purchase the other owner’s interests 

in the block.  A year later, another purchase, this time successful, was made between Raiha Hōne Hapa to 

Thomas Hows for 50 acres, being Matauri 1B1.  Because of confusion arising from survey costs which 

                                                      
823  Ward, ‘National Overview’ Vol I, p. 104.  Ward provides not reference to Loveridge’s comments.  Ward also 

cites (fn 90) John Hutton’s in-depth study of the Waikato-Maniapoto board who concluded that the 1909 Act 
created a huge load of work for the boards to manage on few additional resources. 

824  Hearn, Wai 1040 #A3, p. 857; Williams, pp. 214-5. 
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required a portion of the non-seller’s land to be given to Hows in lieu of survey costs Hows had paid, the 

purchase was finally confirmed by the Board in May 1918.  This delay is probably attributed to the 

purchase taking place before a proper survey had been completed, and the Board not monitoring the 

situation more rigorously.  There was a minor underpayment to the seller which did not appear to be 

picked up by any party or officials. 

Details 

In 1913, Matauri 1B was vested to Hōne Hapa (30 shares) and Harepeka Taharoa (20 shares).   The block 

is hilly and located between Putataua and Parua Bays.  Little is shown in the sources as to what condition 

the land was in at this time, although it had ready sea access.  In 1915, Raiha Hōne Hapa, successor to 

Hōne Hapa, 825 attempted to purchase the interests of Taharoa and while part payment of £19.4.10 was 

made to Taharoa, for reasons unknown the purchase did not proceed.826  Tom Bennion noted that the 

strict requirement for confirmation gave land boards an important role in ensuring that only the 

alienations beneficial to Māori would be passed, but that it would also be a ‘significant incentive to private 

purchasers to ensure that they dealt adequately with all affected Maori parties in any transactions’, for if 

confirmation was not given it was as if no transaction had occurred, ‘which could be a financial disaster 

for a prospective buyer.’827  This may have been the case in the failed attempt by Raiha as there is no 

indication that Taharoa paid back the £19 to Raiha. 

In February 1916, solicitors Reed & Miller submitted an application to confirm the purchase to Pākehā 

settler Thomas A. Hows of the shares of Raiha Hōne Hapa in Matauri 1B for a consideration of 15/- per 

acre.828 Sitting at Auckland on 11 April before Judge Wilson, the Land Board gave confirmation of the 

application subject to a ‘sch’ [schedule of other lands owned by the sellers].829  A schedule of other lands 

showed that Raiha had interests in Kohumanu A1 and Motukawanui, although the latter interests are 

marked ‘sold’.  The solicitors noted that Hapa was living with her husband Turi Harawene who had 

interests in other lands, but the solicitors were directed to produce a declaration before the schedule 

                                                      
825  See schedule of owners for Matauri 1B on Matauri Block Order File No. 1, MLC.  The schedule shows the 

probable date of death for Hōne as 21 December 1912 with succession on 17 May 1913.  
826  Application for Confirmation to purchase shares in Matauri 1B, 21 April 1915; Schedule of Other Lands, 

certified 24 May 1915; Certificate of Valuation re Matauri 1B, 1 May 1915; Particulars of Title of Owners re 
Matauri 1B, 24 May 1915; Two receipts showing payments to Hāre Peka Taharoa; one undated, the other 24 
November 1917 (Blomfield – presumably wearing his lawyer’s hat – witnessed the receipts along with Matire 
De La Croix as a licensed interpreter); Tokerau MLB minute sheet for Matauri 1B2, [1915].  All on file BAAI 
A39 11466 Box 55m 2217, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 1B1, 1915-8, ANZ; AFKK 4711 Box 1703 
W3516/241, Tokerau Minute Book 8 – [Tokerau District Maori Land Board …], 1914-15, p. 261. 

827  Tom Bennion, Rangahaua Whanui National Theme p, The Maori Land Court and Land Boards, 1909 to 1952, First 
Release, Waitangi Tribunal Rangahaua Whanui Series, Wellington, 1997, pp. 5-6. 

828  Reed & Miller to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 15 February 1916, with attached Application for Confirmation to 
purchase shares in Matauri 1B, 15 February 1916, file BAAI A39 11466 Box 55m 2217, Tai Tokerau Alienation 
file, Matauri 1B1, 1915-8. 

829  AFKK 4711 Box 1704 W3516/241, Tokerau Minute Book 9 – [Tokerau District Maori Land Board …], 1915-
16, p. 153. 
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would be approved.830  A declaration from Harawene was submitted identifying that Raiha was the only 

child of Hōne Hapa; that she was entitled to succeed solely to Hōne’s interests in Mahimahi F (20 acres); 

and that he (Harawene) owned interests in the Kāretu Block (246ac) and Ruapekapeka 7B (45ac).831  

Officials were satisfied and approved the schedule of other lands.832  There were no court fees or local 

body rates owing on the block, and a valuation (for Matauri 1B) dated March 1916 reiterated an earlier 

May 1915 valuation of a capital value of £50 for Matauri 1B (or ca.£2.3.5 per acre) with no 

improvements.833   

On 1 August 1916, the Court sat at Ōhaeawai before Judge Wilson with Mr Puckey as clerk and 

interpreter to hear a partition application for Matauri 1B.  The hearing identified the applicant as Hows, 

although in fact there were initially two applications submitted to the Court.  The first was from Raiha (of 

Kawakawa) dated 2 May; the second was from Hows dated 29 May 1916.  Both applications were 

submitted by the same solicitors, Reed & Miller.834  Here, ML plan 9451 was referred to before Hows’ 

solicitor, Mr Miller, produced an agreement between the parties for partitioning the block so that 30 

shares (43a 3r 8p) would go to one partition, and 20 (29a 32p) towards another.  This agreement is 

attached to Hows’ application and states that the division line between the two proposed partitions was to 

start ‘at the mouth of the little stream, and cutting the stream so that each owner has water on his own 

side of the partition line.’  The agreement is signed by Hows and Tira Hira (‘as per Hone Paora’).  

Presumably because of this agreement, there was no need for the application of Raiha to proceed.  The 

Court minutes noted that Hows had purchased 30 shares and paid £11.12.3 for survey charges, which the 

Court calculated would be £6.19.4 for the 30 shares and £4.12.11 for the 20 shares.  The Government 

valuation of the land (purchased?) was 15/- (or £0.75) per acre.  Because Hows had also paid for the 

survey charges for the 20 shares, then an area for the £4.12.11, or 6a 32p, was to be taken off the 20 

shares and added to the 30 shares he had purchased.  The Court therefore partitioned the block into two: 

Matauri 1B1 of 50 acres vested to Hōne Hapa (deceased) or ‘succr’835 and Matauri 1B2 of 23 acres vested 

to Hāre Peka Taharoa.836  The successor for 1B1 is not named but presumably refers to Raiha.  The Court 

                                                      
830  Reed & Miller to Registrar, 3 October 1916 with note from official on bottom of same date, with schedule of 

other lands attached; and letter from Registrar to Reed & Miller, 10 October 1916.  Both on file BAAI A39 
11466 Box 55m 2217, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 1B1, 1915-8. 

831  Reed & Miller to Registrar, 21 October 1916, with Declaration of Turi Harawene, 21 October 1916 attached.  
On ibid. 

832  Registrar to Reed & Miller, 25 October 1915.  On ibid. 
833  Registrar to Reed & Miller, 23 July 1917, with attached NLC certificate on court fees, 20 July 1917, and County 

Clerk re rates on Matauri 1F; Certificate of Valuation re Matauri 1B, 14 March 1916; Certificate of Valuation re 
Matauri 1B, 1 May 1915.  All on ibid. 

834  Reed & Miller to Registrar, 2 May 1916, with Application for Partition re Matauri 1B from Raiha Hōne Hapa 
of the same date attached; and Application for Partition re Matauri 1B from Thomas A. Hows, 29 May 1916, 
with agreement attached.  Both on application file for ‘Matauri’, 1900-53. 

835  Bay of Islands Minute Book 2, p. 52.   
836  Ibid, pp. 52-3; see also Partition Order for Matauri 1B1, 1 August 1916, and Partition Order for Matauri 1B2, 1 

August 1916.  Both on Matauri Block Order File No. 4. 
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did not ask for a portion of the survey charges for the 20 shares be reimbursed, and there was no 

objection to the partitioning.  

In October 1916, Hows’ solicitors submitted an application for survey of Matauri 1B1 along with a 

formal guarantee from Hows to pay for the survey.  Survey costs of 75 percent would be payable when 

the plan was submitted to the Survey Office and the balance, together with cost of examination and five 

percent interest, upon official approval or sign-off of the plan.837  Surveyor R.S. Finch was authorised to 

survey the new partition, and he finished it in March of the following year.838  In early 1917, ML plan 

10553 was approved to reflect the two new subdivisions.839   

                                                      
837  Reed & Miller to Registrar, 6 October 1916, with attached Application for Survey of Native Land re Matauri 

1B1, and Agreement to pay Crown for survey of Matauri 1B1 Block, from Thomas Arnold Hows, n.d..  On 
file BAAZ A557 1109 Box 1476b 20/884 part 1, ‘Maori Land and Survey Liens – Matauri Block Number 1’, 
1912-27. 

838  Chief Surveyor to Reed & Miller, 9 December 1916; Finch to Chief Surveyor, 20 March 1917.  Both on ibid. 
839  The subdivisions were surveyed by John Wilson under supervision by Robert S. Finch, and under authority 

dated 20 November 1916.  Field Book No. 3002, p. 1 (not examined for this report).  The plan was approved 
by Judge Wilson on 4 July 1918, Chief Surveyor to Registrar, Tokerau NLC, 4 March 1917, with approval 
written in margin.  On application file for ‘Matauri’, 1900-53. 
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Map: ‘Plan of Matauri No. 1B No.s 1&2, March 1917’ (ML plan 10553) 

 

There appeared some confusion as to what Hows had paid in consideration.  In November 1917, the 

Registrar advised that Hows send £3.12.11 to complete the purchase; that Hows had paid £11.12.3 (as 

stated in Court) for the whole survey of Matauri 1B block (pre-partitioned) and deducted that amount 

from the proceeds of the purchase of 1B1; and that he would have to seek the proportion of survey fees 

for 1B2 of £3.13.2 from the owners of that block.840  Written in the margin appears to be a correction to 

this advice that Hows needed to refund £5.13.0 ‘paid for the subdivisional survey [of 1B1] which should 

                                                      
840  Registrar to Reed & Miller, 28 November 1917.  On ibid. 
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not be borne by the sellers’ – seemingly the writer was referring to the deduction from the consideration, 

but this is not altogether clear.  Hows’ solicitor, Mr Miller, was advised of this position in or around 

March 1918.  This confusion may have arisen by allowing a purchase before the surveys were properly 

completed, or perhaps a lack of board resources to sufficiently monitor what was going on.  

Around the same time as Miller was being advised, the Native Land Court at Kaeo confirmed the 

following survey charges over Matauri 1B1-2 for the sums of £5.11.2 and £6.2.2, respectively, plus 

interest from 22 March 1917.841  The Court minute, though, shows that the charge for 1B1 was 

subsequently struck out, probably because of the above discussion (the lien was released on 17 August 

1917842).  Kanarahi Pirika paid £5 on the 1B2 survey charge in June 1918, although three years later Pirika 

claimed that this was paid in error as he thought he was an owner in the block.843  Further disputes arose 

around what exactly had been paid, before the Board approved the purchase on 7 May 1918.844  By my 

calculations, it appears that there was a minor shortfall of nine pence owing to Raiha, and no paylist or 

other documentation showing whether the payment to the Land Board of £5.12.0 was paid to her.  

  

                                                      
841  Northern Minute Book 57, p. 97.  
842  Notice of Release of Lien for Matauri 1B1, 17 August 1917, on Matauri Block Order File No. 4; and as also 

noted on PR NA123/25 (Partition Order) re Matauri 1B1, 1 August 1916, LINZ. 
843  Kanarahi Pirika to Chief Surveyor, received 7 April 1920 (in Te Reo).  On file ABWN A1810 1109 Box 114 

20/547 part 1, Maori Land Blocks – Matauri Block No. 2 Block, 1917-73 
844  Reed & Miller to Registrar, 14 April 1918 with receipt attached; Registrar to Reed & Miller, 23 April 1918; 

Reed & Miller to Registrar, 26 April 1918; Note, n.d., at bottom of Reed & Miller to Registrar, 26 April 1918; 
and, Board file note from Registrar, Tokerau MLB, confirming sale of Matauri 1B1, and Tokerau MLB 
certificate of confirmation re Matauri 1B1 endorsed by Reed & Miller, both 8 May 1918. All on file BAAI A39 
11466 Box 55m 2217, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 1B1, 1915-8. The Registrar subsequently sent the 
District Land Registrar a certification that Raiha had no more interests in Matauri 1B1 and that she was of ‘full 
age’ (21 years of age?) on 10 January 1916.  On application file for ‘Matauri’, 1900-53.  It is unclear what the 
purpose of this certification was other than the possibility of ensuring there would be a clean title issued to 
Hows. 
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Table 25: Consideration and costs deducted for purchase of Matauri 1B1, 1916-18 

Consideration  £37.10.0 (50ac @ 15/- per acre) 

Less survey charges -£11.12.3 (30% of the consideration) 

Net balance due to seller  £25.17.9  

Receipts of payment to seller 

7 Feb ‘16 £12.5.0

-£25.17.0
15 Aug ‘17 £3

n.d. £5

Paid to Land Board 17 Apr ‘18 £5.12.0

Owing to seller as at April 1918 9d

 

 

3.3.3 The leasing of Matauri 1F to Fanny Leslie, 1922-43, and subsequent protests 

 

Created # of owners Area Current status  

1913 1 55a 3r 0p/22.56ha 
(incl. Motu Otamakupa) 

Part Matauri X 

Summary 

Matauri 1F is located to the south-east corner of Matauri No. 1, bordering Waiaua Bay.  It was vested to 

Īhaka Pera as sole owner in 1913.  The Leslie family used the Waiaua Stream to transport kauri logs to 

Waiaua Bay.  In 1922, Fanny Leslie obtained a 21-year lease over the block.  She ended up paying rate 

arrears on the block amounting to about 1.5 years of annual rental.  A year later, Leslie attempted to have 

the partition order for 1F cancelled on account of the right-of-way across the property.   

Protests over the leasing began in 1924 and continued well into the 1940s.  Aside from wanting his 

children to farm the land and that a papakāinga area was supposed to have been excluded from the lease, 

Waiaua Bay  

Matauri 1F  

Te Tāpui kāinga

Motu Otamakupa
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Pera also claimed that he did not fully understand the lease details. The lease documents do not disclose 

any papakāinga area and other evidence states that Pera signed the lease in front of the Postmaster, Henry 

Leslie, a brother of the lessee.  An investigation revealed that rental was not being paid to the land board, 

but that Pera had not exhausted all other legal remedies.  When Pera died in or around 1933-34, Henry 

Leslie enquired as to who rental should be paid to.  He was advised to pay the Board plus a five percent 

board commission, and he provided evidence the rent was up-to-date.  This still did not stop claims of 

non-payment of rental, although at this stage Leslie was paying the Board the rental.  The Board, though, 

would not distribute the rental until succession to Pera had been completed.  By 1941, succession had 

been completed, although a distribution of some eight years’ rental was not forthcoming until the matter 

of what rentals had been paid could be proved.  This matter was never resolved, and rather than dragging 

it out further, a distribution was made in the mid-1940s, with the last outstanding distribution made in 

1961. 

Details 

A 21-year lease over Matauri 1F was granted to Fanny Georgina Leslie845 from 1 January 1922 at an 

annual rental of £2.10.0 payable in advance.  This was confirmed by the Land Board on 28 June 1922.846  

The block was valued at £50 (ca.17/10 per acre).847  Clause 7 of the lease provided for re-entry if rent 

went into arrears ‘for a space of 21 days after due date for payment.’848  Local council rates due, including 

arrears from 1917-21, for £3.11.1 were paid by Leslie.849  A receipt for £5850 from the lessor, Īhaka Pera, 

dated 17 June 1922, noted that Pera had a good knowledge of the English language, and was witnessed by 

Henry Leslie, Postmaster and Fanny’s brother.851  The interest in the lease may have derived from the 

                                                      
845  Fanny was the youngest sister of Katherine Leslie (purchaser of Matauri 2B in 1911 and 2E in 1916), L. Hayes, 

p. 80. 
846  Logan & Reynolds to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 24 March 1922, with attached: Application for Confirmation to 

lease Matauri 1F, and Declaration in Support of Application for Confirmation to lease Matauri 1F, both 6 
January 1922; Particulars of Title of Owners for Matauri 1F noting no one was in occupation of the block; 
Certificate showing no court fees owed for Matauri 1F, 29 March 1922; see also Logan & Reynolds to 
Registrar, 22 June 1922 with receipt from Pera showing first two year rental received attached; Board file note 
from Registrar, Tokerau MLB, confirming lease of Matauri 1F, and Tokerau MLB certificate of confirmation 
re Matauri 1F endorsed by Reed & Miller, both 28 June 1922.  All on file BAAI A39 11466 Box 116c 4106, Tai 
Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 1F, 1922-44.   

847  Valuation noted in AFKK 4711 Box 1706 W3516/241, Tokerau Minute Book 11– [Tokerau District Maori 
Land Board …], 1919-22, p. 362. 

848  Typed copy of Lease 11061 re Matauri 1F.  On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 116c 4106, Tai Tokerau Alienation 
file, Matauri 1F, 1922-44. 

849  Logan & Reynolds to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 3 April 1922, with attached County Clerk, Whangaroa County 
Council, to Registrar, 27 March 1922; and, Logan & Reynolds to Registrar, 22 June 1922, with receipt showing 
rates paid off.  Both on ibid.   Arrears were 12/6 per year plus 10% (or 1/3), making a total of 13/9 per year.  
The 1921-22 ‘current’ rates were 14/7, almost a 14% increase from previous years.   

850  Presumably the first year’s rental. 
851  Logan & Reynolds to Registrar, 22 June 1922 with receipt from Pera showing first two year rental received 

attached.  On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 116c 4106, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 1F, 1922-44. 
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Leslie family’s use of the Waiaua Stream to transport kauri logs to Waiaua Bay before transporting the 

logs by sea to the market.  The last log was taken out of Waiaua Bay in 1925.852   

Survey charges registered against the block in 1916 were £6.17.11.  On behalf of Īhaka Peramaka, £5 was 

paid by Kanarahi Pirika towards the charges in November 1918, with Henry Murray paying off £8.10.3 in 

January 1921 to clear all charges853  – this made a combined survey charge of £13.10.3 (or a 96 percent 

increase on the registered charge) which presumably included interest of £6.12.4.  The Chief Surveyor 

confirmed Pirika’s clarification that the £5 payment he paid was for Matauri 1F and not ‘Matauri B2’.854  

In April 1921, though, the survey office refused the request of Pirika to have the £5 refunded after such a 

‘lapse of time’, and suggested he seek recompense from the other owners.855  In March 1925, Pirika again 

sought to have the £5 refunded, stating that Īhaka Pera had refused to compensate him for it, and he 

(Pirika) had meant to place the money onto Matauri 1D1 not 1F.856  He was advised that Murray had paid 

the lien on 1D1 at the same time he had paid the balance off on 1F, and both titles had then been sent to 

the Land Transfer Office (presumably to have the charge taken off the respective titles).857 

In 1923, Leslie’s solicitors applied to the Court to have the partition order cancelled in order to strike out 

the right-of-way, or track, across the block.858   The District Land Registrar would not accept the 

(partition) order with the right-of-way as it apparently could not be defined by survey.859  According to 

the Chief Surveyor the lack of definition was because to do so would come at considerable cost.’860  Upon 

being asked, the surveyor Robert Finch was able to sketch the track on a tracing and stated:  

At the time of survey the track was hardly used, in fact there were several tracks but the one 

now shown [on the tracing] is probably the main one and the position is approximately correct 

as regards 1F.861 

As a consequence of the tracing, the survey office was able to sketch the track onto the (partition) orders 

to meet the Land Registrar’s requirements, and Logan & Reynolds withdrew their court application.862   

                                                      
852  L. Hayes, p. 114. 
853  Chief Surveyor to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 29 March 1922.  On ibid.  The lien registered against the block was 

released, see Notice of Release of Lien for Matauri 1E and 1F, 18 January 1921, on Matauri Block Order File 
No. 5. 

854  Kanarahi Pirika, Matauri Bay, to Chief Surveyor, 27 November 1918 (in Te Reo with translation); and, Chief 
Surveyor to Pirika, 20 May 1920.  Both on file BAAZ A557 1109 Box 1476b 20/884 part 1, ‘Maori Land and 
Survey Liens – Matauri Block Number 1’, 1912-27.   

855  Pirika to Chief Surveyor, 6 April 1921 (in Te Reo), and Chief Surveyor to Pirika, 14 April 1921.  Both on ibid.   
856  Kanarahi Pirika, Matauri Bay, to Chief Surveyor, 4 March 1925.  On file BAAZ A557 1109 Box 1476b 20/884 

part 1, ‘Maori Land and Survey Liens – Matauri Block Number 1’, 1912-27. 
857  Chief Surveyor to Kanarahi Pirika, 12 March 1925.  On ibid. 
858  Logan & Reynolds to Registrar, NLC, 31 July 1923.  On application file for ‘Matauri’, 1900-53. 
859  Logan & Reynolds to Chief Surveyor, 10 July 1923.  On file BAAZ A557 1109 Box 1476b 20/884 part 1, 

‘Maori Land and Survey Liens – Matauri Block Number 1’, 1912-27. 
860  Chief Surveyor to Logan & Reynolds, 19 July 1923.  On ibid. 
861  R.S. Finch to Chief Surveyor, 30 July 1923 with tracing attached.  On ibid. 
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On 17 October 1924, the Land Board received an objection to the lease from Paea Īhaka Pera, child of 

the sole original owner, Īhaka Pera.  She argued on four take: the block was all the lands that Īhaka 

possessed; the contents of the lease were not read out, nor was there any interpreter present to explain to 

Īhaka the lease provisions; and the children of Īhaka were not aware that the land had been leased out. 

The lease was for an area of 40 acres.  The remaining 15 acres were excluded from the lease for a 

papakainga and for agricultural purposes.  This is our only ground for growing crops. … 

When we went to grow crops there, we discovered that the whole of the 15 acres had been included 

in the portion under lease.863 

Paea was advised that the whole block had been leased and that it was too late to re-open the matter as 

the lease had already been confirmed by the board.864   The Board did not appear to know that a schedule 

of other lands for Pera had not been submitted with the other statutory documents for Board 

confirmation, or whether it checked to see if Pera had sufficient land elsewhere for his needs.  While a 

copy of the lease was not sighted for this report, according to one source Īhaka had signed the lease in the 

presence of the Postmaster at Tepene, H.R. (Henry Robert) Leslie (Fanny’s older brother865), who 

certified that Īhaka understood English and the ‘purport of the lease’.866   

In August 1925, the Government received a petition from Īhaka seeking to cancel the lease for three 

reasons: that the land was a papakāinga in which dwelling houses, cultivations and fences were located; 

the lease was obtained through a ‘misunderstanding as it is the assembly ground of our pa’; and that no 

rent had been received ‘for three years’.867  The Native Land Court in Auckland was asked to provide a 

report on the petition.868  The Registrar provided details on the lease and the objection from (Te) Paea 

Īhaka Pera in 1924.  The Registrar’s report pointed out that the dwelling houses, cultivations and fences 

on the block as shown on survey plans were confined to the south-west side of the block.869  The map 

extracts from ML plans 9451 and 8879 further below show and confirm the Registrar’s comments around 

location of those features.  The Registrar also commented that the rent was not paid through the Board 

and he was unable to confirm whether the rent was in arrears.  With no further analysis or comments on 

                                                                                                                                                                     
862  Chief Surveyor to Logan & Reynolds, 6 August 1923.  On ibid; Logan & Reynolds to Registrar, NLC, 30 

August 1923.  On application file for ‘Matauri’, 1900-53. The track can be seen in the partition orders for 
Matauri 1D-F. 

863  Paea Īhaka Pera, Matauri Bay, to Tokerau MLB, 14 October 1924 (in Te Reo with translation).  On file BAAI 
A39 11466 Box 116c 4106, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 1F, 1922-44. 

864  Court Registrar to Under-Secretary, Native Department, 19 September 1925.  On file ACIH 16036 MA 1 1365 
1925/285, Report on petition No. 178/25 of Ihaka Pera …, 1925-35. 

865  For Fanny and Henry’s relationship, see list of children in L. Hayes, p. 80. 
866  Handwritten note about the lease of Matauri 1F, n.d..  On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 116c 4106, Tai Tokerau 

Alienation file, Matauri 1F, 1922-44. 
867  Form letter from Clerk of the Committee to the Native Affairs Committee, 19 August 1925, with typed copy 

of petition from Īhaka Pera, n.d. attached.  Both on file ACIH 16036 MA 1 1365 1925/285, Report on petition 
No. 178/25 of Ihaka Pera …, 1925-35. 

868  Under-Secretary, Native Department, to Registrar, NLC, 14 September 1925.  On ibid. 
869  Court Registrar to Under-Secretary, Native Department, 19 September 1925.  On ibid. 
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the petition, the Registrar’s report was referred onto the Native Affairs Committee, who in turned issued 

its decision on 24 September that as the petitioner had ‘not exhausted his legal remedies’ it had no 

recommendation to make.870   

Less than a decade later, Te Paea wrote on the matter in response to a reply (not sighted for this report) 

from Āpirana Ngata: 

It is my wish to have the said land placed under Consolidation Scheme to enable me and my children 

to take up milking, for this land has been under lease for twelve years from which lease we have not 

received any rent. 

My orchard, buildings, and Papakainga were fraudulently leased by this European.  Even though he is 

leasing all this property no rent has been paid.  This land containing 56 [sic] acres is all grassed.  My 

husband’s land containing 47 acres is adjacent to this land and is all under grass and both properties 

are very suitable for dairying purposes. 

It is my wish that the property should be returned to me now.871 

Consolidation Officer W. Cooper responded in October, citing the delay in his report on the matter being 

due to a lack of response from Te Paea to his initial communication with her, and that he had refrained 

from visiting the area given its isolation, but would do so if ‘urgently required’ by the Native Under-

Secretary.872   Upon instructions from the Under-Secretary, Cooper was told that he should bring the 

matter to a conclusion at the first opportunity, although a special trip to the area was not necessary.873  

Cooper did so in December when he advised that he had spoken to Henry Murray who informed him 

that Te Paea had received the rent payments, and thus any re-entry would probably not succeed.  Murray 

had agreed to make further enquiries.874   

The following February 1935, H.R. Leslie, on behalf of the lessee, enquired as to whom rent should be 

paid since the lessor had passed away 18 months earlier.  According to Leslie, Īhaka had one son and two 

daughters.  The eldest daughter was deceased but had left an adult daughter. 875  Leslie was advised to pay 

rent to the Board plus a five percent commission for the Board’s charge for distribution.876  Having 

submitted to the Board rent and commission for 1934-5, the lessee was asked to provide evidence that 

                                                      
870  No. 178/25 – Petition of Ihaka Pera in Reports of the Native Affairs Committee, AJHR  1925 I-3, p. 14; 

Under-Secretary, Native Department, to chairman, Native Affairs Committee, 22 September 1925.  On file 
MA 1 1365 1925/285, Report on petition No. 178/25 of Ihaka Pera …, 1925-35.  

871  Te Paea Īhaka Pera to Āpirana Ngata, 21 June 1934 (translated copy only).  On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 116c 
4106, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 1F, 1922-44. 

872  W. Cooper to Registrar, 19 October 1934.  On ibid. 
873  Registrar to Cooper, 22 November 1934.  On ibid. 
874  Cooper to Registrar, 19 December 1934.  On ibid. 
875  H.R. Leslie, Tepene, to Registrar, 6 February 1935.  On ibid. 
876  Registrar to F.G. Leslie, 15 February 1935.  On ibid. 
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rent had been paid up to November 1933.877  The 1934-5 rents could not be paid to the beneficial owners 

until succession to Īhaka had taken place, so the Registrar lodged an application to succeed.878   

By this time, Cooper informed the Registrar that as he had not heard anything further from Murray that 

no further action be taken.879  This appeared to suffice for confirmation that rent had been paid up to 

1933 and subsequently there was no follow up with the lessee.  Te Paea was then advised that rent had 

been paid up to 30 November 1935, that an application had been submitted for succession to Īhaka, and 

that so long as the lessee complied with the lease terms and conditions no action could be taken to have 

the land returned before the expiry of the lease – there was no mention of whether previous rents had 

been paid.880   

The matter continued.  Īhaka Pera wrote to the Registrar in August 1936 that no rent had been paid.881  

While a response to Īhaka sought his identification in relation to the original owner Īhaka Pera who was 

deceased, it came back return to sender.882  The matter of the lease, though, was ‘explained to Matauri Bay 

people’ in April 1938.883  But whatever was discussed did not appear to assuage the matter as five months 

later Pera Maka Īhaka Pera wrote to the Land Board stating that no rental money had been received for 

17 years, and suggested that the Board may have received the money.  At this time the Board had 

£12.10.0 on account for the block. 884  Officials acknowledged that the Board had received rentals since 

1934 but were unable to distribute them as they were confused by the names of the successors, who had 

since died, and who was who.  Kōmene Tāhere obliged with details of the descendants of Īhaka Pera, and 

reiterated that Īhaka never received rentals. The Registrar asked a Mr Phillips to treat it as a matter of 

importance, suggesting that it could be referred to the Judge or the Court.885 

 

 

                                                      
877  Leslie to Registrar, 28 February 1935 enclosing rent and commission; Registrar to Leslie, 2 March 1935.  Both 

on ibid. 
878  Registrar to Under-Secretary, 8 March 1935.  On ibid. 
879  Cooper to Registrar, 8 March 1935.  On ibid. 
880  Under-Secretary to Registrar, 14 March 1935; and, Registrar to Paea Īhaka, 18 March 1935.  Both on ibid. 
881  Īhaka Paea to Registrar, 24 August 1936 (Te Reo).  On ibid. 
882  Registrar to Īhaka Pera, Matauri Bay, 15 September 1936.  On ibid.  This was not Te Paea who had passed 

away in 1935, see Northern Minute Book 66A, 9 August 1937, p. 257. 
883  Note from [Judge Acheson?], n.d., on typed copy of Lease 11061.  On ibid. 
884  Pera Maka Īhaka Pera, Matauri Bay, to Tokerau MLB, 5 September 1938 (Te Reo with translation – with note 

at bottom stating rental money held by the Board).  On ibid. 
885  Registrar to Pera Maka Īhaka Pera, 11 October 1938 (in Te Reo with translation); Kōmene Tāhere to Registrar, 

7 November 1938 (in Te Reo with translation), with note on bottom from Registrar to Mr Phillips, 30 
November 1938.  Both on ibid. 
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Image 9: Extracts from ‘Plan of Matauri No. 1A-L’, August 1914 (ML plan 9451) and ‘Sketch Plan 
of Waiaua Native Settlement’, [June 1912] (ML plan 8879) 
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Three years later, in January 1941, Kōmene sought information on what rentals the Board held as eight 

successors had been appointed.   The Board held £20, being eight years rent, that had not been 

distributed as it was held ‘without prejudice – payment of rent to 31.12.33 not proved.’886  The matter was 

looked into more thoroughly, with one official suggesting that in spite of being unable to determine 

whether rentals up to 1933 had been made, that a distribution be provided.  Another official suggested 

that the lessee be asked to prove the payments of past rentals ‘to get finality on the complaint’, although 

given that the lease was due to expire any action to terminate by the lessors ‘would now be hardly 

worthwhile.  They may as well have what money there is’.887  Kōmene was advised that the Board had not 

distributed rentals because it had not been provided with ‘all particulars’ on rent payments prior to 1934. 

However, it has now been decided to allow this question to stand over and make a distribution of the 

amount in hand less a reasonable reserve for any unforeseen expenses that may arise in connection 

with the block. 

This distribution would take place once Kōmene had submitted contact details of the owners.888  Leslie, 

though, appeared to be keen on securing a new lease over the block: ‘According to the information 

supplied … the land would not be suitable for use by the native owners or in fact by any natives.’889  In 

June 1943, Leslie’s solicitor, K.W. Harold, was informed that while the lease had expired on 1 January 

1943, as Leslie had paid rent up to December of the same year this would be retained by the Board 

‘without prejudice to the rights of the Native owners’.  However, as the land was not vested in the board 

only the owners could lease it upon confirmation by the Native Land Court.890  Harold was unable to get 

further advice from Fanny Leslie on her intentions, although it was found that she had moved to 

Auckland and that her brother, Henry Leslie (the Postmaster), was attending to her matters.891  In March 

1944, Harold was able to report that Mr Leslie (presumably Henry) had proposed to meet with the 

owners with a view to leasing part of the block for his own needs, although he had no intention to seek a 

refund on the 1943 rent.892  

In October 1944, solicitors Miller & Blundell were asked to send contact details of Īhaka Pera’s 

successors so payment could be arranged.  The amount shown to be distributed was £22.2.6 (comprising 

£7.12.6 to Rihi Weti; £5 to the (unnamed) successors of Peramaka Īhaka Pera/Maka Pera; and 10/- each 

to the remaining owners).893  The solicitors complied and the Registrar agreed that distribution be 

                                                      
886  Kōmene Tāhere to Registrar, 16 January 1941 (in Te Reo with translation), with note on bottom to Mr Cahill, 

10 February 1941).  On ibid. 
887  File notes to Mr Bell, and to Mr Cahill, respectively, both 11 February 1941.  On ibid. 
888  Registrar to Kōmene Tāhere, 4 April 1941.  On ibid. 
889  K.W. Harold, solicitor, Kaikohe, to Registrar, NLC. 9 June 1943.  On ibid. 
890  Registrar to K.W. Harold, 15 June 1943; and, Registrar to J.A. Mills, Kaikohe, 7 February 1944.  Both on ibid. 
891  Note to Registrar, 17 February 1944, on bottom of Registrar to J.A. Mills, Kaikohe, 7 February 1944; and, 

Registrar to Harold, 8 March 1944.  Both on ibid. 
892  Harold to Registrar, 23 March 1944.  On ibid. 
893  Registrar to Miller and Blundell, 9 October 1944 (with distribution list attached).  On ibid.  The contacts 

provided by the solicitors were limited to location only, showing only one owner resident at Matauri Bay. 
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deferred until succession to one owner was confirmed.  At the same time, the solicitors passed Kōmene’s 

claim that Henry (not Fanny) Leslie had leased the property in 1922 at £15 per annum and as such, there 

should be significantly more rental monies owing.894  This appears at odds with Kōmene’s earlier 

acknowledgment in 1938 of the original annual rental of £2.10.0.895  His claim, though, appears to have 

been overlooked or not investigated. 

There is a lack of correspondence on when the rentals were eventually distributed, although there is 

suggestion that some individuals had to wait a number of years.  For instance, when Rihi Busby (Rihi 

Weti, granddaughter of Īhaka Pera896) enquired in August 1961 about the interest of her mother (Kiore 

Īhaka Pera) in Matauri and Waiaua, among other areas, she was informed that there were funds owing to 

her on Matauri 1F of £8.18.8, being ‘rent to 31.12.43’, and arrangements were to be made to forward the 

money to her.897  Presumably, no new lease to Leslie occurred. 

  

                                                      
894  Miller & Blundell to Registrar, 18 October 1944.  On ibid. 
895  See Kōmene Tāhere to Registrar, 7 November 1938 (in Te Reo with translation).  On ibid.  A copy of the lease 

document clearly shows the annual rental at £2.10.0. 
896  Using the tātai cited in Kōmene Tāhere to Registrar, 7 November 1938.  On ibid. 
897  Rihi Busby, Auckland, to Mr Waitford [Waetford?], 21 August 1961; and, District Officer, to Rihi Busby, 12 

April 1961.  Both on file ‘Matauri – corres’, [1903-67.  Other sums due to Busby were for the consideration for 
Tākou East A and Hoahoaina I less ‘Reserve for Succession Duty’, giving her a total £14.7.5.  The £8.18.8 was 
a 17% increase to the £7.12.6 owing to her in 1944 – whether this was because of interest accrued or that Weti 
has succeeded to other individuals is not clear.  
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3.3.4 The leasing and sale of Matauri 2A to Joseph McKeown, 1918-19, and subsequent protests 

 

 

Created # of owners Shares Acreage Current status (date sold – amount per acre)

1913 4 180 25ac/10.12ha SOLD (1919 - £1/acre ) 
 

Summary 

In 1918, Joseph Lithel McKeown – who was married into the Leslie family – secured a 20-year lease over 

Matauri 2A.  In the following year, he paid survey charges for the block equivalent to two year’s rental.  

At this time, McKeown also applied to the Land Board to purchase the block from the four owners.  

Why he chose to initiate a lease and then progress a purchase is not stated.  The confirmation of £1 per 

acre matched that of a Government valuation, and the Board considered that the paperwork and 

consideration was ‘adequate’.  The Board confirmed the purchase in August 1919 and survey fees and 

county council rates were deducted from the purchase monies.   

Some 16 months later, the sellers objected to the purchase after finding out that the land had been sold 

instead of leased.  The sellers were advised that the board had taken all necessary steps under the law to 

satisfy itself with its sale approval.  Seemingly not satisfied with this response, the sellers petitioned 

Parliament in November 1921 citing the purchase as a fraud as they had no intention of alienating the 

land of their tūpuna.  The Court Registrar reported that the sellers had signed the sale documents in the 

presence of the local Postmaster – who had a clear conflict of interest by being the purchaser’s bother-in-

law.  No further action was taken.   
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Details  

In late October 1918 Joseph Lithel McKeown applied to the land board to lease Matauri 2A for 20 years 

from 1 December 1918, at £2 per annum.  McKeown was an apparent ‘sub-postmaster’ at Matauri Bay 

(although when is not known).  He married Bessie Leslie (sister of the Leslie Brothers mentioned in 

earlier this chapter), and they had land at Te Ngaere (presumably 2A).898    

McKeown’s solicitor, A. Logan, progressed his lease application through the land board along with 

McKeown’s lease applications for Matauri 2C and 2D.  Board fees of £3 and several papers for the 

Board’s consideration were submitted, including an application for the confirmation of lease dated 

October 1918, particulars of title of owners, and a statutory declaration from the lessee.899  The 

Whangaroa County Council confirmed that no rates were due for the block.900 

The applications for 2A, 2C and 2D were notified to be heard at Auckland in January 1919.901  The Board 

confirmed the lease on 11 January upon the rental, which was considered ‘adequate’, provided for in 

clause 10 of the lease being ‘amended to a 5% basis.’902  A copy of the lease was not located and it is 

presumed that this amendment did not affect the rental of £2 per annum (see the table below).  Logan 

stated that he had paid (presumably on behalf of McKeown) £4.17.6 ‘outstanding’ survey costs equivalent 

to two years rent.903  In the end, and at the request of Logan, the Board’s endorsement of the amended 

lease was not sought as applications to confirm the purchase of the block, along with Matauri 2C, were 

pending.904   In April 1919, Logan paid the full survey charges equating to £6.17.10.905 

In early 1919, on behalf of McKeown, Logan submitted several papers for the Board’s consideration, 

including an application for the confirmation of purchase dated March 1919, and a schedule of other 

lands held by the sellers to confirm that they had sufficient other lands for their respective needs.  This 

showed that all the owners had interests in Matauri 2J, with Miraka Pāora and Mereihe Pāora each having 

interests in Pupuke B (on south-end of Whangaroa harbour), while Mereana Hongi had interests in 

Waihapa 3B2C (on south-west side of Whangaroa harbour).906  The application was for a consideration of 

                                                      
898  L. Hayes, p. 97.  I have been unable to verify McKeown’s position or length of tenure as postmaster. 
899  A. Logan to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 9 December 1918, with declaration from lessee attached; A. Logan to 

Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 30 October 1918, with application for the confirmation of transfer for Matauri 2A 
dated 30 October 1918, particulars of title of owners for Matauri 2A attached.  All on file BAAI A39 11466 
Box 86a 3208, Tai Tokerau alienation file - Matauri 2A, 1918-27. 

900  County Clerk, Whangaroa County Council, to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 20 February 1919.  On ibid. 
901   New Zealand Gazette No. 168, 12 December 1918, pp. 3955-6. 
902  AFKK 4711 Box 1705 W3516/235, Tokerau Minute Book 10 – [Tokerau District Maori Land Board …], 

1916-9, p. 335; Minute cover sheet re the leasing of Matauri 2A.  On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 86a 3208, Tai 
Tokerau alienation file - Matauri 2A, 1918-27.  What this ‘5% basis’ actually means is unclear. 

903  A. Logan to Registrar, 20 February 1919; and, Registrar to A. Logan, 4 March 1919.  Both on ibid.     
904  A. Logan to Registrar, 21 March 1919.  On ibid. 
905  Chief Surveyor to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 7 April 1919.  On ibid; See also Charging-Order for Cost of Survey 

for Matauri No. 2A, 2 March 1917, on Matauri Block Order File No. 4. 
906  A. Logan to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 13 March 1919, with attached Schedule of Other Lands owned by Māori 

Vendors or Lessors, Particulars of Title for Matauri No. 2A, both certified, and Application for Confirmation 
from J.L. McKeown for Matauri 2A, 13 March 1919; Logan to Registrar, 19 March 1919 with attached 
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£25, being £1 per acre based on a Government valuation of £25, as cited by both the applicant and Land 

Board, although a copy of the valuation was not located.   

The application was notified to be heard at Rawene in May 1919.907  On 14 May, the Land Board 

considered the application, noted that the sale document had been fully signed, the price and (schedule) 

of other lands considered ‘adequate’, and it therefore confirmed the purchase upon rent receipts being 

produced.908  In November, Logan & Reynolds submitted four receipts and rate arrears with a covering 

letter mainly noting what rentals had been paid and deductions from the purchase monies.909  While the 

receipts total £4 of the purchase monies, there is no indication that a cheque for the balance was paid to 

the board.  A ‘commission’ was also paid by the purchaser as it was, as reported by Hearn, required ‘to 

cover the cost of locating and distributing monies to beneficial owners’; effectively a way for the land 

board to cover their administrative costs.910  Oddly, this was the only block during this period where a 

commission was noted as being charged.  Whether it was for other purchase blocks is not shown in the 

evidence. It is unclear what the ‘exchange’ fees noted in the covering letter are.  Unfortunately, no paylist 

showing the distribution of the consideration was located, although other correspondence indicates that 

the consideration had been paid to the sellers.911  The Board gave approval to the purchase on 8 August 

1919.912   

  

                                                                                                                                                                     
Declaration in support of Application for Confirmation from J.L. McKeown for Matauri 2A, 15 March 1919.  
All on file BAAI A39 11466 Box 86a 3208, Tai Tokerau alienation file - Matauri 2A, 1918-27.   

907   New Zealand Gazette No. 44, 7 April 1919, p. 1008. 
908  AFKK 4711 Box 1705 W3516/235, Tokerau Minute Book 10 – [Tokerau District Maori Land Board …], 

1916-9, p. 372. 
909  Logan & Reynolds to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 7 July 1919, with four receipts witnessed by the Postmaster at 

Tepene, M.R. Leslie, and rate arrears notice attached.  On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 86a 3208, Tai Tokerau 
alienation file - Matauri 2A, 1918-27.  No paylist was located.  The receipts state that the payment received was 
for a ‘depoit [sic] on my property known as Matauri 2A’.  NB. Henry Leslie as the Postmaster at Tepene also 
witnessed the signing of a lease to his sister Fanny of Matauri 1F in 1922. 

910  Hearn, Wai 1040 #A3, p. 529. 
911  Registrar to Pāora Kira et al, 8 January 1921, on BAAI A39 11466 Box 86a 3208, Tai Tokerau alienation file - 

Matauri 2A, 1918-2. 
912  Board file note from Registrar, Tokerau MLB, confirming sale of Matauri 2A, 12 August 1919; and Tokerau 

MLB certificate of confirmation, 12 August 1919, endorsed by Logan & Reynolds. Both on ibid. 
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Table 26: Consideration and costs deducted for purchase of Matauri 2A, 1919 

Consideration  £25.0.0
Rent from 1 Dec 1918 to 14 May 1919  £1.0.0

Less survey fees (28% of the consideration) £6.17.10  

-£11.7.10 Less county council rates 10/-

Less receipts noting payments to owners £4.0.0

Net balance due to owners  £14.12.2

Add commission  7/10
Add exchange  6p

TOTAL  £15.0.6

 

Owners 

Sh
ar

es
 Proportion 

of purchase 
monies 

Receipts 
lodged 

Balance 
due 

Deduction for 
survey and rate 

arrears 

Net due to 
owners 

Miraka Pāora 30 £4.6.8 £1.0.0 £3.6.8 £1.4.8 £2.2.0 

Mereihe Pāora 30 £4.6.8 £1.0.0 £3.6.8 £1.4.8 £2.2.0 

Mereana Pāora 20 £2.17.9 £1.0.0 £1.17.9 16/5 £1.1.4 

Pāora Kira 100 £14.8.11 £1.0.0 £13.8.11 £4.2.1 £9.6.10 

Total 35 £26 £4 £22 £7.7.10 £14.12.2 

 

Similar to what happened in Matauri 2C and 2D (see further below), in December 1920, the four sellers 

wrote a short letter to the Land Board objecting to the purchase of Matauri 2A.  They claimed that they 

were to lease to McKeown but now found their land had been prepared for purchase to McKeown 

instead.    

He whakaatu na maua kia koe mo ta maua whenua mo Matauri No. 2A.  Ko tenei whenua he 

mea Riihi e maua kia J.L. McKeown.  Katahi ano maua ka mohio kua whakataka ta matou 

whenua e taua Pakeha ki te hoko.  Ko ta matou whenua e kore matou e pai kia riro i taua 

Pakeha.913 

In January, the Registrar replied to the sellers, living at Te Ngaere, that the purchase of the objectors’ 

interests had been confirmed by the board, that it was too late to raise any objections, and that upon 

confirmation the board had ‘made the usual enquiries and satisfied itself that the requirements of the law 

had been observed and the purchase money paid’.914   

The Registrar’s response did not appear to assuage the owners as in late 1921 Mereana Pāora and others 

petitioned Parliament seeking the annulment of the purchase of Matauri 2A and 2C because the lands 

were leased ‘tentatively’ to McKeown for five years; the owners did not know the lease had been sent to 

the board for confirmation, or the terms, conditions, and rental of the confirmed lease; that it was only on 

20 December 1920 that the owners discovered the lands had been sold; that the lands had been ‘our 

                                                      
913  Pāora Kira et al to President of the Tokerau MLB, 13 December 1920 (in Te Reo).  On ibid. 
914  Registrar to Pāora Kira et al, 8 January 1921.  On ibid. 
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homes from the time of our ancestors to the days of our parents covering a period of one hundred years’; 

and that they did not sell the land, and it was sold by ‘fraud’ by McKeown (presumably he had on-sold 2A 

to Yerkovich, see below).915  The claim that the lessors had no knowledge of the terms and conditions of 

the confirmed lease, on the surface, appears perplexing given that at the time the lease was executed 

Logan was also solicitor for Pāora in her succession applications.916 

In his report to the Under-Secretary of the Native Department, the Registrar reiterated what he had told 

the four sellers in January, adding that the sale documents for both blocks had been signed by the sellers 

in the presence of the local Postmaster (i.e. Henry Leslie, brother-in-law of McKeown), and that new 

titles had since been issued for both 2A and 2C, with a mortgage registered against the 2C title.917  No 

further information was located on what further investigations were made of the petitioners’ concerns or 

why the Native Affairs Committee kept holding over the petition before finally reporting in August 1924 

that it had ‘no recommendation’ to make on it.918 

In 1927, however, Hāre Pāora Kira wrote to the Land Board seeking a copy of the transfer (and price?) 

and wanting to know about the purchase of Matauri 2A.  

He tono atu tenei na matou ki a tukua mai te kape o te titi hoko a Hoo, Makuana raua ko to 

matou matua ko Paul kua mate, ai te mea kua whiti kia matou tana pango na reira ka hiahia 

matou kia mohio matou ki nga korero o taua, hoko Matauri 2A.919 

The Registrar replied that the block had been sold, the consideration paid to the sellers, and that no 

succession order with respect to Pāora had been made.920 

                                                      
915  Typed copy of (translated?) petition from Mereana Pāora ‘& ors’ re sale of Matauri 2A and 2C.  On file ACIH 

16036 MA1 1278 1921/501, Report on petition No. 239/25 of Mareana Paora …, 1921, [p. 3], ANZ; see also 
Typed copy of lease from Haereata Pāora and Tarawau Kira, n.d..  On file ACIH 16036 MA 1 1278 1921/500 
[Report on Petition No. 238/21 of Haereata Paora and Tarawau Kira regarding Matauri 2D], 1921.  According 
to a declaration from the executor of lessee’s [Yerkovich?] will, the lease was signed by the lessors on 18 April 
1918, see Miller & Blundell to Registrar, 16 November 1938, with Declaration from Horace William Costar, 9 
November 1938, attached, on same file. 

916  See Application to Succeed to Turi Kira in Matauri 2D, 9 December 1918.  On application file for ‘Matauri’, 
1900-53. 

917  Registrar to Under-Secretary, Native Department, 8 December 1921.  On ibid. 
918  No. 238/21/II – Petition of Haereata Pāora and Another in Reports of the Native Affairs Committee, AJHR 

1924 I-3, p. 6.  For petition being held over, see Reports of the Native Affairs Committee, AJHR  1921 I-3, p. 
35, 1922 I-3 p. 26, and 1923 I-3, p. 16. 

919  Hare Pāora Kira, Pupuke, Registrar, MLB, 29 September 1927 (in Te Reo).  On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 86a 
3208, Tai Tokerau alienation file - Matauri 2A, 1918-27. 

920  Registrar to Hare Pāora Kira, 11 October 1927.  On ibid. 
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3.3.5 Uncontended sale of Matauri 2B to Katherine Leslie, 1911  

 

Created # of owners Shares Acreage Current status (date sold – amount per acre)

1909 9 130 143ac SOLD (1911 - £0. 57/acre ) 
 

Summary 

Matauri 2B was the first of the Matauri blocks to be sold.  It occurred in 1911 even though the Court was 

to hold a rehearing into the original partition of Matauri No. 2, although the rehearing did not rescind the 

original partition order for 2B.  The consideration matched the Government valuation, and much less 

than expected survey costs were subsequently deducted.  Several successions of deceased owners were 

ongoing during the purchase.  No objections were located to the purchase, although it appears that the 

Court talked with the Matauri people about the purchase for this and the 2E block which was also sold to 

Leslie. 

Details 

In October 1911, Katherine Leslie’s solicitors submitted her sale application to the Tokerau District 

Māori Land Board.  Papers submitted for the board’s consideration included an application to confirm 

the purchase, and a schedule of other lands held by the sellers to confirm that they had sufficient other 

lands for their respective needs, viz: Hēni Kerenene Īhāia,  Hāre Wiremu Īhāia,  Hēmi Wiremu Īhāia, and 

Hōne Heke Īhāia each had 50 acres in the Mahinepua B block (north-west of Matauri);  Hara Kipa Roera 

(Pt) Matauri 2B
Te Ngaere 

(Pt) Matauri 2E 
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Matauri 2F2B 
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(to Matauri Bay) 
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had 17 acres in Orokawa No. 1 (Bay of Islands), 43 acres in Rāwhiti No. 1 (Bay of Islands),921  and 45 

acres in Waikare No. 4 (Bay of Islands); Maki Hāre Wiremu (Make Īhāia) had 88 acres in Rāwhiti No. 2 

block and Mereoka Wiremu Īhāia and Moremu Wiremu Īhāia had 105 acres in the same block; while 

Wiremu Īhāia had 36 acres in Parangiora (south of Bay of Islands) and five acres in the Waiaua C block.922  

The solicitors also submitted a Government valuation dated 18 October 1911 showing a capital value of 

£81 (ca. 11/3¾ or £0.57 per acre), with £6 in owner’s improvements.923  The initial consideration was for 

£71.10.6.  It is unclear whether the buyer was directed to match the valuation; in the end, the deduction 

of survey costs matched the deficit between the initial consideration and survey charges.  Even though 

the Native Land Court had a further hearing for the block in 1913 after receiving objections to the 1909 

title investigation, the Court did not cancel the original partition order for 2B after Katherine Leslie’s 

brother testified on her behalf that the purchase had already gone through and there were no objections 

at the rehearing from other parties in attendance.     

In November, Reed & Miller submitted receipts and a purchase cheque all to the sum of £71.10.0.  The 

cheque (whose sum is not recorded in the covering letter but through a later paylist, is £8.16.0) 

represented the interest of deceased Hēni Kerenene Īhāia for which successors had not yet been 

appointed.  The balance of the consideration, £9.10.0, was held back for survey fees, ‘the subdivision 

included in the Transfer having not yet been surveyed.’924   

Leslie’s application was notified by gazette several weeks before the board sat in Auckland to consider 

it.925  It gave approval to the purchase on 25 October for the consideration of £71.10.0.926  The £8.16.0 

for Hēni’s interest was paid to Wiremu Īhāia as sole successor on 19 May 1912. While only survey costs 

of £9.10.0 were deducted from the purchase monies, Leslie actually paid £23.3.0 in survey charges, which 

was considered ‘a good deal more than that held back by the Solicitors from Purchase money due to the 

Natives’, and it looked like an attempt was made to retrieve the extra charges (i.e. £13.13.0) from the 

sellers.  The paylist for the purchase has a handwritten note at the bottom (whose author is unknown) 

that states: ‘Position explained to people at Matauri Bay 22/4/18’.  No further information was available 

on why this note was made, although it is the same note recorded on the paylists for Matauri 2E, which 

was also sold to Leslie. 

                                                      
921  Also known as the Manawaora block.  
922  Schedule of Other Lands owned by Māori Vendors or Lessors, Particulars of Title for Matauri No. 2B, both 

certified, Declaration in support of Application for Confirmation from Katherine Jane Leslie for Matauri 2B, 3 
October 1911, Application for Confirmation from Katherine Jane Leslie for Matauri 2B, 3 October 1911.  All 
on file BAAI A39 11466 Box 30d 1425, Tai Tokerau alienation file - Matauri 2, 1911-14.   

923  Reed & Miller, Kawakawa, to President, Tokerau MLB, 31 October 1911.  On ibid. 
924  Reed & Miller to President, Tokerau MLB, 13 November 1911.  On ibid. 
925  New Zealand Gazette No. 81, 7 October 1911, p. 3044. 
926  AFKK 4711 Box 1705 W3516/235, Tokerau Minute Book 7 – [Tokerau District Māori Land Board …], 1908-

12, p. 293, ANZ; President, Tokerau MLB, to Registrar, NLC, [November 1911], on Matauri Block Order File 
No. 3; Tokerau MLB certificate of confirmation, 15 November 1911, endorsed by Reed & Miller.  On file 
BAAI A39 11466 Box 30d 1425, Tai Tokerau alienation file - Matauri 2, 1911-14. 
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Table 27: Consideration and costs deducted for purchase of Matauri 2B, 1911 

Consideration £81.0.0
Less survey (held by solicitors) -£9.10.0 (12% of the consideration)

Net balance paid to owners £71.10.0

 

Owners 

Sh
ar

es
 Proportion 

of purchase 
monies 

Receipts 
lodged 

Balance 
due 

Deduction 
for survey 

Net balance 
paid to Board

Hara Kipa Roera 10 £6.4.8 £5.10.0 14/8 14/8 nil 

Hāre Wiremu Īhāia  16 £9.19.4 £8.16.0 £1.3.4 £1.3.4 nil 

Hēmi Wiremu Īhāia  16 £9.19.4 £8.16.0 £1.3.4 £1.3.4 nil 

Hōne Heke Īhāia  16 £9.19.4 £8.16.0 £1.3.4 £1.3.4 nil 

Maki Hāre Wiremu (Make Īhāia)  5 £3.2.4 £2.15.0 7/4 7/4 nil 

Mereoka Wiremu Īhāia 5 £3.2.4 £2.15.0 7/4 7/4 nil 

Moremu Wiremu Īhāia 16 £9.19.4 £8.16.0 £1.3.4 £1.3.4 nil 

Wiremu Īhāia  30 £18.14.0 £16.10.0 £2.4.0 £2.4.0 nil 

Hēni Kerenene Īhāia (dec) 16 £9.14.0 - £9.19.4 £1.3.4 £8.16.0

Total 130 £81.0.0 £62.14.0 £18.6.0 £9.10.0  
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3.3.6 The leasing and sale of Matauri 2C to Joseph McKeown, 1919, and subsequent protests 

 

Created # of owners Shares Area Current status (date sold – amount per acre)

1913 1 n/a 30ac/12.14ha SOLD (1919 – 16/8/acre ) 
 

Summary 

In late 1918, Joseph McKeown leased Matauri 2C from the sole owner at an annual rental of £3.  He paid 

outstanding survey charges in April 1919.  At the same time, he initiated the purchase of the block by 

lodging the required papers with the Land Board, who subsequently gave approval for the purchase in 

August after he met all the conditions imposed.    

Over a year later, the seller objected to the alienation of the block, along with 2A and 2D, before 

petitioning Parliament in later 1921.  His objections were dismissed by the Court Registrar who cited the 

execution of the alienation documents being witnessed by the Postmaster, who happened to also be 

McKeown’s brother-in-law.  Parliament, though, sat on the petition until 1924 when it reported that it 

had no recommendation to make.    

The seller’s successors continued to seek inquiries into the alienation of 2A, 2C and 2D.  For 2A and 2C 

in particular, the successors claimed that the land had only been leased, not sold.  It was not until 1938 

that the Court acknowledged that there were ‘several exceedingly unsatisfactorily features’ in the land 

board files, but gave no details on what those features were.  Instead, it advised the successors to petition 

Parliament on the matter.  The owners decided to speak with the current block owners before deciding 

on their next steps.  No further documentation was located on the matter. 

(Former) Matauri 2C 

(Pt) Matauri 2D 

Te Ngaere 

Matauri 2K 

Te Kiripaka 

Matauri 2F2B 

Wainui Road  
(to Matauri) 

(Pt) Matauri 2B 

Wainui 
subdivisions 

Crown Land  
(formerly part Whakarārā Block) 
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Details 

On 30 October 1918, solicitor A. Logan applied to the Tokerau District Māori Land Board on behalf of 

Joseph Lithel McKeown to lease Matauri 2C for 20 years from 1 December 1918 at an annual rental of 

£3.  The lease contained a right of renewal for a further 10 years at the annual rental of five percent of 

‘the then unimproved value.’927  A Government valuation of the block dated November 1918 giving a 

capital value of £25 with no improvements (ca. 16/8 per acre) and a declaration from McKeown in 

support of his application were both submitted.928  The Whangaroa County Council reported that no 

rates were due over the block.929 

The lease was given confirmation by the board in January 1919 upon the rental, which was considered 

‘adequate’, ‘provided for in clause 10 of the lease being amended to a 5% basis.’930  As for Matauri 2A, a 

copy of the lease was not located and it is presumed that this amendment did not affect the rental of £3 

per annum (see the table below).  Logan stated that he had paid £5.2.6 survey costs equivalent to over 

one year’s rent.931  In April 1919, Logan paid outstanding survey charges equating to £7.9.7.932 

Table 28: List of survey charges for Matauri 2 and 2C, 1919 

Block Survey Charges Amount 

Matauri 2C 
Cost of survey fees, Matauri 2C £4.7.11 
Cost of examination of plan [not stated] 

5% interest from 30 Dec 1915 to 19 Mar 1919 13/10 

Matauri 2 
Proportion of survey fees, Matauri 2 £1.16.0 
5% interest from 2 Aug 1912 to 19 Feb 1919 11/10 

TOTAL £7.9.7 

 

In March 1919, on behalf of McKeown, Logan submitted several papers for the board’s consideration, 

including an application for the confirmation of purchase, particulars of title for the block, and a schedule 

of other lands held by the seller to confirm that he had sufficient other lands for his needs, viz, it showed 

Pāora Kira (who had succeeded to the original owner, Maraea Pāora, in 1916933) had some 141 acres in 

Matauri 2J.934 The application was for a consideration of £25, being 16/8 per acre based on the 

                                                      
927  Application for Confirmation, Matauri 2C, A Logan, 30 October 1918.  On file BAAI A139 11466 Box 85r 

3207, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Matauri 2C, 1918-32, ANZ.  
928  A. Logan, Kaitaia, to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 9 December 1918, with valuation and declaration attached.  On 

ibid. 
929  County Clerk, Whangaroa County Council, to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 20 February 1919.  On ibid. 
930  AFKK 4711 Box 1705 W3516/235, Tokerau Minute Book 10 – [Tokerau District Maori Land Board …], 

1916-9, p. 335. 
931  A. Logan to Registrar, 20 February 1919; and, Registrar to A. Logan, 4 March 1919.  Both on file BAAI A139 

11466 Box 85r 3207, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Matauri 2C, 1918-32.     
932  Chief Surveyor to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 27 February and 7 Aril 1919.  Both ibid. 
933  See Schedule-Successors for Matauri 2C, on Matauri Block Order File No. 1. 
934  A. Logan to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 13 March 1919, with attached Schedule of Other Lands owned by Māori 

Vendors or Lessors, Particulars of Title for Matauri No. 2C, both certified, and Application for Confirmation 



 

227 

Government valuation of £25.  The application was notified to be heard at Rawene in May 1919.935  On 

14 May the Land Board considered the application, noted that the price and (schedule) of other lands was 

considered ‘adequate’, and confirmed the purchase upon rent receipts being produced.936  

In November, Logan & Reynolds submitted a receipt and rate arrears notice with a covering letter mainly 

noting what rentals had been paid and deductions from the purchase monies.937  The receipt is for £1 

with no indication that a cheque for the balance was paid to the board.  Furthermore, it is unclear what 

the ‘exchange’ fee noted in the covering letter is, and why they have been added to, rather than deducted 

from, the balance – and unlike for 2A, no commission was added to the consideration.  Unfortunately, no 

paylist showing the distribution of the consideration was located, although other correspondence states 

that the consideration had been paid to the sellers.938  The Board gave approval to the purchase on 8 

August 1919.939   

Table 29: Consideration and costs deducted for purchase of Matauri 2C, 1919 

Consideration  £25.0.0
Rent from 1 Dec 1918 to 14 May 1919  £1.10.0

Less survey fees (30% of the consideration) £7.9.7  
-£9.0.1 Less county council rates 10/6

Less receipts noting payments to owners £1.0.0

Net balance due to owners  £17.8.11

Add exchange  6p

TOTAL  £17.9.5

 
Similar to what happened in Matauri 2A and 2D, in December 1920, Pāora Kira wrote a short letter to 

the board objecting to the purchase of Matauri 2C, and he received the same response as he did for the 

other two blocks.940   The Registrar’s response did not appear to assuage the concerns of Kira as in late 

1921 he, along with the owners in Matauri 2A (of which he was one) petitioned Parliament seeking that 

the purchase of Matauri 2A and 2C be investigated.  In his report to the Under-Secretary of the Native 

                                                                                                                                                                     
from J.L. McKeown for Matauri 2C, 13 March 1919; Logan to Registrar, 19 March 1919, with attached 
Declaration in support of Application for Confirmation from J.L. McKeown for Matauri 2C, 15 March 1919.  
All on file BAAI A139 11466 Box 85r 3207, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Matauri 2C, 1918-32.   

935   New Zealand Gazette No. 44, 7 April 1919, p. 1008. 
936  AFKK 4711 Box 1705 W3516/235, Tokerau Minute Book 10 – [Tokerau District Maori Land Board …], 

1916-9, p. 372. 
937  Logan & Reynolds to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 7 July 1919, with a receipt (witnessed by the Postmaster at 

Tepene, M.R. Leslie) and rate arrears notice attached.  On file BAAI A139 11466 Box 85r 3207, Tai Tokerau 
alienation file – Matauri 2C, 1918-32.  No paylist was located.  The receipts state that the payment received was 
for a ‘depoit [sic] on my property known as Matauri 2C’. 

938  Registrar to Wiremu Pāora, Matauri Bay, 3 April 1930.  On ibid. 
939  Board file note from Registrar, Tokerau MLB, confirming sale of Matauri 2C, 12 August 1919; and Tokerau 

MLB certificate of confirmation, 12 August 1919, endorsed by Logan & Reynolds. Both on ibid. 
940  Pāora Kira et al to President of the Tokerau MLB, 13 December 1920 (in Te Reo); Registrar to Pāora Kira et 

al, 8 January 1921.  Both on file BAAI A39 11466 Box 86a 3208, Tai Tokerau alienation file - Matauri 2A, 
1918-27. 
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Department, the Registrar reiterated the information conveyed to four sellers above, adding that the sale 

documents for both blocks had been signed by the sellers in the presence of the local Postmaster, and 

that new titles had since been issued for both 2A and 2C, with a mortgage registered against the 2C 

title.941  No further information was located on what further investigations were made on the petitioners’ 

concerns or why the Native Affairs Committee kept holding over the petition before finally reporting in 

August 1924 that it had ‘no recommendation’ to make on the petition.942 

What followed, however, was a series of enquiries from Wiremu Pāora (a successor to Pāora Kira who 

had died around 1921943) apparently unaware that the block had been sold.  In 1928, Wiremu requested 

that Matauri 2C be returned to the owners ‘as the Austrian’s [Yerkovich?] lease had expired’.  He was told 

that the block had been sold.944  In March 1930, he wrote again about who had sold the interests of 

Maraea Pāora in both Matauri 2A and 2C.945  Pāora was informed that the interests of Maraea had been 

succeeded to by Pāora Kira, who in turn had sold Matauri 2C, while 2A had also been sold.946  In 

September 1932, he again wrote to the Land Court concerning Matauri 2A and 2D, stating that he had 

been aware of a lease over these lands but not any purchases.  He wanted all relevant documents 

forwarded to him so he could enquire into the matter himself as he believed the only land sold was that 

of Paihia (adjacent Matauri 2A and 2C).947  The Registrar went over how Matauri 2C was leased before it 

was then sold and what happened to the purchase monies, and that 2D was leased for 20 years (see 

further below).948   

The matter did not rest there.  In September 1937, two applications were made under the Native Land 

Act 1931 for an enquiry into Matauri 2A and 2C, respectfully, for the ‘Right to fill the above land under 

consolidation’, and the rights of Pāora Kira in 2A and those of Maraea Pāora Kira in 2C.  A note 

inscribed on the 2A application stated that Pāora Kira ‘is not concerned with this area & the persons 

occupying have no disputes over it.’  A note inscribed on the 2C application simply reads that the land 

was sold to Yerkovich.949  In a Court hearing of April 1938 at Matauri Bay before Judge Acheson, an ex 

parte inquiry was brought forward by Pāora Pāora [sic] Kira concerning Matauri 2A and 2C.  The two 

applications above and the concerns raised in them are specifically referred to.  The Court remarked that 
                                                      
941  Registrar to Under-Secretary, Native Department, 8 December 1921.  On ibid. 
942  No. 238/21/II – Petition of Haereata Pāora and Another in Reports of the Native Affairs Committee, AJHR 

1924 I-3, p. 6.  For petition being held over, see Reports of the Native Affairs Committee, AJHR  1921 I-3, p. 
35, 1922 I-3 p. 26, and 1923 I-3, p. 16. 

943  See Schedule-Successors for Matauri 2C, on Matauri Block Order File No. 1. The successors in equal shares 
were Wiremu Pāora, Pāora Pāora Kira, Hare Pāora, Miraka Pāora, Mereihe Pāora, and Haereata Pāora. 

944  Wiremu Pāora, Matauri Bay, to the Tokerau MLB, 28 February 1928 (in Te Reo with summary translation); 
Registrar to Wiremu Pāora, 3 March 1928.  Both on file BAAI A139 11466 Box 85r 3207, Tai Tokerau 
alienation file – Matauri 2C, 1918-32. 

945  Wiremu Pāora to the Tokerau MLB, 11 March 1930 (in Te Reo with summary translation).  On ibid. 
946  Registrar to Wiremu Pāora, 3 April 1930.  On ibid. 
947  Wiremu Pāora to the Tokerau MLB, 26 September 1932 (in Te Reo with summary translation).  On ibid. 
948  Registrar to Wiremu Pāora, 21 October 1932.  On ibid. 
949  Applications concerning Matauri 2A and 2C, respectfully, 21 September 1937.  Both on application file for 

‘Matauri’, 1900-53. 
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both these blocks were sold to J.L. McKeown in 1918.  Kira alleged that the owners had merely leased 

‘and [we] have always protested against the alleged sales.’  The Court responded that it had ‘examined the 

Bd files and notices several exceedingly unsatisfactorily features.  However, if parties wish to reopen 

matters at this late stage the only recourse will by [sic] petition to Parliament.’  The parties stated that they 

would ‘consult present Pakeha owners first’ before deciding on further action.950  The unsatisfactory 

features are not recorded or identified.   

What does seem evident, though, is that there was a clear conflict of interest in the postmaster witnessing 

purchase receipts for land that his brother-in-law is purchasing.  Whatever collusion, if any, was going 

behind the scenes between Leslie and McKeown, may simply be inferred by the nature of the 

transactions.  While it may be difficult for the Board to check the relationship between a witness and 

seller – and it may be argued that the sanctity of the postmaster’s office would ensure transactions are 

above board (excuse the pun) – the relationship between the purchaser and postmaster, and the fact the 

sub-postmaster is also the purchaser, is too close to be passed over, and the reliability of both the 

purchaser and witness could be brought into question.   

  

                                                      
950  Northern Minute Book 69, p. 277. 
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3.3.7 The leasing of Matauri 2D to Joseph McKeown, 1918-48, and subsequent protests 

 

Created # of owners Shares Area Current status 

1913 5 46 71a 2r 30p/29.01ha MFL 
 

Summary 

In late 1918, Joseph McKeown leased Matauri 2D from two of the five owners at an annual rental of £5.  

The other three owners were deceased.  The Court later confirmed in 1937 that the lease covered the 

entire block given the succession of the other three deceased to one of the lessors.   

Over the course of the first term of the lease (until 1938), there were a number of petitions and 

objections to the lease.  The initial objections focused on a lack of knowledge about the lease terms and 

conditions and rental; then later, on rental arrears.  The Court Registrar dismissed the objections by citing 

the execution of the alienation documents being witnessed by the Postmaster, who, as noted further 

above, happened to also be the alienee’s brother-in-law.  Unbeknownst to the land board or lessors – and 

contrary to a lease condition that any transfer of lease required the consent of the lessors; a matter not 

raised by officials – Tipan Yerkovich had taken over the lease (having also purchased Matauri 2A and 2C) 

and that rental was outstanding after the lessors complained of trouble brewing on the ground due to the 

uncertainty of the lease position.  Judge Acheson directed the lessee to pay the rental direct to the lessors 

(rather than the board), and sent the lessors particulars of the lease, a position of statement of rents paid, 

and rent arrears outstanding.  

(Pt) Matauri 2D

Te Kiripaka 

Matauri 2K 

Crown Land  
(formerly part Whakarārā Block) 

Te Ngaere 

Wainui Road 

Wainui 
subdivisions 

Formerly Part Matauri 2C and 2A
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In July 1936, the lessors complained that the block was in such a deteriorated state that they wanted the 

lease to end.  It was not until 18 months later that the Consolidation Officer reported on the matter by 

questioning the validity of the complaints, and recommended that these matters be raised when the land 

Court next sat in the area.  In April 1938, the Court considered a request by one of the lessors about a 

loss of rental off 2D and wanting his son to take over the block.  It appears that a renewal of lease for 10 

years was provided but no evidence of it being confirmed by the Native Land Court or board was located.  

Then in 1946, a Native Department supervisor reported that the lease had not been renewed and that the 

block was reverting.  He suggested allowing the lessor to repossess the block or increase the rental.  The 

lessee responded that no rentals had been paid due to the death of one of the lessors.  At the beginning of 

1947, upon representations by the lessee’s solicitors, a renewal of lease for 10 years was granted from 

1938.  There is no indication that the lessors agreed or not to this, and in spite of the lessee wanting a 

further renewal from 1948, none was given. 

Details 

As for Matauri 2A and 2C, on 30 October 1918, Logan applied to the Tokerau District Māori Land Board 

on behalf of McKeown to lease Matauri 2D for 20 years from 1 December 1918 at an annual rental of £5 

payable in advance.951  A Government valuation of the block gave a capital value of £55 with no 

improvements, and a declaration from McKeown in support of his application was also submitted.952  

The Whangaroa County Council reported that no rates were due over the block.953  The lease was 

confirmed by the Board on 11 January 1919 to the two owners (of the five), Haereata Pāora and Tarawau 

Kira, who had signed the lease.  The rental was considered ‘adequate’.954 

In the following month Logan informed the Board that he was holding over completion of the lease 

because of pending succession orders in favour of lessor Haereata Pāora (Kira) to the interests of three of 

her fellow but now deceased original owners, Hōtete te Kira, Te Turi Kira, and Te Waihora Kira.955  The 

succession application appeared to drag out, and so in July 1919 Logan submitted a money order for £5.5 

being one year’s rent including a 5/- commission.956  The payment included the interests of the four 

deceased owners, although as Logan pointed out, once the succession orders were confirmed in favour of 

Pāora the orders would ‘antevest to date of death: and will over all interests confirmed.’  Logan asked that 

                                                      
951  Application for Confirmation, Matauri 2D, A Logan, solicitor for James McKeown, 30 October 1918; and 

typed copy of Lease No. 10820 for Matauri 2D.  Both on file BAAI A139 11466 Box 173n 3148, ‘Tai Tokerau 
alienation file – Matauri 2D …’, 1918-37.  

952  A. Logan, Kaitaia, to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 9 December 1918, with valuation and declaration attached.  On 
ibid. 

953  County Clerk, Whangaroa County Council, to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 20 February 1919.  On ibid. 
954  AFKK 4711 Box 1705 W3516/235, Tokerau Minute Book 10 – [Tokerau District Maori Land Board …], 

1916-9, pp. 335-6. 
955  A. Logan to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 20 February 1919.  On file BAAI A139 11466 Box 173n 3148, ‘Tai 

Tokerau alienation file – Matauri 2D …’, 1918-37, ANZ. 
956  The commission refers to the Board commission in holding and distributing the rental received.    
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the share of the rentals be held by the board until succession had been confirmed.957  Survey charges over 

the block of £9.0.6 and interest of £1.5.6 were paid by Haerata Pāora (of £4.14.6 in March 1917) and 

Mate Ngahuru (of £5.11.6 a month later), respectively, and no other court fees were owing on the 

block.958 

The Board, though, did not wait for successions to be confirmed in approving the lease on 8 August 1919 

for an approximate area of only 52a 3r 38p.959  The approximate area reflects Pāora’s 30 shares in the 

block and the four shares of Tarawau Kira, the only two lessor signatories (with shares identified) to the 

lease.960  Thus the lease seems to exclude the shares of the other original owners with a combined 12 

shares.  Consolidation Officer W. Cooper raised the anomaly in 1937, although Acheson commented that 

as Pāora had succeeded to those shares the lease affected the whole block.961  A further rental payment of 

£5 plus 5/- commission was paid in or around August 1920.962  

A year later, in December 1920, the two lessors wrote a short letter to the Land Board objecting to any 

purchase of Matauri 2D as they became aware that it could be sold.  

He whakaatu na maua kia koe mo ta maua whenua mo Matauri No. 2D.  Ko tenei whenua he 

mea Riihi e maua kia J.L. McKeown.  Katahi ano maua ka mohio kua whakataka tenei whenua 

kite hoko.  Ko taua hoko e kore maua e pai.963 

No sale appeared to be on the books, although at the same time as the 2D lease was confirmed, 

confirmation was also given to McKeown’s purchase of adjoining Matauri 2A and 2C (see the Matauri 2A 

section above).  In response to the objections, the Registrar replied that the ‘transfer’ of the objectors’ 

interests had been confirmed by the Board, that it was too late to raise any objections, and that upon 

confirmation the Board had made all the usual enquiries to satisfy itself that everything had been 

considered properly.  The word ‘transfer’ was, though, struck out and substituted (in ink) with ‘lease’; the 

word ‘purchase’, though, remained stetted. 

In addition, in May 1921 McKeown had applied for the partition order of Matauri 2D to be cancelled 

under section 121 of the Native Land Act 1909 and, while speculative, this application may have 

                                                      
957  A. Logan to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 11 July 1919.  On file BAAI A139 11466 Box 173n 3148, ‘Tai Tokerau 

alienation file – Matauri 2D …’, 1918-37. 
958  Form memorandum from Chief Surveyor to the Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 19 August 1919; and form 

memorandum from Registrar, NLC, to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 19 August 1919.  Both on ibid. 
959  Confirmation of the lease was subsequently signed by Reed, Miller & Butler (presumably solicitors of 

McKeown) on 26 August 1919, see Form memorandum from Registrar, Waikato-Maniapoto & Tokerau 
District MLB, to A. Logan, 11 August 1919; Tokerau MLB file confirmation notice for Matauri 2D, 21 August 
1919; and, Confirmation memorandum from Registrar, Tokerau MLB, to Reed, Miller & Butler, Auckland, 21 
August 1919.  All on ibid. 

960  See typed copy of Lease No. 10820 for Matauri 2D.  On ibid. 
961  W. Cooper to Registrar, Native Department, 17 November 1937; and, Judge Acheson to Registrar, 3 

November 1938.  Both on ibid. 
962  Paylist schedule for Matauri 2D, showing payments for 1919 and 1920 only.  On ibid. 
963  Haerata Pāora and Tarawau Kira to President of the Tokerau MLB, 13 December 1920 (in Te Reo).  On file 

BAAI A139 11466 Box 173n 3148, ‘Tai Tokerau alienation file – Matauri 2D …’, 1918-37. 
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antagonised the relationship between the parties.964  This application stemmed from Judge McCormick’s 

refusal to sign the partition order for Matauri 2D (see origins of this refusal in the Re-partitioning of Matauri 

No. 2 section above) unless a consent was signed by the owners that a right-of-way mentioned in the 

order be excluded, after the Survey Department disclosed that it would be ‘impracticable to carry out the 

Courts order in regard to the right-of-way and the Survey plan makes no mention of the right-of-way.’  

This irregularity meant that the lease could not be legally registered against the partition order.  The 

purpose of the application was to bring all the owners before the Court so consent could be given: ‘A 

new partition order excluding the right of way but the same in other respects as the present order, will be 

asked for.’965  An undated note on the back of the application states that the application would be dealt 

with in Auckland, the ‘natives’ objected to ‘rights of access being deleted’ and asking why a right-of-way 

should not be defined over an existing horse track.  Consent for the right-of-way being excluded from the 

partition was located and purports to be signed by both Haereata Pāora and McKeown, although the only 

signatures are that of McKeown and the Justice of the Peace, H.K. Ridings[sp?], who countered-signed.966  

The Land Board reported to the Native Department Under-Secretary that the lease was signed by the 

‘Native owners’ on 17 and 18 October 1918 in the presence of Leslie (aka Hēnare Riteri), the Postmaster 

at Tepene.  The lease was originally drawn up for a term of 10 years, but this was altered and ‘initialled by 

the Natives who first signed the lease’ to 20 years.  The Under-Secretary was advised of the petitioner’s 

objections above to the board, and that the partition order for the block had not been signed (by whom?) 

and therefore the lease was not registered.967 No information was located on what further investigations 

were made on the petitioners’ concerns or why the Native Affairs Committee kept holding over the 

petition before finally reporting in August 1924 that it had ‘no recommendation’ to make on it.968 

In early December 1927, the petitioners complained rather sternly to the Land Board that there was ‘a 

good deal of trouble at present affecting the land’ on account of not knowing ‘the position re the lease.’  

It was unclear whether the removal of fencing posts was allowed, and several letters to the board had 

been sent requesting (rental) money.  The petitioners gave an ultimatum that ‘all stock & c [sic] will be 

ejected from the block’ unless they were given ‘all information regarding the lease within two weeks’ and 

                                                      
964  Logan & Reynolds to Registrar, 24 May 1921, with Application for Cancellation of Partition re Matauri 2D, 23 

May 1921, attached.  On ibid.  Section 121 allows the Court to cancel a partition order if it is not registered 
under the Land Transfer Act 1908. 

965  Logan & Reynolds to Registrar, 7 June 1921.  On ibid. 
966  Consent for right-of-way to be excluded from Matauri 2D partition, 14 May 1920, on Matauri Block Order 

File No. 5. 
967  Registrar, Tokerau MLB, to the Under-Secretary, Native Department, 8 December 1921.  On file ACIH 16036 

MA 1 1278 1921/500 [Report on Petition No. 238/21 of Haereata Paora and Tarawau Kira regarding Matauri 
2D], 1921.  The typed copy of the lease makes no mention of the change from 10 to 20 years. 

968  No. 238/21/II – Petition of Haereata Pāora and Another in Reports of the Native Affairs Committee, AJHR 
1924 I-3, p. 6.  For petition being held over, see Reports of the Native Affairs Committee, AJHR 1921 I-3, p. 
35, 1922 I-3 p. 26, and 1923 I-3, p. 16. 
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rental monies due.  They considered the lease had no legal standing, and they had provided no consent to 

have the lease transferred to Tipana (Stipan) Yerkovich.969 

The Land Board was unaware that the block had been transferred to Yerkovich (he had also purchased 

Matauri 2A and 2C off McKeown) and discovered that rent of two years was outstanding to the amount 

of £10.10.0 (one year’s arrears with a further year’s due on 1 January).970  The matter was referred to 

Judge Acheson who asked why the rent was being collected by the board.  He also requested a statement 

showing rents received and disposed by the board to date, and any outstanding court fees, be provided to 

him by the next day, adding ‘I had better warn the Natives against any acts of violence.’971  Since July 

1919, £40 had been received in rent, with £35.15.6 to Pāora and £3.8.6 to Kira, leaving a credit of 16/-.  

No court fees were outstanding and the rent was being received by the board under section 103 of the 

(Native Land Amendment) 1913 Act, although there was no record of any direction for the rent to be 

paid to the board: ‘It would appear that as several of the owners were deceased the Sols elected to pay the 

rent to the Board.’972  Section 103 provided for the Board to collect rent at the consent of the President, 

with a commission to be decided by the President. 

Judge Acheson considered that as there were only two owners he did not think it necessary for the board 

to continue to accept rent monies ‘or have the bother of looking after the interests of the natives.  They 

seem quite well able to look after themselves.’   The lessors were given particulars of the lease and a 

position of statement regarding rents paid, and advised that Yerkovich had a legal right to the lease ‘and 

that she (Haereata) will probably only get herself into serious trouble in the Magistrates Court if she takes 

forcible steps to eject Yerkovich’s cattle from the land.  She should consult a solicitor.’  The lessors were 

also advised to collect future rents direct from the lessee, who in turn was directed to pay rents direct to 

the lessors.973  The arrears were paid the following month, in January 1928.974 

In July 1936, the lessors petitioned the Minister for Native Affairs: 

We Lease our Land in 1918 to Joe McKeown and few year afterwards transferred to S.M. 

Yerkovich and now is in the Trustee’s [Costar?] care.  … Matauri 2D it is in an awful state.  

They are not improving this land at all, so I wishes you to put this lease to an end without 

hesitation for I have a big family and no proper situation.  You may send in a land Inspector to 

prove all this.975 

                                                      
969  Haereata Pāora and Tarawau Kira to Tokerau MLB, 7 December 1937 (in Te Reo with translation).  On file 

BAAI A139 11466 Box 173n 3148, ‘Tai Tokerau alienation file – Matauri 2D …’, 1918-37. 
970  ‘Matauri 2D’ search note, [December 1927].  On ibid. 
971  Referral to Judge Acheson, 13 December 1927; and, Judge Acheson to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 20 December 

1927.  Both on ibid. 
972  File note to Acheson, 21 December 1927.  On ibid.   
973  Acheson to Registrar, 21 December 1927; and, Registrar to Haereata Pāora, 22 December 1927.  Both on ibid.   
974  H. Guy, Barrister and Solicitor, to Registrar, 8 September 1928 with copy of receipt from lessors showing 

payment of £10.10.0 for the years 1926-7, 29 January 1928.  On ibid.   
975  Copy of letter from Haereata Pāora and Tarawau Kira to the Minister of Native Affairs, 25 July 1936, attached 

to memorandum from Under-Secretary, [Native Department], to Registrar, NLC, 6 August 1936.  On ibid. 
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A ‘special trip’ to inspect the block was not ‘desired’, but the Farm Supervisor in Whāngārei was asked to 

send someone to inspect the block.976  By March 1937, however, as no response had been received from 

the Supervisor, the Under-Secretary decided to refer the matter to the Māori Land Board ‘for such action 

as it thinks fit in the circumstances.  The Natives concerned have been advised to this effect.’977  The 

matter was then referred by the Board President to Native Department Consolidation Officer Mr William 

Turakiuta Cooper for a report, as well as being diarised to come before the Native Land Court at 

Whangaroa.978  Cooper eventually submitted a report in November.  The block had several acres of flat 

good land, with the balance of steep hill faces and gullies of medium to poor quality. 

The flat is all improved but only part of the hill land has been improved.  Some of these 

improvements have gone back. 

I have been asked to advise the Board whether it should take active steps to have the lease 

cancelled on account, inter alia, of the condition in which the land has been kept, in other 

words, if the lessee has neglected to keep in good condition any improvements effected by him 

during the currency of his lease. 

This I find very difficult to say.  Deterioration of the improvements has certainly taken 

place on the steeper hill faces, but owing to the low quality of the land in those parts I consider 

it would be most difficult to prove that that condition was bought about by neglect rather than 

the low quality of the soil.  Another point that increases this difficulty is the fact that 12 shares 

out of a total of 48 [sic979] shares in the block is not subject to this lease. 

The other question is the non-payment of rent.  I have to report that I have been unable to 

get into touch with the Natives interested in order to find out if any rent has been paid to 

them.  Two visits were made into the area for other matters that is to Wainui and Matauri Bay 

but owing to lack of road access I have not been able to go right into Te Ngaere but viewed 

the land instead from the top of the hill near Matauri. 

The last visit made to Matauri Bay was with the Court. 

On that occasion the Court asked the Natives who were present in large numbers, to 

submit all matters affecting them in order that further inquiries could be made thereon, in 

readiness for a main Court sitting to be held at the same place on a later date.  

Several matters were brought up but not this one. 

                                                      
976  Under-Secretary to Registrar, NLC, 4 September 1936; and, Registrar to M.R. Findlay, Farm Supervisor, 

Whāngārei, 10 September 1936.  Both on ibid. 
977  Under-Secretary, to Registrar, NLC, 16 March 1937.  On ibid.  There appeared some confusion as a report had 

been submitted but could not be located, although the Supervisor stated he had not made any inspection of 
the block as he had been on sick leave, see Property Supervisor, Whāngārei, to Registrar, 31 March 1937, on 
same file. 

978  Registrar to Under-Secretary, 17 June 1937; and, Registrar to W. Cooper, 3 May 1937.  Both on ibid. 
979  There are only 46 shares in the block.   
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Cooper recommended that the matter be raised with the Court when it next sat in the area.  He noted 

that the lease was to expire on 1 December and the lessee may seek a renewal of lease, at which time a 

more detailed inspection of the land could be undertaken.980 

In April 1938 when the Court was sitting at Matauri Bay before Judge Acheson, an ex parte request was 

brought forward by Tarawau Kira concerning loss of rental off Matauri 2D.   Claiming to be an owner 

and part successor to Haereata Pāora, Kira claimed that he had not received any rent for five years from 

S. Yerkovich.  He asked the Court or board to ‘take steps in the matter regarding rent & covenants.’  

Yerkovich’s lease was to expire in 1948 [sic981] and Kira wanted it terminated on payment of 

compensation as he (Kira) wanted to settle one of his sons who had returned from overseas on it.  The 

Court agreed to investigate the matter.982  The Registrar later commented that the lessors were not clear 

enough about grounds for cancelling the lease.983 

In September 1938 the right of renewal under section 290 of the Native Land Act 1931 was taken up by 

Mary Stewart (aka Mere Tuari, Yerkovich’s wife ‘according to Native custom’).  Section 290 provided for 

a lessee with a right of renewal to make an application to the land board to exercise that right. Stewart’s 

solicitors asked that a Court hearing on the matter be held at Kaikohe.984  The Registrar agreed to the 

hearing venue (although the venue was later changed – see below) and asked Stewart to submit an 

application fee (£1); a declaration showing the details of the lease, how and when she obtained it, amount 

of improvements, statement that rent was up-to-date, and compliance with the lease terms; a copy of the 

original lease; a draft of a renewal of lease; and a valuation of the land.985 

The Land Board sat at Kaikohe on 28 October before Judge Acheson.  The case for renewal of lease was 

adjourned for hearing at Kaeo or Matauri Bay, with the Judge directing Cooper to make enquires as to the 

lessee’s compliance with the covenants of his lease and how Stewart became the lessee as the lease was 

still in the name of Yerkovich.986  Cooper did not need to visit the area especially for this take, but: 

It is thought that you can probably give sufficient information from your own knowledge 

supplemented by an enquiry through Piri Morgan or Tamati Tame if necessary, on certain 

points. … 

                                                      
980  W. Cooper to Registrar, Native Department, 17 November 1937.  On ibid.  An official has written on the 

report in response to the claim around the 12 shares that the lease included these shares as Haereata Pāora had 
succeeded to them. 

981  The lease was to actually expire on 1 December 1938. 
982  Northern Minute Book 75, pp. 187-8. 
983  Registrar to W. Cooper, 15 November 1938.  On file BAAI A139 11466 Box 173n 3148, ‘Tai Tokerau 

alienation file – Matauri 2D …’, 1918-37. 
984  Miller and Blundell, Kawakawa, to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 19 September 1938, with declaration from Stewart 

attached.  On ibid.   
985  Registrar to Miller and Blundell, 26 September 1938.  On ibid. 
986  AFKK 4711 Box 1711 W3516/241, Tokerau Minute Book 16 – [Tokerau District Maori Land Board …], 

1935-40, p. 310; Registrar to Cooper, 8 November 1938.  On file BAAI A139 11466 Box 173n 3148, ‘Tai 
Tokerau alienation file – Matauri 2D …’, 1918-37. 
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If you cannot conveniently give a definite recommendation yourself, the Court will probably 

adjourn the case for hearing at Kaeo or Matauri Bay …987 

The change of court venue displeased Stewart’s solicitors as they wanted certainty about a renewal.  

Nonetheless, they submitted a declaration about the lease from Horace William Costar, Trustee for 

Yerkovich who had died on 25 April 1930.  Costar declared that he continued to pay rent after 

Yerkovich’s death and, at his request, in September 1938 McKeown transferred the lease to Mary Stewart.  

The improvements made on the land included eight acres of bush felled and grassed and 12 chains (ca. 

241 metres) of drains dug, all terms of the lease had been compiled with, and all rents were paid up to 

date.988  At the same time, the Whangaroa County Council confirmed that all rates had been paid up to 31 

March 1939.989  A Certificate of Valuation dated 1 December 1938 split the block into two parts: the first 

of 21a 2r 30p identified the occupier as ‘Natives’, with a capital value of £85 with improvements at £70; 

the second of 50 acres identified the occupier of Yerkovich with a capital value of £185, of which £150 

are for improvements.990 

In December, Cooper reported that he had visited the area in connection with the Matauri Bay-Te 

Ngaere-Wainui road and took the opportunity to visit the block.  There he met Mary Stewart whom he 

described as ‘a half-caste in occupation with her [and Yerkovich] children’.  He reported that some 

clearing of second growth had occurred and that part of the boundary fence had been repaired.991  Piri 

Mōkena (Morgan) advised Cooper that Costar was the Trustee for the ‘orphan children’ and had 

apparently been paying the lease rentals.  He also noted that the block owners wanted the lease 

cancelled.992 

As the matter was to be dealt with by the Court at Kaeo or Matauri Bay, there was a considerable delay 

while everyone waited for Judge Acheson to confirm a date at either of these locations.   Finally, in May 

1940, it was reported that the Court would sit in the Kaeo and Matauri district where it was expected that 

the owners would object to any renewal of lease.993  Sitting at Wainui on 1 June 1940, the owners outlined 

their objections: the lessee had not improved the land, the boundary was not fenced; pūriri posts split on 

the block were used on other land, denuding the block of post timber; and various lease covenants had 

not been complied with.994  Tarawau Kira testified that he had many children and wanted to use the land: 

                                                      
987  Registrar to W. Cooper, 15 November 1938.  On file BAAI A139 11466 Box 173n 3148, ‘Tai Tokerau 

alienation file – Matauri 2D …’, 1918-37. 
988  Miller & Blundell to Registrar, 16 November 1938 with Declaration from Horace William Costar, 9 November 

1938, attached.  On ibid. 
989  County Clerk, Whangaroa County Council, to Registrar, NLC, 21 November 1938.  On ibid.  The application 

fee was paid in February 1939, see Miller & Blundell to Registrar, 17 February 1939, on same file. 
990  Certificate of Valuation for Matauri 2D, 1 December 1938.  On ibid. 
991  W. Cooper to Registrar, 12 December 1938.  On ibid. 
992  Cooper to Registrar, 11 May 1939 with translated copy of letter from Piri Morgan to Cooper, 3 February 1939.  

On ibid. 
993  Registrar to Miller & Blundell, 27 May 1940.  On ibid. 
994  Registrar to Miller & Blundell, 3 August 1940.  On ibid. 



 

238 

‘If the lease is renewed it seems we should sell the land.’  He had not seen the land but claimed that it had 

no house or other buildings as Stewart lived on an adjoining block.  Stewart testified that the lease was 

transferred to her and in accordance with Yerkovich’s will all his interests in Te Ngaere were left to her.995  

The Registrar pointed out to Miller & Blundell that one condition of the original lease was that it could 

not be assigned to anyone else without the ‘precedent consent in writing of the lessors’, a consent never 

given to McKeown when he assigned the lease to Yerkovich.  As the lessors still objected to a renewal 

and any renewal was only for a further 10 years ‘if granted at all’, the Registrar suggested that ‘the Estate 

of S.M. Yerkovich may prefer to sell out to the lessors.’  The Court, though, was ‘prepared to hear Mr 

Blundell on the matter at the Otiria sitting’.996 

The Land Board (Court?) sat at Kaikohe on 6 August to consider the matter further.  Stewart claimed that 

she had effected improvements and paid rent and claimed entitlement to a renewal of the lease.  The 

Board decided to inspect the land, noting that the owners may be able to arrange to buy out the lessee, 

and adjourned the hearing.997  Stewart’s solicitors responded that the objections of Tarawau Kira were 

probably on account of ‘differences between Tarawau and his mother’ as the mother had ‘complained 

that Tarawau had been drawing the rent on her behalf.’  As part-lessor, Kira had been accepting rent since 

the original lease had expired (in 1938) and ‘it is rather late now to object to the renewal.’  With respect to 

the condition of lease assignment, as the lessors had readily accepted the rent from Yerkovich they ‘must 

therefore have acquiesced in the assignment.’  Haereata Pāora was also willing to renew, and any further 

points to be cleared up could be done so at Ōtīria.998  Acheson directed that the solicitors bring receipts 

(of rents paid) to the Ōtīria hearing and ‘be prepared to discuss points raised’ earlier by the Registrar, 

although there was no definite date for the hearing.999 

No final decision was made or instructions issued by the Court on the matter.1000  In February 1942, 

Acheson reported that ‘this matter’ did not come up at the Russell or Kawakawa sittings, and asked that it 

be diarised for the next Kaikohe sitting for adjournment to Kawakawa.1001  Nothing further happened 

before the matter was again raised in 1946 by Judge Prichard.  In reference to the April 1938 hearing 

above, he asked the Registrar to look into ‘the question of rent and covenants’ of the lease.1002  It 

appeared that the owners had ‘complained to the Court regarding the rent position’, and Mr T. Rogers, a 

Supervisor of the Native Department, was asked to inspect the block, interview ‘Mrs Yerkovich’, 

                                                      
995  Testimony notes [of Acheson’s], 1 June 1940.  On ibid. 
996  Registrar to Miller & Blundell, 3 August 1940. On ibid. 
997  AFKK 4711 Box 1713 W3516/243, Tokerau Minute Book 18 – [Tokerau District Maori Land Board …], 

1946-54, p. 26. 
998  Miller & Blundel to Registrar, 17 September 1940.  On file BAAI A139 11466 Box 173n 3148, ‘Tai Tokerau 

alienation file – Matauri 2D …’, 1918-37 
999  Registrar to Miller & Blundell, 9 October 1940.  On ibid. 
1000  Registrar to T. Rogers, Native Department, Kaeo, 15 March 1946. On ibid. 
1001  Acheson to Registrar, 13 February 1942 on bottom of Registrar to Miller & Blundell, 9 October 1940. On ibid. 
1002  Judge Prichard to Registrar, 21 February 1946. On ibid. 
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ascertain how the block was being occupied, and what was the position of rent payments to the 

owners.1003   

Rogers reported back in March 1946.  Haereata Pāora was deceased but her son, Tarawai [sic] Kira (the 

one and same as Tarawau Kira) claimed to not have received rentals for seven years, that he wanted to 

repossess the block, and that the lease had never been renewed.  Mrs Yerkovich (Mary Stewart?), though, 

claimed the lease had been renewed for 10 years from October 1938 and that the rent had been paid up 

to date, except for the ‘current year.’  Rogers also spoke with Costar, who thought Pāora had renewed the 

lease and that the new lease was held by Miller & Blundell.  Rogers did not think the lease had been 

renewed, and that the land was not well farmed and was reverting.  He recommended that Kira be 

allowed to repossess the land or that the rental be increased to, say, £13 per annum.  He gave the 

unimproved value of the block as £96 and improvements at £180.1004  The Registrar sought a response 

from Stewart’s solicitors, and then later from Stewart herself, pointing out in both instances that Stewart 

had obtained no legal transfer of the lease let alone any renewal of lease, and it was unclear what rents had 

been paid to the owners.1005  Soon after, Kira advised Rogers that as he had not heard back from him he 

would destock the block ‘with-out delay, long enough, they have cheated me’.1006  Kira was informed that 

Stewart and her solicitors had been written to on the matter and he would be contacted again to decide 

what action was to be taken.1007 

Stewart’s solicitors, Miller & Stubbs, responded in late May 1946 with a letter from Costar who reported 

that an application for renewal had been made to the Court ‘but Judge Acheson held the matter up for 

some reason’, and that he had made rental payments on behalf of Stewart with the last payment in 

September 1944 being made to Pāora; however, with the death of Pāora, Stewart was unsure who to pay 

rent to.1008  The solicitors were advised that the application to review the lease was subsequent to 

Yerkovich’s death (which is actually incorrect if Costar’s earlier declaration on the lease and Yerkovich’s 

probate is anything to go by1009), and until the lease was legally transferred to Stewart ‘the matter of the 

renewal was held up’, but that the purchase itself did not need the consent of the Board or confirmation 

by the Court.1010  The advice omits reference to the lease stating, as noted above, that any transfer of lease 

required the written consent of the owners. Miller & Stubbs replied that Stewart was anxious that a 

                                                      
1003  Registrar to T. Rogers, Native Department, Kaeo, 15 March 1946. On ibid. 
1004  T. Rogers to Registrar, 25 March 1946. On ibid. 
1005  Registrar to Miller & Stubbs, 3 April 1946. On ibid. 
1006  Tarawau Kira to T. Rogers, received 23 April 1948; and Registrar to Mrs Yerkovich, 1 May 1946.  Both on 

ibid. 
1007  Registrar to Kira, 6 May 1946. On ibid. 
1008  Miller & Stubbs to Registrar, 27 May 1946, with copy of letter from H. Costar to Miller & Stubbs, 20 April 

1946. On ibid. 
1009  For Steve Mate Yerkovich’s probate, see BBAE 1570 A645 108 P336/1930, ‘Yerkovich Steve Mate – Kaeo – 

Farmer’, 1930, ANZ.  By all accounts Yerkovich died in 1930 and the renewal application was submitted by 
Stewart’s solicitors on her behalf. 

1010  Registrar to Miller & Stubbs, 29 May 1946.  On file BAAI A139 11466 Box 173n 3148, ‘Tai Tokerau alienation 
file – Matauri 2D …’, 1918-37. 
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renewal be provided and that she was willing to pay any arrears that the Court determined.  Receipt for 

rent paid to 1944 was alleged to have been sent to the board.1011  Meanwhile, in July, the Wainui Tribal 

Committee wrote to the Land Board in support of Kira’s position to take over Matauri 2D on the 

grounds of unpaid rentals for seven years and wanting to ‘rehabilitate his boys (exservicemen) on the 

land.’1012  The Committee wrote again in October seeking a response.1013 

In January 1947, Tarawau Kira’s application to have the Native Land Court sit at Kaeo to enquire ‘into 

the position pertaining to the block’ and the legality of the lease was confirmed.1014  The owners of the 

block were now Tarawau Kira with 25 shares and Moana Mita Mio with 21 shares.1015  On 25 February 

1947, sitting at Auckland (rather than Kaeo) before Judge Pritchard, Stewart’s solicitor, Stubbs, asked the 

Board to execute a new lease under section 290 of the 1931 Act until 1 December 1948, saying that the 

matter had been adjourned ‘from time to time.’  Kira testified that he did not know what the position of 

the lease was, that some seven years rent was owing, no improvements had been effected, and pūriri posts 

had been taken to another block.  Stubbs produced a cheque for £20 dated 25 September 1944 showing 

rent paid up to November 1944, but owed rent from that date to December 1948 at £5 per year.  Stewart 

also testified that she had no knowledge of the pūriri posts, admitted that the property had ‘gone back a 

bit’ since her son had died overseas.  She wanted to retain the block for the remainder of the (renewed) 

term.  The Court was willing for the Land Board to renew the lease (from 1938 to 1948) at an annual rent 

of £5 to be paid from December 1944 (being £20) plus a £20 ‘post royalty’, all to be paid to the Land 

Board.  Stewart agreed.1016 

Stewart’s solicitors submitted a cheque for £40 in early March.1017  The Registrar advised, though, the 

lease could not be renewed as even though there was a memorandum of transfer from McKeown to 

Stewart there was no registration of a transmission from Yerkovich to Stewart meaning that the lease was 

still in Yerkovich’s name.1018  To remedy the situation, the Board President decided that as the £40 had 

been paid over: 

the question of completion of the renewal lease in favour of Mary Stewart be dropped and that 

she remain in possession of the land until the first of December 1948.  It would appear that a 
                                                      
1011  Miller & Stubbs to Registrar, 17 August 1946. On ibid. 
1012  A. Hukuwai et al, Wainui Tribal Committee, to Registrar, MLB, 29 July 1946. On ibid. The Committee refers 

to Kira’s statement before the Land Court at Wainui in early 1945, although I could find no such statements.  
It possible that the Committee was referring to the Wainui hearing of early 1941.  

1013  Tuari Wiremu, Wainui Tribal Committee, to Registrar, 2 October 1946. On ibid. 
1014  Tarawau Kira to Registrar, 10 January 1947 (in Te Reo and English); Registrar to Kira and miller & Blundell, 

respectively, 21 January 1947.  All on ibid. 
1015  Kira and Mio succeeded jointly to the interests of Haereata Pāora in February 1946, Northern Minute Book 

57, p. 170.  Mio was Kira’s half-brother.   
1016  AFKK 4711 Box 1712 W3516/242, Tokerau Minute Book 17 – [Tokerau District Maori Land Board …], 

1940-6, pp. 14-5.  The annual rental of £5 seems fairer than the renewal clause of 5% of the unimproved value 
which, by the 1946 unimproved value figure by Rogers of £96,would equate to close to £5. 

1017  Miller & Stubbs to Registrar, 5 March 1947.  On file BAAI A139 11466 Box 173n 3148, ‘Tai Tokerau 
alienation file – Matauri 2D …’, 1918-37. 

1018  Registrar to Miller & Stubbs, 20 March 1947. On ibid. 
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good deal of unnecessary expense and trouble would be incurred by the lessee in putting the 

title in order before the Board could consider execution of a renewal lease to cover the short 

term remaining.1019 

This position was acceptable to the lessee, and at the same time Stewart’s solicitors enquired about 

obtaining a further lease at the expiry of the renewed one.  They were advised that that was a matter 

between the owners and Stewart, although any fresh lease required the confirmation of the court.1020  As 

to whether the position was acceptable to the lessors is not clear, although no further correspondence 

from owners was located.  

As to the distribution of the £40 to the owners, the ‘Accountant’ was directed to ‘transfer £3 in 

settlement rate compromise – Mang. a/c’ (this appeared to be rates compromise for the Mangonui 

consolidation scheme); to ‘Provide for small [Board] comm. & tax’ (which for the commission, works out 

at 18/5, with tax stated as £2.6.7); ‘reserving appx. £5 in Blk a/c’; and the remainder (£28.15.0) to be 

distributed to the owners who apparently were calling into the office on the afternoon of 4 June.1021  In 

November 1948, on behalf of the owners, the Land Board instructed the lessee to remove her stock by 4 

December.1022  A note on an alienation file for Matauri 2D dated January 1953 states: ‘Distribute balance 

of £5.8.5’, which is counter-signed on 28 April, presumably meaning that the balance was distributed to 

the owners.1023   

                                                      
1019  Registrar to Miller & Stubbs, 2 April 1947. On ibid. 
1020  Miller & Stubbs to Registrar, 14 April 1947; and, Registrar to Miller & Stubbs, 22 April 1947.  Both on ibid. 
1021  Note to accountant from unidentified writer, 4 June 1947, on bottom of letter from Registrar to Miller & 

Stubbs, 22 April 1947. On ibid.  According to the note, the two owners were ‘calling this afternoon’.  The note 
records an adjoining comment dated 12 June 1947 identifying the tax amount, and the commission was 
deduced after the tax, rates compromise, £5 reserve, and the figure in the adjoining note of £28.15.0 were 
added leaving 18/5 from the £40 which presumably was the Commission.  

1022  Registrar to M. Yerkovich, 30 November 1948. On ibid. 
1023  Note of 27 January 1953; Registrar to Miller & Stubbs, 22 April 1947.  Both on ibid. 
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3.3.8 The sale of Matauri 2E to Katherine Leslie, 1915, and payment anomalies  

 

Created # of owners Shares Area Current status (date sold – amount per acre)

1913 Four 35 55a 1r 20p/22.41ha SOLD (1915 – 10/11 or £0.54/acre) 
 

Summary 

Following her purchase of Matauri 2B in 1911, Katherine Leslie then purchased the adjoining Matauri 2E 

block from the four owners in 1913.  While the initial consideration was increased from £27 to £30, to 

match a Government valuation provided, survey costs of just over £11 (over a third of the consideration) 

were deducted.  Registration fees for the partition order and title fees were also deducted, although no 

such fees were identified in the alienation of other Matauri partitions.  One owner was paid 40 percent 

more than his share; another, some 20 percent.  A third owner, in 1918, questioned whether he had 

received his share of the consideration.  While no record of his share being paid to him was located by 

officials, as no balance was shown in the ‘ledgers’ his share was deemed to have been paid to him. 

Details 

In May 1915, Leslie’s solicitors, Logan & Stout, submitted several papers for the Māori Land Board’s 

consideration,1024 including a schedule of other lands held by the sellers to confirm that they had 

                                                      
1024  Logan & Stout to Tokerau MLB, 10 May 1915.  On file BAAA 1 11466 43r 1882, Tai Tokerau alienation file - 

Matauri 2E, 1915-6, ANZ. 
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sufficient other lands for their respective needs.1025   The initial consideration was for £27.1.4.  A month 

later, noting that the application had not appeared on the agenda for the land board meeting at 

Whāngārei, Logan & Stout enquired at what board meeting the application would be considered.1026 The 

Land Board Registrar, C.P. Newton, responded that it had been ‘intended’ to notify the application to be 

heard at Kaikohe on 31 August, and it was gazetted for that date on 6 August.1027  The Land Board sat on 

31 August at Kaikohe with President T.H. Wilson and A.F. Puckey as clerk and interpreter.  Confirmation 

was given subject to the filing of a valuation.1028  In October, Logan & Stout submitted a valuation for 

£30 ‘in support of transfer confirmed in this block’ (around 10/11 or £0.54 per acre).1029   

No further correspondence on the purchase was located until Logan & Stout wrote to the board in 

February 1916 when they submitted receipts of the consideration paid to the sellers, and a Department of 

Lands and Survey receipt for a payment for a survey lien of £11.1.7 over the block.1030  The lawyers noted 

that the settlement of the consideration was ‘now complete’ with the exception of £1.19.0 owed to 

Ngatau.  They guaranteed payment to Ngatau or direct to the board if the transfer (certificate) was 

provided so they could register it.1031  Newton, though, told the solicitors that the consideration was £30 

in line with the Government valuation, and deducting survey costs of £11.1.7 meant that the ‘amounts 

due’ to the owners would be £2.14.0 to Taipari and £5.8.2 to each of the remaining three sellers – a 

combined total of £18.18.6 for all four owners.  Taniwha and Taipari had thus been overpaid with a 

balance due to Mangu of 9/1 and to Ngatau of £2.8.2.  Once receipts for those amounts were paid, the 

Board would endorse confirmation of purchase.1032 

Logan & Stout responded in early March that the Registrar had failed to take into account the deduction 

of registration fees for the partition order (of April 1913) of 10/- and title fee of 22/-1033, making only 

                                                      
1025  Logan & Stout to Tokerau MLB, 25 May 1915.  On ibid.  The vendors all had interests in Touwai B35, Wainui 

2B and Whangaihe 3.  These individuals possibly also had interests in Ririwha (Stephenson Island) and 
Mahinepua B, see files BAAI 11466 A39 71d 1231, Tai Tokerau alienation file - Mahinepua B - From: Taniwha 
Mauahara and others - To: H. G. Shepherd, 1913; and BAAI 1146 A353 306a 1316, Tai Tokerau alienation file 
- Ririwha - From: Mangu Mauahara and others - To: John Henry Adams, 1902-59.  These two files were not 
searched for this report 

1026  Logan & Stout to Tokerau MLB, 29 June 1915.  On file BAAA 1 11466 43r 1882, Tai Tokerau alienation file - 
Matauri 2E, 1915-6. 

1027  Registrar to Logan & Stout, 3 July 1915.  On ibid, ANZ; New Zealand Gazette No. 96, 12 August 1915, pp. 
2913-4. 

1028  AFKK 4711 Box 1703 W3516/241, Tokerau Minute Book 8 – [Tokerau District Maori Land Board …], 1914-
15, p. 346. 

1029  Logan & Stout to Tokerau MLB, 18 October 1915, with Government valuation certificate attached. All on file 
BAAA 1 11466 43r 1882, Tai Tokerau alienation file - Matauri 2E, 1915-6. 

1030  Logan & Stout to Tokerau MLB, 10 February 1916, with receipts attached, all on ibid.  The receipts were 
certified by a Justice of the Peace or solicitor. For payment of survey liens, see Logan & Stout to Receiver of 
Land Revenue, Auckland, 10 February 1916.  On file ABWN A1810 1109 Box 114 20/547 part 1, Maori Land 
Blocks – Matauri Block No. 2 Block, 1917-73. 

1031  Logan & Stout, to Tokerau MLB, 21 February 1916.  On file BAAA 1 11466 43r 1882, Tai Tokerau alienation 
file - Matauri 2E, 1915-6. 

1032  Registrar Logan & Stout, 29 February 1916.  On ibid. 
1033  That is, the partition order had to be registered in order for a new title to be issued – both required registering 

with the Land Transfer Office.   
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£17.6.5 due to the sellers, being £2.9.5 to Taipari and £4.19.0 each to the other three sellers.  They 

claimed that all bar Ngatau had been paid in full with receipts filed.1034  The lawyers then submitted a 

money order for £2 being the balance of £1.19.0 owed to Ngatau and ‘commission’ of 1/-.  They 

requested the purchase be duly confirmed.1035  The Land Board appeared to agree with Logan & Stout’s 

analysis of deductions and on 20 April 1916, approval was given to the purchase of the block.1036  The 

partition order was registered on 3 February 1917.1037 

Table 30: Consideration and costs deducted for purchase of Matauri 2E, 1915-6 

Consideration  £30.0.0 
Less survey £11.1.7

-£12.13.7 Less reg’n of Partition Order £0.10.0

Less title fee £0.1.2

Net balance due to owners  £17.6.5 

 

Owners 

Sh
ar

es
 Initial 

proportion 
of purchase 

monies 

Receipts 
lodged 

Balance 
due 

Deduction 
for survey

Deduction for 
reg’n of 

partition order 
& title fee 

Actual 
proportion 
of purchase 

monies 

Over 
payment 
to owner 

Net 
balance 
paid to 
Board 

Mangu Mauahara 10 £8.11.5 £4.19.0 £3.12.5 £3.3.3 £0.9.2 £4.19.0 nil 

Ngatau Mauahara 10 £8.11.5 £3 £5.11.5 £3.3.4 £0.9.1 £4.19.0  £1.19.0

Taniwha Mauahara 10 £8.11.5 £7 £1.11.5 £3.3.4 £0.9.2 £4.19.0 £2.1.0

Taipari Mauahara 5 £4.5.9 £3 £1.5.9 £1.11.8 £0.4.7 £2.9.5 £0.10.7

Total 35 £30 £17.19.0 £12.1.0 £11.1.7 £1.12.0 £17.6.5 £2.11.7

 

No documentation was located on how the overpayments were further dealt with.  For Ngatau, though, 

the matter did not rest there.  It appeared that in 1918 he submitted ‘an application’ raising the question 

of the payment of the balance owed to him.  His physical application was not located, and the only 

reference to it is on a land board file by way of a two-page handwritten note.  It is unclear who the writer 

of the note is, other than his name ‘W Rowe Jones’ [sp?].   The note stated that a provisional pay list was 

prepared and submitted for approval (although to whom is unclear).  This pay list may be the second of 

the two-page note, which detailed payments and deductions made.  It also remarked that the area of the 

block was surveyed at 55a 1r 20p ‘whilst the area in notice of alienation is 54a 2r 33p.  I presume there is 

no need to take this difference into consideration.  I cannot say what area the Transfer shews at present’.  

In the margin alongside this comment is written ‘NO’ [emphasis in note], although what this explicitly 

                                                      
1034  Logan & Stout, to Tokerau MLB, 7 March 1916.  On file BAAA 1 11466 43r 1882, Tai Tokerau alienation file 

- Matauri 2E, 1915-6. 
1035  Logan & Stout, to Tokerau MLB, 16 March 1916.  On ibid. 
1036  Form letter from Tokerau MLB, 28 April 1916.  On file ABWN A1810 1109 Box 114 20/547 part 1, Maori 

Land Blocks – Matauri Block No. 2 Block, 1917-73, [p. 30], ANZ; and Tokerau MLB certificate of 
confirmation, 28 April 1916.  On file BAAA 1 11466 43r 1882, Tai Tokerau alienation file - Matauri 2E, 1915-
6. 

1037  File note from W Rowe [ones[sp?], 1 October 1918, and form letter from Tokerau MLB, 28 April 1916.  Both 
on file BAAA 1 11466 43r 1882, Tai Tokerau alienation file - Matauri 2E, 1915-6. 
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means is not further stated in the note or on file.  A further handwritten note in margin states that the 

provisional pay list was approved.1038  A more formal typed pay list on file, and following from the 

handwritten note, states that no record of the balance to Ngatau was traced on account of the ‘old pay-

sheets for that period’ having been ‘destroyed’, although it was concluded that as no balance was ‘shown 

in the ledgers’ ‘the amount has been paid out.’  A further handwritten note at the bottom of this pay list 

(whose author is unknown) states: ‘Position explained to people at Matauri Bay 22/4/18’.  No further 

information on the matter was located.1039 

As mentioned above concerning the matter of access tracks for Matauri 2D, 2F, 2G 2K and 2L, the 

purchaser of Matauri 2B and 2E was expected to assist with the right-of-way issue before subdivision 

orders would be confirmed by the Land Court.  In September 1916, the Chief Surveyor informed Logan 

& Stout, solicitors of Katherine Leslie (who had also purchased Matauri 2B), that the Judge had ordered 

existing tracks be laid off as rights of way over Matauri 2.  The surveyor, however, found the tracks ‘very 

conflicting, and would not make good roads’, and so the tracks were not surveyed.  Judge MacCormick 

considered other arrangements be made to ‘enable proper roads to be laid off before he signed off the 

orders.’  The Chief Surveyor requested a formal undertaking that Leslie would allow a road to run 

through her property (Matauri 2E) and to bear a proportionate share of the cost to survey the road.  

Once the confirmation was received, then an application would be made to the Court to lay off a 

roadline.1040    

This request took Leslie by surprise, and Logan & Stout wrote to both the Chief Surveyor and Judge 

Wilson of the Tokerau District Māori Land Board on the matter.  They stated that their client had settled 

the purchase of Matauri 2E in good faith and completed a survey of the block which had been approved 

by the Survey Office, and claimed no knowledge of any rights of way over the block.  Logan & Stout 

considered it unreasonable that their client had to comply with the Chief Surveyor’s request; instead, they 

requested that the partition orders as they stood be sent for registration.1041  The Registrar responded on 

behalf of the Judge that confirmation by a land board to a purchase did not guarantee the correctness of 

an order ‘as drawn up’ nor that confirmation in or of itself remove encumbrances from the title: ‘The 

circumstances of the partition were such that no endorsement of a right of way could be made until it was 

seen what sections are effected after a survey.’  The Judge considered that owners of a subdivision had 

the option of applying to the Native Land Court for a right of way under sections 49 and 50 of the Native 

                                                      
1038  File note from W Rowe Jones[sp?], 1 October 1918.  On ibid. 
1039  In 1999, pursuant to Section 338(1) of the Te Ture Whenua Māori Act 1993, the Land Court set apart 400m² 

of Matauri 2E as a Māori reservation for the purpose of a burial ground to be known as Marae White Urupa 
Johnson Whenua for the common use and benefit of the Trustees and beneficiaries of the Johnson Family 
Trust, New Zealand Gazette No. 108, 2 September 1999, p. 2610 

1040  Chief Surveyor to Logan & Stout, 15 September 1916.  On file ‘Matauri - corres’, [1903-67] 
1041  Logan & Stout to Chief Surveyor, 13 September 1916 on file ABWN A1810 1109 Box 114 20/547 part 1, 

Maori Land Blocks – Matauri Block No. 2 Block, 1917-73; and Logan & Stout, Kaitaia, to Judge Wilson, 21 
September 1916.  On file ‘Matauri - corres’, [1903-67].  It was noted that the client had a 21-year lease over 
Matauri 2J. 
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Land Amendment Act 1913: ‘Considering that no roads were shown on the plan I am of the opinion that 

it was incumbent upon you to have made a search of the descriptions.’1042   

Logan & Stout then pointed out that a survey of a roadline to Matauri 2E was unnecessary as Leslie also 

owned Matauri 2B, and that a survey of a road to 2B was ‘all that is necessary.’  They gave an undertaking 

that once title was registered, no further dealings against the block would happen until the question of 

road survey was settled, and enclosed an undertaking from Leslie that she would pay her proportionate 

share of the cost of surveying the roadline so long as it ‘touches’ 2E.1043  The solicitors wanted a Court 

application to lay off a roadline laid heard as soon as practicable in Kaeo, given that the Court only sat 

once a year there ‘and we do not wish our clients [sic] title to be hung up’ any further.1044  Judge 

MacCormick signed the partition orders for 2E (so it could be registered under the land transfer system) 

in January 1917, but the application for a roadline was further delayed (see chapter four).1045 

  

                                                      
1042  Registrar, NLC, to Logan & Stout, 1 October 1916.  On file ‘Matauri - corres’, [1903-67]. 
1043  Logan & Stout to Chief Surveyor, 10 November 1916, with undertaking from Leslie, 3 October 1916, 

attached.  On file ABWN A1810 1109 Box 114 20/547 part 1, Maori Land Blocks – Matauri Block No. 2 
Block, 1917-73. 

1044  Logan & Stout to Chief Surveyor, 20 December 1916. On ibid. 
1045  Chief Surveyor to Logan & Stout, 9 January 1917. On ibid. 
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3.3.9 The leasing and incremental sale of Matauri 2H to Thomas Hows, 1916-24, purchase and 

payment anomalies 

 

Created # of owners Shares Area Current status (date sold – amount per acre) 
1913 9 200 312ac/126.26ha SOLD (1918 – £1.10.0/acre; 1919 – £1.0.6/acre; 1920 

– .£1.0.7/acre; 1924 – £1.10.2/acre) 

 

Summary 

In February 1917, a year after he had applied, the Land Board confirmed a 21-year lease over Matauri 2H 

to Thomas Arnold Hows at an annual rental of £15.  The succession to one of the original owners 

delayed the confirmation.  Hows had purchased Matauri 1H8B in 1916 and later, 1B1 in 1918.  Hows 

paid outstanding survey costs, seemingly in lieu of two year’s rent.  A few months after confirmation, 

Hows initiated a purchase of the block, which occurred over a mish-mash of four purchase transactions 

between 1917 and 1924.  The purchases were complex resulting in overpayments to two owners and two 

underpayments (one, though, being only 1d).  Hows had attempted to purchase all interests in one 

purchase, but this ended up being split over four transactions, including one aborted purchase when it 

was realised that the interests of one owner had already been purchased by Hows.  Hows’ attempt to 

partition out his interests in 1922 was turned down by the Court, and this may have led to the eventual 

agreement for the purchase of the remaining land interests.   

Two main anomalies appear in the purchases: how some of the consideration figures were derived; and 

that close to seven percent of the block was not purchased.  The first anomaly comes down to 

miscalculations but the ‘how’ is unclear.  The second anomaly arose because Hows was purchasing shares 

rather than acreage while the Board confirmation was based on acreage and not shares.   The anomaly 

possibly originated from the first purchase, which was supposed to be the interests of two owners but 

ended up being just for one.  The purchases, though, were not contested, including no objections 

afterwards that the land had been purchased unfairly.   

Matauri 2H

Whakarārā School Tāpui

Te Kiripaka 

Te Ngaere Matauri 2J 

Matauri X 

Matauri 1B1 
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Details 

This section details each alienation, beginning with the leasing of Matauri 2H over three terms, followed 

by the purchase of the block.  This is then followed by a tabulated summary and analysis of the data.  

Lease, 1916 

In February 1916 solicitors Reed & Miller applied to the Land Board on behalf of Thomas Arnold Hows 

to lease Matauri 2H for 21 years at an annual rental of £15.1046  Hows had purchased Matauri 1H8B in 

1916 and later, 1B1 in 1918.  It is unclear what his relationship was to George Hows, who in 1913 leased 

and later purchase Motukawanui. 

 A Government valuation of the block dated March 1916 gave a capital value of £260 with no 

improvements.1047  The application was notified in March,1048 and the Land Board heard it at Auckland on 

11 April before Judge Wilson.  Mr Miller presented a lease dated 20 January 1916 from Tāmati Hōri to 

Hows, who had yet to sign it.  Confirmation was given ‘only to lessee’s signature’.1049  This confirmation 

did not seem to apply to the lessors as it was only in August that Hows was able to secure the final 

signatures to the lease after succession to Tāhere Pororua, an original owner, was granted by the 

Court.1050  The successors were three other original owners; Hōhepa Tāhere, Ngātai Tāhere, and Āni 

Tauaiti (Tamaiti?), who all succeeded equally.1051  Two other original owners, Takangaroa and Whakaaria 

Hōri, who were minors when 2H was created, were succeeded to by Tāmati Hōri in March 1916.1052  

In February 1917, Reed & Miller paid the £34.9.4 survey costs that they stated was equivalent to two 

year’s rent.1053  This seemed to infer that the payment was also in lieu of two year’s rent.  The Land Board 

confirmed the lease on 28 February 1917.1054 

First purchase, 1918 

The sale of Matauri 2H occurred over four purchase transactions between 1917 and 1924.1055  The first 

purchase began in July 1917 when Reed & Miller applied to have a purchase of the block from all the 

                                                      
1046  Application for Confirmation to lease Matauri 2H, 13 February 1916.  On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 123o 

2218, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 2H …, 1916[-24], ANZ. 
1047  Certificate of Valuation, 14 March 1916. On ibid.]. 
1048  New Zealand Gazette No. 61, 30 March 1916, p. 945. 
1049  AFKK 4711 Box 1704 W3516/241, Tokerau Minute Book 9 – [Tokerau District Maori Land Board …], 1915-

16, p. 160. 
1050  Reed & Miller to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 4 August 1916.  On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 123o 2218, Tai 

Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 2H …, 1916[-24] 
1051  See Schedule-Successors for Matauri 2H, on Matauri Block Order File No. 1.   
1052  See Schedule-Successors for Matauri 2H. On ibid. 
1053  Reed & Miller to Registrar, 20 February 1917 with receipt attached; see also Chief Surveyor to Registrar, 

Tokerau MLB, 4 October 1917.  Both on file BAAI A39 11466 Box 123o 2218, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, 
Matauri 2H …, 1916[-24]; see also Notice of Release of Lien, 12 February 1917.  On file ABWN A1810 1109 
Box 114 20/547 part 1, Maori Land Blocks – Matauri Block No. 2 Block, 1917-73.   

1054  Registrar, Tokerau MLB, to Valuer-General, 7 March 1917; and, Tokerau MLB certificate of confirmation, 7 
March 1917, endorsed by Reed & Miller.  Both on file BAAI A39 11466 Box 123o 2218, Tai Tokerau 
Alienation file, Matauri 2H …, 1916[-24.    
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owners to Hows for the consideration of £343.10.0 confirmed.1056  A land board confirmation register 

confirms the valuation as that provided in 1916 above, that is, £260 (ca. 16/7 per acre).1057  The 

Whangaroa County Council reported that no rates were due over the block.1058  A schedule of other lands 

held by the sellers was submitted, but only lists three owners; viz, Hōhepa Tāhere, Ngātai Tāhere, and Āni 

Tauaiti, each with interests in Mangamuka East D4 (Hokianga) and Kohumaru B (inland south of 

Mangonui harbour).1059  It became quickly evident that in spite of the July application being inclusive of 

all the block owners, and that officials appeared to believe that three owners were alienating, the purchase 

was just for the interests of two owners, as, according to Hows’ declaration in support of the 

confirmation, dated August 1917, the purchase was between himself and Āni and Ngātai only.1060   The 

omission of Hōhepa’s interests were not picked up until the early 1920s (see below).  The Board 

confirmed the purchase on 17 September 1917 subject to the provision of receipts from the two 

sellers.1061 

In June 1918, Hows’ solicitors submitted to the Board an acknowledgement from Āni as to payment of 

her rent.  A receipt each from Ngātai for £55 and Āni for £46.4.0 were also submitted.1062  With respect 

to Ngātai, the solicitors stated that it was ‘an expensive matter reaching him to obtain an 

acknowledgement’, but they noted that the total rent due to him for the period from the beginning of the 

lease until purchase at the end of June 1917 was £3.0.5.  The solicitors attached a £1 receipt from Ngātai 

and commented that this along with the ‘Native’s share of survey fees (£34.9.4) paid by our client is 

greater than his [Ngātai?] share of the rent.’  Confirmation of the sale was requested, and subsequently 

                                                                                                                                                                     
1055  Copies of the transfer documents were not examined for this report. 
1056  Reed & Miller to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 10 July 1917, with Application for Confirmation re sale of Matauri 

2H and two receipts from Ngātai Tāhere and Āni Tauaiti, respectively, and witnessed by Magistrate, Fred 
Patience.  On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 123o 2218, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 2H …, 1916[-24]. 

1057  BAAI 5801 Box 2, Register of applications – Confirmation of alienation of land by sale or lease – Tokerau 
Māori Land Board, 1917, p. 7. 

1058  Reed 7 Miller to Registrar, 1 October 1917 with attached note from County Clerk, Whangaroa County 
Council, 28 February 1917.  On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 123o 2218, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 2H 
…, 1916[-24]. 

1059  Reed & Miller to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 5 September 1917, with attached Schedule of Other Lands, 
certified.  On file BAAI A139 11466 Box 85r 3207, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Matauri 2C, 1918-32.   

1060  Declaration in Support of Application for Confirmation re Matauri 2H transfer, 3 August 1917.  On file BAAI 
A39 11466 Box 123o 2218, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 2H …, 1916[-24] 

1061  AFKK 4711 Box 1705 W3516/235, Tokerau Minute Book 10 – [Tokerau District Maori Land Board …], 
1916-9, p. 180; BAAI 5801 Box 2, Register of applications – Confirmation of alienation of land by sale or lease 
– Tokerau Māori Land Board, 1917, p. 7. 

1062  Receipts from Ngātai Hōri and Ani Tāhere, respectively, both 25 June 1917.  On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 
123o 2218, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 2H …, 1916[-24]. 
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given on 7 August 1918.1063  The Board’s confirmation notice confirms the consideration of £77.4.5 for 

70a 32p (70.2 acres, or ca.£1.10.0 per acre).1064   

Second purchase, 1919 

The second purchase begin in May 1919 when another application for confirmation was submitted for 

the purchase of the interests of Tāmati Hōri (who had 60 shares) and Hera Hōri (30 shares) for a 

consideration of £96.  A Government valuation of 10 June 1919 gave a capital value for the block of 

£300 with no improvements recorded.  Tāmati and Hera confirmed that no rental monies were owing to 

them from Hows.  A schedule of other lands held by the sellers was submitted; viz, Tāmati had interests 

in Matauri 2H only, while Hera had interests in Waikare 8o and 13C, Waihāhā 1, Waikino (the latter three 

blocks near or adjacent the Waikare Inlet, Bay of Islands), and Wiroa A-C (south-west of Kerikeri).1065  

The purpose of this schedule was to identify that the sellers had other lands for their sufficient needs so 

they did not become landless.  Tāmati Hōri had interests in Matauri 2L, but this was a one-acre burial 

ground (that later became a Māori Reservation) and Tāmati’s interest was more of a trusteeship than an 

alienable interest.  

The application was notified to be heard at Whāngārei in June 1919.1066  At a Land Board hearing in 

Whāngārei on 4 July, the Board noted that one owner (presumably Tāmati) had a ‘shortage of [lands]’, 

and that the consideration was ‘adequate.’  Tāmati testified that he was a widower living at Kaikohe 

having left Matauri some seven years earlier.   His only child (Moetū Hōri) also lived at Kaikohe.  He 

added that he had other lands at Waikare, although he did not know how much.  He planned to live at 

Waikino or Waihāhā on account of there being no work at Waikare.  He stated that his share of the 

annual rental was £4.10.0: ‘Sometimes I have to go & collect my rent[,] sometimes it comes to me by 

post.’  While not stated in the minute, the rent being referred to is that of 2H (in which, after succeeding 

to two other owners, Hōri had a combined 93.6 acres), which obviously would cease upon his interests 

being purchased.  Seemingly satisfied by his testimony the Board gave confirmation subject to 

‘completion within six weeks from date’ (i.e. by August).1067  The Board may have thought Hōri’s 

                                                      
1063  Reed & Miller to Registrar, 24 June 1918 with receipt from Ngātai Tāhere and acknowledgement of Ani 

Tauaiti; Board file note from Registrar, Tokerau MLB, confirming sale of Matauri 2H, 12 August 1918.  Both 
on ibid. 

1064  Tokerau MLB certificate of confirmation re Matauri 2H, 12 August 1918, endorsed by Reed & Miller.  On 
ibid. 

1065  Reed & Miller to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 19 May 1919, with attached: Application for Confirmation re 
transfer of Matauri 2H, 17 May 1919; ownership schedule showing proportion of consideration to Tāmati and 
Hera and amount paid to Land Board, etc; Schedule of Other Lands, certified; acknowledgement from Hera 
Hōri re lease rentals; receipts from Tāmati Hōri and Hera Hōri, and witnessed; and, Reed & Miller to Registrar, 
10 July 1919 with attached acknowledgement from Tāmati Hōri regarding lease rentals, and witnessed receipt; 
Reed & Miller to Registrar, 23 June 1919 with attached Declaration in Support of Application for 
Confirmation re transfer of Matauri 2H, 2 June 1919, and Certificate of Valuation for Matauri 2H, 10 June 
1919.  All on ibid.  Hera was also known as Hera Whakatahi for her interests in Waikare 13C, Hera H. Poto in 
Waihāhā 1, Hera Rae in Waikino, and Hera Pāora in Wiroa A-C. 

1066   New Zealand Gazette No. 71, 12 June 1919, p. 1824. 
1067  AFKK 4711 Box 1706 W3516/241, Tokerau Minute Book 11– [Tokerau District Maori Land Board …], 

1919-22, pp. 23-4; see also Reed & Miller to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 19 May 1919, with attached: Application 
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reference to his rental was referring to Waikare, but even then the Board did not inquire further as to how 

large Hōri’s holdings were and where the rentals came from.  The fact that Hōri did not object to the 

purchase appears to have assuaged any concerns the Board may have had.  In August, Hows’ solicitors 

submitted to the Board a cheque for £104 (being the remainder of the consideration due to the sellers) 

along with confirmation that no council rates were owing on the block.1068  The application was notified 

to be heard Kaikohe in September 1919.1069  The Board confirmed the purchase on 11 September for 

£144 for 140a 1r 24p (140.4 acres or ca. £1.0.6 per acre; £48 more than the application for 

confirmation).1070  The land alienated in this instance equates to the combined 90 shares of the sellers.   

Third purchase, 1920 

The third purchase began in February 1920 when another application for confirmation was submitted to 

the Board for the purchase of Moetū Hōri’s interests for £32.1071  The particulars of title of owners 

schedule states that these (wrongly) were the last interests to be purchased in the block.1072  Moetū 

confirmed that all rentals owed to her had been paid up to date.1073  Around the same time, Tāmati Hōri 

wrote to the Board about the purchase of Moetū’s interests.  Hōri (who was Moetū’s father) also made a 

declaration identifying who Moetū was, including that Moetū had never occupied the block, ‘nor has she 

derived any rental therefrom save and excepting at the rate of 15/- per year has practically all gone to pay 

survey fees’, and that Moetū had other interests as sole successor to her mother, Atareta Hōri.  Tāmati 

also testified that the block was rough country not suited for cultivation.1074  It is unclear what the survey 

fees are, particularly as Hows had paid survey charges over the block in 1917 and a Chief Surveyor 

memorandum dated March 1920 confirmed no survey charges were payable.1075  Was Hows using rentals 

to recoup the survey charges?  A schedule of other lands held by the seller showed Moetū had an (one-

                                                                                                                                                                     
for Confirmation re transfer of Matauri 2H, 17 May 1919, and ownership schedule showing proportion of 
consideration, and Hōri’s succession to Takangaroa Hōri and Whakaria Hōri – this gave Hōri a total 60 shares 
in the block, giving him £4.10.0 in the share of £15 in the annual rent.  On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 123o 
2218, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 2H …, 1916[-24]. 

1068  Reed & Miller to Registrar, 13 August 1919, with certificate of rates from the Whangaroa County Council, n.d. 
attached.  On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 123o 2218, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 2H …, 1916[-24]. 

1069   New Zealand Gazette No. 132, 23 August 1919, pp. 3312-3. 
1070  Board file note from Registrar, Tokerau MLB, confirming sale of Matauri 2H, 15 September 1919.  On file 

BAAI A39 11466 Box 123o 2218, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 2H …, 1916[-24]. 
1071  Application for Confirmation of transfer re Matauri 2H, 9 February 1920. On ibid. 
1072  Particulars of Title of Owners for Matauri 2H, received 13 February 1920. On ibid. 
1073  Acknowledgement from Moetū Hōri and witnessed by C.H. Miller, received 13 February 1920. On ibid. 
1074  Tāmati Hōri, Kaikohe, to MLB, 17 February 1920 (in Te Reo); and Reed & Miller to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 

19 February 1920 with attached declaration from Tāmati Hōri, 19 February 1920.  Both on ibid. 
1075  Chief Surveyor to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 26 March 1920. On ibid. 
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acre?) interest in Wainui D (west of Te Ngaere).1076  Tāmati and Hera also confirmed that no rental 

monies were owing to them from Hows.1077   

On 15 March 1920, the Land Board heard the application to confirm the sale before Judge Holland.  The 

application was notified by gazette a month earlier, and records the date of the purchase as 15 October 

1919.1078 While the application was notified to be heard in Whāngārei, the hearing occurred in Auckland.  

The Board noted that the purchase was for an ‘Outstanding interest’, that the consideration was adequate, 

although it also noted a ‘Shortage of [other] lds’, presumably in reference to Moetū.  Nevertheless, 

confirmation was given subject to completion of the purchase within six weeks (i.e. by May) and receipts 

to be filed.1079   

The Board head the application again on 30 May – possibly because the six week timeframe had expired 

without the transaction being completed – noting that there were now ‘[other] lands adequate’ but that 

the consideration was to be increased to £39 (no reason given), and another six weeks was given to 

complete the transaction.1080  In March and July, respectively, Hows’ solicitors presented a cheque for 

£27.1.0 to the Board being the balance of the consideration owing to Moetū, and then a receipt for £5 

from Moetū and seeking confirmation of the sale.1081  The Board confirmed the purchase on 30 July 1920 

for £32 for 31a 32p (31.2 acres, or ca.£1.0.6 per acre).1082  It is unclear why the Board confirmation does 

not refer to the increased consideration of £39 (ca.£1.5.0 per acre).  Receipts located amount to £32; 

whether Moetū was advised of the increased consideration is not clear, although it is possible she did not 

receive the almost extra £7. 

Aborted purchase, 1921 

An aborted purchase occurred in March 1921 when an application for confirmation was submitted for 

the purchase of Ngātai Tāhere’s interests.  The consideration was for £30, although this was increased to 

                                                      
1076  Schedule of Other Lands owned by Maori Vendors or Lessors, re Moetū Hōri, received 23 February 1920. On 

ibid. 
1077  Reed & Miller to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 19 May 1919, with attached: Application for Confirmation re 

transfer of Matauri 2H, 17 May 1919; ownership schedule showing proportion of consideration to Tāmati and 
Hera and amount paid to Land Board, etc; Schedule of Other Lands, certified; acknowledgement from Hera 
Hōri re lease rentals; receipts from Tāmati Hōri and Hera Hōri, and witnessed; and, Reed & Miller to Registrar, 
10 July 1919 with attached acknowledgement from Tāmati Hōri re lease rentals, and receipt and witnessed.  All 
on ibid, [p. 37-43, 47-9].  Hera was also known as Hera Whakatahi for her interests in Waikare 13C, Hera H. 
Poto in Waihāhā 1, Hera Rae in Waikino, and Hera Pāora in Wiroa A-C. 

1078 New Zealand Gazette No. 15, 19 February 1920, p. 565. 
1079  AFKK 4711 Box 1706 W3516/241, Tokerau Minute Book 11– [Tokerau District Maori Land Board …], 

1919-22, pp. 118-9. 
1080  Ibid, p. 270. 
1081  Reed & Miller to Registrar, 29 March 1920 (no receipt of cheque attached); Reed & Miller to Registrar, 16 July 

1920 with receipt from Moetū Hori attached.  Both on file BAAI A39 11466 Box 123o 2218, Tai Tokerau 
Alienation file, Matauri 2H …, 1916[-24]. 

1082  Board file note from Registrar, Tokerau MLB, confirming sale of Matauri 2H, 30 July 1920; and Tokerau MLB 
certificate of confirmation re Matauri 2H, 2 August 1920, endorsed by Reed & Miller.  Both ibid. 
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£39 by the Land Board with some £5 having already been paid to Ngātai.1083  The £39 consideration was 

paid on 4 July but Hows’ solicitors later asked for its return in January 1922: ‘The interest purporting to 

be acquired by the transfer had already been purchased by our client and the transfer was signed in 

error.’1084  It is unclear why it took so long for the money to be returned considering officials knew of the 

error several days after receiving the consideration and that the interests of Hōhepa had not been 

purchased.  One can only speculate as to why the application had progressed so far without anyone 

noting the error.1085  It appears that Hows and/or Ngātai considered the application was legitimate, 

particularly as Hows had signed a declaration in January 1921 acknowledging the purchase between him 

and Ngātai.1086  Hows and/or Ngātai may have been under the understanding that the 1919 purchase of 

Ngātai’s interests did not contain all of Ngātai’s interests – perhaps the impression was that the 1919 

purchase pertained to Ngātai’s interests succeeded through Tāhere Pororua only.  As for the £5 already 

received by Ngātai, there was no indication (in the official records at least) that she paid it back or was 

compelled to do so.   

Fourth purchase, 1923-4 

It is unclear why Hows had not secured the interests of Hōhepa, but it appears that negotiations on the 

ground were ongoing.  For instance, a Land Court application submitted by Hows to partition Matauri 

2H was brought before Judge Holland on 13 October 1922 at Kaeo.  Hows’ solicitor, Mr Miller, stated 

that all owners had ‘sold excepting one’, Hōhepa Tāhere.  The Court decided that as parties could not 

come to any agreement it would not partition the land ‘but would leave it as a whole subject to the 

existing case.’1087 

Some form of agreement was finally reached when Hows initiated the purchase of Hōhepa’s interests in 

September 1923, at a proposed £1.10.0 per acre.  A receipt for £5 from Hōhepa and his 

acknowledgement that all rentals to him had been paid up to date were submitted.1088  The capital value 

                                                      
1083  Application for Confirmation re Matauri 2H, 1 February 1921; Tokerau MLB Minute cover for the transfer of 

Ngātai Tāhere; and, Reed & Miller to Registrar, 15 March 1921 with receipt from Ngātai Tāhere attached.  
Both on ibid.  The purchase increase may have been due to a valuation (not located on file) giving a value for 
the block of £312, equating to £1.56 per acre.  Ngātai’s original interests were 25 shares, or 39 acres, see Reed 
& Miller to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 27 April 1921, on same file.   

1084  Reed & Miller to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 4 July 1921 and 12 January 1922.  Both on file BAAI A39 11466 
Box 123o 2218, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 2H …, 1916[-24].  The money was promptly returned, see 
Registrar to Miller & Blundell, 19 January 1922, on same file. 

1085  One possibility may be that each alienation activity was given a separate alienation file, with six all up for the 
2H block.  On the ANZ Archway system, these six files are merged into one large alienation file cited for this 
report. 

1086  Declaration in Support of Application for Confirmation re transfer of Matauri 2H, 5 January 1921.  On file 
BAAI A39 11466 Box 123o 2218, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 2H …, 1916[-24]. 

1087  Northern Minute Book 58, 13 October 1922, p. 223; see also Application to Partition re Matauri 2H from 
Thomas Arnold Hows, 29 August 1922.  On application file for ‘Matauri’, 1900-53. 

1088  Miller & Blundell to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 7 September 1923 with attached Application for Confirmation 
re Matauri 2H, 7 September 1923, and Acknowledgement from Hōhepa Tāhere and witnessed by farmer H.R. 
Leslie, received 10 September 1923; and, Miller & Blundell to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 8 January 1924 with 
attached memorandum from County Clerk, Whangaroa County Clerk, to the NLC, 22 December 1923.  Both 
on file BAAI A39 11466 Box 123o 2218, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 2H …, 1916[-24]. 
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remained the same and no Council rates were owing on the block.1089  Sitting at Whāngārei on 26 

November 1923 under Judge Holland, the Land Board considered the application.  Miller was present.  

The Board noted the valuation of £312 for the block and the proposed consideration, and gave 

confirmation subject to the purchase being completed within six weeks.1090  Hows’ solicitors presented a 

cheque for £69.1.2 to the Land Board being the balance of the consideration owing to Hōhepa.  The 

Board confirmed the purchase on 24 January 1924 for £74.1.2 for 49a 1r 34p (49.4 acres, or ca.£1.9.10 

per acre).1091  

Analysis of the four purchases 

When considering all four purchases, there are at least two anomalies.  The first is the combined 

consideration of all four purchases, of £327.5.7.  For the first purchase, the application for confirmation 

was for all the owners at the consideration of £343 .10.0 before it was scaled down to the purchase of 

only two owners.  How this figure was derived is not known, but it is £16.4.5 more than the combined 

consideration (or sum) eventually paid.  The Board appeared to be aligning any consideration with the 

valuation, thus allowing for the consideration of just over £1 per acre.  For the second purchase, the 

Board recommended a consideration of £48 more than the £96 applied for in the interests for the two 

sellers (the £96 became the amount due to just one of the two sellers).  The second anomaly is around the 

acreage Hows purchased; that is, according to my calculations, of the 312 acres in the block, only 291a 1r 

2p were purchased leaving 20a 2r 38p unpurchased.  The documentation submitted by Hows tended to 

focus on the purchase of shares (that equate to 1.56 acre per share) rather than acreage per se; the Board 

confirmation was based on acreage and not shares.  This seems to have resulted in a shortfall of 20a 2r 

38p not alienated by the four purchases.1092  The anomaly probably originated from the first purchase of 

70a 32p, which were supposed to be the interests of Ngātai and Āni.1093  The combined interests of 

Ngātai and Āni are 58  shares or 91 acres, leaving the omission of 20a 2r 38p of their interests from the 

purchase. 

  

                                                      
1089  Miller & Blundell to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 1 November 1923, with attached Certificate of Valuation for 

Matauri 2H, stamped 30 October 1923 on file BAAI A39 11466 Box 123o 2218, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, 
Matauri 2H …, 1916[-24].  The covering letter to the valuation mistakenly records the capital value as £300. 

1090  AFKK 4711 Box 1707 W3516/237, Tokerau Minute Book 12 – [Tokerau District Maori Land Board …], 
1922-5, p. 70. 

1091  Board file note from Registrar, Tokerau MLB, confirming sale of Matauri 2H, 25 January 1924; and Tokerau 
MLB certificate of confirmation re Matauri 2H, 25 January 1924, endorsed by Miller & Blundell.  Both on file 
BAAI A39 11466 Box 123o 2218, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 2H …, 1916[-24]. 

1092  Any survey anomalies have not been investigated, although a twenty acre difference is unlikely, although not 
necessarily improbable. 

1093  Ani had an original 20 shares (31.2 acres) before gaining 6.66∞ shares (10.4 acres) from succession to Tāhere 
Pororua, making a combined 26.66∞ shares or 41.6 acres; Ngātai had an original 25 shares (39 acres) and 
through the same succession, gained 6.66∞ shares making a combined 31. 66∞ or 49.4 acres. 
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Table 31: Consideration and costs deducted for purchase of Matauri 2H, 1917-24 

Owners 
Year 

interests
sold Sh

ar
es

 

Share in 
acres 

Acres sold
Proportion of 
consideration

Receipts 
lodged 

Balance 
due 

Consideration 
paid to Board

Additional
(+)/ under 

(-) 
payment 
to owner 

Āni Tauaiti 
1917-8 

26  41.6ac 
70a 32p 

£34.6.5 £46.4.0 
 Nil +£23.19.7

Ngātai Tāhere 31  49.4ac £42.18.0 £55 

Hera Hōri 
1919 

30 46.8ac 
140a 1r 24p

£48 £5 £43
£104 

Tāmati Hōri 60 93.6ac £96 £35 £61

Moetū Hōri 1920 20 31.2ac 31a 32p £39 £5 £34 £27.1.0  -£6.19.0

Hōhepa 
Tāhere 

1923-4 31  49.4ac 49a 1r 34p £74.1.2 £5 £69.1.2 £69.1.3  +1d

Total 200 
312ac 291a 1r 2p £327.5.7 £151.4.0 £236.1.2 £200.2.3 +£17.0.8

126.26ha 117.84ha  

 Acres not sold 20a 2r 38p/
8.39ha   

 

 

3.3.10 The leasing of Matauri 2J to Katherine Leslie (1916-59) and Richard McElwain (1959-69) 

and sale to Matauri Bay Farms Limited (1969), including issues of fairness and equity 

 

Created # of owners Shares Acreage Current status (date sold – amount per acre) 

1913 17 320 484ac SOLD (1968 – $14.46/acre) 

Matauri 2J

Whakarārā School
Tāpui 

Wainui Road

Matauri 2H

Matauri 2E 

Matauri 2K 

Matauri 2G 

Matauri 2F2B 

Matauri X

Crown Land  
(formerly part Whakarārā Block) 
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Summary 

Over the course of 1916 through to 1959, Matauri 2H was leased to Katherine Leslie.  The lessors did not 

receive any rentals for at least four years after Leslie paid for outstanding survey charges equivalent to 

four year’s rental.  Leasing appeared to proceed relatively unreported on, although some 10 years into the 

second term there was a complaint about Katherine’s brother, Henry, taking timber from the block.  

Despite previous appearances to the Court on a similar matter, he was let off with a warning by the 

Board.  

In 1959, a meeting of owners (where 52 percent of the shareholding were present) to lease the block for 

10 years considered three applicants; one, Sam Williams was related to some of the owners but failed to 

gain enough support despite several owners strongly supporting leasing to ‘our own’.  The lease was given 

instead to Richard McElwain, possibly because he decided to increase the proposed rental by 66 percent.  

The dissenting owners took their objections to having an outsider take up a lease to the Land Court, 

arguing that their children should take up the land.  The Court, though, stated that it could not ignore the 

majority shareholding in favour of the lease; however, it undertook further investigations, and while it 

considered that the lease was ‘borderline’, it finally agreed to a 10-year lease.  The rent was paid to the 

Māori Trustee, of which some 11 percent was taken for commission and other associated costs. 

McElwain proved a poor lessee.  Rent arrears, breaches of lease covenants, and outstanding rates 

eventually came to a head by late 1966; although owners were not informed of this until mid-1967.  By 

the time officials initiated re-entry to the block in early-1968, McElwain had skipped the district owing 

money and remedial costs to fix the block up.   The owners were advised to arrange for the block to 

‘become revenue-producing.’  Most of the owners, however, lived outside the district, but the Māori 

Trustees declined a request to call a meeting of owners. 

Several months later, Matauri Bay Farms Limited held a meeting of owners to purchase the block.  A 

report of the block noted that it had highly reverted and was uneconomic unless farmed with adjoining 

farm land.  While one owner wanted to farm the land for himself, others wanted to sell the land.  The 

vote was marginally loss, but a further meeting a few months later confirmed the purchase.  A small 

minority of absentee owners were able to alienate the block despite the objections of a majority who, 

combined, had a smaller shareholding to the minority.  Similar to the 1916 meeting of owners, there was a 

conflict of interest in that the solicitor appointed as a proxy for one of the sellers was also a director of 

Matauri Farms Limited.  Despite claims – that were quite valid – at the subsequent Land Court to 

confirm the purchase that the Māori Trustee had failed to look after the block, others in attendance 

claimed the consideration was too low.  The largest shareholders, who also supported the purchase, 

received the biggest share of the purchase price’ the remainder of minority shareholders received nominal 

amounts. 
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Details 

First lease, 1916-37 

Having purchased Matauri 2B in 1911 and 2E in 1915, Katherine Leslie applied to lease 2J.  In March 

1916, solicitors Logan & Stout applied on her behalf to the Land Board for a meeting of owners of 

Matauri 2J under Part XVIII of the 1909 Act to confirm either of two resolutions: a 21-year lease at an 

annual rental of five percent of the latest Government valuation, or a sale at a price equal to that 

valuation.  Section 346(1) of the 1909 Act provided for the option of one or more resolutions for the 

owners to consider.  A certified list of 17 owners identified 30 percent of owners as deceased (No.’s 8-9, 

13-15 in table below), 24 percent as living away from Matauri (No.’s 11-12, 16-17), and the remainder of 

47 percent living at Matauri. 1094  A Government valuation of the block gave a capital value of £275 (ca. 

11/4 (£0.57) per acre) with no improvements.1095 

Sitting at Kaikohe on 29 May before Judge Wilson, the Land Board, noting both options proposed by 

Leslie, granted the meeting, to be held at Kaeo.1096  A July 1916 gazettal notice in Te Reo and English 

summoned owners to meet at Kaeo on Friday 4 August at 10am (the two proposed resolutions were also 

included),1097 although the meeting actually took place on Saturday 5 August.  A report was submitted by 

Land Board representative Hoori P. Tāne who was elected at the meeting to chair it.1098 Of the 17 owners 

in the block, Tāne reported that nine (52 percent of owners) were present or represented by proxies.  

Taiapo Whare was appointed the proxy holder for eight other owners (six of whom were physically in 

attendance).  The total shares of Whare and the proxies (258 out of a total 320 shares) equated to 375.22 

acres (77 percent) of the block’s 486 acres; viz: 

  

                                                      
1094  Logan & Stout, Kaitaia, to Registrar, Tokerau MLB, 29 March 1916, with Application to summon Meeting of 

Owners under part XVIII of the Native Land Act 1909’ re Matauri 2J, and certified particulars of title, 
attached.  All on file BAAI A39 11466 Box 293a 2285, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 2J …, 1916-[64], 
ANZ. 

1095  Logan & Stout to Registrar, 22 May 1916, with Certificate of Valuation, 26 April 1916 attached. On ibid. 
1096  AFKK 4711 Box 1704 W3516/241, Tokerau Minute Book 9 – [Tokerau District Maori Land Board …], 1915-

16, p. 191. 
1097  Extract from New Zealand Gazette and Kahiti, 13 July 1916.  Copy on file BAAI A39 11466 Box 293a 2285, Tai 

Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 2J …, 1916-[64].  No specific venue at Kaeo noted. 
1098  Report from H.P. Tāne, representative of the Board, to the President, Tokerau MLB, n.d., with eight proxies, 

all dated 4 August 1916, attached.  Copy on file BAAI A39 11466 Box 293a 2285, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, 
Matauri 2J …, 1916-[64]. 
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Table 32: List of owners attending meeting regarding proposed lease/purchase of Matauri 2J, 1916 

 Name  Address Present at meeting Shares Acres (approx.) 

1 Pāora Kira 

Matauri Bay 

Yes (& proxy) 100 141.11 

2 Mereana Hongi Proxy only 20 28.23 

3 Miraka Pāora Yes (& proxy) 30 42.334 

4 Mereihe Pāora Proxy only 30 42.334 

Total 180 254 

‘As together owning  of the whole block’ 1.41ac/share 

5 Hāre Pāora 

Matauri Bay 

Yes (& proxy) 30 46.62 

6 Iwa Hāre Pāora Proxy only 4 6.22 

7 Pāora Pāora  Yes (& proxy) 30 46.62 

8 Hūnia Otai [dec.] No 8 12.43 

9 Hemo Hau  [dec.] No 8 12.43 

10 Mate Hema Matauri Bay Yes (& proxy) 4 6.22 

11 Merepene Takiwhare 
Waiharera 

No 10 15.54 

12 Maaka Otai No 8 12.43 

13 Mate Otai [dec.] No 8 12.43 

14 Peti Otai [dec.] No 8 12.43 

15 Raima Tika Ōtene [dec.] No 10 15.54 

16 Tanu Whare Taupo, 
Whangaroa 

No 10 15.54 

17 Taiapo Whare  Yes 10 15.54 

Total 148 230 

‘As together owning  of the whole block’ 1.55ac/share 

 

Pāora Kira stated that the ‘original arrangement’ was for the land to be leased.  Leslie’s solicitor, Logan, 

tried to assure those under the impression that they would not receive the consideration ‘for some 

considerable time’ if a sale was agreed to, that the converse would happen.  The resolution for sale, 

though, was turned down, as explained by Tāne:  

The proxy holder was against the resolution for the sale, but the proxies produced were for the 

resolution, but some of the owners who were present, and had signed proxies, said they 

objected to the sale, and had signed the proxies for the lease. 

I therefore decided under the circumstances that the resolution for the sale was lost by a large 

majority.   

There appeared some confusion here from the proxy holders.  Upon examination of the proxies, Whare 

is clearly identified as the proxy holder for all eight proxies; however, it was Logan,who produced the 

proxies to the hearing.  He also witnessed (as ‘Solicitor for the Supreme Court’) six of the eight proxy 

forms.  Of the proxy forms Logan witnessed, three proxies made their ‘mark’ on the form, and the 

remainder three are signed by the owner.  The two other proxy forms are witnessed by H.D. Marcroft, 



 

259 

the Matauri Bay Postmaster1099 – these two forms have the same handwriting as Logan, suggesting that 

Logan had filled in the proxy forms for all eight proxies to sign but he was only able to witness six.  This 

suggests some lobbying was going on behind the scenes by Leslie and her solicitor.  The standard proxy 

form – as defined under the regulations of the 1909 Act – provided the option of striking out two 

options: to declare in favour or not of the proposed resolution, although the form does not necessarily 

require including the actual wording of either resolution.  It would seem incumbent upon the Board or 

Logan to ensure that if there were two options to choose in the resolution, that for those who would be 

unable to attend the meeting the options are clearly spelt out on the proxy form whether the proxy was 

for or against a lease or sale, rather than the ambiguous wording it implies by the omission of either 

alienation option.  The saving grace may be that several of the proxies were also in attendance to the 

meeting, and clearly stated their proxy was for a lease.  Tāne marked on each of the proxy forms whether 

the proxy was also present at the meeting and, thus, who was for the lease or the sale.  Only one proxy, 

who was also present at the meeting, was in favour.  All the proxy forms have the negative option struck 

out.  Logan’s actions appear to reflect comments made by Alan Ward on the practice of loading proxies: 

The system of proxies at meetings of assembled owners was also abused, with lawyers 

representing the purchasers of Maori land collecting the proxies, attending meetings of 

assembled owners, and outvoting those owners who attended and opposed the alienation. … 

[Parliamentarian W. H.] Herries tried to improve the proxies system in 1913 by requiring the 

intention of the giver of the proxy to be written on the form before the meeting, but this did 

not necessarily stop a buyer rounding up proxies in his favour.  In 1916, Herries admitted that 

‘a certain amount of abuse had crept in with regard to proxies under earlier regulations’1100 

A resolution to lease the block to Leslie for 21 years at an annual rental of five percent on the present 

Government valuation and a right of renewal was then passed unanimously.   By section 343 of the 1909 

Act, decisions of such meetings were deemed carried if the owners voting in favour owned a larger share 

of the land, by value, than those who voted against.  The resolution was confirmed by the Land Board in 

October 1916 with the rental set at £13.15.0 (ca. 6.82d per acre).1101 

Discussion then ensued about improvement conditions to be made under the lease.  In early 1917, the 

Board President agreed with a suggestion from Logan & Stout that as the land was ‘poor danthonia’1102, 

and as such ‘that the proposed improvement conditions [of the lease] would be somewhat of hardship to 

                                                      
1099  It is unclear whether Matauri had several postmasters, given Leslie’s postmaster role from 1918-42.   Marcroft 

may have had a similar role to McKeown in being a sub-postmaster.   
1100  Ward, ‘National Overview’, vol i, p. 102. 
1101  Confirmation of a Resolution passed by Assembled Owners re Matauri 2J, 24 October 1916.  On file BAAI 

A39 11466 Box 293a 2285, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 2J …, 1916-[64]; see also AFKK 4711 Box 
1704 W3516/241, Tokerau Minute Book 9 – [Tokerau District Maori Land Board …], 1915-16, p. 299.  The 
Board noted that a schedule of other lands owned by vendors was not required to be filed.   

1102  A type of grass that was dominant in the Whangaroa County area, see ‘Native Lands and Native-Land Tenure: 
Interim Report of Native Land Commission, on Native lands in the counties of Whangarei, Hokianga, Bay of 
Islands, Whangaroa, and Mangonui’, AJHR 1908 G-1J, p. 5.   
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the lessee without any compensation’, the lessee would only have put ‘on substantial improvements to the 

value of £1 per acre during the first ten years of the lease.’1103  In September, the Board gave its official 

approval for the lease to begin 24 October 1916 (and to expire 24 October 1937).1104   

In November 1918, the Registrar confirmed that a payment of £56.7.6 made by Leslie in March 1917 for 

survey liens over the block would cover four years’ rental and £1.7.6 of the fifth year’s rental, meaning no 

further rent was payable until November 1920.1105  Leslie had made the payment to stop further interest 

accruing on the lien.  Clause 7 of her lease entitled her to deduct any payment of survey liens from her 

rentals.  The lien of £56.7.6 is 11/2 less than the amended charge of £56.18.8 confirmed by the Court in 

March 1917 (see Table 30 above).  Moreover, the release notice for the lien, dated 23 March 1917, refers 

to the original lien before amendment of ‘£19.9.11 + interest’ being paid.1106  It is unclear whether the 

11/2 was forgiven or paid off at a later date. 

Second lease, 1938-59 

In late 1936, solicitor K.W. Harold notified the Land Board of Leslie’s intention to renew the lease for 

another 21 years.  He was advised to submit a valuation of the block and a draft lease for approval.1107  A 

valuation dated 30 April 1937 gave a capital value of £805 (ca. £1.13.2 per acre) with improvements of 

£505.  These improvements comprised £145 of fencing, £200 for clearing, and £160 for grassing.1108  

Harold claimed that a new rental based on the capital value would in effect mean the lessee would have to 

pay rent on the value of the lessee’s improvements.1109  After Judge Acheson sought advice on the matter, 

Harold was advised ‘that as a trustee and agent for the Natives the Board has no option but to abide by 

the strict wording of the clause in the [original] lease.’  This meant that rental was set at five percent of the 

capital value, not the unimproved value, and the Board was prepared to accept the April valuation ‘as near 

enough to 20 October 1937’ (effectively the expiry of the lease).1110  A Board fee of £1 and declaration 

from the lessee that she had complied with the terms and conditions of her original lease was 

                                                      
1103  Logan & Stout to Registrar, 23 February and 2 March 1917, respectively; Registrar to Logan & Stout, 19 March 

1917.  All on file BAAI A39 11466 Box 293a 2285, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 2J …, 1916-[64]. 
1104  Board file note from Registrar, Tokerau MLB, confirming lease of Matauri 1J, and Tokerau MLB certificate of 

confirmation re Matauri 1J endorsed by Logan & Stout, both 25 September 1917; typed copy of lease for 
Matauri 2J.  All on ibid.   

1105  Logan & Stout to Registrar, 2 March 1917; C.J. Leslie, Tepene, to Registrar, 14 November 1918; Registrar to 
C.J. Leslie, 26 November 1918.  All on ibid.  The initial cheque submitted was for £56.9.0, but the Registrar’s 
response was that £56.7.6 had been paid (the figure of £56.9.0 is not mentioned). 

1106  See Notice of Release of Lien, 23 March 1917, on Matauri Block Order File No. 4. 
1107  K.W. Harold, Kaikohe, to Registrar, 23 November 1936; Registrar to Harold, 21 December 1936.  Both on file 

BAAI A39 11466 Box 293a 2285, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 2J …, 1916-[64]. 
1108  Registrar to Harold, 18 May 1937, with Certificate of Valuation dated 30 April 1937 attached.  On ibid, [pp. 

58-60].  Regarding the improvements, see District Valuer to Registrar, Department of Māori Affairs, 2 April 
1948, same file. 

1109  Harold to Registrar, 16 May 1937. On ibid. 
1110  Clerk, Tokerau MLB and NLC, to Judge Acheson, 22 July 1937; Registrar to Harold, 28 July 1937.  Both on 

ibid.  Clause 10 of the original lease notes the rental of a renewed lease to be set the 5% of the Government 
Valuation. 
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submitted.1111  Once a £3 fee for executing the lease, the first half-year’s rent of £20.2.6, and £1 for 

Board commission had been received, a new lease was approved by Judge Acheson in May 1938 (under 

section 290 of the Native Land Act 1931) for an annual rent of £40.5.0 (being five percent of the capital 

value of the block) with no right to compensation (on improvements payable).  The lease came into effect 

from 30 April 1937 with no right of renewal.  Rent was to be payable half-yearly in advance.1112  The 

‘position’ of the lease was ‘explained to assembled Natives’ at Matauri Bay on 22 April 1938 (where the 

Land (Consolidation) Court was sitting).1113  There is no reason as to why the position needed to be 

explained, and a Court minute was not located showing what exactly had been explained. 

In June 1943, Harold revisited his concerns about rental based on the capital value vis-à-vis unimproved 

value because of a recent Supreme Court decision.  He claimed, therefore, that Leslie was paying 

excessive rent.1114  Judge Beechey gave his opinion that the Land Board ‘clearly decided at the time of 

renewal it was entitled to rent on the capital value, and in addition the mistake was not one of fact but a 

mistake of law.  The general rule is that a mistake of law does not give rise to a claim for rectification’, 

particularly as the lessee ‘with his [sic] eyes wide open, elected to accept a lease at a rental that he 

contends is now obviously much greater than it would have been had the basis of assessment been the 

unimproved value.’1115  Harold was advised that the Board would not agree with any reduction of rent.1116  

In November 1943, Leslie was reminded that her rent was in arrears of £20.2.6 with £1 commission – 

this was paid three days later.1117 

In February 1948 owner Maihi Maaka asked the Land Board whether Henare Riteri [Henry Leslie, 

Postmaster and sister of the lessee] was able to sell pūriri timber on the block for posts and battens: ‘He 

has done many things like this to the Maoris.’1118  The District Solicitor advised the Board President that 

the matter came down to whether the lessee was complying with the covenant to make substantial 

improvements to the value of £1 per acre within the first ten years of the lease.  The Solicitor was seeking 

                                                      
1111  Registrar to Harold, 1 September 1937; and, Harold to Registrar, 24 September 1937, with declaration from 

lessee, 17 September 1937, attached.  Both on ibid. 
1112  Registrar to Harold, 1 September 1937; File note, Registrar to Judge Acheson, 17 May 1918; Board file note 

from Registrar, Tokerau MLB, confirming lease of Matauri 2J, and Tokerau MLB certificate of confirmation re 
Matauri 1J endorsed by Logan & Stout, both 23 May 1938.  All on ibid; see also AFKK 4711 Box 1711 
W3516/241, Tokerau Minute Book 16 – [Tokerau District Maori Land Board …], 1935-40, p. 286.  
Confirmation was given by Acheson in Auckland. 

1113  As noted in the margin of typed file note, n.d. On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 293a 2285, Tai Tokerau 
Alienation file, Matauri 2J …, 1916-[64]. 

1114  Harold to Registrar, 9 June 1943. On ibid.  The Court decision was referring to the Whakatere-Manawakaiaia 
case. 

1115  Judge Beechey to Acheson, 5 August 1943 with memorandum from Beechey to Registrar, n.d., attached.  On 
ibid. 

1116  Registrar to Harold, 7 September 1943. On ibid. 
1117  Registrar to C.J. Leslie, 5 November 1943, with note at bottom of ‘Paid’. On ibid. 
1118  Maihi Maaka, Matauri Bay, to Tokerau MLB, 9 February 1948 (in Te Reo with translation). On ibid. 
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a Special Valuation and recommended that the Property Supervisor inspect the block to ensure 

compliance with the lease covenants.1119   

By this time, Maaka had passed away but the matter was taken up by other owners in the block.1120  On 

21 May the local Field Supervisor, T. Rogers, reported that he had inspected the block with Kiri Wiremu 

and Tuaru Wiremu.  He found Henry Leslie had removed around 100 posts and three strainers from the 

block as they were needed for renewing a boundary fence on another Māori block.   

Henry Leslie is well known to me and he has appeared before the Court previously for 

wrongful removal of timber and his excuse is to say the least a very weak one, although the 

Department may have some difficult in disproving his story. 

Regarding the manner in which the covenant to cultivate is being kept.  The block is being well 

farmed and is reasonably clean for an area of this size.  The land is poor hilly coastal country in 

danthonia and there is little further capital expenditure needed. 

The felling of the trees in question did not materially improve the land, and the resulting debris 

was prevalent.   

It was quite clear from my conversation with Mr. Leslie that he was under the impression that 

posts could not be removed from the land.  However, if he sought a legal opinion it may be a 

different story. 

The boundary on this section is not completed but no good purpose at the moment would be 

served by asking that this be completed owing to shortage of fencing wire. 

Rogers suggested that if a case be pursued against Leslie that he could be asked to reimburse for the 

timber extracted as ‘if pressed’ he would not want the matter to go before the Court.1121 

The Registrar considered that the owners could probably only entertain a claim based on the royalty value 

of the raw product, considered a lesser value than the finished product of posts and strainers.  Only 

expensive Court litigation may prove whether Leslie could remove timber, but ‘the Board’s best course is 

to adopt the view with Leslie that he has no right to remove fencing timber’ from the block.  The 

Registrar asked Rogers to advise Leslie that the Board would take no further action if he agreed to cease 

extracting timber: ‘You might get a brief statement from him to this effect in writing.’  The lessee, and 

Kiri and Tuaru Wiremu were also to be advised of progress.1122   

Nothing further was found on the matter until a decade later when in April 1958 Pāora Pāora, Toka 

Wiremu ‘and Others’ sought the return of Matauri 2J.  Claiming that the block was in need of boundary 

fence repairs they requested an inspection of the block.1123   

                                                      
1119  District Solicitor to President, Tokerau MLB, 10 March 1948. On ibid. 
1120  Field Supervisor, Kaikohe, to Registrar, Auckland, 4 May 1948. On ibid. 
1121  T. Rogers, Field Supervisor, Kaeo, to Registrar, Auckland, 21 May 1948. On ibid. 
1122  Registrar to Rogers, 1 June 1948. On ibid. 
1123  Pāora Pāora, Toka Wiremu et al, Wainui, to Registrar, MLC, 28 April 1948. On ibid.]. 
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Rogers inspected the block in September, resulting in the lessee being instructed to remedy three breaches 

of covenants before the lease expired, including eradicating two patches of gorse, cutting some ti-tree, 

and repairing fences on the western boundary.  Pāora Pāora and Toka Wiremu were advised of the action, 

but if the lessee did not remedy the breaches it would be up to the owners to follow up.1124   

Third lease, 1959 

A notice of a meeting of assembled owners under Part XXIII of the Māori Affairs Act 1953 was sent to 

owners on 23 March 1959 to consider three proposals to lease Matauri 2J.  The meeting was proposed for 

Friday 3 April at the Magistrate’s Court House at Kaeo.1125  A valuation report of November 1958 gave a 

capital value of £4,375 (ca. £9.0.9 per acre) with improvements of £3,225 and a timber value of £500 (in 

recognition of ‘useful’ native timber, although difficult to work).  Considerable improvements had been 

made, with the advent of an air strip.1126  The applicants were called in during the meeting but otherwise 

were not (apparently) present during the voting and main discussions.  The first proposal was from Sam 

and Bully Williams who wanted to lease the block for 21 years at a rental of five percent of the 

Government valuation, or £218.15.0 (ca. 9/- per acre) with a right of renewal, and a right to 75 percent 

compensation for improvements at the end of the lease term.1127  The second proposal was from Richard 

Francis McElwain for a term of ten years with no right of renewal and no compensation for 

improvements, with an initial annual rent of £150, but then amended to £250 (a 66 percent increase).1128  

The third proposal from Brian Melville Louisson to lease for five years was withdrawn a week before the 

meeting.1129  A report on the meeting was submitted by Whāngārei departmental officer, J.C. Naera, who 

acted as Recording Officer.  Ten owners were represented at the meeting, with seven in attendance and 

three through proxy.  Altogether, they represented 53 percent of the shareholding in the block; viz: 

  

                                                      
1124  District Officer, Whāngārei, to Rogers, Kaeo, 8 May 1958; Property Inspection Report from Rogers, 25 

August 1958; and, District Officer to C.J. Leslie, 1 September 1958; District Officer to Pāora Pāora and Toka 
Wiremu, 2 September 1958.  All on ibid. 

1125  Notice of a meeting of assembled owners under Part XXIII of the Māori Affairs Act 1953 from Registrar, 18 
March 1959, with amending letter from Registrar, 23 March 1959.  Both on ibid. 

1126  Valuation Department, Rural Valuation and Short Report, re Matauri 2J, 12 November 1958. On ibid.  
Improvements comprised £195 of fencing, £375 for clearing, and £375 for grassing. 

1127  An application to summon a meeting of owners re Matauri 2J, from Sam Williams, 20 October 1958.  On ibid.  
His application had been heard by the Land Board on 18 November 1958 while sitting at Kaitaia before Judge 
Porter, but the matter could not be dealt with until a valuation was provided, AFKK 4711 Box 1715 
W3516/245, Tokerau Minute Book 20 – [Tokerau District Maori Land Board …], 1954-9, p. 216. 

1128  For amendment to annual rent, see R.F. McElwain, Waiapapa, to chairman, Meeting of Owners, 1 April 1959.  
On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 293a 2285, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 2J …, 1916-[64].  McElwain was 
also concerned that the former lessee restore the boundary fenceline.  No application to summon a meeting of 
owners was located for McElwain.   

1129  For Louisson’s withdrawal, see Louisson to Registrar, 25 March 1959. On ibid. 
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Table 33: List of owners attending meeting regarding proposed lease of Matauri 2J, 1959 

Name Proxy Address1130 Shares 

Present in person

1 Tarawau Kira  
Wainui 

6.9932 

2 Mereihe Pāora  6.2716 

3 Hariata Kato Puru  Tākou Bay 1.1753 

4 Toka Wiremu Pāora   Wainui 7.4475 

5 Kere Hāre Pāora  Pupuke 12.4671 

6 Mutu Mutu (Pāora)  Kerikeri 1.1753 

7 Effie Pōmare1131 William Harry Pōmare Whangamona 131.7037 

Sub-total 167.2337 

Proxies1132

8 Kira Wiremu Pāora 
Tarawau Kira 

Kaeo 7.4475 

9 Pāora Pāora Kira 
Wainui 

76.4117 

10 Miraka Pāora Kira Mereihe Pāora 6.2716 

Sub-total 90.1308 

Total shares in block 484 TOTAL SHARES PRESENT 257.3645 

 

A number of owners addressed each proposal.  For the first application, two owners, including Toka 

Wiremu who was the uncle of the applicants, generally spoke in favour of the proposal (with the issue of 

compensation having to be explained to Toka in Te Reo); two others spoke against.  The subsequent vote 

on the proposal was lost with Toka and Mutu Mutu voting for it.1133   

As for the second proposal, Toka spoke strongly against it, claiming that as the applicant was not claiming 

for any compensation for improvements ‘he probably has no intention of putting on any improvements 

and the land will just deteriorate.’  Toka preferred that a lease was ‘to our own’, like his nephews (the first 

applicants) who would be shareholders as well as lessees.  McElwain said he would farm in conjunction 

with his home property, running mainly cattle.  He would carry out fencing and possibly erect a hayshed.  

The voting on this proposal was the reverse of the first, and McElwain’s proposal was carried by a 

majority (or 51.4 percent of the total shareholding in the block).  An application for confirmation of the 

proposal would be notified for the next Court hearing in Kaeo.1134  Both Toka and Mutu Mutu signed a 

                                                      
1130  Addresses taken from Particulars of Title of Owners, re Matauri 2J, with attached ownership list showing 

addresses. On ibid. 
1131  Pōmare had derived her interests by way of gift from original owner Miraka Pāora, see Vesting Order under 

section 213 of the Māori Affairs Act 1953 re Matauri 2J, on Matauri Block Order File No. 6.   
1132  For proxies, see Proxy Forms on file BAAI A39 11466 Box 293a 2285, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 2J 

…, 1916-[64]. 
1133  One vote in favour from an unnamed daughter of Pāora Pāora Kira (who was in hospital) was discounted as 

Kira’s proxy was exercised by his proxy against the proposal. 
1134  Report of Recording Officer at Meeting of Assembled Owners re Matauri 2J, 3 April 1959, with Statement of 

Proceedings of Meeting of Assembled Owners, and Resolution of Assembled Owners attached.  On file BAAI 
A39 11466 Box 293a 2285, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 2J …, 1916-[64] 
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formal memorial of dissent from the resolution.  They were sent a copy of a letter to McElwain advising 

him of the meeting outcome, with the suggestion that they submit their objections to the Court.1135   

When the Court sat at Kaeo on 28 April 1959 to consider the application, close to a dozen owners 

attended along with McElwain.  The hearing was presided over by Judge William Field Porter, along with 

Te K. Hui as clerk and interpreter.  Toka outlined his two objections: that he wanted the land ‘to be 

retained by our children mainly because our children have married and their husbands are able to farm’; 

and McElwain had only increased his rental to £250 at the last moment (the inference being that 

McElwain’s increase was a sweetener to owners).  In response to the court’s question about how it could 

ignore the voting in favour of McElwain’s proposal, Toka left it to the ‘discretion of [the] Court.’  Tuauru 

Wiremu Pāora then spoke:  

I did not attend meeting but at a previous meeting where some of the owners of the Block met 

the contention then was that this Block should not be leased at all to any European, but it 

should remain in Maori ownership.  However I now find that the Block has been consented to 

lease and the person to be leased to has the name of a European & not a Maori.  I am sorry to 

see that this land which during the time of European occupation [under Leslie] that there has 

been no improvement done to any of the boundary fences.  As far as fencing is concerned.   

I feel that this land should revert to our children so that through their efforts thy might derive 

a living off this block.   

McElwain claimed that his original proposed rental of £150 stemmed from his initial discussions with 

owners who said they would lease the land for that amount, but later discussion with them saw that 

increase another £100.  He also considered the relatively short term lease period would see the land 

return to the owners for their use.   

In reference to section 230 of the 1953 Act (concerning the protection of the former lessee’s 

improvements), the Court asked if any owner had made an offer to lease to the former lessee.  Toka 

replied that an ‘approach’ had been made but she did not want to renew, and there was no mention of 

payment for improvements.  In comparing the block valuations from 1916 to the recent value of £4,375 

the Court suggested ‘substantial improvements’ had taken place.  It therefore reserved its decision 

pending the filing of a declaration by the applicant under the Land Settlement Promotion Act ‘as to other 

lands’, and a waiver from the former lessee as to any claim for a fresh lease or payment in respect of 

improvements (with reference to section 230).1136  

A few days later, McElwain’s solicitor G.M. Palmer enquired into, among other things, whether the Court 

was taking any steps to enforce the former lessee’s compliance with the provisions of her lease, 

particularly around fencing.  He also wanted a Field Officer to inspect the property as he alleged that 

                                                      
1135  Memorial of Dissent from Resolution of Assembled Owners, re Matauri 2J, 3 April 1959; Registrar to Mutu 

Mutu Pāora and Toka Wiremu, 6 Aril 1959.  Both on ibid. 
1136  Registrar to McElwain, 5 May 1959, with copy of Tokerau Alienation Minute Book 20, 28 April 1959, pp. 297-

302, attached.  On ibid. 
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Henry Leslie was grazing some of his stock on the land that would prejudice McElwain’s ‘expected 

benefit from the land.’1137  A few days later, the required declaration was submitted.  It showed McElwain 

had other land and intended to place diary stock on Matauri 2J.1138  The Registrar acknowledged the 

declaration, and informed Palmer that upon expiry of the former lease in October 1958, any breaches of 

the lease were the responsibility of the owners to follow up with.1139  After prompting by Palmer, the 

Registrar sought a waiver from Leslie.1140  At the same time McElwain made an arrangement with ‘some 

of the major shareholders’ in the block for him to graze stock on a weekly basis until the formalities of 

the lease were completed.  Based on a proportional rate of the annual rental set in the proposed lease, 

McElwain would pay £5 a week.  To ensure that the weekly rental be distributed to all the owners 

McElwain proposed paying it to the Land Board.1141  The matter was referred to the Court Judge. 

On 26 May, the Land Court sat again to hear the application for confirmation of the lease.  Palmer 

appeared for the applicant, and the case was heard in chambers.  Here the Court indicated its 

dissatisfaction with the declaration that was submitted above, and instructed a ‘further’ declaration be 

submitted.  Following ‘further enquiry and information’, the Court was satisfied that a formal waiver of 

the former lessee’s rights to the block was now not required.   The two owners who had signed a 

memorial of dissent had not applied for a partition, although their interests were considered too small to 

warrant partition.  The case was stood over.1142   It would appear from the submission of a further 

declaration that the Court was seeking more intimate details on how McElwain farmed his other lands 

and how the lessee intended utilising Matauri 2J.1143   On 12 June the Court continued the application 

hearing in chambers, and found: 

The Court felt that this is a border line case as far as aggregation of land is concerned but has 

decided in all the circumstances that there is no undue aggregation. 

The Court rules accordingly having determined that this is farm land.  As far as other persons 

who may be interested are concerned the Court considers that any such persons have had 

ample opportunity to be heard of make representations.   

                                                      
1137  G.M. Palmer, Kaikohe, to Registrar, MLC, 30 April 1959.  On ibid. 
1138  Palmer to Registrar, with Declaration in Support of Application for Confirmation from McElwain attached, 

both 4 May 1959.  On ibid. 
1139  Registrar to Palmer, 7 May 1959.  On ibid. 
1140  Palmer to Registrar, 12 May 1959; Registrar to C.J. Leslie, 20 May 1959.  Both on ibid. 
1141  Palmer to Registrar, 20 May 1959.  On ibid. 
1142  Registrar to Palmer, 10 June 1959, with copy of Tokerau Alienation Minute Book 21, 28 April 1959, p. 212, 

attached.  On ibid. 
1143  Declaration in Support of Application for Confirmation from McElwain attached, 8 June 1959.  On ibid. 
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The Court confirmed the ten-year lease commencing 1 June 1959 at £250 per annum, with no right of 

renewal or compensation for improvements.  The rent and Māori Trustee commission (of six percent1144) 

was to be paid half-yearly in advance to the Māori Trustee.1145 

Several days prior to the latest Court hearing,  Effie Pōmare enquired as to progress stating that the land 

had been unoccupied for seven months – suggestive that McElwain’s proposed grazing on a weekly basis 

had not come into fruition – resulting in a loss of rental.1146  Pōmare was advised that the Court had 

confirmed the lease, although the Court order itself would not ‘mature for two months’ from the date of 

the order, meaning that rentals would not be available for distribution until after 12 August.1147   The first 

rent payment was made on 17 June.1148  A paylist dated October 1959 shows the half-yearly ‘Lease money’ 

of £132.10.0 made from payments of £125 (rent) and £7.10.0 (commission).  Deducted from those 

monies are £7.19.0 being a ‘Transfer M.T. Comm. Class 2’, £4.1.9 being a ‘Perusal fee’, and £9.0.9 being 

‘S.S. Income Tax’, leaving £111.8.6 (or 89 percent of the rent paid to the Board) to be distributed to the 

owners.1149   

Problems with the third lessee, 1960-70 

In January 1963, a Māori Affairs Field Supervisor in Kaeo advised the Whāngārei office that gorse was 

present on the block and the eastern boundary fence required repairs.  McElwain was instructed to 

remedy the situation.1150  By August, McElwain was reminded of the gorse after another inspection 

showed that no effort had been made to rid the block of it.  At the same time, the District Officer advised 

T. Rogers (Field Supervisor) that as the lease was ‘second class’1151 ‘there is little the Maori Trustee can do 

in the matter’; the Officer stated that he would inform the owners of the breaches.1152  Rogers replied that 

he would advise the Inspector of Noxious Weeds to serve notice on McElwain.  The District Officer 

advised the larger shareholders in the block of the situation:1153 that is, 16 (24 percent) of the 66 owners 

held 376.507 (78 percent) of the total 484 shares; eleven of the 16 resided in Northland (with two of 

uncertain addresses); three lived in Auckland; with one living in Maketū and one with no known address.  

                                                      
1144  As noted in Memorandum of Lease, 29 September 1959.  On file BBDL 1030 Box 2878e 15/7/38, Maori 

Trust – Leases – Matauri 2J, 1966-71, [ANZ.  The commission equated to £15 per annum. 
1145  Registrar to Palmer, 15 June 1959, with copy of Tokerau Alienation Minute Book 22, 12 June 1959, pp. 20-1, 

attached.  On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 293a 2285, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 2J …, 1916-[64], 
ANZ. 

1146  Effie Pōmare to Registrar, 2 June 1959. On ibid. 
1147  Registrar to Effie, 16 June 1959. On ibid. 
1148  Registrar to Palmer, 17 June 1959. On ibid. Commission was made on 20 August 1959, on same file. 
1149  Paylist re Matauri 2J, 6 October 1959. On ibid.  The ‘Perusal fee’ is not fully explained but is inserted ‘as 

advised by’ the District Solicitor. 
1150  Supervisor, Department of Māori Affairs, Kaeo, to District Officer, Department of Māori Affairs, Whāngārei, 

16 January 1963; District officer to McElwain, 23 January 1963.  Both on ibid. 
1151  Presumably this class was based on the quality of land, possibly for agricultural purposes. 
1152  District Officer to McElwain, and District Officer to T. Rogers, Kaeo, 20 August 1963.  On file BAAI A39 

11466 Box 293a 2285, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 2J …, 1916-[64. 
1153  Rogers to District officer, 22 August 1963; and District Officer to Effie Pōmare et al, 29 August 1963.  Both 

on ibid. 
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It is presumed that as the remaining 50 owners each had such a small shareholding, officials deemed it 

unnecessary to contact them.  Effie Pōmare, who lived outside Northland, was one of the largest 

shareholders with some 144.246 acres in the block.1154  Another large shareholder, Jessie Juranovich (who 

lived in the Bay of Islands), wanted to know when the lease would expire.1155  In November 1963, Rogers 

was advised by the Whāngārei office that the second class status of the block meant it ‘would be of no 

value for the Noxious Weeds Inspector to serve a notice on the Māori Trustee’ (not McElwain).  The 

office sought a costing on eradicating the gorse.1156 

Nothing further seem to happen until January 1966 when it was reported that McElwain’s rent was in 

arrears by a year.  He was instructed to make amends to avoid legal action.1157   In March, McElwain 

made a payment of £262.10.0, and he was asked to make up the balance of £3 (which he did not).1158  An 

inspection report of the block dated May 1966 described the land as steep and broken with around 150 

acres in paspalum pasture with the balance of the block in scrub and bush.  Several breaches of the lease 

covenants were recorded, including gorse to be eradicated and a lack of good husbandry due to the land 

not being stocked or manure being applied (top-dressed).  The Lease Inspector claimed that the lessee 

simply wanted to use the block as a ‘run-off now & again’ for his large dairy herd.  The lessee was also 

not interested in transferring the land to an original applicant to lease, (Sam) Williams, although the 

Inspector suggested such a transfer as the best course of action.1159 McElwain was instructed to provide a 

proposal as to how he would remedy the breaches, otherwise legal action would follow.  McElwain 

proposed instead to transfer the lease to J.C. Harris.1160  McElwain was advised that he still needed to 

remedy the breaches before any transfer; by July, however, his rent again was in arrears, and he was 

further threaten with legal action.1161  McElwain did not respond.  

It would not be until five months later, in November 1966, that officials decided to take some action by 

visiting McElwain at his farm and making discreet inquiries about his financial situation, followed by re-

entry and suing.1162 It was soon discovered that McElwain ‘appeared to be financially embarrassed 

everywhere’, and that he was ‘making himself scarce’ from creditors.   The Lease Inspector doubted 

whether McElwain would remedy the breaches or rent arrears and from ‘the owners’ point of view’ the 
                                                      
1154  Pōmare acquired her interests through vesting orders to the interests of Mereihe Pāora Kīngi and Miraka 

Pāora, respectively, in 1955, see Vesting Orders to Effie Pōmare, 15 December 1955, on Matauri Block Order 
File No. 6. 

1155  Jessie Juranovich, Kerikeri, to Department of Māori Affairs, 11 September 1963.  On file BAAI A39 11466 
Box 293a 2285, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 2J …, 1916-[64]. 

1156  District Officer to Rogers, 29 November 1963. On ibid. 
1157  Māori Trustee to McEwain, 25 January 1966.  On file BBDL 1030 Box 2878e 15/7/38 part 1, Maori Trust – 

Leases – Matauri 2J, 1966-71. 
1158  Māori Trustee to McEwain, 25 January 1966, with note at bottom showing payment on 30 March; Māori 

Trustee to McElwain, 13 April 1966.  Both on ibid. 
1159  Property Inspection Report re Matauri 2J, 20 May 1966; file note to Mr. Adams, 13 June 1966.  Both on ibid. 
1160  Māori Trustee to McElwain, 23 June 1966, with note at bottom re communication from Harris to lease, 1 July 

1966. On ibid. 
1161  Māori Trustee to McElwain, 6 July 1966; and District Solicitor to McElwain, 5 August 1966.  Both on ibid. 
1162  S.H. Peters, Senior Estates Clerk, to District Officer, 14 November 1966. On ibid. 
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property be re-entered and a new lease, ‘if desired’, to be arranged.1163  Rates outstanding were 

£95.17.0.1164   

The matter was referred to Māori Affairs Head Office.  No further rents were to be accepted or 

demanded: 

This lessee appears to be not worth powder and shot.  The lease should therefore be forfeited 

before further arrears are incurred.  The lease has only 2½ years to run and this would not give 

adequate time for full remedial action.  It would be difficult to find a buyer for the lease in the 

circumstances of this case.1165 

In January 1967, solicitor J.J.G Bradley wrote to the Land Board on behalf of F.C. (Frederick Clare?) 

Hows and his company Matauri Bay Farms Limited wanting to lease the block after hearing that 

McElwain had abandoned his lease, on the proviso that the rental is more ‘realistic’ (or lower than the 

£250?) in light of the deteriorating nature of the block.1166   Bradley was advised that his client would have 

to approach the owners to lease the block.1167 

Head Office instructed the Whāngārei office to sue McElwain for rent arrears before seeking re-entry, 

rather than letting the lease run on ‘if it is established that the lessee is not worth chasing either for 

compliance or for damages.’  By now McElwain was £268 in arrears, although by July 1967, this had 

increased to £400.10.0.1168  In March, the Whāngārei office engaged Bradley to act for the Māori Trustee 

to sue for recovery of the rent arrears (but not for possession of the block).1169 

It was not until a year after his last rental payment (of March 1966) that the owners became aware of the 

situation when asked about the distribution of rental payments. For instance, in April and May 1967, 

respectively, Effie Pōmare asked why she had not received any rental payment since October last, while 

Toka Wiremu Pāora and four other owners sought their share of rentals.1170  They were advised that legal 

action was being taken against the lessee, and that ‘considerable time may elapse’ before any funds 

became available.1171 

                                                      
1163  File note, Lease Inspector, 13 December 1966. On ibid. 
1164  County Clerk, Whangaroa County Council, to Māori Trustee, 9 January 1967. On ibid. 
1165  W. Paki, Assistant District Officer, Whāngārei, to Head Office, 21 December 1966. On ibid. 
1166  J.J.G. Bradley, Kaitaia, to the Secretary, Tokerau MLB, 27 January 1967. On ibid. 
1167  Assistant District Officer to Bradley, 2 February 1967. On ibid. 
1168  R.J. Blane, Māori Trustee, to District Officer, Whāngārei, 3 February 1967; Rent Statement re Matauri 2J, n.d.; 

Māori Trustee to Bradley, 5 July 1967.  All on ibid. 
1169  Māori Trustee to Bradley, 7 March 1967; Bradley to Māori Trustee, 21 March 1967; District Solicitor to 

Bradley, 4 April 1967.  All on ibid. 
1170  Effie Pōmare to Māori Trustee, 31 March 1967; Toka Wiremu Pāora, Hira Wiremu Pāora, Haki Wiremu 

Pāora, and Tuaru Wiremu Pāora, Te Ngaere, to Māori Trust Office, 26 May 1967.  Both on ibid.  See also 
K.H. Rika, Waiuku, to Department of Māori Affairs, 6 June 1967; and Meri Pāora to Māori Trust Board, 8 
August 1967.  Both on same file. 

1171  Māori Trustee to Pōmare, 20 April 1967; Māori Trustee to Toka W. Pāora, 31 May 1967.  Both on ibid.  See 
also Māori Trustee to Kere H. Rika, 16 June 1967; and Māori Trustee to Meri Pāora, 24 August 1967.  Both on 
same file. 
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In September, after a summons had been issued against him, McElwain paid $801 being the total amount 

‘of the claim’.1172  This was far from the end of the matter.  For a notice to be issued under Property Law 

Act 1952 to re-enter the block, an assessment of costs required to remedy breaches of the lease was 

required, along with another inspection of the block.1173  As the lease had yet to expire, the lessee was in 

six-month arrears of $266 for the period to 31 May 1968, with rates outstanding of $330.30.1174  The 

resulting inspection report identified remedial costs of some $4,000.  The report states that in some years 

the block had not been grazed, while a Lyall Moselin of Kaeo had paid for McElwain for the ‘last year’s 

grazing’ on account of McElwain being imprisoned for drunk-driving.  The adjoining farmer, F.C. Hows, 

was prepared to lease Matauri 2H for 21 years at a rental assessed on the current condition of the 

property.1175  A Notice under section 118 of the Property Law Act was issued on 12 February 1968, 

although promptly returned to sender.1176  It had to therefore be served personally.1177  The notice, 

however, was never served as McElwain had skipped the district.1178   

The Māori Trustee formally re-entered the land on 9 May.1179  A few weeks later owners were advised of 

the situation and it was suggested that they arrange for the block to ‘become revenue-producing.’1180  (Of 

the 80 identified owners, 32 percent had no known address, five percent (all with the Kira surname) had 

the same post office box in Kaeo (they possibly lived at Matauri?), 19 percent lived in Northland (with 

one owner living at Wainui), 20 percent lived in Auckland, around 18 percent lived in the North Island, 

two owners resided overseas, and one was deceased.  Ten owners had more than ten shares (or ten acres) 

with all bar two living outside the Northland district and two with no known address.1181)  Kira Williams 

responded by arranging a meeting of owners to be held on 1 June, and requesting a list of owners with 

their respective shares.1182  A list was sent, but Williams later advised that a meeting did not proceed as 

only six owners were present.  He asked that the Māori Trustee call a meeting of owners in the hope of 

                                                      
1172  Bradley to Māori Trustee, 28 September 1967. On ibid.  Bradley’s fee appears to have been $20, and not the 

5% that was apparently the debt-collection fee, see notes on this letter.  
1173  District Solicitor to Senior Estates Clerk, 9 January 1968. On ibid. 
1174  Senior Estates Clerk to District Solicitor, 17 January 1968; and, Senior Estates Clerk to Assistant District 

Officer, 23 September 1968.  Both on ibid. 
1175  Inspection Report: Leasehold Property, re Matauri 2J, 29 January 1968. On ibid. 
1176  District Solicitor to Head Office, 22 February 1968. On ibid. 
1177  District Officer to T. Rogers, 25 March 1968. On ibid. 
1178  Rogers to District Officer, 28 March 1968. On ibid.  A letter to McElwain seeking payment of rental arrears of 

$232.69 for period 1 December 1967 to 8 May 1968 was returned to sender, see Māori Trustee to McElwain, 
24 May 1968, on same file. 

1179  Assistant District Officer to Head Office, 19 April 1968; Head Office to Whāngārei Office, 23 April 1968; 
District Solicitor to Rogers, with Authority to Re-Enter and Determine Lease form attached, both 7 May 1968; 
Lease Inspector to District Officer, 9 May 1968.  All on ibid. 

1180  Form letter from Māori Trustee to owners, 20 May 1968. On ibid. 
1181  Schedule of Ownership Orders re Matauri 2J. On ibid. 
1182  Kira Williams, Kaeo, to Māori Trustee, 27 May 1968. . On ibid. 
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spurning owners into action.1183  The Trustee replied that it had no ‘formulated programme for the use 

and utilisation’ of the block, and suggested that owners look at other options.1184 

By July 1968, McElwain was tracked down to an Auckland address.  The search had extended to 

contacting banks that processed McElwain’s cream cheques were processed.  Whāngārei-based solicitors 

Webb, Ross & Ross were engaged to act for the Māori Trustee.1185  The solicitors had no success, and so 

the focus changed to McElwain’s farm at Waipapa.  Here, Charles Leslie Rollo was leasing the property 

from McElwain.  Rollo was prepared to take over the lease on Matauri 2J but not McElwain’s liability: 

I am told that there is a small mortgage on McElwain’s property of one thousand pounds, and 

the property would be worth at least £50000. 

For your information Mc [sic] will not collect letters and what he is doing is dodging his 

creditors … he thinks that he can stave off the evil day by evading everybody.  An application 

to the Supreme Court would soon bring him forward when his funds were cut off.  He even 

will not employ the same Solicitor twice for fear of revealing his whereabouts.  

You are left with no option but to proceed against this man smartly.1186 

At the same time, a meeting of assembled owners was being called for owners to consider the sale of the 

block (see the next section below).  An official suggested that the Māori Trustee attend the meeting to see 

what the owners’ views were on the outstanding rents and rates; and that the County Council be 

approached about what they were doing regarding the rate arrears: ‘I do not think it reasonable that the 

Council sould [sic] expect the owners to meet the outstanding rates from what ever purchase money they 

may receive from the sale.’1187     

By November 1968, a default summons was finally served on McElwain at a motel in Parnell.1188  It 

turned out, though, that the ‘wrong copy’ of the summons was served, and it was not until March of the 

following year when a proper summons was able to be served.1189  The (District?) Court issued a 

judgment for $251.19 against McElwain for outstanding rents.  However, the matter of remedial costs as 

a result of breaches in McElwain’s lease and other outstanding rentals were then pursued.1190  The Māori 

Trustee submitted to the Supreme Court a statement of proof of debt identifying further outstanding 

                                                      
1183  Williams to Māori Trustee, 7 July 1968.  On ibid. 
1184  Deputy Registrar to Kira Williams, 1 July 1968.  On ibid. 
1185  Assistant District Officer to Webb, Ross & Ross, 30 July 1968, and Lease Inspector to District Officer, 27 

June 1968; and, Māori Trustee to the Manager, Bank of New Zealand, 3 July 1968.  Both on ibid. 
1186  Māori Trustee to Webb, Ross & Ross, 28 August 1968; Lease Inspector to Māori Trustee, 23 September 1968.  

Both on ibid. 
1187  Senior Estates Clerk to Assistant District Officer, 23 September 1968. On ibid. 
1188  Telegram from Māori Affairs to District Officer, 26 November 1968. On ibid. 
1189  Assistant District Officer to Head Office, 12 December 1968; and, District Officer to Head Office, 20 March 

1969.  Both on ibid. 
1190  District Officer to Rogers, 29 May 1969. On ibid. 
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rentals of $232.69 and remedial costs of $4,000.1191  McElwain declared himself bankrupt on 30 May, and 

a meeting of creditors was held on 21 July.1192  The Māori Trustee eventually received a pay-out of 100 

cents in the dollar, being $4,444.32 including interest.1193  Officials agreed that this amount less ‘proper 

deductions’ be distributed to the owners, and this appears to have been made in late 1970 (see the next 

section below).1194  

Sale of the block, 1968-9 

On 16 August 1968 a valuation report was completed on the Matauri 2J.  It described the block as an 

unattractive and hard block of coastal hill country only partly fenced, with limited internal fencing, that 

had been poorly farmed for some years resulting in poor pasture conditions and widespread reversion to 

scrub.  The block possessed two good shingle beaches facing towards Whau Bay although access to them 

was fairly restricted.  A new county road had been formed over the preceding year which ran through the 

middle of the property, suggestive of improved workability of the block.  The report concluded that 

owing to its highly reverted and uneconomic nature the property would be best used in conjunction or 

amalgamation with other adjoining farm land.1195  

In September 1968 solicitor J.J.G. Bradley submitted an application to summon a meeting of owners to 

consider the sale of Matauri 2J to Matauri Bay Farms Limited (presumably F.C. Hows’ company) for 

$5,800.1196  Notice of the meeting was sent to owners on 18 September.  The meeting was to be held on 

Friday 4 October at the Magistrate’s Courthouse in Kaeo.  The notice identified the capital value of the 

block at $5,800, with an unimproved value of $1,950.1197  Matauri Bay Farms Limited owned Matauri 1B1 

and 2H. 

A report on the meeting was submitted by Whāngārei departmental officer, J.C. Naera, who acted as 

Recording Officer.1198  There were 80 owners in the block of which 15 were present at the meeting (with 

32 percent of shares) and another four represented by proxy (with 37 percent of shares).  Of the owners 

present, three lived at Wainui or Matauri Bay, seven lived elsewhere in Northland, and five lived in 

Auckland.  All bar one of the proxies lived outside Northland, including one from the largest shareholder 

                                                      
1191  Assistant District Officer to Official Assignee, Supreme Court, 18 June 1969, with statement of proof of debt 

attached. On ibid. 
1192  District Officer to Head Office, 15 July 1969; File note, 17 July 1969.  Both on ibid. 
1193  Official Assignee, Department of Justice, to Māori Trustee, received 4 June 1969. On ibid. 
1194  Māori Trustee to Head Office, 21 July 1970. On ibid. 
1195  Rural Valuation and Short Report, District Valuer, 16 August 1968.  On file BAAI A353 11466 Box 373a 8086, 

Tai Tokerau Alienation File – Matauri 2J, 1968-9. 
1196  Bradley to Registrar, MLC with attached Application to Summon a Meeting of Owners re Matauri 2J, both 3 

September 1968.  Both on ibid. 
1197  Notice of Meeting of Assembled owners under Part XXIII of the Māori Affairs Act 1953, 18 September 1968. 

On ibid. 
1198  Deputy-Registrar to J.C. Naera, Department of Māori Affairs, Whāngārei, 19 September 1968; Report of 

Recording Officer at Meeting of Assembled Owners re Matauri 2J, 4 October 1968, with Statement of 
Proceedings of Meeting of Assembled Owners, attached.  Both on ibid. 
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in the block, Effie Pōmare, who lived in Wellington.1199  Altogether the owners and proxies held 69 

percent of the shares in the block.   

Owners were told that if the resolution was accepted then the Court would require the purchaser to ‘meet 

requirements of’ section 318(6) of the 1953 Act, meaning, in this instance, that the consideration would 

be the capital value plus 15 percent, raising the price to $6,670.  Section 318(6) allowed for the Court to 

determine the consideration in relation to a Government valuation, but not be bound to conform with 

the valuation. Tokapuritia Williams, who had previously applied to lease the block (Sam Williams?), 

opposed the sale, and wished to lease the block himself.  Williams blamed the failure of McElwain’s lease 

on ‘Maori Affairs’, although Naera pointed out that the Māori Trustee had acted as an agent under Part 

XIII of the 1953 Act and McElwain’s lease had been approved by the owners; however, Williams was 

entitled to apply to lease.  Proxy holder Ngāreta Paul (for Wiremu Pari Hongi) opposed the sale, endorsed 

Williams’ comments and preferred to lease to him.  Mutu Paul opposed any sale saying that the land 

would be worth significantly more in the future.   

Representatives of Matauri Bay Farmers Ltd noted that Matauri 2J adjoined other land the company 

owned.  They did not want a lease as the banks would not lend against a lease and considerable money 

would be needed for boundary fencing.  One owner pointed out the seaside potential of the land and 

contended that it was worth thousands more than the Government valuation.  A company representative, 

however, pointed out that the foreshore of Matauri 2J comprised of cliffs and was unsuitable for 

subdivision into seaside sections.  Given that the land was ‘rapidly deteriorating’, the company wanted to 

develop the land and increase its production.  

The purchaser accepted Haereata Kira’s offer to increase the consideration to $7,000 (20 percent more 

than the valuation).  This amended price was put to the floor after being moved by Kira and seconded by 

Syd Kira (proxy for Effie Pōmare).  The vote was lost with 166.135 shares in favour and 167.697 against.  

A vote against the names of owners is not recorded, but an analysis shows that only two (probably) voted 

in favour of the sale: Pōmare, who had 144.246 shares and whose proxy was for a sale, and Haereata Kira, 

who had 21.889 shares; making a total of 166.135 shares.1200 

Some discussion occurred after the meeting was closed.1201  Naera reported that the proxy holder for two 

owners had voted against their instructions to vote in favour of the sale, but as there were no ‘limitations 

directed on proxy’ the vote could not be changed.  Other owners, upon discovering ‘to their satisfaction’ 

that there was no beachside potential for seaside sections on the block, now wished to sell.  Naera 

informed the purchaser that they could buy the undivided interests of owners wanting to sell, but the 

                                                      
1199  From contact details recorded in the Particulars of Title re Matauri 2J, 3 September 1968; Proxy Forms to be 

used at Meeting of Assembled Owners from Effie Pōmare, 23 September 1968, Meri Waata More, 25 
September 1968, Jimmy Himiona, 30 September 1968, Elizabeth Sexton, 26 October 1968, and Wiremu Paul 
(Wiremu Pari Hongi), 2 October 1968.  All on ibid.   

1200  Declaration in Support of Application for Confirmation, re Matauri 2J, 6 February 1969.  On file BAAI A353 
11466 Box 373a 8086, Tai Tokerau Alienation File – Matauri 2J, 1968-9. 

1201  Note for File from Naera, n.d. On ibid. 
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purchaser was keen to reapply for a purchase.  They were advised that section 316 of the 1953 Act would 

therefore apply; that is, if an application to summon a meeting of owners was made within 12 months of 

a previous meeting where a resolution was rejected, then the applicant would be liable for owners’ 

expense to attend another meeting.  

The company subsequently applied for a further meeting to be held as soon as possible as the company 

had applied to the State Advances Corporation for purchase monies.1202  Notice of the meeting was sent 

to owners on 19 November.  The meeting was held on Friday 13 December at the Magistrate’s 

Courthouse in Kaeo.  The proposed consideration was $7,000.1203  Some days after the notice had gone 

out, Toka Williams applied to lease Matauri 2J for 20 years at an annual rental of $400.1204  Whether this 

was in response to the proposed sale is unclear. 

A report on the meeting was submitted by Naera, who acted as Recording Officer.1205  Nine owners were 

present at the meeting (with 15 percent of shares), and another ten represented by proxy (with 42 percent 

of shares; two proxies had 34 percent of the shares).  All bar one of the owners present had attended the 

September meeting; while six (with 14 percent of shares) who attended the September meeting did not 

attend this one.  Six proxies had not attended the September meeting, although their shares combined 

were only 3.108 (0.6 percent of shares); while one proxy had attended the September meeting.  Those 

owners present were local residents, with one (who had not attended the September meeting from 

Mangamuka (near Hokianga)).  Altogether the owners and proxies held 57.5 percent of the shares in the 

block. 

The company representative once again assured those present that they were interested in farming and 

were not intending to subdivide the block.  Tuarau Wiremu Kira objected to selling ‘at any price.’  Syd 

Kira, representing proxies Effie Pōmare and Haereata Kira, considered the consideration from the 

September meeting was £7,000, not $7,000.  Naera confirmed from the September minutes that the price 

offered was $7,000, and then reminded Kira that his proxies were for a sale.  Representing his whānau, 

John Moses stated that their shares were small but they were against any sale.  Jessie Juranovich 

considered the sale price ‘ridiculous’ compared to high sale prices for other local land.  Other owners 

were against any sale; no-one spoke in favour.  The resolution to sell Matauri 2J was carried with 181.675 

(37.5 percent of the block’s shares) in favour and 93.033 (19 percent) against.  This time, though, there is 

a breakdown of voting.  It shows only three owners voted in favour (with two being the biggest 

shareholders in the block) and all by proxy (with one proxy living in Northland).  It appears that only one 

                                                      
1202  Bradley to Registrar, MLC, with attached Application to Summon a Meeting of Owners re Matauri 2J, both 8 

October 1968.  Both on ibid. 
1203  Notice of Meeting of Assembled owners under Part XXIII of the Māori Affairs Act 1953, 19 November 1968. 

On ibid. 
1204  Toka Williams, Matauri Bay, to Registrar, 27 November 1968. On ibid. 
1205  Report of Recording Officer at Meeting of Assembled Owners re Matauri 2J, 13 December 1968, with 

Statement of Proceedings of Meeting of Assembled Owners, and Resolution of Assembled Owners, attached.  
All on ibid. 
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attendee to the September meeting, Te Paea Waerama Rīwhi, changed her vote (and she did so by 

proxy).1206  She (apparently) voted against the sale at the September meeting, and in favour at the 

December one.  Te Paea appointed ‘Mr Hows’ as her proxy, although her proxy form does not indicate 

her voting preference for the sale resolution.  Presumably Hows is one and the same as Melton J. Hows 

who signed the Resolution of Assembled Owners.  He was also a director of Matauri Bay Farms 

Limited.1207  Even though Hows is not mentioned by name in the meeting minutes (for either the 

September or December meetings), owners were probably aware of who he was.  Whether they were 

aware that he also held the proxy for an owner (who had one of the larger shareholdings) is unclear.  All 

the owners present, and one proxy held by an owner present, signed a memorial of dissent against the 

resolution.1208   

As for Toka Williams’ application to lease, a note on his (informal) application states that he was advised 

at the meeting of owners (although no mention of his application or his desire to lease is noted in the 

meeting minutes) that his application was not acceptable ‘in this form’, that he needed to comply with the 

Land Court rules (presumably using a prerequisite application form), and that he should employ a 

solicitor.  As to why Williams was not advised of this in advance of the meeting is not explained.  

Sections 315(2) and 317 of the 1953 Act allows a resolution to come into force when it is confirmed by 

the Māori Land Court.   An application to the Court to confirm the resolution was signed at the meeting 

by the purchaser.1209  In a supporting declaration to the application, the company indicated their intention 

to farm Matauri 2J in conjunction with their adjacent holdings, which was being farmed as a mixed sheep 

and cattle unit.  State Advance Corporation had agreed to lend $22,600 to enable the purchase to proceed 

and to purchase additional stock and to fund other land development costs.1210  

The next step of the sale was to have it confirmed by the Native Land Court.  On Monday 10 March 

1969 at Kaeo, Judge W.C. Nicholson, with Tahi Tait as clerk and interpreter, heard the application.  Mr 

Bradley appeared for the purchaser.  Seven of the nine owners who attended the December meeting also 

appeared.  Bradley noted that ‘practical access’ to the block was through Matauri 2H.  Kira Wiremu Pāora 

indicated that he was not against a sale per se, but thought the consideration too low.  He claimed that the 

Māori Trustee failed to look after the land while it was leased (by McElwain).  He considered a shingle 

beach on the block would be of value if access was available.  Bradley referred to ‘Mr Leslies land’ in 

which shingle had been extracted over a steep gradient, but inferred that shingle was extracted from 

Matauri Bay (beach).  With his testimony interpreted, Tokapuritia William objected to the sale because the 

                                                      
1206  This individual, Te Paea Waerama Rīwhi, attended the September meeting (apparently) voting against the sale, 

and voted by proxy at the December meeting in favour of the sale.  Te Paea appointed Mr Hows as her proxy.  
Hows signed the Resolution of Assembled Owners as Melton J. Hows. 

1207  See Declaration in Support of Application for Confirmation, re Matauri 2J, 6 February 1969.  On file BAAI 
A353 11466 Box 373a 8086, Tai Tokerau Alienation File – Matauri 2J, 1968-9. 

1208  Memorial of Dissent from Resolution of Assembled Owners, 12 December 1968. On ibid. 
1209  Application for Confirmation of Resolution of Assembled Owners re Matauri 2J, 13 December 1968. On ibid. 
1210  Declaration in Support of Application for Confirmation, re Matauri 2J, 6 February 1969. On ibid. 
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land was Māori land, ‘not in line for prices paid for sales in the area’, and he preferred to lease.  All the 

other owners in attendance agreed that the price was too low.  The Court reserved its decision.1211   

A few weeks later, L.W. Tolmie enquired from the Department of Māori Affairs about purchasing 

Matauri 2J for $8,000.  Tolmie had been shown around the block by a shareholder.  He was prepared to 

clear all outstanding rates on the block.1212  He was informed that the land had been sold.1213  On 15 April 

the resolution to sell was confirmed by the Court: 

The Court is satisfied that the proposed sale will not constitute an undue aggregation and that 

the consideration of $7000.00 complies with the provision as to adequacy contained in Section 

318(6) [of the 1953 Act] and there does not appear to be any “millable timber, minerals or 

other valuable things”. 

The Court noted the dissent to the sale around the consideration, but the only evidence the Court had 

regarding value was the special valuation provided (with the first application to purchase in September 

1968).  Settlement would come into effect by the end of June.  A copy of the decision was to be sent to 

the applicant’s legal representative and three owners identified as representing the dissentients.  

Presumably the hearing was held in chambers as the Court minute notes that the decision was to be 

‘pronounced in open Court’ at Rawene on 29 April 1969.1214  The minute does not state why the delay in 

settlement, although the process of formalising the sale would take some weeks including securing 

purchase funds from State Advances Corporation, but also because the time of appeal did not expire until 

at least 15 June.1215 

Settlement monies, including the Māori Trustee’s Commission, were eventually transferred to the Court 

on 30 June 1969.1216  The sale was subsequently completed on 11 July and the block became European 

land.1217  After making several deductions, some $6,748 was to be distributed to owners (at ca.$13.93 per 

share).  There were 12 owners (ca.15 percent of total owners) in the block with between 11 and 20 shares; 

one with over 20 shares and one of just over 144 shares; nine (ca.11 percent) with shares between five 

and ten; five had between two and five shares, while 50 (ca.62.5 percent) had less than two shares.  A 

small minority of absentee owners were able to alienate the block despite the objections of a majority 

who, combined, had a smaller shareholding to the minority.  Those who agreed to the sale would receive 

around $2,532.93 of the consideration (with one owner alone due ca.$2,009); and ca.$230.60 of the 

                                                      
1211  Kaitaia Minute Book 5, pp. 315-7.  Copy on ibid. 
1212  L.W. Tolmie, Kaeo, to Registrar, Department of Māori Affairs, 2 April 1969. On ibid. 
1213  Registrar to Tolmie, 24 April 1969. On ibid. 
1214  Kaitaia Minute Book 5, p. 332.  Copy on ibid. 
1215  Bradley & Fountain to Registrar, 3 June 1969, and 18 June 1969, respectively.  Both on ibid.  The solicitors 

mention the appeal period.   
1216  Bradley & Fountain to Registrar, 30 June 1969.  On file BAAI 1030 Box 693d 15/9/76 part 1, Maori Trust – 

Alienations – Matauri 2J, 1969-70. 
1217  See Alienation Notice re Matauri 2J, 14 July 1969.  On file ABWN A1810 1109 Box 114 20/547 part 1, Maori 

Land Blocks – Matauri Block No. 2 Block, 1917-73.  New title CT NA16A/579 was issued in the name of 
Matauri Bay Farms Limited, LINZ. 
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consideration was to be distributed between 50 owners at an average of $4.6 per owner; or, for those who 

held two or less shares, between 0.72¢ for the smallest shareholder and $20.80 for the largest.1218  No 

paylist showing actual distribution was located.  The following table shows all the monies received for the 

sale and for action to recover costs from lessee McElwain: 

Table 34: Paylist details for sale of Matauri 2J, 1968 

Consideration $7,000.00 

Māori Trustee Commission (paid by purchaser) $175.00 

Deposit from purchaser for owners’ expenses (s. 316 of 1953 Act) $100.00 

Amount received for damages and rent arrears on McElwain’s 
abandoned lease

$4,444.32 

Sub-total  $11,719.32 
Inspection fee, 28 March 1968 $27.00

-$608.76 

Owners’ expenses $54.79

Perusal fee $44.50

Māori Trustee Commission $175.00

Sellers’ share of rates $19.45

Bradley & Fountain fees (for resolving rates) $45.21

Webb, Ross & Ross fees $32.00

Administration fee $75.00

Commission on (outstanding) rent $14.19

Commission on (remedial) damages $100.00

Rate arrears 1968/69 $21.62

Balance distributed to owners  $11,110.56 

Distributed to owners, late 19691219

(from sale of block to Matauri Bay Farms Ltd)
$6,748.00 

Distributed to owners, late 19701220 
(from McElwain’s abandoned lease)

$4,362.56 

 

  

                                                      
1218  Particulars of Title re Matauri 2J, 3 September 1968.  On file BAAI A353 11466 Box 373a 8086, Tai Tokerau 

Alienation File – Matauri 2J, 1968-9.   
1219  See file note from J.H. Dark to Mr Caldwell, 25 July 1969; and, Estate Closing Sheet re Matauri 2J noting 

credit in account of $129.05.  Both on file BAAI 1030 Box 693d 15/9/76 part 1, Māori Trust – Alienations – 
Matauri 2J, 1969-70. 

1220  File notes respectively to Assistant District Officer, 20 August 1970, and Mr Taipana, n.d., Both on file BBDL 
1030 Box 2878e 15/7/38 part 1, Maori Trust – Leases – Matauri 2J, 1966-71. 
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3.3.11 The leasing of Motukawanui to George Hows (1911-12) and Katherine Leslie (1912), then 

the incremental sale to George Hows (1913-18), protests and payment anomalies 

Created # of owners Shares Acreage Current status (date sold – amount per acre) 

1909 12 435 876ac SOLD (1913-18, between 19/8 & £1.7.10/acre) 

Summary 

There were a number of overlapping alienation transactions over Motukawanui from two settlers that 

began just before the partition of the island took place in April 1912.  The complexity around these 

activities is reflected in their initial stages.  The formal leasing1221 of Motukawanui began in August 1911 

when George Hows was given consent to lease the island at the same time Katherine Leslie was applying 

for consent to purchase it, which was subsequently granted two months later.  Four months later, in 

March 1912, Hows was granted consent to purchase the island, while also submitting an application for 

confirmation of a lease.   Compounding the situation was that part of the island was also being purchased 

by the Leslie Brothers.  The purchases were completed over a five year period.  It is unclear how sellers 

and non-sellers dealt with this competition for their lands, although there were complaints of unpaid rents 

which seems to infer that some owners were unaware the island was being sold or that they thought the 

lease agreement was somehow separate to or not superseded by the purchase transactions.   

Finch’s 1914 survey of the island revealed a significant increase in area of the island from 435 to 876 

acres, or over a 100 percent increase.  How this variance was divided among the three Motukawanui 

subdivisions and what consultation took place with the island’s owners about it is not disclosed.  The new 

survey appeared to have delayed the purchase process as additional payments to owners had to be made, 

presumably to make up the apportionment of the new acreage per share for each owner (although this 

reason is not made explicit in the documentation).  The purchases were complex, and leave questions of 

how the Board reconciled the purchase price versus valuation and the new acreage after Finch’s survey; 

the lack of witnesses for receipts, and explanation on why the large payment irregularities in which all, bar 

one to Hōne Hapa, benefited the sellers. 

One perplexing element to the purchases, though, and unlike other alienations researched for the Matauri 

block, is the lack of correspondence from the seller or Board accompanying many of the standard forms 

required to be filed for the Board’s consideration.1222  A land council minute book was sourced for this 

section (and that of Motukawaiti), although minute entries are limited to a line or two at best, and simply 

note the land to be alienated and the consent of the board alongside.  The overlapping in purchase 

transactions is reflected in the hotchpotch order of papers on two early alienation files related to the 

                                                      
1221  As opposed to the previous informal arrangements with Te Mari. 
1222  Statutory declarations, schedules of lands owned by sellers, valuations, etc. 
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island.  These files are made up of six land board files,1223 in no particular sequence of order (for example, 

papers related to one board file may be located on another board file).    

Details 

This section details each alienation, beginning with the leasing of part of the island followed by the seven 

purchase transactions.  This is then followed by a tabulated summary and analysis of the data.  

Leasing 1911-12 

The first alienation transaction began in August 1911 when George Hows applied for consent under 

section 209 of the 1909 Act to lease the island.1224  The Board granted consent on 28 August 1911.1225  

Section 209 provided for Māori land owned by more than ten owners to be inalienable except by leave of 

the Land Board. 

In the same month, and a month before she applied to the Board to purchase Motukawaiti (while also 

making moves to acquire Matauri 2B and 2E), Katherine Jane Leslie applied for consent under section 

209 to either purchase Motukawanui (excluding the 20-acre smaller No. 2 block), calculated at 435 acres, 

for £1.10.0 per acre, or, failing the parties coming to an agreement or the Board declining purchase, lease 

for 21 years at an annual rental of 1/6 per acre.1226  The Board granted consent to purchase on 30 

October 1911 (there is no mention of leasing in the consent) at the same time Leslie received consent to 

purchase Motukawaiti.1227 Another similar application dated September 1911 from William Day Leslie 

(older brother to Katherine Leslie1228) to either purchase at £2 per acre or acquire a 21-year lease at an 

annual rental of 2/6 was subsequently withdrawn.1229 

In February 1912 Hows’ solicitors, Parr & Blomfield, applied for consent under section 209 of the 1909 

Act to purchase the island from Haki Wiremu ‘and others’.1230  Consent was duly granted on 3 March 

                                                      
1223  These files are T.709, 912, 1261, 1787, 1871, and 2887. 
1224  Application for Consent of Board under Section 209, from G.N.S Hows re lease of Motukawanui, 3 August 

1911.  On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 76o 222, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Motukawanui – to H.N.S. Hows, 
1911[-1918].    

1225  Tokerau Māori Land Council Minute Book 6, p. 282; see also minute sheet 1911/222 records the consent of 
the (Board) President. On ibid. 

1226  Application for Consent of Board under Section 209, from Katherine Leslie re purchase/lease of 
Motukawanui, 21 August 1911. On ibid. 

1227  Tokerau Māori Land Council Minute Book 6, , p. 313; see also minute sheet 1911/284 records the consent of 
the (Board) President. On ibid. 

1228  See L. Hayes, p. 80. 
1229  Application for Consent of Board under Section 209, from William Day Leslie re purchase of Motukawanui, 

28 September 1911; and minute sheet 1911/317 noting withdrawal of application by Board on 30 October 
1911.  On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 76o 222, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Motukawanui – to H.N.S. Hows, 
1911[-1918].  No reasons are given for the withdrawal, and it is not recorded in Tokerau Māori Land Council 
Minute Book 6. 

1230  Application for Consent of Board under Section 209, from Parr & Blomfield on behalf of Hows re purchase 
of Motukawanui, 7 February 1912.  On ibid. 
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1912.1231  A few days later, Hows applied for confirmation of a lease over the island from Haki Wiremu 

‘and others’.   A Government valuation is recorded as £509.  The lease document was dated 23 

September 1911 for an area of 435 acres, at an annual rental of £40.1232  Sitting at Whāngārei on 30 April 

1912 before Judge Dinnie and several Board members, the application to lease was considered.  A 

schedule of other lands owned by sellers and a statutory declaration were not yet, but would be, filed.  

The Board noted the lease term of 25 years, and that no compensation for improvements was sought and 

improvements to the extent of 20/- per acre was to be affected ‘in 10 years’.  The Board concluded the 

matter as ‘For Consideration’.1233  

The Board was already aware that some form of leasing had begun on the island as they received several 

complaints and concerns about it.  The first such concerns were received from Wiremu Hōhaia of 

Matauri Bay, who wrote to the Board on 27 September 1911. Hōhaia wanted the Board not to confirm 

Hows’ lease because he had received, and wanted to accept, a higher lease offer.  He further noted that he 

was frightened into signing the initial lease document by the interpreter who said that if the signed 

document was not published there may be difficulties with (completing?) the survey work (by Finch?).1234 

The President responded that no applications to confirm leasing of Motukawanui had been received or 

placed before the Board, and that the Board could not say what view it would take on Hōhaia signing 

another lease because the Board was unaware of the larger rental amount allegedly offered.1235   

Then, in early October, Taiapo Pita wrote to the Board about his dissatisfaction with the lease rental to 

Hows.1236  Pita was informed that if he was not satisfied with the rental paid under the lease he need not 

sign the lease.  Moreover, there was nothing to compel him to sign as he had sole power to make 

whatever arrangements he wanted regarding the leasing of his interests.1237  On 16 October, Hōhaia again 

wrote to the Board about the different leasing offers being bandied about.1238  A note on the back of 

Hōhaia’s letter asks a Mrs Waretini to inform Hōhaia that the Board did not approve of leasing land to 

one individual and then, because another man came along offering more money, that the lessors wanted 

to repudiate the previous leasing arrangements.  Furthermore, the Board reassured Hōhaia that the 

owners would receive a proper rental for the land, and if the first lease complied with the requirements of 

the (Land) Act then the lessee was entitled to confirmation by the Board; although no leases had yet been 

                                                      
1231  Tokerau Māori Land Council Minute Book 6, p. 378; see also minute sheet 573 which records the consent of 

the (Board) President.  On ibid. 
1232  Application for Confirmation re leasing of Motukawanui, from George Hows, 11 March 1912; see also minute 

sheet 599 which records the Government valuation figure.  Both on ibid. 
1233  AFKK 4711 Box 1702 W3516/242, Tokerau Minute Book 7 – [Tokerau District Maori Land Board …], 1912-

14, p. 17. 
1234  William Hōhaia, Matauri Bay, to President, [Tokerau] MLB, 27 September 1911 (in Te Reo).  On file BAAI 

A39 11466 Box 76o 222, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Motukawanui – to H.N.S. Hows, 1911[-1918].  The 
interpreter’s name is not given. 

1235  President to Hōhaia, 4 October 1911 (in Te Reo).  On ibid. 
1236  Taiapo Pita, Matauri Bay, to MLB, 8 October 1911 (in Te Reo).  On ibid. 
1237  President to Pita, 9 October 1911 (in Te Reo).  On ibid. 
1238  Hōhaia to President, 16 October 1911 (in Te Reo).  On ibid. 
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sent to the Board for confirmation.1239  While not conclusive, it can be inferred that Leslie and Hows 

were approaching various owners vying for support by offering better terms.  The Board’s response was 

appropriate as it could not simply go back and forth with owners every time a better offer was provided.  

Nonetheless, the Board was culpable for giving alienation consents to two different parties for the same 

tract of land.  They surely must have realised the competition and agitation among owners that would 

ensue.  Yet there was no indication on board files as to the Board warning Leslie and Hows to stop 

stirring up the owners, or even the withdrawing of consent for either party. 

Turning back to Hows’ application to lease, the Board gave confirmation on 3 May 1912 subject to the 

lodging of a (statutory1240) declaration and a ‘satisfactory’ schedule of other lands (held by the owners), as 

well requiring the lessee to make improvements of £1 per acre during the first five years of the lease and 

an additional £1 per acre during the next 15 years.1241  The lease term is not specified – although it 

appears to be at least 20 years – and a copy of the lease was not located.  A declaration dated April 1912 

was located, although a schedule of lands of sellers dated December 1912 was located in relation to 

Hows’ purchase of interests in the block.1242  The Board eventually gave full confirmation of the lease on 

15 February 1913.1243  The lease was for the interests of all the owners bar those of Hōne Hapa, Rāwinia 

Tāmati Hō, and Taiapo Pita, with a combined interests of 70 shares held in Motukawanui No. 1; thus, the 

lease covered at least 355 out of 435 shares, or 82 percent of total interests in the island.1244    

In November 1914, Hāmiora Hōhepa, Harata Tira and Tāmati Tame complained to the Board that Hows 

had paid no rentals for some 12 months or more.  The writers sought the assistance of the Board on the 

matter.1245  (Tira and Tame were two of the three successors to the interests of Rāwinia Tāmati Hō.1246)  

The writers were advised by the Board’s Registrar that if the lessee had not been paying rent ‘you 

probably have the remedy in your own hands, and in terms of the lease are entitled to reenter on the 

land.’  The Registrar suggested the writers seek legal advice on the matter.1247  These claims may be hardly 

surprising given that Hows and the Leslie brothers had already begun purchasing interests a year earlier.  

                                                      
1239  See also letter from chairman of the Board to William Hōhaia, 3 November 1911 (in Te Reo).  On ibid. 
1240  This (usually?) requires the lodging of a standard declaration form in compliance with section 218(3) of the 

1909 Act, to ensure that no interest was precluded by the provisions of Part XII (Limitation of Area) of the 
Act. 

1241  AFKK 4711 Box 1702 W3516/242, Tokerau Minute Book 7 – [Tokerau District Maori Land Board …], 1912-
14, p. 31; See also minute sheet 599 records the provisional confirmation of the Board President.  On file 
BAAI A39 11466 Box 76o 222, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Motukawanui – to H.N.S. Hows, 1911[-1918]. 

1242  Declaration in support of Application for Confirmation from Hows for Motukawanui, 27 April 1912; and 
certified copy of schedule of other lands of vendors re Motukawanui, 14 December 1912.  Both on ibid. 

1243  Tokerau MLB certificate of confirmation re Motukawanui, 13 February 1913, endorsed by Parr & Blomfield.  
On ibid. 

1244  See minute sheet 599 records the provisional confirmation of the Board President.  On ibid. 
1245  Hāmiora Hōhepa, Harata Tira, and Tāmati Tame, Matauri Bay, to MLB, 11 November 1914 (in Te Reo).  On 

ibid. 
1246  See Succession Order for interests of Rāwinia Tāmati Hō, 8 March 1915, on alienation file ‘Motukawanui’, 

[1906-18].  The order records the death of Hō as 15 January 1910. 
1247  Registrar to Hōhepa, 18 November 1914.  On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 76o 222, Tai Tokerau alienation file – 

Motukawanui – to H.N.S. Hows, 1911[-1918]. 
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However, the Land Board’s hands were also tied as it did not have the powers under the 1909 Act to sue 

for rents or to try and enforce covenants.1248 

First purchase transaction (Motukawanui 1), confirmed 1913 

An application to confirm the purchase of Hōne Hapa’s interests to the Leslie brothers, Thomas Edward, 

William Day, James Francis, and Henry Robert, dated 23 September 1912, was submitted to the Board.  

Consideration was £1.5.0 per acre, based on an area for the block of 200 acres.  The brothers had the 

same solicitors as Hows.  A schedule of other lands owned by Hapa showed interests in Mahimahi F, 

Kohumaru, and Matauri No. 1.1249  In October 1912, the Board gave confirmation subject to the filing of 

a ‘special’ valuation, statutory declaration of the buyers, and receipts.1250  These were all provided, with 

the valuation providing a capital value of £200 with no improvements recorded (or £1 per acre).  Hapa 

was paid the consideration at £1.5.0, being £12.10.0 for his 10 acres.1251  The Board confirmed the 

alienation on 27 January 1913.1252 

Second purchase transaction (Motukawanui ‘Sec 2’), confirmed 1914  

In August 1913, George Hows applied to the Board to purchase the interests of Ēpiha Nētana and 

Hāwira Pita in the No. 2 subdivisions confirmed.  The consideration was for £1 per acre.1253  The Board 

gave confirmation in December 1913 subject to a Government valuation being filed, although the Board 

later advised Hows’ solicitors in September 1915 that they also needed to submit a statement of Pita’s 

other lands before the Board would endorse the confirmation.1254  A valuation was submitted by the 

solicitors in September 1915, but immediately returned because it did not take into consideration the new 

acreage for the block of 473 acres.1255  Several reminders from the Board Registrar later, an amended 

                                                      
1248  Hearn, Wai 1040 #A3, p. 517.  This inability to sue would change under the Land Amendment and Native 

Land Claims Adjustment Act 1920. 
1249  Schedule of other lands owned by Hōne Hapa, certified 10 October 1911; and lands identified on receipt from 

Hōne Hapa, 13 May 1912.  Both on file BAAI A39 11466 Box 76o 222, Tai Tokerau alienation file – 
Motukawanui – to H.N.S. Hows, 1911[-1918]. 

1250  AFKK 4711 Box 1702 W3516/242, Tokerau Minute Book 7 – [Tokerau District Maori Land Board …], 1912-
14, pp. 98, 112; Application for Confirmation re purchase of Motukawanui, from the Leslie Bros, 23 
September 1912; see also minute sheet 912, 23 September 1912, recording provisional confirmation from 
(Board) President.  Both on ibid]. 

1251  Declaration in support of Application for Confirmation from the Leslie Bros for Motukawanui No. 1, 7 
December 1912; receipt from Hōne Hapa dated 13 May 1912; Certificate of Valuation for Motukawanui No. 
1, 21 October 1912.   All on file BAAI A39 11466 Box 76o 222, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Motukawanui – 
to H.N.S. Hows, 1911[-1918]. 

1252  Board file note from Registrar, Tokerau MLB, confirming sale of Hapa’s interests in Motukawanui 1, 21 
January 1913, on alienation file for ‘Motukawaiti’, [1906-18].   

1253  Application for Confirmation re purchase of Motukawanui, from George Hows, 13 August 1913.  On file 
BAAI A39 11466 Box 41f 1261, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Motukawanui 2 …, 1913[-1916]. 

1254  AFKK 4711 Box 1702 W3516/242, Tokerau Minute Book 7 – [Tokerau District Maori Land Board …], 1912-
14, p. 308; see also minute sheet 1261, 13 August 1913, records the provisional confirmation of the Board 
President; and Registrar, [Tokerau MLB], to Parr & Blomfield, 2 September 1915.  Both on file BAAI A39 
11466 Box 41f 1261, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Motukawanui 2 …, 1913[-1916]. 

1255  Parr & Blomfield to Registrar; and Registrar to Parr & Blomfield, both September 1915.  Both on file BAAI 
A39 11466 Box 41f 1261, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Motukawanui 2 …, 1913[-1916]. 
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valuation dated June 1916 was eventually submitted.  It gave a capital value of £513 with owners’ interests 

of £40 (equating to ca. £1.1.7 per acre).  A schedule of other lands owned by Hāwira was submitted; one 

for Nētana had been filed in December 1913.1256 

The Board gave its confirmation to the purchase on 30 March 1914, although Parr & Blomfield were not 

formally informed until 1 August 1916.1257  The reasons for the delay of notification are probably the 

same as that given for the second purchase above – because the awards needed to be revised to reflect the 

increased acreage following survey – although there was only one receipt each for the two sellers, and 

they are dated August 1915.  Both receipts were witnessed by William David, the Ōtoroa Postmaster (his 

brother, Henry Leslie, was the Matauri Bay Postmaster from 1918).1258   

Third purchase transaction (Motukawanui 2), confirmed 1914  

Confirmation was given by the Board on 30 March 1914 for the interests of Haki Wiremu, although 

Hows solicitors were not formally informed until 1 August 1916.1259  In this instance, while Haki had 

signed a receipt in March 1914 for £40, a further receipt from Haki for £96.13.4 was not signed until 

August 1915.1260  The Board possibly gave consent before the second receipt had been submitted because 

the acreage variance had only surfaced in March 1914.  This would explain why confirmation of Haki’s 

transfer was not sent to the buyer until August 1916. 

Fourth purchase transaction (Part Motukawanui), confirmed 1916 

In June 1912, Hows applied for confirmation of a purchase of the island at £435, being £1 per acre,1261 

for the interests of Hēmi Wiremu, Taiapo Pita, Pūhipi Pene, Pāora Pene, Wī Hōhaia.  This, of course, is 

based on the acreage of 435 acres (excluding the 20-acre No. 2 block) before it was later discovered the 

acreage was significantly understated.  On 25 June, the Board considered the application.  It noted that 

the purchaser was also leasing the land, and questioned the correctness of the valuation provided.  The 

Board gave confirmation subject to the filing of a statutory declaration, schedule of other lands, and a 

Government valuation.1262  A declaration dated April 1913 and certified schedule of other lands for all the 

                                                      
1256  Registrar to Parr & Blomfield, 15 December 1915, 8 January 1916, 19 February 1916;   Certificate of Valuation 

for Motukawanui No. 2, 22 June 1916; Parr & Blomfield to Registrar, 16 September 1915, with Schedule of 
Other Lands owned by Maori Vendors or Lessors re Hāwira Pita, certified 8 September 1915; schedule of 
other lands owned by Nētana, certified 8 December 1913.  All on ibid.  

1257  Minute sheet 1261, 13 August 1913, recording date when transfer document sent to Parr & Blomfield; Board 
file note from Registrar, Tokerau MLB, confirming sale of Motukawanui 1, 1 August 1916; and, Tokerau MLB 
certificate of confirmation re Motukawanui 1, 1 August 1916, endorsed by Parr & Blomfield.  All on ibid. 

1258  Receipts for Nētana and Pita, dated August 1915.  On ibid. 
1259  Minute sheet 709, 4 June 1912 recording date when transfer document sent to Parr & Blomfield; Board file 

note from Registrar, Tokerau MLB, confirming sale of Motukawanui 1, 1 August 1916; and, Tokerau MLB 
certificate of confirmation re Motukawanui 1, 1 August 1916, endorsed by Parr & Blomfield.  All on file BAAI 
A39 11466 Box 76o 222, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Motukawanui – to H.N.S. Hows, 1911[-1918]. 

1260  Receipts of Haki Wiremu, 23 March 1914 and 7 August 1915, respectively.  On ibid. 
1261  Application for Confirmation re purchase of Motukawanui, from George Hows, 4 June 1912.  On ibid. 
1262  AFKK 4711 Box 1702 W3516/242, Tokerau Minute Book 7 – [Tokerau District Maori Land Board …], 1912-

14, p. 43; see also minute sheet 709 records the provisional confirmation of the Board President.  On file 
BAAI A39 11466 Box 76o 222, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Motukawanui – to H.N.S. Hows, 1911[-1918].  
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owners in Motukawanui, dated December 1912, were submitted.1263  The schedule of other lands omits 

the interests of Hapa and Taiapo Pita (a schedule of Pita’s lands was submitted in September 1915,1264 

while a receipt dated May 1912 shows Pita with interests in Matauri No. 1, Mahimahi D and Wainui 

2B.H[sic]1265).  Hapa’s interests were dealt with in the first purchase transaction above.  The schedule 

shows most of the 10 owners had interests in at least two other blocks, with six having interests in 

Matauri No. 1, while most also had interests in either Wainui, Mahimahi and/or Whangaihe.  While the 

schedule has to be certified, to what degree the Board tests the veracity or accuracy of the schedule’s 

contents is unclear (particularly as the schedule is prepared by the purchaser, who, one could say, has a 

vested interest in ensuring owners had ‘sufficient other lands’ so that they could go ahead and finalise 

their land purchase).  While I have not checked to see whether the other lands the owners have are 

accurate, there are some interests not admitted.  For instance, Haki Wiremu is shown with interests in just 

two Wainui subdivisions, although he also had interests in Matauri No. 2 (2K); Pirika Pera is shown with 

interests in two Wainui subdivisions, but he had additional interests in Matauri No. 1; as for Hēmi 

Wiremu, the schedule shows interests of Wainui A (22a 3r), Wainui No. 2F (27ac), and Whangaihe No. 3 

(10ac), although a receipt from Wiremu shows his ‘other lands’ as Matauri No. 1, Wainui No. 1 and No. 2 

with 10 and 19 shares, respectively, and Whangaihe of 10 shares – whether these lands are in addition to 

or a correction to the schedule is unclear. 

For reasons also not quite clear, there was some delay in completing this particular purchase. There also 

appears to be missing correspondence, as a letter from Parr & Blomfield in October 1913 refers to a 

Board notice (not located) about the matter.  The solicitors refuted that they had delayed the process, 

having submitted all necessary receipts and the transfer document awaiting Board confirmation, but that 

the Board had concerns about the valuation which they had referred back to the Valuation Department.  

The solicitors pointed out that the valuation had not yet been completed, adding that their client was 

suffering ‘hardship’ by not having a clear title.1266  A Government valuation also filed for Motukawanui 

‘Sec’ 1 of 200 acres, dated September 1913, gave a capital value of £280, with £80 of improvements to 

the owners.1267  Sixteen receipts for the interests of Himi Wiremu, Pūhipi Pene, Pāora Pene, Wī Hōhaia, 

and Taiapo Pita, dating from 1912 to 1913, were filed, although further receipts for these individuals were 

not submitted for this purchase until August 1915.  While it is not made explicit, this delay was probably a 

result of Finch’s survey showing the significant acreage variance.  From the receipts, six were signed by 

                                                                                                                                                                     
There is mention in 1916 of the interests of Hāmiora Hōhepa being leased to Hows but no details to date of 
confirmation for this, see MLB to ‘Mr Knight’, 20 March 1916, on same file. 

1263  Declaration in support of Application for Confirmation from Hows for Motukawanui, 10 April 1913; and 
certified copy of schedule of other lands of vendors re Motukawanui, 14 December 1912.  Both on file BAAI 
A39 11466 Box 76o 222, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Motukawanui – to H.N.S. Hows, 1911[-1918]. 

1264  Parr& Blomfield, 16 September 1915, with Schedule of Other Lands owned by Maori Vendors or Lessors, re 
Taiapo Pita, certified 8 September 1915.  On ibid. 

1265  Receipt of Taiapo Pita, 28 May 1912.  On ibid. 
1266  Parr & Blomfield to President, Tokerau MLB, 8 October 1913.  On ibid. 
1267  Certificate of Valuation for Motukawanui ‘Sec 1’, September 1913.  On ibid. 
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Himi Wiremu (to the value of £122.17.6 after deduction of survey fee); six by Pūhipi Pene (£127.17.6); 

four by Pāora Pene (£35) and one by Pūhipi as sole successor to Pene (£34.13.4); two each by from Wī 

Hōhaia (£127.17.6) and Taiapo Pita (£95.18.0).1268  One receipt each of Wiremu, Pūhipi and Pāora 

include a deduction of £5 for survey (fees).  Four receipts (19 percent) were witnessed by the Matauri Bay 

Postmaster, Henry Robert Leslie, and a Licensed Interpreter, John G. Shepherd (who is probably not the 

one and same as Hōne Hapa, also known as John Shepherd); one by Licensed Interpreter, Matire De La 

Groux; and several by William David, the Ōtoroa Postmaster.  On the whole, though, 11 receipts (52 

percent) are not witnessed.  Confirmation for the purchase of interests of these five owners was not given 

by the Board until 12 August 1916, for the consideration of £473 for 190 shares.1269  There was a piece of 

undated correspondence from Pūhipi Pene to the Board asking for assistance in resolving a dispute with 

‘Hori Hau Otakou’ (George Hows) in regards to a remaining payment for Motukawanui, which was 

proposed to be paid at an upcoming Court (hearing?) at Kaikohe.1270  No response was located, and it is 

unclear specifically what exactly the dispute was about or whether it was ever resolved. 

Fifth purchase transaction (Motukawanui 2), confirmed 1916 

An application for confirmation of the purchase by Hows of the interests of Pirika Pera in Motukawanui 

No. 2, dated 21 January 1914, as submitted to the Board for consideration.1271  The consideration was £1 

per acre.  Sitting at Kaikohe on 22 May 1915 before Judge Wilson, the Land Board noted a consideration 

of £80.10.4 (although the alienation file records a value of shares as £87.6.4), and gave confirmation 

subject to the filing of a valuation.1272  A valuation was not located but one receipt for £87.6.4, dated 

August 1915, was filed for Pera’s interests.1273  The Board eventually confirmed the purchase on 12 

August 1916 for the consideration of £413 for Pera’s interest.1274  This consideration figure is clearly in 

error, otherwise Hows would have paid £10.6.5 per acre for Pera’s interest when he was paying just over 

£1 per acre for the interests of all the other owners.  The £413 figure probably relates to a Government 

valuation, as is the case in the sixth purchase below. 

Sixth purchase transaction (Motukawanui 1), confirmed 1917 

                                                      
1268  Receipts of Hime Wiremu, Pūhipi Pene, Pāora Pene, Wī Hōhaia, and Taiapo Pita, dated between May 1912 to 

August 1915.  On ibid. 
1269  Minute sheet 709, 4 June 1912 recording what interests were purchased and when transfer document sent to 

Parr & Blomfield; Board file note from Registrar, Tokerau MLB, confirming sale of Motukawanui 1, 12 August 
1916; and, Tokerau MLB certificate of confirmation re Motukawanui 1, 19 August 1916, endorsed by Parr & 
Blomfield.  All on ibid. 

1270  Pūhipi Pene to ‘o te Poari’, undated (in Te Reo). On ibid. 
1271  Application for Confirmation re purchase of Motukawanui, from George Hows, 4 June 1912.  On ibid. 
1272  AFKK 4711 Box 1703 W3516/241, Tokerau Minute Book 8 – [Tokerau District Maori Land Board …], 1914-

15, p. 259. 
1273  Parr & Blomfield to Registrar, 23 August 1915, with receipt from Pirika Pera attached.  On file BAAI A39 

11466 Box 41f 1261, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Motukawanui 2 …, 1913[-1916]. 
1274  Board file note from Registrar, Tokerau MLB, confirming sale of Motukawanui 1, 12 August 1916; and, 

Tokerau MLB certificate of confirmation re Motukawanui 1, 19 August 1916, endorsed by Parr & Blomfield.  
All on ibid. 
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Another application to confirm a transfer from Hows, and dated April 1915, was submitted to the Board 

for their consideration.  This time it concerned the interests of Miriama Rei (or Miriama Peeti), one-third-

successor to the interests of Rāwinia Tāmati Hō in the No. 1 block (i.e. 13.33 shares, or ca. 26.8 acres).  

The application noted the revised acreage of the block at 403 acres, and a consideration of £1.3.10. per 

acre (or ca.£31.17.9 for the 26.8 acres).  Sitting at Kaikohe on 27 May 1915 before Judge Wilson, the 

Board noted the consideration as £32.4.0 (ca.£1.4.0 per acre), and gave confirmation subject to the filing 

of a (statutory) declaration (from Hows) and a valuation.1275  A declaration was lodged, while a valuation, 

dated June 1916, showed a capital value of £603, with improvements of £2001276 (equating to £1 per acre 

based on the unimproved value). A schedule of other lands owned by Rei showed she had interests in 

Matauri No. 1.  Two receipts in the name of Rei for the consideration of £52.4.6 were also filed.1277  On 

12 August 1916 the Board confirmed the sale.1278  The Board file states the consideration was £603 but 

this is actually the Government valuation figure for the entire block.   

The purchase of interests for Harata Tira in 1917 has been included with this purchase, simply by dint 

that it was considered and minuted under the same Board file (as reflected in Table 35).  An application to 

confirm the transfer was not located, although the standard forms expected were filed.  One receipt was 

also filed for £40.4.0 being Tira’s share as part-successor to Hō’s interests. 1279  Noting the consideration 

as £40.4.0, the Board confirmed the purchase on 4 April 1917,1280 although a copy of the official 

confirmation generally sent to the purchaser was not located.  

Interestingly, while the Leslie Brothers had purchased the interests of Hōne Hapa in 1912 (with Board 

confirmation of January 1913), in November 1915 Hows submitted a receipt for £12.13.9 for the interest 

of Raiha Hōne Hapa as sole successor to Hōne Hapa.1281  No further mention is made on Raiha’s 

interests, of how Hows may have acquired the interests of the Leslie Brothers (although no evidence of 
                                                      
1275  Application for Confirmation re purchase of Motukawanui, from George Hows; and, minute sheet T1787, 21 

January 1915, showing provisional confirmation from (Board) President, both 30 April 1915.  Both on file on 
file BAAI A39 11466 Box 76o 222, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Motukawanui – to H.N.S. Hows, 1911[-1918]. 

1276  Possibly effected by Hows, as he is noted as the ‘Occupier’. 
1277  Declaration in support of Application for Confirmation from Hows for Motukawanui, 15 May 1915; Schedule 

of Other Lands owned by Maori Vendors or Lessors re Hāwira Pita, certified 24 May 1915; Certificate of 
Valuation for Motukawanui No. 1, 22 June 1916, and receipts from Miriama Rei, 29 March and 10 September 
1915, respectively.  All on file on ibid. 

1278  Board file note from Registrar, Tokerau MLB, confirming sale of interests of Miriama rei Motukawanui 1, 12 
August 1916; and, Tokerau MLB certificate of confirmation re Motukawanui 1, 19 August 1916, endorsed by 
Parr & Blomfield.  All on ibid. 

1279  Declaration in support of Application for Confirmation from Hows for Motukawanui, 15 May 1915; Schedule 
of Other Lands owned by Maori Vendors or Lessors re Harata Tira, certified but not dated; receipt from 
Harata Tira, 5 March 1917. All on ibid. 

1280  AFKK 4711 Box 1705 W3516/235, Tokerau Minute Book 10 – [Tokerau District Maori Land Board …], 
1916-9, pp. 91-2; See also minute sheet T1787, 21 January 1915, showing confirmation from (Board) President, 
30 April 1915.  On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 76o 222, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Motukawanui – to H.N.S. 
Hows, 1911[-1918]. 

1281  George Hows to Parr & Blomfield, 23 November 1915, with receipt from Raiha Hōne Hapa, 15 November 
1915, attached.  On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 76o 222, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Motukawanui – to H.N.S. 
Hows, 1911[-1918]; see also Succession Order to the interests of Hōne Hapa, 17 May 1913, on alienation file 
for ‘Motukawaiti’, [1906-18].  According to the order, Hōne had died on 21 December 1912. 
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this or any deal between Hows and the Leslie’s was located), and thus was finishing off the purchase in 

light of the new post-survey acreage (Hōne Hapa’s interests going from 10 acres to 20.15 acres).   

Seventh purchase transaction (Motukawanui 1), confirmed 1918 

There was one last final purchase to Hows that began in 1917.  Hows submitted an application for 

confirmation, dated September 1917, for the interests of Tāmati Tame (part-successor to Hō) and 

Hāmiora Hōhepa.1282  This appeared a relatively straight-forward purchase – not just because all the 

relevant papers were located in a semblance of order on the relevant Board file – but that the Board gave 

consent relatively quickly in comparison to the previous six purchases.  The marked difference with this 

purchase are the respective certifications from the Land Court Registrar, the Whangaroa County Clerk, 

and the Chief Surveyor, that there were no monies owing on the block1283 – such certifications are 

missing from the other purchases.  Confirmation was provided by the Board on 14 January 1918 subject 

to completion of the transactions within six weeks.1284  The consideration noted by the Board was £603, 

but this is probably in error otherwise the consideration per acre would be ca.£5.12.3.  Confirmation for 

the sale was given by the Board on 28 March 1918.1285 

Analysis of alienations 

To clearly outline the purchases I have drawn up two tables further below to assist the reader.  The first 

provides a summary of the seven purchase transactions, including the consideration per acre; the second 

table analyses the value for shares, survey fees, receipts located, and the over/underpayments made to 

owners.  Following from the tables is an analysis of the data.1286 

While Hows exerted energy into leasing the block, he was also trying to purchase interests.  Perhaps he 

felt pressure from the Leslie Bothers’ purchase of Hōne Hapa’s interests that he considered leasing would 

not provide him with the security he desired; however, it is more likely that the leasing was a prelude to 

                                                      
1282  Application for Confirmation re purchase of Motukawanui, from George Hows, 14 September 1917; Two 

respective Declarations in Support of Application for Confirmation from Hows for the interests of Tame and 
Hōhepa, Motukawanui, 30 August and 29 November 1917; Schedule of Other Lands owned by Maori 
Vendors or Lessors re Tāmati Tame and Hāmiora Hōhepa, certified 6 December 1917; Certificate of 
Valuation for Motukawanui No. 1, 22 June 1916, and receipts from Tāmati Tame, 11 August 1917, and from 
Hāmiora Hōhepa, 26 November 1917.  All on file BAAI A39 11466 Box 76o 222, Tai Tokerau alienation file – 
Motukawanui – to H.N.S. Hows, 1911[-1918]. 

1283  Respective certifications from Registrar, NLC, 30 January 1918; Whangaroa County Clerk, n.d.; Chief 
Surveyor, 11 February 1918.  All on ibid. 

1284  AFKK 4711 Box 1705 W3516/235, Tokerau Minute Book 10 – [Tokerau District Maori Land Board …], 
1916-9, p. 231.   

1285  Board file note from Registrar, Tokerau MLB, confirming sale of interests of Hōhepa and Tame Motukawanui 
1, and Tokerau MLB certificate of confirmation re Motukawanui 1, both 28 March 1918, endorsed by Parr & 
Blomfield.  All on file BAAI A39 11466 Box 76o 222, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Motukawanui – to H.N.S. 
Hows, 1911[-1918]. 

1286  Information for the tables was sourced from three schedules of purchase transactions: ‘Motukawanui No. 2’ 
list of owners of this block, n.d..  On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 41f 1261, Tai Tokerau alienation file – 
Motukawanui 2 …, 1913[-1916]; ‘Motukawanui No. 1’ showing interests of Hāmiora Hōhepa and Tāmati 
Tame, 25 January 1918; and, ‘Motukawanui No. 1’ showing interests of remaining owners in block, n.d..  Both 
on ibid. 
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purchase, and by securing a lease he at least had a foothold onto the island.  Whatever his motive, in his 

attempts to purchase in 1912-13, when the island area was calculated at 435 acres, Hows was purchasing 

at £1 per acre (per share).  The Leslie Brothers, on the other hand, were willing to settle for a 

consideration of £1.5.0 per share for Hapa’s interests.   
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Table 35: Summary details of purchases for Motukawanui, 1912-18 

T
ra

n
s 

#
 Details from alienation file My calculations 

Board 
file ref. 

Buyer Seller Block 
Board 

approval 
Shares Value for shares Acres 

sold 

Approx. 
consideration 

per acre 

1 T.912 Leslie Bros Hōne Hapa  ‘No. 1 (interest in)’ 27 Jan ‘13 10 £30.3.0 20.15  £1.9.10 

2 T.1261 

Hows 

Ēpiha Nētana, Hāwira Pita ‘Sec. 2’
30 Mar ‘14 

75 £163.14.8 150.92 £1.1.7 

3 
T.709 

Haki Wiremu  [No.] 1 40 £120.12.0 80.6  £1.9.10 

4 
Hēmi Wiremu, Taiapo Pita, Pūhipi 
Pene, Pāora Pene, Wī Hōhaia 

‘Part’

12 Aug ‘16 

190 £473 382.61  £1.4.9 

5 T.1787 Pirika Pera No. 2 40 £87.6.4 80.52 £1.1.7 

6 T.1871 Miriama Rei, Harata Tira  No. 1 ‘1/15’ [26.66]
£241.4.0

(£80.8.0)
161.2  £1.9.10 

7 T.2887 Hāmiora Hōhepa, Tāmati Tame ‘No. 1 (Part)’ 28 Mar ‘18 ‘1/3 of 403’ [53.33] (£160.16.0)

TOTAL 435 £1,116 876 Av. £1.6.31287 

Table 36: Purchase details for purchase of Motukawanui, 1912-18 

Total 
No. 1 
Block 

No. 2 
Blocks 

Total consideration £1,116.0.0 £603 £513

Less survey fees (80% of consideration) -£89.5.6 -£41 -£48.5.6

Due to owners £1,026.14.6 £562 £464.14.6

Less paid to owners -£1,054.8.5 -£483.1.1 -£571.7.4

Less paid to Board (for owners) -£139.17.8 -£139.17.8 -

Additional payment to owners £167.11.7 £60.18.9 £106.12.10

 
  

                                                      
1287  Based on value for shares divided by acres sold. 
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From alienation files My calculations 

Owners Shares Successor 
Value for 

shares 

Deduction 
for survey 

fees 

Due to 
owner 

Receipts Paid to Bd. 
(for owners)

Additional (+)/ 
under (-) payment 

to owner Paid to owners # of Date (mth/yr)

Motukawanui No. 1 

Haki Wiremu 40  £120.12.0 £8.4.0 £112.8.0 £136.13.4 2 3/14, 8/15 +£24.5.4 

Hēmi Wiremu 40 £120.12.0 £8.4.0 £112.8.0 £122.17.6 6 6&10/12, 1, 2& 
4/13, 8/15 +£10.9.6 

Hāmiora Hōhepa 40 £120.12.0 £8.4.0 £112.8.0 £5 1 12/17 £107.8.3 +3d 

Hōne Hapa  
(d. 19121288) 10 

 
£30.3.0 £2.1.0 £28.2.0 £25.3.9 

(£12.10.0) 1 5/12
-£2.18.3 

Raiha Hōne Hapa (£12.13.9) 1 4/15

Rāwinia Tāmati Hō 
(d. 19101289) 40 

Miriama Rei 
£120.12.0 
(£40.4.0 due 

to each succ.)

£8.4.0
£112.8.0 
(£37.9.4 due 

to each succ.)

£97.8.6 

(£52.4.6) 2 9/15 +£14.15.2 

Harata Tira (£40.4.0) 1 3/17 +£2.14.8 

Tāmati Tame (£5) 1 8/17 £32.9.5 +1d 

Taiapo Pita 30  £90.9.0 £6.3.0 £84.6.0 £95.18.0 2 5/12, 8/15 +£11.12.0 

TOTAL 200  £603 £41 £562 £483.1.1 17 £139.17.8 +£60.18.9 

Motukawanui No. 2 (the two No. 2 subdivisions combined) 

Ēpiha Nētana 40 £87.6.4 £8.3.4 £79.3.0 £80.10.4 1 8/15 +£1.7.4 

Hāwira Pita 35 £76.8.4 £7.8.10 £68.19.6 £70.8.4 1 8/15 +£1.8.10 

Pirika Pera 40 £87.6.4 £8.3.4 £79.3.0 £80.10.4 1 8/15 +£1.7.4 

Pūhipi Pene 40  £87.6.4 £8.3.4 £79.3.0 £127.17.6 6 5-6&10/12, 
2&4/13, 8/15 +£48.14.6 

Pāora Pene1290 40 
 

£87.6.4 £8.3.4 £79.3.0 £84.3.4 
(£39.10) 5 6&10/12, 2&4/13

+£5.0.4 
Pūhipi Pene (£44.13.4) 1 8/15

Wī Hōhaia 40  £87.6.4 £8.3.4 £79.3.0 £127.17.6 2 5/13, 8/15 +£48.14.6 

TOTAL 235  £513 £48.5.6 £464.14.6 £571.7.4 17 +£106.12.10 

                                                      
1288  Application to succeed to Realty (Rule 22) re interests of Hōne Hapa, 25 January 1913.  On application file for ‘Matauri’, 1900-1953, [p. 95], MLC. 
1289  Application to succeed to Rāwinia Tāmati Hō, 20 January 1915.  On ibid. 
1290  Date of death not located. 
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The increase in the island’s acreage from 435 to 876 acres meant Hows had to expend further money to 

make up the difference, and ended up paying an average £1.6.3 per acre/share – whether this is based on 

a government valuation or not is uncertain.  There were two valuations located for Motukawanui No. 1, 

dated October 1912 and September 1913, respectively.  Both show a capital value (no improvements 

shown) of £1 per acre (for 200 acres); a valuation for the new acreage was not located.  There was only 

one valuation, dated June 1916, located for Motukawanui No. 2.  It showed a capital value of £513, or 

£1.1.7 per acre (based on the new area of No. 2, being 473 acres), although taking out the occupier’s 

(Hows?) improvements of £40, left an unimproved value of £473 for the 473 acres, or £1 per acre.  It is 

uncertain whether the Board based their considerations on the improvements (let alone considered who 

made the improvements).  Nonetheless, the owners received substantially more than they would have 

received if the island’s area had remained at 435 acres (i.e. if Finch’s survey had showed no area variance).  

A quick comment on the receipts showing payments to owners, of the total 33 receipts, 12 (36 percent) 

dated 1912-13 were not witnessed, although all receipts after 1913 were.  One receipt of Miriama Rei was 

witnessed by L. Hows (clearly a relative of the buyer).  The Board made no comment on the receipts 

other than noting the payments made.  

As for the additional/underpayments, by my calculations only Hōne Hapa received an underpayment of 

£2.18.3, while all other owners received additional payments ranging from one pence for Tāmati Tame up 

to £48.14.6 each for Pūhipi Pene and Wī Hōhaia.  I was unable to determine why these additional 

payments occurred, although they may include survey charges not deducted, as noted below.  Officials 

recorded the payments made in several schedules,1291 but made no comment on the payments themselves.  

Moreover, while Hows had provided the Survey Office with a guarantee to pay for the survey of the new 

partitioned island, he sought reimbursement of survey fees through the purchase monies.  This initially 

occurred for Himi Wiremu, Pūhipi Pene, and Pāora Pene, who each had £5 deducted for such fees, 

although, overall, while the payment schedules record the required deductions for survey fees for all 

owners, the only other deductions that could be traced were for Hāmiora Hōhepa and Tāmati Tame, 

whereupon the survey fees were deducted from the purchase with the balance paid direct to the Board for 

it to pay the owners.  (No paylist or receipts was located showing payments to Hōhepa and Tame by the 

Board.)  It would appear that for all the other owners they simply did not have the fees deducted as most 

had received their share of the purchase monies.   

This does not explain, though, why there were large variances in overpayments, and equally unclear is 

whether owners paid back those overpayments. There was no further correspondence located, particularly 

from the purchaser, about the overpayments or payment variances, or that there was even an awareness 

from individuals involved in the purchases or Crown officials of the overpayments.  This silence on the 
                                                      
1291  ‘Motukawanui No. 2’ list of owners of this block, n.d..  On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 41f 1261, Tai Tokerau 

alienation file – Motukawanui 2 …, 1913[-1916]; ‘Motukawanui No. 1’ showing interests of Hāmiora Hōhepa 
and Tāmati Tame, 25 January 1918; and, ‘Motukawanui No. 1’ showing interests of remaining owners in block, 
n.d.  Both on file BAAI A39 11466 Box 76o 222, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Motukawanui – to H.N.S. 
Hows, 1911[-1918]. 



 

292 

overpayments in the public record may simply reflect the complex and bureaucratic nature of records 

held by the Land Board and Court at the time and possible resource issues, and how difficult it was to 

monitor and check each individual transaction when the Board may have been dealing with hundreds of 

other purchases at the same time.  Presumably, judicial approval only occurred if surveys were properly 

completed.  As shown above, there was a delay in confirming the purchase of Motukawanui due to 

Finch’s survey increasing the acreage of the island significantly.  This obviously required a recalculation in 

acreage for each owner and reassessment of the consideration.  This slowing down of the process may 

have been frustrating to the purchaser looking for the surety of title, and possibly also to some sellers 

who may have had need of their share of the purchase monies; conversely, the time taken to approve the 

purchase, confirm Finch’s survey, and adjust the transactions, could, to a degree, also point to the 

effectiveness of the protection mechanisms for owners. 

 

3.3.12 Uncontended leasing and sale of Motukawaiti to George Hows, 1911-12 

Created # of owners Shares Acreage Current status (date sold – amount per acre) 

1909 9 105 93.7ac SOLD (1912 - £1.11.0/acre) 
 

Summary 

There were a number of alienation transactions over Motukawaiti in the 1910s.  Katherine Jane Leslie was 

reportedly leasing the island (informally), and was given consent by the Land Board in October 1911 to 

purchase.  Two months later, George Hows was given consent to also purchase; he was offering some 

£86 less than Leslie.  Hows, though, had secured the signatures that he needed, despite the protest of 

Leslie to the Land Board that Hows had told the owners that she was not interested in purchasing.  These 

owners, though, were now interested in purchasing from Leslie as she was offering a higher price.  She 

was sternly advised not to take any further action, but not told why.  The purchase proceeded with Hows, 

and was uncontested. 

Details 

There were a number of alienation transactions over Motukawaiti in the 1910s.  First, the island had been 

leased to W. Leslie.  Katherine Jane Leslie reported in 1912 that she had taken over her father’s lease over 

the island, and that the lease was for ten years.1292  There are few other details of the leasing arrangements, 

although Himi Wiremu wrote to the Board in December 1911 complaining that he was confused when he 

arranged the lease, and that he had since been approached by better offers.  

E hoa ma he patai atu tena naku kia koutou mo te riihi a te tahi Pākehā.  Ko David hau tona 

ingoa i tenei whenua ko Motukawa te ingoa i te takiwa o Whangaroa nei.  E hoa ma tino 

                                                      
1292  Katherine Jane Leslie, Kaeo, to President, Tokerau MLB, 28 February 1912.  On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 

14d 316, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Motukawaiti Block – Katherine Jane Leslie, 1911-12. 
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raruraru ahau i te mahi ku are a tau Pākehā.  Ko tana utu i te tau e £40 kati na runga i to matou 

kuare tanga aka Haina a hau ki tana pukapuka. 

E hoa ma e tono atu ana ahau ki a koutou kaua e whakamana a taua riihi mo te nei moni £40.  

Kua ki te ahau i te tahi Pākehā nui atu tana i tenei no reira kahore ahau e pai ana ki te utu iti i te 

tau mo toku hea, i tenei whenua na te mea heoi ano toku whenu e tika ana hei mahi kai maku 

na reira kia nui ano te utu ka pai.  Tuarua hoki kahore ano e tahi o nga tangata i hai na ki tau 

pukapuka.1293   

He was advised that he could not go back on his own arrangement after he had already gone ahead and 

signed the lease.1294 

Then there were three applications to purchase the island.  The first, dated 28 September 1911, was from 

Katherine Leslie applying for consent under section 209 of the 1909 Act to purchase Motukawaiti for 

£2.5.0 per acre (£236.5.0 for 105 acres).1295  The Board granted consent on 30 October 1911,1296 but no 

further action on the matter occurred until February 1912, as explained further below.  The second was 

an application from George Nelson Shepherd Hows dated 23 November 1911 seeking confirmation for 

the purchase of the island for £150.1297  Like Leslie’s application there is no covering letter to the 

application.  Hows’ solicitors, though, submitted particulars of title as well as a schedule of other lands 

held by the sellers to confirm that they had sufficient other lands for their respective needs, viz, all bar 

Pūhipi Pene and Pāora Hoori (who only had interests in Touwai and Mahimahi E) having interests in 

Matauri No. 1; all bar Īhaka Pera and Hōne Pera had interests in Mahimahi C, D or (mostly) E; while 

Hāmiora Hōhepa, Hāwira Pita, Hōne Pera and Hōne Taotahi also had interests in several Wainui 

subdivisions.1298  One of the owners identified in the schedule was a Hōne Hāmi, or Hōne Hāmiora, who, 

along with Papi Hāmiora, succeeded equally to the interests of original owner Hāmi Hūnia (who had died 

in February 1911) in April 1912.1299  A Government valuation gave a capital value of £145 (£1.7.7¼d per 

                                                      
1293  Himi Wiremu, Motukawa, to Tokerau MLB, 14 December 1911 (in Te Reo).  On ibid. 
1294  President, Tokerau MLB, to Himi Wiremu, 16 December 1911 (in Te Reo).  On ibid. 
1295  Application for Consent of Board under Section 209, from Katherine Leslie re purchase of Motukawaiti, 28 

September 1911.  On ibid. 
1296  Tokerau Māori Land Council Minute Book 6, p. 313; see also minute sheet 1911/316 records the consent of 

the (Board) President.  On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 14d 316, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Motukawaiti Block 
– Katherine Jane Leslie, 1911-12.   

1297  Application for Confirmation from George Hows to purchase Motukawaiti, 23 November 1911.  On file 
BAAI A39 11466 Box 14d 316, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Motukawaiti Block – Katherine Jane Leslie, 1911-
12.   

1298  Schedule of other lands owned by the vendors, and particulars of title for Motukawaiti, both dated 8 
December 1911 and certified; see also Declaration in support of Application for Confirmation from Hows for 
Motukawaiti, 20 November 1911.  All on ibid.   

1299  Application to Succeed to interests of Hāmi Hūnia in Motukawaiti, from Hōne Hāmiora, 21 March 1912 (in 
Te Reo); and Succession Order to the interests of Hāmi Hūnia, 30 April 1912.  Both on application file for 
‘Motukawaiti’, [1900-13].   
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acre), with owners’ improvements of £40.1300  Confirmation for Hows’ application was granted by the 

Board in December, subject to receipts being filed.1301   

A few months later in February 1912, Katherine Leslie wrote to the Board’s President enquiring if a 

purchase to Hows had occurred. She was concerned that she had previously applied to purchase 

Motukawaiti in October 1911, as noted above, but then learned from ‘natives’ she had approached that 

Hows had ‘previously got their signatures to a paper’ to purchase the island.  Leslie alleged that Hows had 

told the ‘natives [that] I did not want it any more.’  Leslie told the President that she had a 10-year lease 

over the island and ‘I have practically placed the whole of this Island in grass.  Her lease was due to expire 

in 1912: 

The Natives are now wanting to sign a purchase with me for the same, after learning that my price is so 

much greater than Hows.  I informed them I would write to you on the matter & get your opinion as to 

whether the Board would recognise a sale under the existing circumstances.1302 

The President replied that the Board had already given confirmation subject to the production of receipts 

that the money had been paid.  The President noted that the price paid by Hows was above valuation: 

And if Mr. Hows complies with the conditions laid down in the Native Land Acts, he is fully 

entitled to confirmation and if you were to proceed now to obtain the signatures of the 

interested Natives, it would not affect Mr. How’s [sic] position in any way, although the price 

you would be offering would be in excess of what he is paying.  Once a Native has signed a 

document which is within the requirements of the Native Land Act, the Board will not allow 

them to in any way repudiate the arrangement which they have entered into.   

The Board has no note of any leas [sic] of the land in question, and I am afraid, that as your 

lease apparently has not been confirmed by any tribunal, it would have no legal standing. 

                                                      
1300  Certificate of Valuation re Motukawaiti, 18 November 1911.  On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 14d 316, Tai 

Tokerau alienation file – Motukawaiti Block – Katherine Jane Leslie, 1911-12. 
1301  Tokerau Māori Land Council Minute Book 6, p. 339.  The minute book records the brief alienation details on 

p. 324; Minute sheet, 23 November 1911, re sale of Motukawaiti to Hows.  On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 14d 
316, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Motukawaiti Block – Katherine Jane Leslie, 1911-12. 

1302  Leslie to President, Tokerau MLB, 28 February 1912.  On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 14d 316, Tai Tokerau 
alienation file – Motukawaiti Block – Katherine Jane Leslie, 1911-12. 



 

295 

Map 29: Motukawaiti, 1912 (ML plan 8509)1303 

 

The President concluded by advising Leslie not to proceed further in the matter ‘[u]nder any 

circumstances’.1304  As no further correspondence was located on the matter, it would appear that Leslie 

heeded the President’s advice, and as her lease was expiring that year, she presumably vacated the island.  

Turning back to Hows purchase, 27 receipts were filed, dating from late September 1911 to March 

1912.1305  A number of them show survey fees deducted from the consideration (as shown in the table 

                                                      
1303  The survey was completed by John Wilson under supervision by Robert S. Finch under authority dated 28 

March 1912.  Field Book No. 2251 pp. 48-9 (not examined for this report). 
1304  President, Tokerau MLB, to Leslie, 5 March 1912.  On ibid. 
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further below).  Around 12 receipts (or 45 percent of total receipts) are not witnessed, as they normally 

should be (and usually by a Justice of the Peace or prominent local); 11 receipts are witnessed by Sam 

Maiohia, and a further one is witnessed by Kiri[?] Teohu (no occupation or address is recorded for either 

witness).  The Board then confirmed the purchase on 10 April 1912.1306 

The purchase process, though, did not rest there.  A few months later another application was submitted 

by Hows for the Board to confirm the purchase of Papi Hāmiora’s shares.  A schedule of other lands 

owned by Papi was submitted showed his interests in Matauri No. 1 and Mahimahi E.1307  A receipt from 

Papi (and witnessed by the local Postmaster, Henry Robert Leslie) was submitted stating that he had 

received £12.7.5 from his brother, Hōne Hāmiora (who had received the consideration for the 20 shares 

he and Papi had succeeded to), for the portion of his shares in the islands.1308  On 21 August 1912 the 

Land Board considered the application.  The Board minutes note a consideration of £150, which actually 

relates to the total purchase of the island (see Table 57 below), and a Mr Booth then (appears to) asks for 

confirmation.  The Board concluded that the matter was ‘For Consideration.’  Several days later, the 

Board confirmed the sale subject to a (statutory) declaration, schedule of other lands (owned by sellers), 

and receipts being filed.1309 

The survey costs deducted from the consideration appeared to have been paid to the Board, presumably 

by Hows, for the Chief Surveyor confirmed a payment of £17.19.2 which appears to be for survey 

costs.1310  As to whether the Board or Hows paid the remainder of the balance of survey costs deducted 

from the consideration, being £2.3.4, is unclear. 

  

                                                                                                                                                                     
1305  Schedule of deposits made, and balance due, to owner of Motukawaiti, n.d; and receipts from owners re sale of 

Motukawaiti, various dates from late September 1911 to March 1912.   All on ibid. 
1306  Tokerau Māori Land Council Minute Book 6, p. 378.  The minute simply notes the case number, name of 

blocks, nature of alienation, and Board decision; President of the Tokerau MLB to Registrar, NLC, 7 October 
1913.  On application file for ‘Motukawaiti’, [1900-13]; see also Tokerau MLB certificate of confirmation, 10 
April 1912.  On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 14d 316, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Motukawaiti Block – 
Katherine Jane Leslie, 1911-12. 

1307  Application for Confirmation from George Hows to purchase interests of Papi Hāmiora in Motukawaiti, 26 
July 1912; Schedule of other lands owned by Papi Hāmiora, and particulars of title for Motukawaiti, both dated 
24 October 1912 and certified; see also Declaration in support of Application for Confirmation from Hows 
for Motukawaiti, 19 August 1912.  All on file BAAI A39 11466 Box 14d 316, Tai Tokerau alienation file – 
Motukawaiti Block – Katherine Jane Leslie, 1911-12. 

1308  Receipt from Papi Hāmi, 31 May 1912.  On ibid. 
1309  AFKK 4711 Box 1702 W3516/242, Tokerau Minute Book 7 – [Tokerau District Maori Land Board …], 1912-

14, pp. 71, 82.   
1310  Chief Surveyor to Registrar, Tokerau NLC, 24 May 1922.  On file BAAI A39 11466 Box 14d 316, Tai Tokerau 

alienation file – Motukawaiti Block – Katherine Jane Leslie, 1911-12. 
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Table 37: Consideration and survey costs deducted for purchase of Motukawaiti, 1911-12 

Consideration £150.0.6
Less survey -£20.2.6

Net balance due to owners £129.18.0

 

Owners 

Sh
ar

es
 Proportion of consideration 

Deduction 
for survey 

Balance due 
to owner My 

calculations 
Schedule on 

file 

Pūhipi Pene 20 £28.11.3 £28.11.6 £3.16.8 £24.14.10 

Hōne Hāmiora 
(part-successor to Hāmi Hūnia) 10 £14.5.7½

£28.11.6
(Hāmi Hūnia)

£3.16.8 £12.7.5 

Papi Hāmiora 
(part-successor to Hāmi Hūnia) 10 £14.5.7½ - £12.7.5 

Pāora Pene 20 £28.11.3 £28.11.6 £3.16.8 £24.14.10 

Hāmiora Hōhepa 10 £14.5.7½ £14.5.9 £1.18.4 £12.7.5 

Pāora Hōri 10 £14.5.7½ £14.5.9 £1.18.4 £12.7.5 

Hāwira Pita 10 £14.5.7½ £14.5.9 £1.18.4 £12.7.5 

Īhaka Pera 5 £7.2.9¾ £7.2.11 19/2 £6.3.9 

Hōne Pera 5 £7.2.9¾ £7.2.11 19/2 £6.3.9 

Hōne Taotahi 5 £7.2.9¾ £7.2.11 19/2 £6.3.9 

TOTAL 95 £150 £150.0.6 £20.2.6 £129.18.01311 

 

3.4 Conclusions 

The initial partitioning of Matauri No. 1 and 2 after 1909 resulted in ten No. 1 partition blocks and 11 

No. 2 partition blocks.  Except for a dispute around the occupation of Waiaua (located on the No. 1 

block) and discussions around a fenceline on Motukawanui, both of which were quickly and seemingly 

amicably resolved among the parties, the partition hearings for the Matauri No. 1 and No. 2 blocks and 

Motukawanui were relatively uncontested.   

Thereafter a wave of alienations of leasing and sales followed.  The Matauri parent block (1,246.73ha) 

with Motukawanui (354ha) and Motukawaiti (38ha) made a total area of 1,638.73 hectares.  The 13 major 

private purchases over Matauri (Matauri 1B1, 1H8B, 2A, 2B, 2C, 2E, 2H (four transactions), and 2J) and 

the Motukawa islands occurred between 1911 and 1969 (of which five occurred between 1911 and 1924).  

A total 438.95 hectares (35 percent of 1,246.73ha) of Matauri No. 1 and 2 were sold to private individuals; 

including the sale of Motukawanui and Motukawaiti increases the total alienation to 831.38 hectares (51 

percent of 1,638.73ha).  Only two purchases occurred within the former No. 1 block, making up just 

22.64 hectares (ten percent of No. 1).  Some 74 percent of Matauri No. 2 was sold to private individuals, 

all of which, with the exception of Matauri 2C, were adjacent the coast.  With the exception of the coastal 

                                                      
1311  This figure equates to the amount of receipts filed. 
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block of Matauri 2B, sold in 1911, the permanent alienation of the other Matauri land blocks did not 

occur until the late 1910s.   

Except for one lease over Matauri 2J to R. McElwain, all the other alienations were to three local families; 

Hows (including Matauri Bay Farms Limited owned by the Hows’ whānau), McKeown (later transferred 

to Yerkovich), and Leslie.  McKeown was related to Leslie by marriage.  There was only one instance in 

this early alienation stage where, in 1915, one of two Māori owners in Matauri 1B attempted to buy the 

other owner out.  For reasons not disclosed the sale never went through, and it is unclear whether the 

potential purchaser was able to retrieve some of the purchase monies he had already handed over.   Just 

over a third of the Matauri block and both Motukawanui and Motukawaiti would eventually pass out of 

Māori ownership.  The Cavalli Islands remain Māori-owned and have been relatively undeveloped.   

There were also ten registered lease arrangements (Matauri 1F, 2A, 2C, 2D, 2H, 2J, Motukawanui, 

Motukawaiti), of which five (over Matauri 1F, 2D, 2J, comprising 247ha) went through to full term, with 

three of the five over one block only (Matauri 2J of 196ha, by way of lease renewal).  The five remaining 

leases (2A, 2C, 2H, Motukawanui, and Motukawaiti, all comprising 539ha), barely a year into their lease 

term, led to the lessee purchasing the block, with the exception of Motukawanui; here, Katherine Leslie 

had taken over her father’s (informal) lease in 1911, but initially unbeknownst to her, George Hows began 

purchasing the island in a series of transactions from 1912-16 (despite the subsequent protests of Leslie). 

The Tokerau District Māori Land Board was intimately involved in all these transactions, except for the 

last two of the four transactions relating to the alienation of Matauri 2J, in which the Department of 

Māori Affairs/Māori Land Court and Māori Trustee were involved.  The Board was charged with 

investigating alienations as a form of protection for Māori landowners to ensure fair dealings and 

retention of sufficient lands.  Six purchases (Matauri 1B1, 2A, 2C, 2E, 2H, and Motukawanui) had issues 

around the protective measures for owners, payment irregularities (mainly extra payments beyond the 

consideration), delays in making board distributions to owners, equity and fairness, notice of a sale, or the 

purchase was objected to or challenged.  The only uncontested purchases were that of Matauri 1H8B, 

Matauri 2B (the first block to be alienated), and Motukawaiti.  The five leases that went through to full 

terms (Matauri 1F, 2D, 2J) were all contested; all other lease arrangements were relatively uncontested.   

Beyond the information provided by the interested alienating parties, the Māori Land Board files and the 

often scant Board minutes do not always disclose the thoroughness to which the Land Board ensured 

that alienations complied with the legislative measures for the minimal requirements under section 220 of 

the Native Land Act 1909 to protect the seller, or whether the Board was simply giving a perfunctory nod 

to an alienation or not.1312  For most alienations in this chapter, the Board appeared resolute in ensuring 

that all the necessary documentation was submitted.1313  Often this was reflected by giving conditional 

                                                      
1312  Hearn concludes that the Land Board effectively reduced confirmation to a ‘straightforward mechanical 

exercise’, Wai 1040 #A3, p. 530. 
1313  Something that Hearn also concluded, ibid.  
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confirmation upon the submission of certain documents, as in the alienations for Matauri 1B (subject to a 

schedule of other lands) and Motukawanui in 1912 (subject to statutory declaration, schedule of other 

lands, and a valuation).  In other cases, some transactions were deliberately delayed by the Māori Land 

Board; for instance, there was a delay in completing the fourth purchase transaction for Motukawanui 

while a new Government valuation was requested in light of a new survey of the island.  

What is demonstrated by the Māori Land Board in many of the transactions detailed in this report is its 

attention to the consideration versus the valuation rather than its attention to other protective measures.  

Section 223 of the 1909 Act, provided that a board ‘estimate the adequacy’ of the consideration of ‘by 

reference’ to a valuation of the land.  It is not apparent for Matauri that the Māori Land Board took into 

consideration of the market value or the value of standing timber (if any). As Hearn noted, ‘in practice, 

the government valuation constituted the minimum price and usually also the maximum price.’1314  An 

example of how Government valuations were used to assess the fairness of a consideration is shown for 

11 alienation transactions; the considerations of five purchases were over the Government valuation 

(Matauri pt 2H and 2J), and the remainder equal to the valuation (1B1,1315 1H8B, 2A-C, 2E, pt 2H).  In 

most transactions, the valuations were current, and some, such as for Matauri 2B in 1911 and 

Motukawanui ‘Sec’ 1 of 200 acres in 1913, also included the owners’ improvements.  For five of the seven 

purchase transactions of Motukawanui, confirmation was subject to the submission of a valuation.  In 

other instances, some transactions stretched out over several years, as in the case of some of the 

Motukawanui purchases because the island’s land area doubled in size after a new survey was completed 

in 1916.  A valuation may have therefore been current at the beginning of a transaction, but not so at the 

end; such as the fourth Motukawanui transaction that began in mid-June 1912, but was not completed 

until 1916 – at the time the application to purchase was considered by the Board, it questioned how 

current the valuation was and so gave confirmation subject to a new valuation and other paperwork.  For 

this transaction, the diligent attention the Board afforded to the valuation was not afforded to the 

schedule of other lands or who was witnessing receipts, where the Board’s oversight was found wanting.  

A valuation is more able to be scrutinised by the Board to check how current it is than perhaps a schedule 

of other lands which takes time to verify against court records, set against a backdrop of land boards 

under limited resources and tasked to consider hundreds of transactions.    

Under section 220(c) of the Native Land Act 1909, the Tokerau District Maori Land Board was required 

to ensure that owners were left with sufficient land following an alienation.  There was little evidence of 

checks being done on the land’s quality, the revenue it yielded, the debts it carried, or the needs of the 

whānau of the owner alienating.  The Māori Land Board was often considering a multitude of 

applications that may have rendered thorough checks impracticable without greater resources.  The Board 

                                                      
1314  Ibid, p. 466. 
1315  While the actual valuation equated to 15/- per acre, Thomas Hows’ purchase saw the consideration figure per 

acre less than the valuation figure because Hows had paid for survey charges over the entire block, not just the 
portion he was purchasing; thus the Court cut out a portion of the non-sellers’ block to make up for the survey 
charges he had paid, thus he paid the same amount for a larger share of the block. 
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was not just reliant on the purchaser providing the schedule information, but may have taken them at face 

value given that the schedules were certified by a purchaser’s solicitor.  The Board’s checks of ‘other 

lands’ were inadequate in several alienation transactions, such as the fourth sale transaction of 

Motukawanui where three sellers had additional interests omitted from the schedule of other lands 

submitted.  In other cases, the Board was more diligent, such as for the sale of Matauri 1B1 where the 

purchaser’s solicitor was instructed to produce a declaration in support of a schedule of other lands.  The 

one time the Māori Land Board rightly questioned the schedule was with respect to Tāmati Hōri in the 

purchase of his interests in Matauri 2H.1316  The schedule showed he had no other land interests but those 

in 2H.  The seller testified at the Board hearing that he had other land holdings at Waikare, although he 

was not sure how large those holdings were, and that he had planned to live elsewhere as there was no 

work at Waikare – inferring that he was either not employed or a transient worker.  He also testified that 

he was receiving his share of rentals from an unnamed block, but was clearly in reference to 2H, the very 

interests he was now selling.  Seemingly based on this testimony without further checks, the Board 

confirmed the purchase.   

The Motukawanui transactions highlighted other deficiencies in the Board’s investigations.  The lack of 

receipts that were witnessed for these transactions, and one that was witnessed by a relative of Hows, 

suggest that these were given scant attention by the Board,1317 and there were no explanations as to the 

large payment variances in which most sellers benefited and how the Board reconciled the consideration 

versus valuation and the new acreage after Finch’s survey.  There was also inequity in the deduction of 

survey charges from the consideration whereby some owners had survey charges deducted from their 

share of the consideration, while others did not.  The payment variances and ad hoc approach to the 

deduction of survey charges may reflect the complex and bureaucratic nature of records held by the 

Māori Land Board and Native Land Court at the time and possible resource issues.1318      

There were also clear conflicts of interest occurring in the leasing of Matauri 1F and 2D in which the 

Postmaster, Henry Leslie, witnessed the lease documentation for Matauri 1F (in which the Postmaster 

was the lessor’s brother, and whence the ‘fraudulent’ nature of the lease was heavily contested over some 

three decades), and 2D (he was the lessor’s brother-in-law).  Granted, the relative isolation of the area 

would have limited the availability of a suitable official able to witness such documents, however the 

documentation and covering letters to the documentation do not declare any conflicts of interest.  The 

same Postmaster also witnessed receipts for George Hows even though Henry’s sister had been in strong 

competition with Hows, at least initially, over the purchase of both Motukawa islands.  Henry also 

                                                      
1316  This also appeared to be the only time an owner attended a Land Board hearing; although purchaser 

representatives appeared to attend others, such as a Mr Booth at the Board hearing on Motukawaiti in mid-
1912.    

1317  Hows’ purchase of Motukawaiti also identified some 45% of receipts not being witnessed. 
1318  As noted earlier in this chapter, the hotchpotch order of papers on two early alienation files related to 

Motukawanui which took an inordinate amount of time to dissect appear reflective of the Board’s management 
of the purchases transactions for the island. 



 

301 

testified in support of his sister’s purchase of Matauri 2B, although he initially was not aware that his 

sister had actually purchased this block; he thought she was leasing it.   

In addition, the Māori Land Board’s checks on what was being purchased is found wanting for Matauri 

2H, which was purchased between 1918 and 1924.  Some six percent (c.8.39ha) of the block was not 

purchased but treated as if it had been.  The anomaly arose from the purchaser’s focus on the purchase of 

shares rather than the Board’s focus on the purchase of acres. 

While the assembled meeting of owners’ process gave some semblance of a due process to the Māori 

owners to come together to discuss any alienation, there are questions around how just the system was let 

alone other flaws.  Part XVIII of the 1909 Act governed the process for Matauri 2H when Katherine 

Leslie called a meeting of owners to either lease or purchase Matauri 2H.  The sale of this block – which 

was Leslie’s preferred option – may have been successful if six of the eight proxies were also not in 

attendance.  This was because the Leslie’s lawyer tried to abuse the proxy system by submitting proxies 

with an ambiguous resolution that could have been read either for purchase or leasing.  He tried to use 

the proxies to sell the land, before those proxies present spoke to the contrary.  Hearn noted that the 

assembled owner provisions may have ‘enhanced’ the ability of owners to deal with their land, and 

strengthened the hand of larger interest holders.  This was not so beneficial in the leasing and sale of 

Matauri 2J in 1969, in which a small minority of absentee owners held sway by proxy over a majority in 

attendance but who had a small minority shareholding.  In the end, the number of owners was 

outweighed by the number of shares, with the two being far from equal.   

In the early 1950s, the Māori Land Boards were abolished and their remaining protective functions passed 

over to the Māori Trustee.  Matauri 2J was the only Matauri block administered by the Trustee.  The 

Māori Land Court and Trustee seemed to fail to act in the best interests of the owners when, firstly, a 

third lease of the block to R.F. McElwain was approved in 1959, despite a plea from several owners to 

not lease to Pākehā, preferring instead for their children to settle on the land.  Secondly, the Māori 

Trustee appeared to do litttle about the block’s deteriorating state (or had limited powers to do anything) 

when rent arrears, breaches of lease covenants, and outstanding rates eventually came to a head by late 

1966; although owners were not informed of this until mid-1967 after several had enquired about a lack 

of rental distributions. Third, upon the Māori Trustee re-entering the block, it reported on its poor 

condition and then recommended the owners find some way to make it revenue-producing.  The Trustee 

declined to assist the owners to organise a meeting so they could decide what to do with the block, and 

then utilised Part XIII of the Māori Affairs Act 1952 – which it was required to do upon application – 

when the block’s neighbour called an assembled meeting of owners to put forward its proposal to 

purchase the block.  At two such meetings held, there was strong vocal support by those in attendance 

for owners to utilise the block but the Māori Trustee’s actions were limited by the requirements under 

Part XIII that it could only act on the majority vote which, in this instance, a minority of mostly absentee 

owners held and who wanted to sell the block based on having a greater share aggregate.  This appeared 
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manifestly unfair given the vocal support from mostly local owners wanting to use the land, and that the 

minority in support received the largest share of the consideration and some 62 percent of owners had to 

share just four percent of it.   

The Crown’s investigations into alienation transactions on behalf of Matauri Māori often showed a degree 

of indifference, a lack of urgency, or thoroughness.  When the Land Board/Native Land Court received 

complaints about Matauri 1F – which was leased to Katherine Leslie in 1922 – that the lease terms and 

conditions were not understood because there was no interpreter at the time of signing, and that this was 

the lessor’s only land interests, it did not undertake a more concerted investigation until further objections 

were received in the early 1930s about unpaid rents.  Even here, however, the investigation lacked any 

urgency, and it was not until the early 1940s that a tacit acknowledgement was given that payment of 

rentals until 1933 was not proven, thus validating the petitioners’ concerns. 

In the case of McKeown’s leasing of 2A, 2C-D in 1918, and subsequent purchase of 2A and 2C in 1919, 

the owners’ complained that they were unaware of the lease terms and conditions, and that the land was 

fraudulently sold as they had no intention to sell.  For Matauri 2D, these complaints spanned some 25 

years and included alleged block deterioration, rent arrears, and a clear breach of the lease covenant when 

the lessee transferred the lease to Yerkovich without the consent of the lessor.  For the deterioration and 

arrears, the Government thought otherwise, citing confirmation by the Māori Land Board of the 

alienation (inferring that the Board had undertaken whatever actions it needed to comply with the 

legislative protective measures), and that the alienation instruments had been witnessed by the Postmaster 

as sufficient to dismiss the objections – notwithstanding that the Postmaster was actually McKeown’s 

brother-in-law, and McKeown was sub-postmaster who, presumably, worked with the Postmaster.  Such 

conflicts of interests were not disclosed by any party to the transactions.  It was not until 1938 that the 

Native Land Court acknowledged that there were ‘several exceedingly unsatisfactorily features’ in the land 

board files, but gave no details on what those features were (other than those I deduced from the 

evidence); instead, it suggested that the objectors petition Parliament – even though owners had, 

unsuccessfully, in 1921 where Parliament deferred to the Board’s advice about the execution of 

documents.  The former owners appeared to have little recourse for action other than petitioning the 

Native Land Court or Parliament.  The Native Land Court’s acknowledgement in 1938 highlights how the 

Māori Land Board was deficient in properly investigating the objectors’ concerns when they were first 

raised. 

With these complaint situations the burden of proof was often placed on the lessor or seller.  Petitions 

and objections over several decades would surely have given impetus for a more thorough investigation as 

these entreaties were all found to have an element of validity.  This is particularly important because, as 

Hearn stated, ‘the costs of maladministration on the part of the board, and plainly they could be 

substantial, invariably fell on the owners.’1319  And this occurred rather harshly for the owners of Matauri 

                                                      
1319  Hearn, Wai 1040 #A3, p. 536. 
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2J where the lessor walked off the land and the owners were told by the Māori Trustee that they would 

have to arrange the upkeep of a block that had rapidly deteriorated under the Trustee’s watch.  

The question around why a lessee chose to initiate a purchase soon after or even during securing a lease 

(as in the case of Matauri 2A, 2C, 2H, Motukawanui, and Motukawaiti) is not disclosed in sources for this 

report.  Hearn noted that ‘many settlers … viewed leasing as the first step towards the eventual 

acquisition of the freehold’, a view he does not expand upon.1320 These types of lease-to-purchase 

transactions appeared to create confusion among some Māori owners. This is most notable for 

Motukawanui and Motukawaiti where George Hows had applied for leasing, followed immediately by 

purchasing.  He was competing against Katherine Leslie who also had applied to lease and purchase, and 

who claimed to have taken over her father’s lease on Motukawaiti.  Hows may have seen leasing as a foot 

in the door, and certainly he was to prevail over Leslie in both Motukawa islands, but the Māori Land 

Board’s actions in ensuring that it had the owners’ best interests at heart was found to be lacking as its 

actions to approve both leasing and purchasing only created confusion with the owners, exacerbated by 

having a purchase process for Motukawanui that lasted some five years (although not necessarily of the 

Board’s making).  Under section 209 of the Native Land Act 1909, the Māori Land Board gave consents 

to lease and purchase to two competing parties over the same tract of land.  It should hardly have been 

surprising therefore that complaints followed.  The first, in 1911, saw owners complaining of signing a 

lease only to be tempted by better terms.  It was obvious that Hows and Leslie were vying for owners’ 

support by offering better terms.  

The Māori Land Board’s response to owners’ complaints that they had to stick to the arrangements they 

(the owners) had signed off on was appropriate as it could not simply go back and forth with owners 

every time a better offer was provided; conversely, the Board was equally responsible by giving such 

competitive consents to Hows and Leslie and the confusion and agitation among owners that ensued, 

including that expressed by Wiremu Hōhaia in 1911 who complained that he had been coerced into 

signing a lease document by the interpreter.  The Māori Land Board told Hōhaia that no applications to 

confirm leasing of Motukawanui had been received or placed before the Board.  While technically this 

was correct, consent-to-lease applications had already been before the Board so it should have been fully 

aware of Hows’ intention to lease.  Second, were complaints of unpaid rentals1321 which the Board 

effectively dismissed by placing the onus on the owners to find a legal remedy – those complaints inferred 

that some owners were unaware the island was being sold or that they thought the lease agreement they 

had signed was somehow separate to or not superseded by the sale transactions.  The Board, having given 

confirmation to the leasing, appeared to wash their hands of the complaints thereafter leaving lessors to 

fend for themselves; that is, after all the necessary documentation had been submitted, the Board or 

                                                      
1320  Ibid, p. 515.  Hearn cites, generally without any specifics, an alienation file on Te Touwai. 
1321  Hearn reported that outstanding rents were an issue for Māori who leased lands in the early part of the 

twentieth century. 
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officials would cite the Board’s confirmation to the alienation to dismiss any protests from sellers or their 

descendants. 

The drivers of alienation as to exactly why leases or sales were being taken up by Pākehā, or why owners 

were wanting to lease or sell are not disclosed in the sources, and the Māori Land Board did not seek to 

investigate that aspect of alienation.  None of the alienations appeared to be the result of fees or costs 

imposed on owners for determining or administering title or a result of takings for noxious weeds or 

compulsory vesting.  Rates feature in this report’s narrative concerning Matauri 2A, 2C-D, 2H and 2J in 

reference to no rates being owed upon alienation by sale or lease; that is, rates per se do not appear to 

have been a driving factor in the alienation of land, although rate arrears for 2C were deducted from the 

consideration1322 but were not an apparent driver for its alienation.  The lessor of Matauri 1F may have 

conceded a lease to Katherine Leslie so outstanding rates could be paid.  While rates featured in other 

alienation transactions, they were not a pivotal factor in their alienation; although, as Ward comments, 

there may be many ‘more instances where demands for payments of rates would have contributed to the 

pressures to sell land, but these would be impossible to determine with accuracy now.’ [emphasis in 

text]1323 By the 1960s, outstanding rates were a pressing issue for a number of Matauri No. 1 subdivisions, 

and it became a driving factor for the incorporation of Matauri X as discussed in chapter 5. 

Survey charges did not appear to be a driver for alienation by sale or lease although to what degree 

owners were also aware of how such charges were made up is not disclosed in the evidence, and only one 

individual – a Pākehā – complained that the liens were excessive (for Matauri 2B).   No objections to 

surveying from Matauri Māori were located.  Except for the purchase of Matauri 2B, all other survey fees 

for the remainder of the alienated blocks were deducted from either the consideration, at an average 26 

percent across the purchases of Matauri 1B1, 1H8B, 2A-C, 2E, and the two Motukawa islands, or paid in 

lieu of leasing rentals for Matauri 2A and 2H1324.  Whether Matauri Māori were aware of this is unclear, 

although no complaints or objections were located about it.  Nor did the owners of Matauri 1B1 appear 

to object when a portion of the non-sellers land was given to Hows by the Land Court in lieu of survey 

charges that Hows had paid.1325  This was a result of the Māori Land Board undertaking a purchase 

before a proper survey had been completed and the Board not monitoring the situation more rigorously.  

Native Land Court and other related costs were also not a factor in any alienation. 

                                                      
1322  The outstanding rates of 10s 6d made up 2% of the consideration.  
1323  Ward’s comment is reflective of comments from several Matauri claimants for the Te Raki inquiry who talked 

with me about how they recall their parents or grandparents worried about meeting rate demands.  These type 
of whānau narratives would not normally be disclosed in the archival record unless a whānau wrote specifically 
on the subject which, for the alienations in this report, none such correspondence was located 
(notwithstanding that some of the earlier correspondence is in Te Reo with no translations). 

1324  As shown on Tables 2 and 3 of this report.  For Matauri 2H, the lessors did not receive any rentals for at least 
four years after Leslie paid for outstanding survey charges equivalent to four year’s rental.   

1325  Because Thomas Hows had paid for the survey charges for the 20 shares he was not purchasing, then an area 
of 6a 32p was to be taken out of the 20 shares and added to the 30 shares he had purchased. 
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A question that naturally arises is why Māori did not utilise Matauri No. 2.  Chapter four does indicate 

that owner absenteeism1326 and a lack of road access over the block that would have enabled greater 

economic opportunities played a factor in the underutilisation of the Matauri No. 2 lands, probably 

enhanced by much of the coastal blocks being owned by Pākehā.  It is also possible that Matauri Māori 

favoured the No. 1 block for their own use, that this block had greater owner occupation than No. 2, 

and/or that the owners saw greater economic opportunity in No. 1.1327  This was less likely on the 

Motukawa islands as they were formally leased from the early 1910s, and informally for Motukawanui 

from the 1890s or earlier,1328 and Motukawaiti for some time before title was investigated in 1909.  Here, 

access by sea was relatively easy.  Most of the owners in the Motukawa Islands had interests in Matauri 

No. 1, and they quickly alienated their interests in the islands but not their interests on the mainland (or 

certainly at Matauri).1329  Moreover, it is possible that the owners of No. 2 had other tribal lands 

(particularly the adjoining Wainui and Mahinepua blocks) that they could access or deemed easier to 

develop.  How absenteeism played into these early leases or sales is unclear, although most evidence 

tended to demonstrate that the owners for the earlier alienations who signed receipts and alienation 

documents showed their resident at or nearby Matauri.   

Following from these alienations were the consideration of a land development scheme for the area and 

the effects of consolidation and other title reform measures of the twentieth century over Matauri.  These 

are discussed in the following two chapters.   

                                                      
1326  Although no in-depth analysis of absenteeism was undertaken within the timeframe of this report. 
1327  The premise that Matauri Māori were willing to alienate No. 2 partitions in order to raise capital to develop 

No. 1 was invalid given that the owners in No. 1 had no interests in No. 2, and vice versa. 
1328  A Te Mari (Henry Murray?) had been leasing Motukawanui possibly from prior to 1890, although the lease 

terms are not clear or when the lease expired.   
1329  Seemingly only one owner in No. 2 (2K to be precise) also had interests in Motukawanui.  



 

306 

Chapter Four – Utilisation of land at Matauri, and title issues, 1920s-1980s 

4.1 Introduction 

Much of the alienation of Matauri through leasing and sale occurred in the early part of the twentieth 

century, although it was not until the 1960s that Matauri 2J reached the pinnacle of its eventual departure 

from Māori ownership.  One block alienated in 2008, as noted in the report’s introduction and which has 

not been fully investigated within the timeframe of this report, was part 1H8A1 (Lot 1 DP 402735 of 

2,157m²).  Further partitioning of Matauri No. 1 took place in 1947 and then from the 1960’s onwards, 

and often involved owners cutting out areas of less than 2000m2 from the smaller Matauri No. 1 

subdivision.  Many of these would later form the Te Tāpui residential settlement (Matauri 1H1-2).  There 

was one sale in 1984 as a result of a mortgagee sale over Matauri 3N, which is discussed later in this 

chapter.  For the Matauri No. 2 landholdings, after the original No. 2 block was partitioned in 1913 into 

Matauri 2A-H and 2J-L, only Matauri 2F was subject to further partitioning in the 1970s; otherwise the 

remaining Matauri No. 2 blocks in Māori ownership (D, G, K and the one-acre reserve 2L) remained 

intact.  While some land blocks were utilised or developed by Matauri Māori, they would continue to rely 

on gardens and fishing for sustenance well into the second half of the twentieth century.   

In the first decades of the twentieth century key Northland extractive industries were in decline, from the 

indigenous timber industry during the 1920’s to the reduction of kauri gum production between the late 

1910s until the 1940s.1330  The kauri on Matauri had more or less been extracted prior to the 1910s, 

although limited gum digging may have occurred for some years afterwards.  The future of the wider 

Northland economy was seen to lie in the settlement and development of land, and this meant the 

development of Māori land to cater for an expansion of the primary sector centred largely on dairying.  

The Pākehā who leased or purchased land at Matauri continued to farm and develop the blocks, while 

there also appeared a handful of Māori farmers in the area, including at Te Ngaere and on the coastal flats 

of Matauri Bay (Part 1H).  They were also probably involved in commercial fishing from the 1930s.  The 

number of dairy factories in Whangaroa increased rapidly from the 1920s to the start of the Second 

World War.1331  During this period, Māori land development schemes were being implemented by 

Āpirana Ngata, although such schemes were not introduced to Matauri on account of opposition from 

local Rātana supporters and the need for consolidation to be undertaken first.  By the early 1960s, at least 

‘two small parts’ of pasture land were being used for dairying; one around the settlement at Matauri 

(within Matauri No. 1), and the other around the settlement of Te Ngaere (within Matauri No. 2).1332   

                                                      
1330  Hearn, Wai 1040 #A3, p. 60. 
1331  Ibid, p. 76. 
1332  Tony Walzl, ‘Twentieth Century, Overview Part II, 1935– 2006’, Crown Forestry Rental Trust, Wai 1040 

#A38p. 1710.  The corresponding block appellations are not provided, although the main ‘settlement at 
Matauri’ was more than likely to be on Matauri No. 1, either on the coastal flats (Part 1H) and/or plateau (Part 
1L). 
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While there was sea access, a significant barrier to economic development for Matauri was land-based 

access.  Up until the 1920s inland access to the No. 2 block was by rough bush tracks at best, the coastal 

lands were more open and easily exploitable.  Except for Matauri 2C-D, the rest of the No. 2 partitioned 

blocks had sea access with seemingly good sheltered beaches.  Some of the issues that arose in the 

Matauri narrative around this period were about providing reliable access for the respective cream and 

fish trucks.  Access via reliable roading, therefore, played a pivotal part in the initial economic 

development of Matauri, including the transport of produce to the market, particularly as it was 

reportedly hindering the Crown’s consolidation scheme programme.  For instance, Māori and Pākehā 

settlers at Te Ngaere struggled with getting support for road access.  Their constant petitions to central 

and local Government for a roadline began during the onslaught of the Great Depression.  During this 

period, while the need for roading was necessary for expanding economic opportunities, it was also a 

desperate plea for work on road construction so the Māori settlers could feed the whānau.  These 

petitions stoppped during the Second World War before continuing thereafter; here the emphasis was 

focused solely on economic development rather than the desperate provisions for basic needs felt during 

the Depression.  Māori and Pākehā settlers wanted a roadline from Wainui to Te Ngaere which would 

then link up with the Matauri Bay roadline over Matauri No. 1, thence to the coastal flats on part of 

Matauri 1H.  Māori owners also hoped the roadline would entice absentee owners to return to develop 

their lands, a sentiment shared by the Māori Affairs Consolidation Officer, William Cooper.  The Te 

Ngaere-Matauri roadline was finally finished in the 1970s, partially because the road was recognised by the 

Government for its tourism importance. 

The utilisation of remaining Māori land is often impeded by issues relating to the nature of 

individualisation of land ownership promulgated by the Native Land Court system which resulted in ever- 

increasing numbers of owners in each block with every passing generation.  This may have resulted in 

owners having their freedom of choice restricted as the number of owners began to multiply, exacerbated 

by conflicting viewpoints among a larger group of owners.  The number of absentee owners may have 

inhibited the ability of owners to constitute a quorum which was needed to manage the land.  The 

multitude of owners in a block would have made it more difficult to acquire loans or other forms of 

finance to develop a block, made worse by the fact that many collectively-owned blocks were also 

burdened with outstanding rates and other liabilities such as compromised rates and compromised survey 

liens.  For Matauri, all these points were predicated on Matauri’s isolation and the inattention from local 

and central Government for at least the first half of the twentieth century which resulted in limited title 

reform during this period.  However, this could not stop the onslaught of title fragmentation as the 

number of owners gradually increased and the utilisation of title reform provisions by owners was not a 

matter of ‘if’ but ‘when’. This first became evident from the late 1940s when consolidation, exchanges 

and gifts were recorded on the public record, predominantly for the Matauri No. 1 subdivisions. 

The two pieces of legislation to come out in the post-war era to speed up the individualisation of title and 

bring remaining Māori land into production were the Māori Affairs Act 1953 and the Māori Affairs 
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Amendment Act 1967.  The policies evolving from these two pieces of legislation were based on the 

principle of removing the owners of small interests in land from the titles, with or without the owners’ 

consent.1333  Here the Crown attempted to address title issues by putting in place alternative provisions 

and avenues that would allow Māori owners to collectively manage their lands.  As Aroha Harris stated, 

the Department of Māori Affairs tried to ensure that Māori remained the owners of Māori land while at 

the same time rationalising ownership so as to prevent succession to interests deemed useless and 

uneconomic.  Māori Affairs also encouraged individuals and whānau groupings to acquire ‘proper’ title to 

useful areas of land by succession, partition, purchase, exchange, consolidation, and conversion.1334  While 

the conversion of interests was the cornerstone of this new title improvement framework introduced by 

the 1953 Act – in which ‘uneconomic’ interests valued at less than £25 were acquired by the Māori 

Trustee1335 – this did not appear to occur at Matauri (the Matauri X block may have been affected, but the 

share register was not sighted for this report1336).  Under the 1953 Act the main land management 

structures established were section 438 trusts1337 and Māori land incorporations, the latter being examined 

in greater detail in chapter 5.  These trusts and incorporations provided owners with a structure for 

controlling their own land and transcending the difficulties usually associated with multiple ownership.  

Other Crown measures for dealing with title issues over Matauri included consolidation of interests, 

exchanges, and the Europeanisation of title – these issues affected the Matauri No. 1 blocks in particular.  

Māori reserves under section 439 of the 1953 Act are also examined in this chapter.  The section 439 

reservations of Te Kiripaka and Panaki, and the Cavalli Islands reservation made under section 5 of the 

Native Purposes Act 1937, are examined under chapter two.   

This chapter begins by looking at the issue of land-based access and how this issue hampered the ability 

of Matauri land owners to maximise economic opportunities.  It was not so much that title fragmentation 

was an issue per se, but that access to land holdings hindered any ability to develop the lands to their 

potential.  The chapter then looks at why consolidation and land development schemes were not 

established at Matauri, before examining how compromise rates and survey liens may have affected 

Matauri, and how other title reform issues were utilised by owners in the management of their lands.   

4.2 Lack of road access as a barrier to economic development, 1910s-1970s 

This section considers the history of roading in the Matauri land block and how Māori and Pākehā 

settlers alike wanted access to Te Ngaere westwards from Wainui, and then a ringroad to link Te Ngaere 

and the surrounding partitioned Matauri No. 2 blocks with the partitioned Matauri No. 1.  Despite their 

                                                      
1333  Waitangi Tribunal, He Maunga Rongo, p. 667. 
1334  Harris, ‘Maori Land Title Improvement since 1945: Communal Ownership and Economic Use’, p. 139. 
1335  The Māori Affairs Amendment Act 1967 increased the value of uneconomic shares from £25 to £50.  The 

Prichard-Waetford rationale for increasing the value of uneconomic shares was that the increasing number of 
urban Māori migrants would prefer to have the cash value of their interests, see Harris, ‘Maori Land Title 
Improvement since 1945: Communal Ownership and Economic Use’, p. 148. 

1336  The register is held by the Matauri X Incorporation. 
1337  Under Te Ture Whenua Maori Act 1993, section 438 trusts became Ahu Whenua trusts. 
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frequent petitions to Government being met with limited success, the Māori and Pākehā settlers’ 

persistence and taking the initiative in constructing the roadline themselves spurred, even if reluctantly, 

central and local Government to back these initiatives up.  This section therefore documents the struggle 

of local landowners in obtaining land-based access as a means for opening up the area to greater 

economic opportunity for vacant or unused lands.  Title fragmentation was not explicit or at the forefront 

of the landowner approaches to Government, although some Māori settlers saw access as a means of 

enticing absentee owners back to the land, while some Government officials saw the access as a means of 

assisting the proposed consolidation of the area.  

As noted in chapter two, there was an apparent ‘road’ of sorts into the Matauri Bay area from as early as 

the 1910s (as seen on ML 6800 – Map 17), but it was not a surveyed public road and it is unclear what 

condition it was in.  Moreover, that road accessed Matauri Bay, but not the remainder of the Matauri land 

block.  The lack of a proper roadline in and around Matauri, as demonstrated in this section, hindered 

development of the area, as well as access to more remote areas of Matauri.  In order to understand how 

the roadlines in Matauri were formed, this section splits the roadline in two: the Te Ngaere-Matauri Bay 

roadline (sometimes referred to as the Wainui-Te Ngaere-Matauri Bay Road) of approximately five 

kilometres; and the Matauri Bay (Beach) roadline (or from the hill to Matauri Bay Beach road) running 

down onto and then along the coastal flats of Matauri X block, of approximately three kilometres.  In or 

around 2008, a new roadline (in red on the location map below) deviated off the old roadline at the foot 

of the hill to veer inland along the coastal flats, ending at the Matauri X Incorporation-owned camping 

ground. 

Map 30: Location map of Matauri roadlines, Te Ngaere to Matauri Bay 

 

Te Ngaere-Matauri Bay Roadline 
(No. 2 roadline – approx. 5km) 

Matauri Bay 
(Beach) Roadline 
(No. 1 roadline – 

approx. 3km) 

Towards 
Wainui 

The ‘hill’

Former Matauri 
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The Te Ngaere-Matauri Bay stretch had been in use from 1970; the beach roadline since 1929.1338  

Significant delays, though, were incurred in forming these two roadlines as central and local Government 

argued as to who was responsible for surveying and the legalisation of them.   

The funding of roads 

The improvement and expansion of the Northland roading network was a ‘critical issue’ in the decades 

following World War One, particularly around the increasing use of roads for transporting goods, which 

demanded better built and more expensive roads and bridges.  Petrol tax and road user charges helped 

pay for the costs of roads, but during the Depression the Government diverted a large portion of this 

income to the consolidated fund, much to the annoyance of local bodies.1339   

Stirling explained that county roads were the responsibility of the local County Council, maintained by 

revenue from rates.  Government assistance for the construction of new county roads, or the 

reconstruction of bridges, was available through annual road grants, initially on a £ for £ basis, and later 

wholly funded by the Public Works Department (later Ministry of Works).  These grants were funded 

from the Government’s consolidated fund and administered by the District Engineer, who oversaw the 

allocation of the district road vote between the counties in any one district.  Over time, counties took 

responsibility only for future maintenance once the roads were declared ‘public’, rather than the actual 

formation of roads.  Work required on county roads was dealt with in order of priority, decided by local 

Government, with, as Stirling remarked, ‘an eye on the electoral influence of those served by the road, 

which could only make Maori the lowest priority.’1340   

By the 1930s, the Native Department had joined the road funding mix and, as part of the land 

development schemes, it provided funding for the construction and maintenance of roads that gave 

access to the schemes. Stirling noted that the poor state of roads serving Māori lands greatly hindered 

Māori land development schemes through the 1930s and 1940s, ‘undermining the heavy Maori and 

government investment in these schemes’1341, and this was prevalent for Matauri No. 2 in particular.  

Stirling briefly cites the Te Ngaere-Matauri Bay roadline as an example of the desperate needs of local 

Māori;1342 and this is discussed in greater detail below to demonstrate how local Māori wanted to work 

with central and local Government in getting a roadline formed so they could access and develop their 

landholdings.  Furthermore, the Crown adopted a paradoxical approach to expenditure on the Te Ngaere-

Matauri Bay roadline based on farm production coming out of the area, even though such production was 

limited due to limited access and could only be increased with better access, something the Government 

                                                      
1338  For instance, see Kaitaia Minute Book 11, p. 54; and ‘Improvements Planned for Matauri Road’, New Zealand 

Herald, 12 November 1974.  Copy on AATE 10880 180a 18/6/78, Roads - Matauri Bay Access - Whangaroa 
County, 1972-82, ANZ. 

1339  B Stirling, ‘Eating Away at the Land, Eating Away at the People: Local Government, Rates and Māori in 
Northland,’ a report commissioned by CFRT, August 2008, Wai 1040 #A15, p. 503. 

1340  Ibid, pp. 503-4. 
1341  Ibid, pp. 504, 507. 
1342  Ibid, p. 507. 
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would not entertain while production was so low.  For instance, the Public Works Department reported 

in 1946 that it had investigated providing improved road access to the Te Ngaere settlement (eastwards 

from Wainui) on a number of occasions, but could not justify the significant expenses of providing that 

access when there was little likelihood of increased farm production.1343  At that time the formation of the 

northern end of the Wainui-Te Ngaere-Matauri Bay roadline ended near the Paihia block adjacent the Te 

Ngaere settlement, while the southern end of the roadline ended around 400 metres north of the Matauri 

Bay School, at the southern boundary of Matauri 2H.1344 

4.2.1 Te Ngaere-Matauri Bay (link) Road (No. 2 roadline) opens up Matauri No. 2, 1919-70s 

This section considers the stretch of roadline (Wainui Road) between Te Ngaere and Matauri Bay Hill 

(almost adjacent to Te Tāpui kāinga).  Most of the advocacy for the completion of the Wainui-Te Ngaere 

and subsequent Te Ngaere-Matauri Bay Roads came from the Wainui Tribal Committee and local 

community members, including Pākehā settlers.  This advocacy had to compete with the large amount of 

back-country roading throughout New Zealand with limited available funding.   

The narrative begins in October 1917 when the Chief Surveyor applied under sections 49, 50 and 52 of 

the Native Land Amendment Act 1913 for a road to be laid over Matauri, Paihia, Wainui, Otengi, and 

OLC 237 blocks – effectively from Matangirau (more or less) to Matauri Bay Hill.1345  The Native Land 

Court at Auckland heard the application before Judge Holland on 20 March 1919.  The purpose of the 

roadline was to provide access to the ‘Native divisions particularly Wainui & Matauri’, that would benefit 

the district.  The Native Land Court ordered that a road one chain wide be laid off through the above 

blocks.1346  A survey was undertaken in 1919, resulting in ML plan 11533.1347  Construction, though, 

would be some years away.  

 

                                                      
1343  Under-Secretary, Public Works Department, to Director of Education, 31 July 1948. On file ABKK W4357 

889 Box 55 33/1417, North Auckland Road District – Wainui – Tauranga Road …, 1934-58, ANZ. 
1344  Consolidation Officer, to Judge Acheson, 28 February 1936. On file ACIH 16036 MA1 Box 475 22/1/33 part 

1, Matauri Bay Road – Ngaere Bay to, Matauri Bay Road – Ngaere Bay to Whakarara – Maori School – 
Legalisation, 1930-47, ANZ. 

1345  Chief Surveyor, Auckland, to Registrar, NLC, Auckland, 1 October 1917. On file ABWN A1810 1109 Box 114 
20/547 part 1, Maori Land Blocks – Matauri Block No. 2 Block, 1917-73. Section 49 provided for anyone to 
apply for ‘practicable’ road access to Māori land that had been partitioned.  Section 50 provided for road 
access to adjoining Māori freehold or Māori general land, with sufficient notice to the owners to hear any 
objections.  Section 52 allowed the Native Land Court to take land for roads.   

1346  Kaipara Minute Book 14, p. 247.  The application was advertised ‘on the Kaeo panui' on 28 February 1919, see 
Chief Surveyor to Registrar, 25 May 1970. On file ‘Matauri – corres’, [1967-74], MLC. 

1347  Chief Surveyor to Miller & Blundell, 14 February 1929. On file ABWN A1810 1109 Box 114 20/547 part 1, 
Maori Land Blocks – Matauri Block No. 2 Block, 1917-73.   
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Map 31: ‘Plan of Road Thro. Matauri No. 2A, C, D, F, B, E, J & H Whakarara & Matauri No. 
1C’, 1920 (ML plan 11533 – Sheet 3 – with my annotations)1348 

 

                                                      
1348  The land was surveyed by Robert S Finch under authority dated 9 June 1919.  Field Book No. 3202, pp. 21-20 

(not examined for this report). 
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Slow progress towards finalising a suitable roadline, 1930s 

During the early to mid-1930s, Matauri Māori and other settlers approached the Government several 

times for a roadline from Wainui through to Matauri Bay to provide much-needed access and 

employment.  The first approach was in May 1930 when Wiremu Pāora, Pikake Kīngi and others 

petitioned for a road to be constructed between the Whakarārā Native School and Te Ngaere Bay to 

allow some 20 children to attend the school.1349  While Cabinet had already approved the construction of 

a road from the Matangirau Settlement to Wainui, the Public Works Department considered that as 

Matauri Bay (Matauri No. 1) had good access to Kaeo to transport the cream, that any road to Te Ngaere 

was unjustified,1350 notwithstanding that Matauri Bay was probably referring to Matauri No. 1 which was 

not linked by road to Te Ngaere (Matauri No. 2). 

                                                      
1349  Wiremu Pāora, Pikake Kīngi et al to Sir Āpirana Ngata, 6 May 1930. On file ACIH 16036 MA1 Box 475 

22/1/33 part 1, Matauri Bay Road – Ngaere Bay to, Matauri Bay Road – Ngaere Bay to Whakarara – Maori 
School – Legalisation, 1930-47. The petitioners noted that they sent their cream to the factory on pack horses, 
but even then the roads were ‘too muddy and dangerous.’ 

1350  Engineer-in-Chief & Under-Secretary, Public Works Department, to Under-Secretary, Native Department, 12 
March 1931 and 26 May 1931, respectively, with Kīngi cc’ed to the latter.  Both on ibid. 

Te Ngaere 
settlement 

Whakarārā School

Te Kiripaka 
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Image 10: Locality Plan showing extent of Wainui-Te Ngaere Road, [1945] (with my annotations)1351 

  

                                                      
1351  Copied from plan attached to memorandum from Acting District Engineer to Permanent Head, Public Works Department, 14 June 1945.  On file ACIH 16036 MA1 Box 475 

22/1/33 part 2, Matauri Bay Road – Ngaere Bay to Whakarara – Maori School – Legalisation, 1948-54, ANZ.  

Approx. location of Wainui 
Māori School 
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The second petition was three years later when Tāmati Tame and 73 others requested the construction of 

a road from Wainui to Matauri.1352 Some 40 able-bodied men were located between the two settlements 

of Wainui and Matauri Bay, most of whom were married and had whānau.  These men had been 

employed on road construction from Tauranga Valley (north-east of Matangirau) to Wainui.  Aside from 

a few whānau who were dairying, the main source of livelihood was the occasional work on local road 

construction as land development assistance had not been extended to the area due to the uncertainty 

over consolidation and a lack of proper roading.  Consolidation Officer, Mr Cooper, considered that 

‘Development Relief’ could be extended to them, but the Minister declined the matter.1353 

A third approach came in September 1935 when Kawe Āpiata sought some form of assistance as the 

failure of some crops saw people going hungry, and a lack of access was depriving the area of work.1354  A 

fourth approach happened in the following February when Hēmi-Rua Pūhipi and 113 others from 

Wainui, Te Ngaere, and Matauri (including several Pākehā) petitioned for a roadline from Wainui to 

Matauri Bay.1355  Cooper supported the petition not just for the local employment opportunities and 

better road access, but that it would help Consolidation Officers relocate whānau from ‘congested areas 

elsewhere’ to Matauri.1356   

Judge Acheson took a keen interest in the matter, which eventually ended up before the Native Land 

Court in March 1937 at Whangaroa when Cooper submitted an application concerning the Wainui-

Ngaere-Matauri Bay Road.1357   The proposed roadline was effectively divided into two sections: the 

Wainui to Te Ngaere stretch, and the Te Ngaere to Matauri stretch.  The first stretch was through Māori-

owned land of Mahinepua B2B, Wainui 2F4 and 2C3B, and Paihia, and Pākehā-owned Matauri 2A and 

2C.  The second stretch was proposed to go through Māori-owned land of Matauri 2D, 2F, 2G, and 2J, 

                                                      
1352  Petition from Tāmati Tame and 73 others named (with hapu, kāinga and age), received 28 February 1933 (in 

Teo Reo with translation).  On ibid.  Thirty petitioners identified their kāinga as ‘Matauri Bay’; 20 as Wainui; 14 
as Te Ngaere; seven as Mahinepua; two as Otea (near Waiaua); and two as Waiaua. 

1353  W. Cooper, Consolidation Officer, Native Department (Native Land Development Branch), Whāngārei, to 
Under-Secretary, Native Department, 18 May 1933; Under-Secretary to Cooper, 10 June 1933.  Both on ibid.   

1354  Kawe Āpiata, Matauri Bay, to Tau Hēnare, Member of Parliament, 5 September 1935 (in Te Reo with 
translation). On ibid. 

1355  Hemirua Pūhipi and 113 others to Prime Minister, 27 February 1936.  On file ibid.  The translated petition 
states that it was from Pūhipi and 100 others, but an additional short list was attached with 14 additional 
names.  Fifty-one petitioners identified their kāinga as ‘Matauri Bay’; 36 as Wainui; 17 as Te Ngaere; four as 
Mahinepua; and one each of Russell, Takou, Tepene, Kaeo, Matangirau, and Tauranga. 

1356  Consolidation Officer, to Judge Acheson, 28 February 1936.  On ibid.. 
1357  Acheson wanted the Native Land Court and Native Department to lobby the Public Works Department to 

start construction. The Native Department did not have the necessary ‘administrative machinery’ to handle the 
work required, and asked instead for Public Works to do the work with the Native Department providing 
labour assistance under the Māori Unemployment Scheme. Estimated costs to complete the road from Wainui 
to, more or less, the eastern boundary of Matauri 2H were £10,533.  At this time the Education Department 
wanted to know the cost of providing a metalled roadline between Wainui and Matauri Bay before looking at 
the question of establishing a Native School at Wainui. Registrar to Head Office, 22 May 1936; Under-
Secretary, [Native Department], to Under-Secretary, Native Department, 1 October 1936; Under-Secretary, 
Native Department, to Engineer-in-Chief, Public Works Department, 4 November 1936; Director of 
Education to Under-Secretary, 12 January 1937; Engineer-in-Chief & Under-Secretary, Public Works 
Department, to Under-Secretary, Native Department, 10 March 1937.  All on file on file ibid]. 



 

316 

and Pākehā-occupied land of Matauri 2B, 2E, and 2H.  All affected Māori and Pākehā owners approved 

of the first stretch being laid off and legalised.1358   

Given the uncertainty as to the best route across the Yerkovich properties (Paihia block, Matauri 2A and 

2C, as well as being the lessee for Matauri 2D) which could only be decided upon by ‘competent’ advice 

from the Public Works Department, the Native Land Court decided to progress work on the first stretch 

only.  Although there was still some paperwork required before proceeding, the Court noted the lack of 

objections to the roadline; that no compensation for land to be taken was asked for by Pākehā or Māori 

owners; and that the route would be agreed to between the Public Works Engineer, respective owners, 

the Consolidation Officer, and Mr Rōpiha, the surveyor.1359   

In a continuation from the 1937 hearing above, the Native Land Court sat at Matauri Bay on 20 April 

1938.  Four separate routes were outlined in which the Public Works’ route surveyed along the seafront 

to connect with the ‘Matauri Bay Hill Road’ was accepted.  Even though it was one of the longest routes 

it provided a round trip for the bus and the respective fish and cream trucks to all the bays, and it would 

facilitate consolidation arrangements and access.1360   

For its part, the Whangaroa County Council was not expected to provide any funds for future 

maintenance ‘until such time as the adjacent Native lands are rate paying.’1361  Preparations were made for 

the expected work to begin once the question of legalisation was confirmed.  It was anticipated that some 

30 men would be employed and paid for by the Department of Labour up until the end of March 1939, 

with material costs met by the Public Works Department.1362  The Whangaroa County Council, however, 

was unable to undertake legalisation of the roadline and the opening of a proposed school at Wainui 

negated the original purpose of forming this road (to enable school children to travel to the Whakarārā 

                                                      
1358  Northern Minute Book 68, pp. 268-270.     
1359  Ibid, pp. 271-2.  In April, accompanied by the Chairman of the County Council, the Native Land Court 

inspected the proposed route and pressed the urgency of completing the roadline for ‘settlement and 
development needs, but also for consolidation purposes’.  The Native Department gave assurances that the 
roadline would be legalised and local Māori asked that all labour be reserved for their own unemployed.  Māori 
and Pākehā owners consented to a route to follow the ‘existing track’ and asked for no compensation. 
Registrar to Under-Secretary, Native Department, 2 April 1937. On file MA1 Box 475 22/1/33 part 1, Matauri 
Bay Road – Ngaere Bay to, Matauri Bay Road – Ngaere Bay to Whakarara – Maori School – Legalisation, 
1930-47. 

1360  Northern Minute Book 69, pp. 253-5.  The other three routes included an alternative route noted by Cooper 
that ran up Te Ngaere Valley although not following the ‘old track’; a very steep old track still in use but a 
shorter route to the school and Post Office which meets up with the roadline along the boundary between 
Māori land and the Whakarārā block; and the old surveyed road not in use running through Matauri 2E, 2H, 2J 
‘etc’. 

1361  Engineer-in-Chief & Under-Secretary, Public Works Department, to Under-Secretary, Native Department, 10 
March 1937. On file MA1 Box 475 22/1/33 part 1, Matauri Bay Road – Ngaere Bay to, Matauri Bay Road – 
Ngaere Bay to Whakarara – Maori School – Legalisation, 1930-47. 

1362  J.S. Hunter, Secretary, Department of Labour, to Under-Secretary, Native Department, 9 December 1938; 
Registrar to Under-Secretary, 5 January 1939.  On ibid.. 
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School).  The Native Department agreed and the matter went into abeyance.1363  The advent of the 

Second World War further delayed any intention to construct a roadline. 

Construction of the roadline from Wainui to Te Ngaere begins, 1940s 

By the mid-1940s, the focus for Māori at Te Ngaere was simply getting support to form and metal an 

almost one mile stretch from Wainui to the Te Ngaere settlement, and onto the marae at Te Kiripaka if 

possible.  From Wainui to Te Ngaere was a formed track suitable for horse and foot, and ‘perhaps at 

times sledge – but not for vehicle.’1364  By 1945, the roadline extended to just before the Te Ngaere 

settlement, as shown in an extract of a locality plan on Image 10 above (the points A to B show a new 

roadline formed and metalled in 1942, with points to C and D being formed only (not metalled)).1365  At 

this time, Te Ngaere settlement comprised a small valley with approximately 50 acres of workable 

country, with a good portion taken up by gardens and the balance considered hilly and unworkable.  A 

number of whānau and individuals lived at the settlement, including G. Yerkovich who milked 40 cows, 

producing some 8,000lbs of buttermilk fat; Toka Wiremu who milked nine cows with apparent ‘poor 

production figures’, which one official deemed would not increase; Tarawau Kira who also milked nine 

cows, and who also had ‘questionable output’; Millie Faithful who was a widow with no whānau; and Paul 

Paul (Pāora Pāora Kira?), who was an old age pensioner who owned a small area of land.  Other 

individuals living in the settlement were noted as not having ‘sufficient land to farm’: Jack Williams who 

worked for the County Council; Rarati Kīngi who worked for the Ministry of Works; Tuaru Wiremu who 

worked the bush ‘some miles away’; and Kira Wiremu who worked at Whangaroa Hospital.  Some 25 

children from Te Ngaere attended the Wainui Native School (established in 19401366).  Total butterfat 

production for Te Ngaere was some 12,000lbs, which was packed out along the track to Wainui.  None of 

the landholdings in the Te Ngaere valley were financed by the Māori Affairs Department under a land 

                                                      
1363  District Engineer, Whāngārei, to Permanent Head, Public Works Department, 13 January 1939; Under-

Secretary to Engineer-in-Chief, 16 February 1939; and Registrar to Under-Secretary, 17 February 1939.  All on 
ibid.  The Native Land Court acknowledged the engineer’s report and stated that legalisation could not 
proceed unless the Native Department was prepared to pay for a survey of the road. 

1364  .H. Robertson, Registrar, Auckland, to Under-Secretary, 10 November 1949.  On file ACIH 16036 ACIH 
16036 MA1 Box 475 22/1/33 part 2, Matauri Bay Road – Ngaere Bay to Whakarara – Maori School – 
Legalisation, 1948-54. 

1365  The locality plan extract appears to show in green an alternative roadline between Te Ngaere and Matauri Bay 
closer to the coast – this may be one of the four routes referred to above.  According to Lorelei Hayes, the 
alternative route – which seems to reflect the green route on the plan – was selected for defence purposes.  L. 
Hayes, p. 131. 

1366  See Gillingham and Woodley, Wai 1040 #A8, pp. 490-a4; see also Brief of Evidence of Kawhena Paul, 5 
August 2015, Wai 1040 #S1, p. 22, for date school opened. 
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development scheme.1367  With only three dairy farmers, the Crown had little appetite to expend 

considerable sums on a roadline as it saw ‘little prospect of any increase in the number’ of cows.1368 

Similar to the 1930s, once the Second World War ended several approaches were made by local Māori 

and settlers to Government to construct a roadline.  In July 1946, having met with little success with their 

local Māori Member of Parliament and the Native Minister, Kira Wiremu and others petitioned the Prime 

Minister to have the roadline completed citing ‘living in shame and hardship’ a reason.1369  This letter was 

followed a few days later with a petition from Tom E. Leslie, Mary and George Yerkovich, and 76 other 

individuals (who all appear to be Māori) supporting Wiremu’s letter, but requesting that the roadline 

extend to the marae (Te Kiripaka).1370  A month later one of the petitioners, Maru Paul, wrote to the 

Minister of the Rehabilitation Board seeking his support for the petition to the Prime Minister, ‘for the 

benefit of ex-servicemen.’1371  As an ex-serviceman1372 Paul attempted to impress upon the Prime Minister 

that he was one of three servicemen from the settlement, with one of the other two having given of his 

life in service.  He added that they wanted to farm their lands but could not due to a lack of roading.  The 

Minster of Works advised the petitioners that the cessation of road works during the war years had 

caused an accumulation of roading problems which had to be prioritised by urgency and importance, and 

that the low production value of the land through which the roadline would service could not justify 

significant roading expenditure.1373   

In response to the Minister’s letter, Wiremu and others clarified that they were not interested in access 

onto Matauri Bay, but only to the ‘Te Ngaere cemetery’ (Matauri 2L) as several individuals wanted to 

farm their land but could not due to a lack of roading.1374  The Native Department noted that with only 

150 acres of ‘reasonable dairying country’ in the Te Ngaere district, the balance of broken, rugged and 

very poor land was unable to be brought into production even if roading was provided, and that only 

tourism would benefit from any road.  The Department considered other more pressing works in 

Northland would take funding priority.1375 

                                                      
1367  J.H. Robertson, Registrar, Auckland, to Under-Secretary, 10 November 1949; Assistant District Officer, 

Auckland, to Under-Secretary, 11 September 1952.  Both on ACIH 16036 MA1 Box 475 22/1/33 part 2, 
Matauri Bay Road – Ngaere Bay to Whakarara – Maori School – Legalisation, 1948-54; ‘Maoris Aid Selves in 
Road Extension’, undated and unreferenced newspaper extract. On file ABKK W4357 889 Box 55 33/1417, 
North Auckland Road District – Wainui – Tauranga Road …, 1934-58, ANZ. 

1368  N.E. Hutchings, Under-Secretary, Public Works Department, to Under-Secretary, Native Department, 26 June 
1945. On file ABKK W4357 889 Box 55 33/1417, North Auckland Road District – Wainui – Tauranga Road 
…, 1934-58. 

1369  Kira Wiremu et al to Prime Minister, 18 July 1946.  On ibid. 
1370  S. Kemp et al to Prime Minister, 22 July 1946.  On ibid. 
1371  Maru Paul to Minister of Rehabilitation Board, 12 August 1946.  On ibid. 
1372  As identified in the July petition. 
1373  Minister of Works to Wiremu, Kemp, and Paul, respectively, 6 November 1946.  All on file ABKK W4357 

889 Box 55 33/1417, North Auckland Road District – Wainui – Tauranga Road …, 1934-58. 
1374  Wiremu to Minister of Works, 14 November 1946.  On ibid. 
1375  Under-Secretary, Native Department, to Under-Secretary, Public Works Department, 27 January 1947.  On 

ibid. 
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Wiremu tried again in March 1947 by writing to the Member of Parliament, Mr Smith for Hobson.1376  

Smith passed the letter onto the Minister of Works with a note in support of Wiremu’s letter which stated 

that the road would be beneficial to all the settlers in the area and would save many miles in cream 

collection.1377  The Minister was less enthusiastic and reiterated earlier advice he had given to Wiremu.1378  

Kira Wiremu and the local community were far from dissuaded.  Several months later in October, he and 

Jack Wiremu, with a delegation of the ‘Maori community’ of Te Ngaere, met with the Whangaroa County 

Council with a contribution of £36.10.0 towards completing the Wainui-Te Ngaere roadline.  In turn, the 

Council and then the Native Department matched the contribution with £36.10.0 each, with a further 

contribution of £109.10.0 from the Minister of Works, making a total of £219.  The money would not 

necessarily complete the road but enable a track to be constructed through a steep cliff, with local Māori 

supplying the labour.1379  Some six months later, 28 chains (ca. 560 metres) had been completed, although 

the ‘unsurfaced portion’ was well cut up by horses and stock traffic, and children attending the Wainui 

School without horses were ‘forced’ to use the beach.1380  A further 25 chains remained unformed and in 

June 1948 and again in January 1950 on behalf of the Wainui Tribal Committee, Kira Williams (Wiremu) 

wrote to the Minister of Works to have the roadline completed.1381  On both occasions the Minister 

replied that there simply were no available funds against other roading priorities.1382 

Constructing the roadline towards Matauri No. 1, 1950s 

By 1952 a roadline had been formed and metalled up to within 200 metres of the Te Ngaere settlement 

mostly at the expense of the local settlers, with Yerkovich and (H.R.) Leslie paying £100 for bulldozing 

work, the Whangaroa County Council providing a truck for the metalling free of charge, and local Māori 

providing the free labour by loading and spreading the metal.  The Council was prepared to maintain and 

supervise any further work but was not prepared to legalise the roadline.  The remaining 10 to 12 chains 

were too steep for the locals to form.  Māori Affairs suggested that in light of the ‘splendid work’ 

completed by locals that the Works Ministry be asked to provide an estimate for the completion of the 

roadline with Māori Affairs providing a grant towards the formation.  While the Wainui Tribal Committee 

had sought assistance to extend the roadline beyond the settlement to the marae (at Te Kiripaka), Māori 

Affairs declined because of the costs involved in crossing two streams.1383 

                                                      
1376  Wiremu to Mr Smith, Member of Parliament, 31 March 1947.  On ibid. 
1377  Smith to Minister of Works, 9 April 1947.  On ibid. 
1378  Minster of Works to Smith, 14 May 1947.  On ibid. 
1379  ‘Maoris Aid Selves in Road Extension’, undated and unreferenced newspaper extract; Under-Secretary, Native 

Department, to Under-Secretary, Public Works Department, 3 and 31 October 1947, respectively; County 
Clerk to Smith, Member of Parliament, 11 September 1947; All on ibid. 

1380  Resident Engineer to District Engineer, 26 July 1948.  On ibid.. 
1381  Kira Williams, Secretary, Wainui Tribal Committee, to the Minister of Works, 2 June 1948 and 31 January 

1950, respectively.  Both on ibid. 
1382  Minister of Works to Williams, [August 1948].  On ibid. 
1383  Assistant District Officer, Auckland, to Under-Secretary, 11 September 1952; Minister of Māori Affairs to K 

Williams, 22 September 1952.  Both on ACIH 16036 MA1 Box 475 22/1/33 part 2, Matauri Bay Road – 
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In September 1958 the Māori Land Court sat to hear a roadway application for Matauri 2E, 2F and 2G.  

The applicant (name not given) was present.  Toka Wiremu (who lived at Te Ngaere and was an owner in 

Matauri 2F where he had a house), a ‘Mr Peters’, and the Pākehā owner of Matauri 2B, W. Leslie, all gave 

evidence.  The proposed roadline would provide access to six houses in addition to the marae, and would 

join up with the Matauri Bay road.  The majority of owners in 2F agreed to the road, noting that it would 

provide access to Leslie’s place on 2B, while a meeting of owners at Te Ngaere agreed to the road going 

over 2G to the marae.1384  Leslie testified that the only access to 2B was along the beach, although not 

always accessible at high tide.  He proposed to ‘form the road from my boundary down to the creek’ and 

give around a half-acre of land to make a boat landing.1385 

The Māori Land Court made an order under sections 415 and 418 of the Māori Affairs Act 1953 laying 

off a roadway over Matauri 2F and 2G and to the marae.  Further, the Court made an order under section 

419(2) to lay off a road from the outlying western boundary of Matauri 2B when Leslie had arranged to 

transfer an area proposed for a boat landing and provide right of way from the landing area to the 

proposed road1386 – this roadline, though, did not appear to go ahead.1387 

                                                                                                                                                                     
Ngaere Bay to Whakarara – Maori School – Legalisation, 1948-54.   The Ministry of Works estimated the cost 
of extending the roadline to the marae at £1,566. 

1384  Northern Minute Book 85, pp. 358-9.  The hearing had been adjourned by an earlier one in February, see 
Northern Minute Book 85, p. 144. 

1385  Ibid, p. 359. 
1386  Ibid, p. 359.  Sections 415 and 418 gave the Court powers to lay out a roadway over any land, including 

providing access to Māori land without requiring the ‘consent of any person’ (presumably including the 
owner(s) of the land in question).  Section 419(2) provided the Court with the power to provide access to any 
European land that ceased to be Māori land from December 1913, if the Court was satisfied ‘that the value of 
the interests of the owners who consent thereto exceeds the value of the interests of the owners (if any) who 
do not consent.’ 

1387  County Clerk, Whangaroa County Council, to Registrar, 2 July 1964; R. R. Wilson, Registrar, to County Clerk, 
15 July 1964.  Both on file ‘Matauri – corres’, [1903-67].  In July 1964 the Whangaroa County Council enquired 
about access to Leslie’s property, noting that it was anxious to put the access road in ‘this year’, but the 
Council could not locate a corresponding Court Order. The Māori Land Court responded that the access was 
dependent on Leslie transferring the land and providing access to the beach.  The Council must have 
approached Leslie because several weeks later he wrote to the Court enclosing a sketch map showing the area 
he proposed to give as a landing reserve.  He noted that the formed roadline through the Te Ngaere settlement 
stopped at the ‘cemetery’ (presumably Matauri 2L).  His access point to his block was from the cemetery.  The 
proposed landing reserve was triangular in shape, with water on two sides.  It is unclear whether the landing 
reserve proposal went ahead. 
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Image 11: Matauri Bay– Area suggested to be leased by the Crown, [1964] (with my 
annotations)1388 

 

Joining up with the Matauri Bay roadline (Matauri No. 1), 1960-70s 

By the 1960s, the Matauri Bay Road was rapidly becoming one of the principal roads of the county, 

particularly as Matauri Bay became increasingly popular with tourists and holiday makers.  It was 

anticipated that linking the road with Te Ngaere would increase tourism significantly.1389  The roadline as 

delineated in ML plan 11533 (see Map 31 above) had been approved by the Chief Surveyor in March 

1920.1390  However, the plan had apparently never been sent to the Māori Land Court for approval until 

1970.  Consents (from landowners) for the roadline had resulted in the roadline shown on ML plan 11533 

being superseded by many ‘inconvenient severances’ of formed road departing from the surveyed 

roadline.1391   

                                                      
1388  Copied from sketch map attached to letter from H.R. Leslie to Registrar, 28 July 1964.  On ibid. 
1389  County Clerk, Whangaroa County Council, to Resident Engineer, Ministry of Works, 4 July 1963.  On file 

ABKK W4357 889 Box 51 33/381, North Auckland Road District – Matauri Township to Matauri Bay Access 
Road through Matauri Block, 1938-82, ANZ. 

1390  Chief Surveyor to Registrar, 25 May 1970.  On file ‘Matauri – corres’, [1967-74].  The plan was approved after 
various alterations ‘were made to the alignment by the County Engineer and by the surveyor with the approval 
of the District Engineer of the then Public Works Department, Whangarei but with the knowledge and 
consent of Judge Holland.’ 

1391  Chief Surveyor to Registrar, 25 May 1970.  On ibid.  A sketch map (showing where roadline alignments were 
necessary to match Council-legalised roadlines) attached to this memorandum was not located.   
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On 17 September 1970, the Māori Land Court sat at Whāngārei to lay off a roadline giving access from 

Te Ngaere to the Matauri Bay Road, as defined on plan A1361 (not located for this report).  This hearing 

was a continuation from a short hearing two years earlier in March 1968 in which a large number of 

Māori land owners (of Matauri 2D, 2F and 2J) attended and had no objections, but little progress was 

made because of an apparent sale of Matauri 2E and its land status. The matter was deferred for 

completion in Chambers.1392  At the September hearing it was noted that the roadline laid off intersected 

with parts of a formed existing roadline.  The Māori Land Court: 

 made an order laying off a roadline under sections 418 and 419 over 2E, 2F, 2H and 2J as 

defined on plan A1361; 

 directed the Whangaroa County Council lodge a compiled plan showing the area of road to be 

closed while providing access to the 2B, 2C and 2D blocks as laid off by the 1958 Court hearing; 

and 

 ordered consents from both the Council and the Minister of Works to close the 1919 roadline 

under section 425 (that provided for unused roadline to be closed), although the closing of the 

roadline with the question of compensation was to be ‘deferred for lodging by the Council.’1393   

The ordered new roadline essentially aligned with that defined in ML plan 14872 (see Map 32 below). 

In June 1978, solicitors of the Whangaroa County Council applied to vary a roadway order under section 

423 of the 1953 Act concerning Te Ngaere-Matauri Bay Road over Matauri X, 2E, 2F1, 2F2, 2H, 2J ‘and 

other blocks’.1394  The Māori Land Court sent the solicitors lists of owners for the affected (Māori-owned) 

blocks of Matauri 2F1A-B, and 2F2; identified the Pākehā owners of Matauri 2E, 2H and 2J, and advised 

the solicitors to serve notice on the Matauri X Incorporation.1395  The solicitors responded that they had 

served notice on all the owners bar those of 2F1A for which an ownership list was not provided by the 

Court.1396 

 

                                                      
1392  Kaitaia Minute Book 5, pp. 112-3.  The Court met again in October but the application was quickly deferred 

until all consents were ‘available’, same Minute Book, p. 257. 
1393  Whāngārei Minute Book 46, , p. 158. 
1394  D.R. Fountain, Fountain Manning & Harborne, Kaitaia, to Registrar, 23 June 1978, with application attached.  

On application file 11 KT 89-92, Mat X, 2D, and 2F1B, MLC.  The application was set down to be heard on 6 
November 1978.  As early as mid- to late-September, notice of the application had been sent to all owners for 
whom addresses were located. Handwritten note, 20 September 1978, on letter from Fountain to Registrar, 11 
September 1978, on same file.   

1395  P.E. Polamalu, Registrar, to Fountain, 4 October 1978.  On ibid. 
1396  Fountain to Registrar, to 9 October 1978; see also handwritten note, 20 September 1978, on letter from 

Fountain to Registrar, 11 September 1978.  Both on ibid;  There were only two owners in the block: Alpha and 
Christina Williams, see Partition Order for Matauri 2F1A, 24 February 1978, Block Order File No. 2. 
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Map 32: ‘Plan of Matauri 2E, 2F, 2H, 2J & X Roadways, Block IX Whangaroa S.D. & Block XIII 
Whakarara S.D. North Auckland Land District.’ (ML plan 14872) March 19711397 

 

On 6 November 1978, the Māori Land Court sat at Kaeo before Judge Nicholson to hear the application.  

In attendance were the council’s solicitor, the County Clerk, the Commissioner of Crown Lands, the 

Court Deputy Registrar, and several Māor ownersi, including Toka Wiremu (sole owner in 2F1B; and an 

owner in 2J and 2K), Tira Hāre Hoori (owner in 2F2), Āni Kira, Kira Wiremu (owner in 2J and 2K), Haki 

Pāora (owner in 2F2, 2J, and 2K), Archie More (owner in 2F2), and Meri Pāora (Mrs Long – owner in 

2F2).  Owners of 2F1A do not appear to have been present.  ML plans 11533, 14872, and 15092 are 

referred to.  The solicitor asked for the cancellation of the 1919 order for the roadway defined on ML 

plan 11533; for a ‘new road’; and read out a list of affected land blocks.  The action of cancellation was 

                                                      
1397  The land was surveyed by D.N. Boak & Ptnrs under authority dated 9 June 1919.  Field Book No. 6264, 

pp107-110 (not examined for this report). The plan was not approved by the Chief Surveyor until March 1979, 
and then subsequently approved by a MLC Judge in July 1980. 
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considered ‘adequate compensation.’  Owners for Matauri 2F1 and 2F2 were contacted ‘informing them 

& with copies plan etc’, while consents (presumably in agreement with the application and allowing for a 

roadline to be made over title) were recorded for the owners of Matauri 2B, 2E, 2J, 2H and X.1398   

The Deputy-Registrar spoke on behalf of the Matauri 2F owners about compensation, particularly as the 

Council was to proclaim 12a 1r 13p of 2F as roadline which would be ‘lost to owners’ but would benefit 

the county and the general public.  The land to be taken was valued at around $4,320 (or six percent) of 

the 1977 land value of $70,000.  The owners noted that they had paid rates on the total block area of 175 

acres ‘from 1970 to date’, and that the roadline had been in use since 1970; as such, they alleged a loss of 

value of land used for roading, but also the amount paid for rates on the land used for the road.  The 

owners, though, would be satisfied with the sum of $4,320 compensation.1399  The Council’s solicitor 

agreed with Kira Wiremu that the proposed roadline (in ML plan 15092 – Map 33) to Matauri 2B be 

cancelled for a ‘Better line’.  Kira added that compensation should be paid given that they had paid the 

rates of ‘Baker Christmas & Crump’ (purchasers of part 2F) who had refused to pay them as the road was 

not then legalised.  The Court, though, reserved its decision noting that there were no objections to the 

application other than the request for compensation.1400 Soon after the hearing the solicitors wrote to the 

Māori Land Court seeking an indication from the Judge as to whether compensation would be allowed.  

The solicitors were concerned that evidence would have to be given on how much compensation would 

be appropriate and they would need some warning to gather the evidence.1401  No response to the letter 

was located. 

The Māori Land Court gave its decision in Whāngārei on 21 December 1978.  The question of 

compensation related only to Matauri 2F where the Court was satisfied that no compensation was owed 

for several reasons, including that the owners of other blocks were not seeking compensation, and that 

the Whangaroa County Council had fenced the roadline at no expense to the owners.  The Court also 

noted that for the 1919 and 1937 hearings no compensation was asked for by affected land owners.  For 

the 1970 hearing compensation was not mentioned and affected land owners had given written consent 

to the roadline knowing that they would not be entitled to any compensation.  The delay in the Court 

issuing orders for the Te Ngaere to Matauri Bay stretch of the roadline was to enable a proper settlement 

and description of the best route through the area rather than any suggestion of opposition to the 

roadline, as Māori land owners were in support of a practical roadline.  As such, any orders that had been 

made at early hearings would have included the minute of no compensation being asked for.  The Court 

commented that the claim of the Matauri 2F owners that they would ‘lose land by the taking for a road 

and gain nothing’ was not valid as they had taken advantage of the roadline to support partitions of their 

                                                      
1398  Kaitaia Minute Book 11, pp. 52-3. 
1399  Ibid, p. 54. 
1400  Ibid, pp. 54-5.  Archie More stated that he was concerned about the owners in 2K, although the minute does 

not record the nature of his concerns. 
1401  Fountain to Registrar, 17 November 1978.  On application file 11 KT 89-92, Mat X, 2D, and 2F1B, MLC. 
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land, and that owners would benefit from any land sales because there was access provided by the 

roadline orders.1402   

The Māori Land Court concluded that the roadline had to conform to its actual position on the ground 

while old roadlines never used or in use would be removed from titles.1403  The Court then made the 

following orders: 

 the 1919 and 1970s roadlines defined in ML plan 11533 and the plan A1361, respectively, were 

cancelled under section 423 of the 1953 Act;  

 the roadlines delineated on ML plans 14872 and 15092 under sections 418 (providing roadway 

over Māori Land) and 419 (providing roadway over European Land) of the 1953 Act were 

confirmed; and 

 that no compensation was payable.   

Upon ‘completion of the required formalities’ the Māori Land Court would move to declare the roadline 

as a road under section 421.1404  Other than Kira Wiremu receiving a copy of the Court decisions, it is 

unclear whether a copy was sent to any other affected owners.1405  The decision was read and pronounced 

at the Court in Kaeo on 22 January 1979.1406  The proclamation of a roadline as a public road was 

eventually sent to the District Commissioner of Works for gazetting in December 1980.1407 

 

 

                                                      
1402  Kaitaia Minute Book 11, pp. 89-90. 
1403  Ibid, p. 89. 
1404  Ibid, p. 91. 
1405  Registrar to Chief Surveyor, the Council, and Chief Surveyor, respectively, n.d.; and Registrar to Kira Williams, 

5 January 1979.  All on application file 11 KT 89-92, Mat X, 2D, and 2F1B. 
1406  Kaitaia Minute Book 11, p. 96. 
1407  Registrar to Fountain, 8 January 1981.  On application file 11 KT 89-92, Mat X, 2D, and 2F1B. 
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Map 33: ‘Plan of Restricted Roadway over Pt Matauri 2D & 2F2 Blocks’ (ML plan 15092), November 19771408 

  

                                                      
1408  The land was surveyed by D.N. Boak & Ptnrs under authority dated 9 June 1919.  Field Book No. 6264, pp107-110 (not examined for this report). The plan was not approved 

by the Chief Surveyor until March 1979, and then subsequently approved by a MLC Judge in July 1980. 
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4.2.3 Matauri Bay Road (plateau to beach) (No. 1 roadline) opens up Matauri No. 1, 1920s-70s 

This section considers the stretch of roadline from the Matauri Bay Hill (adjacent to Te Tāpui kāinga) 

down to the Matauri Bay beach.  In 1936 a roadline was ordered by the Native Land Court to stretch 

from the top of the hill down to the base of the hill adjacent the flats.  At this stage, an all-weather road 

existed from the Main Highway from Kaeo to a point almost 2.5 kilometres from the Matauri Bay beach, 

effectively the top of the hill.  From the hill for 1.6 kilometres, the roadline was a ‘partly-formed clay 

road’.  The remainder of the roadline down to the beach (stopping at or near the Landing Reserve at 

Matauri 1H6) was an all-weather road.1409  This section looks at how Māori landowners initially appeared 

to vacillate between support for and against a formed roadline being constructed, partially because of 

religious antipathy from Rātana supported, but more because they wanted assurances from the 

Government about legalisation, survey and formation, and controlling access to the beach.  A better 

formed roadline was considered necessary to help the transport of cream and fish supplies from the 

coastal flats, and the Government was more amenable to constructing a roadline than constructing the Te 

Ngaere-Matauri Bay road, seemingly because there was widespread support for the roadline and the 

economic potential of the area, including tourism.  A warning from the Native Land Court that the 

roadline could be taken under the Public Works provisions may have swayed some Māori to give full 

backing to a roadline in which nil compensation was agreed to, the Whangaroa County Council would 

meet all survey and legalisation costs, while Māori labour would be provided for under unemployment 

funds.  By the 1970s the road was in such a perilous condition that officials considered a proposal for an 

alternative route into the coastal bay.  This alternative route met with opposition from one major affected 

Pākehā landowner, although in the end prohibitive construction costs put a stop to the proposal. 

The first investigation to form a road from the hill to the ‘Native Settlement on the Beach’ was in late 

1928.  Here, the Public Works Department considered it impossible to form a road on the surveyed line 

on account of the steepness of the gradient.  As some 18-20 Māori in the bay’s settlement needed work it 

was suggested that they work the last few miles of the Kaeo-Matauri Bay Road leading to the hill.1410  By 

1929, the Government made a more concerted effort to construct an access road, seeking estimated costs 

for the work and nature of construction.1411 

In March 1934, the Whangaroa County Council reported on several complaints about ‘Native Owners 

threatening to fence across and close’ the Matauri Bay Road from the top of the hill until the existing 

roadline was surveyed and legalised, and the ‘old road reserve handed back to them in exchange for their 

land taken.’  As the road was considered a ‘Native Access Road only’ the Council asked the Native 

                                                      
1409  R. Blennerhassett, headmaster, Whakarārā Native School, to Prime Minister, 7 October 1936. On file MA1 

Box 475 22/1/33 part 1, Matauri Bay Road – Ngaere Bay to, Matauri Bay Road – Ngaere Bay to Whakarara – 
Maori School – Legalisation, 1930-47. 

1410  H. Thompson, Public Works Department, Victoria Valley, to District Engineer, 22 October 1928; and, District 
Engineer, Whāngārei to Engineer-in-Chief, Public Works Department, Wellington, 25 October 11928.  Both 
on file AATE A1003 10880 Box 132b 18/6/78 part 1, Whangaroa Roads-Matauri Bay Road, 1928-52. 

1411  Engineer-in-Chief & Under-Secretary, District Engineer, Whāngārei, 1 February 1929.  On ibid. 
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Department to survey and legalise it, while the Council would do same for roads through European lands.  

The Council also wanted all Māori claims to fencing the road and compensation for land taken waived.1412   

The metalling of the road was considered necessary to enable local fisherman, who were mostly Māori, to 

transport their catches in any weather state to ensure a regular supply of fish to the local markets, while 

also allowing for the cream lorry to pick up the cream on the flats.  Māori owners were agreeable to 

contribute their proportion towards the costs of survey and legalisation of a roadline over Matauri 1H8A-

C1413, 1H1, 1H2, 1H4, 1H5 and 1L2, and part Whakarārā (European-owned) provided the Māori Land 

Court spread the costs equitably across the affected land blocks, ‘preferably under consolidation.’  They 

also agreed to waive all fencing claims, if the local authority erected a gate across the road near the top of 

the hill, and waive all claims for compensation. 1414 Consolidation, however, was at that stage ‘temporarily 

suspended’ (see chapter four). The Native Department had limited funds to contribute towards the costs 

of a full survey and legalisation,1415 but before things could progress some local Māori started objecting to 

the roading proposals submitted, and so officials requested that plans be suspended until further 

notice.1416   

On 28 February 1936, sitting before Judge Acheson, the Māori Land Court at Whangaroa heard an 

application by the Whangaroa County Council to have a roadline laid off over Matauri 1H1-2, 4-5, and 

Matauri 1L2.  The County Clerk, Mr Chappell, referred to a sketch plan (not located for this report) with 

the Council’s application showing an approximate route of a formed but yet metalled roadline ‘from the 

top of the hill [near the Whakarārā School site] to the beach at Matauri Bay.’  Chappell asked that a one 

chain width roadline be laid off by the Court.1417 

The Whangaroa County Council Chairman, H.R. Leslie then testified that the road had been formed 

‘about 8 years ago’ (1928) after a ‘big petition’ was submitted to the Native Minister.  The Public Works 

Department had built the road at an estimated cost of £800, mostly on wages.  Māori had asked for no 

compensation and no fencing.  The Council only became involved after the road had been formed, 

whereby it erected culverts.  It could not, though, spend any money on an unlegalised roadline.  The 

Council was willing to pay for the survey of the road but not the fencing.1418  Cooper confirmed the ‘great 

                                                      
1412  County Clerk to Office-in-Charge, Native Department, Wellington, 17 March 1934 and 8 June 1934, 

respectively.  Both on file MA1 Box 475 22/1/33 part 1, Matauri Bay Road – Ngaere Bay to, Matauri Bay 
Road – Ngaere Bay to Whakarara – Maori School – Legalisation, 1930-47. 

1413  Matauri 1H8B was European-owned. 
1414  Author not stated to Registrar, Tokerau NLC, 9 April 1934 Consolidation Officer to Registrar, 2 August 1934. 

Both on MA1 Box 475 22/1/33 part 1, Matauri Bay Road – Ngaere Bay to, Matauri Bay Road – Ngaere Bay to 
Whakarara – Maori School – Legalisation, 1930-47. The Native Department had no available funds and 
advised against making arrangements for payment from the Native Land Purchase Funds. 

1415  Under-Secretary, Native Department, to County Clerk, 31 August 1934 and 19 September 1934, respectively; 
County Clerk to Under-Secretary, Native Department, 12 September 1934.  All on ibid. 

1416  Consolidation Officer to Registrar, 18 October 1934.  On ibid. 
1417  Northern Minute Book 68, pp. 83-4. 
1418  Ibid, p. 84.  Leslie apparently organised local men to undertake the road forming, using metal from a quarry at 

Tepene, L. Hayes, p. 131 
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use’ of the road for local Māori and agreed it could only be metalled once the road was legalised.  Because 

a difference of opinion had arisen ‘out of religious troubles’ (probably referring to the Rātana faith), one 

of the Māori leaders who previously consented had now withdrawn his consent.  Cooper stated that 

Māori had agreed to waive the question of fencing provided a gate was put across the road, but had asked 

that the matter be adjourned until a further conference was held at Matauri Bay ‘as [a] preliminary to 

Consolidation proceedings.’1419   

In October 1936, R. Blennerhassett, headmaster of the Whakarārā Native School, wrote a long missive to 

the Prime Minister on a ‘scheme’ to provide work for road construction based on tapping into the 

tourism market for the scenic beauty of Matauri Bay.  He described the bay as an upcoming seaside 

tourist camping ground that required an all-weather access road.  The headmaster emphasised the 

importance of the road in the transport of cream from dairy herds in the bay, and kūmara and potatoes 

‘from the rich bay lands up the hill’; allowing fish vans to travel right to the bay to pick up the fish; and 

allowing tourists to use the road without being subject to weather conditions.  He also considered the 

sheltered bay with its short distance to big-game fish better suited as a headquarters for sportsmen rather 

than at Whangaroa.1420  The headmaster went on to note that Māori did not want the roadline dedicated 

as they wanted to retain ownership, which meant that the Public Works Department and local Council 

would not improve it.  He also noted that while many Māori in Northland had been able to secure work 

under the Employment Relief Schemes, Matauri Bay Māori did not except for ‘a few months’ where they 

were given some developmental work through the Native Department (although where is not stated).  

The headmaster requested that money be provided to improve the road, adding that the Tung Oil 

Company (located on the Whakarārā block adjacent Matauri) would provide metal for free.1421  His 

comments were supported by Cooper who noted that though the Works Department and Council were 

prepared to metal the road, the objection from Māori to the Council owning the road ‘is mainly against 

the beach being popularised as a tourist resort.’1422  The Native Minister, Frank Langstone, responded 

that the priority was the Wainui-Te Ngaere-Matauri Bay roadline, although once that was completed, 

attention would be given to the hill to Matauri Bay beach road.1423 

Just over a year later, in March 1937, the Whangaroa County Council application hearing continued 

before the Native Land Court at Matauri Bay.  Accompanied by Cooper, Mr Rōpiha (Native Department 

staff and survey member), ‘leading natives’, and Leslie, the Court inspected the road.  It noted that the 

road carried a lot of traffic and the legalisation and reformation was urgent, and that Māori from the 

                                                      
1419  Northern Minute Book 68, p. 85. 
1420  R. Blennerhassett, headmaster, Whakarārā Native School, to Prime Minister, 7 October 1936. On file MA1 

Box 475 22/1/33 part 1, Matauri Bay Road – Ngaere Bay to, Matauri Bay Road – Ngaere Bay to Whakarara – 
Maori School – Legalisation, 1930-47. The headmaster described how recent rains had made the road 
impassable resulting in a weekly loss of £35-40 to the Māori fishermen and ‘the “killing” of a promising 
industry. 

1421  R. Blennerhassett, headmaster, Whakarārā Native School, to Prime Minister, 7 October 1936.  On ibid. 
1422  Consolidation Officer to Registrar, Auckland, 20 November 1936.  On ibid. 
1423  Native Minister to Blennerhassett, 4 November 1936.  On ibid. 
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‘previous Whangaroa sitting’ (presumably that from February 1936) ‘demurred about legalising the road 

as it would take away the Maoris control of the road.’1424  The Court was of the opinion that 

improvements of the road was essential if it was to be further use to Māori and their ‘lucrative’ fishing 

trade that otherwise would be lost.  The Court warned that the road could be taken by proclamation 

under the Public Works Act if not arranged by the Court now.  It recommended that the parties agree to 

the road being taken to the bottom of the hill, and leave the road across the flats to the Court to decide 

during consolidation proceedings later that year.  The Court explained that this would protect Māori 

owners ‘against loss of their frontage to the beach, but will provide adequate public access to the 

beach.’1425 

Hōne Taotahi and Kawe Āpiata (a former opponent to legalisation) agreed conditional upon the Native 

Land Court protecting ‘the natives as to the width of road, as to the survey, and as to fencing of road.’  

Others present also supported the proposal.  The Court noted the Whangaroa County Council’s previous 

promise to pay for the survey and legalisation of the roadline, and suggested that Māori could get ‘help 

for fencing out of the unemployment funds to cover the labour involved.’1426  The Court then gave its 

decision to lay off a roadline from the top of the hill to the base, with nil compensation, with the Public 

Works and Council exempt from any liability to fence the road.1427  No further documentation was 

located on the construction or maintenance of the road until the 1970s when the deteriorated condition 

of the road resulted in discussion about whether it was still a viable access option. 

Looking at an alternative route to the Matauri Bay Hill roadline, 1970s 

By 1974 things were coming to a head for the seemingly perilous condition of the steep incline of the 

road snaking down to the beach, with near vertical drops of more than 30 metres.  Although scant 

information was located on the origins of this taking,1428 the Whangaroa County Council took several 

parcels of land under the Public Works provisions for the purpose of a road, being part of the roadline 

from the hill to the beach, viz: 1a 3r 18.7p of Part Matauri 1H1B was taken under the Public Works Act 

1928; 10a 2r 8p of Part Matauri X block and 5.5p of the Matauri Creek bed were also taken.  The Māori 

Trustee, as mortgagee, and the Matauri X Incorporation both gave consent to the taking of its land under 

section 29 of the Public Works Amendment Act 1948 (which provided for the consent of the body who 

owned the land in trust).1429 

                                                      
1424  Northern Minute Book 68, pp. 272-3. 
1425  Ibid, p. 273. 
1426  Ibid, pp. 273-4. 
1427  Ibid, p. 274. 
1428  A corresponding file to SO plan 47404 (1971), being 9/471, was not located at ANZ. (Part 1 can be found at 

the Auckland Archives office under BAAZ 1109 A557 746a 9/471 part 1, Kaeo Road to Whangaroa, 1916-67.  
Further parts of this file were not located on Archway.) 

1429  District Commissioner of Works, Auckland, to Commissioner of Works, Wellington, 30 August 1974, with 
attached consents or memorials from the Whangaroa County Council re Matauri 1H1B taking, 8 April 1974; 
Matauri X Incorporation and Māori Trustee re Matauri X taking, 5 June and 1 July 1974, respectively; Secretary 
for Transport re Matauri Creek bed, 4 December 1973.  Al on file ABKK W4357 889 Box 51 33/381, North 
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This part of the road was described as heavily corrugated, and bereft of metal in places offering little 

traction.  After a tragic accident in June 1974 on this stretch that killed one local and injured three others, 

residents, ‘sick and tired’ of receiving no action from the local Council to mitigate the ‘death trap’, 

threatened ‘some different kind of action’, including erecting safety barriers on the road.  A petition of 

300 people presented to the Whangaroa County Council after a similar fatality in January of the same year 

resulted in no action.  Dover Samuels, whose brother was in the June accident, had forewarned the 

Council that the road would ‘take another life’ if something was not done.  After the June accident the 

Matauri Bay ‘road safety committee’ telegrammed the Deputy Prime Minister, Minister of Maori Affairs, 

National Roads Board, and local Māori Member of Parliament.  The Government informed the 

committee that the matter was ‘primarily’ one for the Council as the road-controlling authority.1430  By the 

end of June it was reported that the Council was going to erect marker posts, plus a low gradient gear 

sign.1431 

 

                                                                                                                                                                     
Auckland Road District – Matauri Township to Matauri Bay Access Road through Matauri Block, 1938-82, 
[ANZ; See also New Zealand Gazette No. 108, 31 October 1974, p. 2483; No. 110, 7 November 1974, p. 2538; 
No. 112, 14 November 1974, p. 2590. 

1430  Minister of Works and Development to L.F. Sloane, Member of Parliament, 15 September 1974.  On ibid. 
1431  ‘Resident biter at council’s inaction’, Northern Advocate, 3 June 1974, cover page; ‘Safety work on road likely 

before report’, Northern Advocate, 7 June 1974; ‘Marker Posts for Matauri’, Northern Advocate, 26 June 1974.  
Copies on AATE 10880 180a 18/6/78, Roads - Matauri Bay Access - Whangaroa County, 1972-82. 
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Map 34: ‘Plan of Land to be Taken for Road’ (SO plan 47404), November 19771432 

 

This appeared to be only a ‘band-aid’ measure until the road was formally legalised.  In September 1974 

the local Resident Engineer provided a report on the dangerous stretch of road.  The report noted that at 

the foot of the ‘steep section’ across a stream was a ‘new’ one-lane reinforced concrete bridge used as a 

toll gate by local Māori land owners: ‘The existing access has been formed through the years by the 

owners and as far as can be ascertained, no public money has been spent on this access.’  It is unclear 

whether there was access beyond the toll gate or not.  The report also noted the use of a tractor by 

landowners to tow vehicles up the hill section.  The report noted the outcome of a meeting between the 

County Council and the Commissioner of Crown Lands on the matter of access, which included 

                                                      
1432  The land was surveyed by Ken Simpson & Partners.  Field Book No. 6229, pp. 1-14 (not examined for this 

report). The plan was not approved by the Chief Surveyor until October 1972. 
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deferring any action to legalise the roadline (specifically in reference to SO plans 47404 (Map 34) and 

47593) and coming up with a proposal to upgrade standards of this roadline.1433 

By November, however, the Whangaroa County Council had already gone ahead and legalised the 

roadline as it was not prepared to spend money on the road until it had legal ownership.1434  This allowed 

the Council to approach the National Roads Board to seek assistance to make the road safer.  The new 

councillor for the Ōtoroa Riding, Dover Samuels, was scathing of the lack of action until now.  He noted 

that the road had been ‘open’ since 1929.  In the meantime, $900 of donated steel barriers would be 

erected.  At this time, the Government was investigating the purchase of part of the coastal block 

fronting the Matauri Beach from Matauri X Incorporation (see chapter five).  The Council Chairman 

suggested that a donation from any sale proceeds towards road improvements ‘would strengthen the 

council’s application for a special grant for the work’ (from the Roads Board).1435  The Resident Engineer 

considered the legalisation would make the Council’s position problematic, as the proposed sale of part of 

the beach foreshore to the Crown would make it ‘much more difficult to control the development now 

there is legal road access right down to the beach level.’1436 

 

 

                                                      
1433  H.A Grigg, Resident Engineer, Ministry of Works and Development, Whāngārei, to District Commissioner of 

Works, Auckland, 16 September 1974.  On ibid. 
1434  A.W. Atkin, District Commissioner of Works, to Resident Engineer, 6 November 1974.  On ibid. 
1435  ‘Improvements Planned for Matauri Road’, New Zealand Herald, 12 November 1974.  Copy on ibid. 
1436  Grigg to District Commissioner of Works, 13 November 1974.  On ibid. 
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Image 12: Map extract showing ‘Existing route to Matauri Bay beach and proposed “North Ridge” access route, [1975]1437 

  

                                                      
1437  Copied from partial map extract on file AATE 10880 180a 18/6/78, Roads - Matauri Bay Access - Whangaroa County, 1972-82.   

Proposed ‘North 
Ridge’ access route 
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The following month the Whangaroa County Council submitted an application for the allocation of a 

special grant.  By April 1975, however, the Council, having been advised of the significant costs involved 

in upgrading the existing roadline, decided to investigate obtaining an alternative access route.  By June a 

survey for an alternative access route came back with five options, with one being highly favourable: 

starting from the ridge at the northern end of the ‘Matauri Basin, starting at the farm entrance to the 

house’ owned by Mr and Mrs F.C. Hows on the Te Ngaere Road (presumably Wainui Road).  The 

proposed new route – soon labelled the ‘north ridge’ access – had three challenges, including a steep 

gradient by the Hows’ house, Māori fortification about half-way along the route; and the steep section 

‘near the end’ requiring a side cutting on the inland side of the ridge.  The work was estimated at 

$100,000.1438  The proposed route is shown above on the (poor quality) map extract in 12. 

The proposal was met with initial scepticism from the Ministry of Works and Development, especially 

around the costs; but, perhaps more importantly, was met with some resistance possible from Douglas 

Myers, who, although not stated in the sources, was the land owner in Matauri 2H to whose land the 

ridgeline traversed.  Myers’ intention was to fight ‘tooth and nail against’ this proposed route, and he had 

engaged his own consultants to demonstrate that the existing route could be satisfactorily upgraded and 

sealed at lesser cost.1439  At a meeting between the Ministry of Works and the Whangaroa County Council 

in August 1975, it was noted that the draft proposals for the North Ridge access would not receive 

approval from the Commissioner for the Environment, and that the cost differential meant that the focus 

should be on the existing route, although it was up to the Council to decide either way.1440 

Two months later, in October 1975, the Matauri X Incorporation wrote to the Minister of Works, 

advising that remedial work by the Whangaroa County Council on the dangerous part of the existing 

route into Matauri Bay was ‘appreciated’ but ‘totally inadequate’ to cope with the ‘present’ and projected 

summer traffic.  The Incorporation urged progress on resolving the access, and were told that it was a 

matter for the Council.1441   

At the same time, the Whangaroa County Council pressed ahead and applied for funding to construct a 

North Ridge access scheme.  The estimated costs were $190,000 plus land purchase and fencing costs, 

against the $178,000 to upgrade and seal the existing roadline.1442  Taking into consideration all factors, 

including the advantage a new route would have on the development of the Bay, but subject to all 

environmental factors being considered by the Council, the Ministry of Works and Development decided 

                                                      
1438  J.R. Wells, County Clerk, Whangaroa County Council, to Resident Engineer, 20 June 1975.  On ibid. 
1439  File note, 11 August 1975.  On ibid. 
1440  Minutes of Meeting with Whangaroa County and DCW [District Commissioner of Works], 15 August 1975.  

On ibid. 
1441  R. Fletcher, Matauri X Incorporation, to Honourable M.A. Connelly, Minister of Works, 10 October 1975; 

Minister of Works and Development to Fletcher, 12 March 1976.  Both on file AATE 10880 180a 18/6/78, 
Roads - Matauri Bay Access - Whangaroa County, 1972-82. 

1442  Wells to Resident Engineer, 31 October 1975.  On ibid. 
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to endorse (in principle) the scheme.1443  The Ministry of Works Head Office saw it differently as the 

Government could not subsidise alternate access routes where one already existed as it was contrary to 

the Roads Vote, and it could not provide funding under the Vote for upgrading the existing route.1444  As 

to what happened next has not been further researched as archival roading files for this stretch of road 

stopped around the late 1970s.  Many of the post-1980s files may be held by Opus Consultants Limited, 

and the Far north District Council roading files were not searched due to time constraints.  Nonetheless, 

the alternative roadline did not proceed. 

4.3 Consolidation and Land Development Schemes, 1930s-60s 

Consolidation and land development were closely interconnected, especially in the 1920’s and 1930’s.  

The 1920s saw the introduction of Sir Āpirana Ngata’s land development schemes.  Ngata had high hopes 

that land development and consolidation schemes, which introduced state assistance for Maori farming in 

the 1930s, would ease the economic strain on Māori.  Part of Ngata’s response to the Depression was that 

funds made available through the Unemployment Board could be channelled into ‘the labour content of 

the cost of Native-land development schemes, and so remove a number of unemployed Maoris for 

periods from other relief schemes’.1445  The schemes were seen as a solution to the fragmentation of 

interests by ‘subordinating Maori ancestral ties to the land’ whilst enabling land to be profitably occupied 

and utilised.1446  It was also seen as a solution to the collection of outstanding and future rates on Māori 

land. 

As soon as Ngata became Native Minister he pushed ahead with establishing a Native Lands 

Consolidation Commission to apply consolidation in all suitable areas of the North Island.  Consolidation 

schemes were a means of dealing with titles still in Māori ownership.  Consolidation was a process which 

evolved out of the concept of exchanges of interests in Māori-owned land.  It had first been referred to in 

legislation in the Native Land Act 1909.  In such a scheme, numerous contiguous blocks were grouped 

together, re-surveyed and the shareholdings concentrated into blocks to give titles that better reflected 

whānau arrangements.  Tribal interests were usually too large and complex to be considered (except, 

perhaps in the case of urupā, marae, or other wāhi tapu sites).  Terry Hearn outlined two main approaches 

that were applied to consolidation.  The first involved a ‘comprehensive or group scheme’; the second 

‘was termed family consolidation’ involving the use of the provisions of the Native Land Act 1931 

relating to exchanges, amalgamated partitions, and vesting orders.  For the first approach, the first stage 

was the gathering of data from Native Land Court records, including title, ownership, interests, charges 

and other encumbrances on the affected land blocks to help calculate the value of individual interests.  

The second stage was the ‘fieldwork stage’ where individual owners either in whānau groups of a 

                                                      
1443  Resident Engineer to District Commissioner of Works, to Resident Engineer, 18 December 1975.  On ibid. 
1444  R.C. Holland, Resident Engineer, to County Clerk, 21 April 1977.  On ibid. 
1445  ‘Native Land Development Statement’, AJHR 1932 G-10, p. 2. 
1446  SKL Campbell, National Overview on Land Consolidation Schemes, 1909-1931, CFRT, June 1998, pp. 83, 150. 
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‘community of interests’ or individuals.  The third stage involved the preparation of trial locations for 

confirmation by the Native Land Court and approval by the Minister, effecting family exchanges, the 

preparation of final consolidation orders, survey, and the issue of new titles.1447  Consolidating interests of 

individuals and whānau potentially loosened the historical linkages that people had with particular areas of 

land.  Moreover, the consent of Māori was not a legal pre-requisite for the schemes, and Māori had no 

avenue through which to appeal.1448  According to S.K.L. Campbell, Northland Māori were initially 

enthusiastic about consolidation and land development schemes ‘as they seemed to provide a solution to 

the mess their lands were in.’1449 

In the late 1920s the Native Land Court prepared consolidation schemes for the Tokerau District, 

dividing the area into four districts: Bay of Islands, Hokianga, Kaipara, and Mangonui (including the 

Whangaroa County).  Each district was then divided into a number of ‘Series’ and owners were invited to 

attend ‘location meetings’.  The meetings followed a fairly standard line whereby Native Department 

officials stressed the necessity for owners to consider development along Pākehā lines and business 

methods.  They were also reminded that the unimproved country was not an asset but a liability unless it 

could be revenue-producing, and that if owners could not work their interests then they should allow 

their relatives to do so; that the prosperity of the individual meant the prosperity of the tribe; that 

nominated occupiers must be given undisturbed possession; and that the Native Department was not 

offering Māori charity but rather endeavouring to help them to help themselves and ‘to re-establish their 

national pride.’1450   

In October 1928, the Under-Secretary, R.N. Jones, submitted to the Native Land Court a formal 

application from the Native Minister to prepare a scheme of consolidation over a list of lands in the 

Mangonui and Whangaroa Counties.  The list included 33 land blocks of which all bar Matauri 1E, 1F, 

and 1H2 are listed; see Table 38 further below.1451  The 33 blocks became subject to section 23 of the 

Native Land Amendment and Native Land Claims Adjustment Act 1929.  Section 23 detailed provisions 

for facilitating development and settlement of land owned by Māori.  Alexander described section 23 as: 

a blunt and draconian instrument which suspended the rights of the owners of Maori land to 

determine the use to which their land could be put, and how it could be managed, in the event 

that this clashed with the Crown's development aspirations.1452 

‘Matauri Bay’ came under Series L of the Mangonui consolidation scheme.1453  Series L included the 

Whangaroa County where there were four sub-series: Taupō, Kaeo (Kaingapipiwai), Touwai, and Matauri 

                                                      
1447  Hearn, Wai 1040 #A3, p. 632. 
1448  Campbell, p. 1. 
1449  Ibid, pp. 1, 83 
1450  Hearn, Wai 1040 #A3, p. 633. 
1451  R.N. Jones, Under-Secretary, to the Registrar, Tokerau Native Land Court, 4 October 1928, with list of lands 

attached.  On file ACIH 16036 MA1 Box 553 29/2/1 part 1, ‘Mangonui District Consolidation’, 1928-35, 
ANZ. 

1452  David Alexander, Wai 1040 #E19, p. 167. 
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Bay.  The development schemes provided for advances to existing Māori farmer ‘units’ to enable the 

owners to pursue farming which, in the Tokerau district, was exclusively dairying.1454 

In 1937, the Matauri Block was noted to be suited for a small development scheme: 

There is apparently a sufficient area of usable land at Matauri Bay for a small Development 

Scheme. It would seem to me, however, that a fair amount of title and ownership adjustment 

would be necessary as a preliminary to any intense development as has been the case in any 

Northern area where there is now a strong set of units.  In other words, either consolidation of 

some method of clarification is first required before development of units could be generally 

applied in the settlement.  Consolidation has so far not reached this area.1455 

However, the block owners were part of the Rātana community who were not supportive of development 

schemes.1456  By 1941, of the four series only Touwai and Kaeo were fairly well-advanced, but for Matauri 

Bay it was reported, ‘Very little field work done.  Survey urgently required and a Court sitting.’1457  Five 

years later, as Hearn reported, owners for Series L had not been ‘fully consulted’,1458 and while Hearn’s 

source for this was not referenced it appears to have come from a consolidation schedule dated July 1946 

after a visit to the Tokerau district by Judge Prichard.1459  The schedule holds few intimate details, 

although it infers some consultation had occurred.  By 1955 Matauri was considered ‘undeveloped’.1460  

By 1960 a Committee of Investigation made up of Māori Affairs representatives, along with dairy 

company and local body representatives, toured parts of the Whangaroa district.  The Committee 

recommended that £50,000 be set aside for land development in Northland, with half the amount to be 

used for development work, and the other half for purchasing multiply-owned land for development.  In 

its priority list of undeveloped blocks for some of this development expenditure, Matauri featured second 

to last out of 12 blocks (one behind the adjacent Wainui block) in order of priority.1461   

                                                                                                                                                                     
1453  H Bassett and R Kay, ‘Tai Tokerau Māori Land Development Schemes, 1930 – 1990’, Wai 1040 

#A10, pp. 15-16, 42; ‘Report on Native Land Development by the Board of Native Affairs’, AJHR 1937, G-
10, p. 8. 

1454  Alexander, Wai 1040 #E19, p. 167. 
1455  Registrar, Auckland, to Under-Secretary, Wellington, 19 March 1937.  On file BAAI 1030 Box 470g 

21/L/GEN part 1, ‘Land Development – Schemes and Rural Lending – Mangonui – L Series General’, 1936-
63. 

1456  Bassett and Kay, Wai 1040 #A10, p. 77; see also Duncan Cook, Medical Office of Health, to Director-General 
of Health, Wellington, 11 December 1936, and, Property Supervisor, Whāngārei, to Registrar, Auckland, 15 
March 1937.  Both on file BAAI 1030 Box 470g 21/L/GEN part 1, ‘Land Development – Schemes and Rural 
Lending – Mangonui – L Series General’, 1936-63, ANZ.  Supervisor approved of Matauri for a scheme but 
advised that ‘the people so far have not desired it.’ 

1457  Registrar, [Native Land Court], Auckland, to Under-Secretary, [Native Department], 9 October 1941. On file 
MA1 29/2 part 2, ‘Tokerau Consolidation’, 1939-51, ANZ. 

1458  Hearn, Wai 1040 #A3, p. 676.  
1459  Memorandum from Judge Prichard(?) to Chief Judge and Under-Secretary, Native Department, Wellington, 24 

July 1946, with schedule attached. On file ACIH 16036 MA W2459 19/6/12 Box 223, ‘Chief Judge – Tokerau 
Consolidation’, 1949, ANZ. 

1460  See Bassett and Kay, Wai 1040 #A10, p. 148. 
1461  Ibid, p. 148. 
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Campbelle noted that consolidation schemes caused major tribal dislocation and factionalism between 

individuals and whānau who did and did not want to be involved and who disputed locations and 

boundaries.1462  It appears, however, that these schemes left Matauri Bay relatively unscathed for several 

possible reasons.  First, as noted further above, consolidation was severely hampered by a lack of road 

access to the Matauri No. 2 subdivisions.  Owners were reluctant to occupy these lands without a proper 

access route and this was exacerbated by consolidation being subsequently abandoned for the area.  

Secondly, consolidation work slowed down because of the state of the national economy (‘discontinued’ 

because of the Depression according to one source1463), and the need to economise on Government 

administration.  Staff engaged in consolidation work were reduced and diverted elsewhere onto other 

work deemed to be more important.1464  Judge Acheson repeatedly reported his grave concerns that the 

slow progress of consolidation in Tai Tokerau was not only unfair on Māori but also on over-burdened 

staff and pressed the Native Department and the Minister of Native Affairs for more resources.1465  

Personality conflicts between Acheson and Department staff meant that less credence was given to 

Acheson’s protests, and Acheson’s personal attitude only exacerbated the situation.1466  The advent of the 

Second World War resulted in Native Department resources being further reduced and therefore 

stretched even more thinly.  After the war, Government expectations of what consolidation could achieve 

were reduced still further.  A focused approach remained but, as Alexander notes, ‘even those districts 

chosen as priorities were not consolidated comprehensively.  Instead specific issues within the district 

were tackled, usually using the normal Court legislation rather than the special consolidation legislation.’  

Alexander commented that there was no evidence of any consultation with Māori about this change of 

policy.  He further noted that for Northland in general, some pretence of consolidation continued until it 

was abandoned in the early 1960s.1467 

4.4 Rates and the butterfat levy, 1930s-70s 

Rates over a property were a way for local bodies to pay for social services and other infrastructure.  For 

many land owners who lacked capital other than their land holdings, rates quickly became a burden.  

Legalisation allowed local bodies to apply to the Native/Māori Land Court to have charging orders placed 

on Māori land for unpaid rates.  The fatal process of rate debt accumulation could have placed a barrier 

over the block for development and, at worse, could result in local bodies applying to the Court to have 

the land leased or even sold in lieu of payment.  This type of application, though, did not appear to occur 

                                                      
1462  Campbell, p. 151. 
1463  Frank Langstone, Office of the Minister of Native Affairs, to Under-Secretary, Native Department, 

Wellington, 16 March 1938. On file ACIH 16036 MA1 551, 29/2, part 1, Tokerau Consolidation Reports, 
1926-38. 

1464  Alexander, Wai 1040 #E19, p. 53. 
1465  Ibid, pp. 27-53. 
1466  Ibid, p. 53. 
1467  Ibid, p. 89. 
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for Matauri; although, conceivably, it may have if many of the Matauri No. 1 subdivisions were not 

amalgamated into Matauri X in the 1960s.   

The Government’s butterfat levy scheme of the late 1930s allowed Māori dairy farmers to deduct rates 

due to the local council from their cream cheques.  Stirling noted that under this scheme local bodies 

discovered that Māori were willing to pay rates for infrastructure provided they had a revenue-producing 

farming unit.  By 1941, famers across the Whangaroa County involved in the scheme included those from 

Matauri although exactly where in Matauri, including whether it was within the Land Court Matauri block 

boundaries or wider Matauri district is not stated.1468  It is unclear when this scheme ended.   

Under his chapter on reform from 1967-2000, Stirling looked at the situation of rates in relation to 

Whangaroa County.  He noted that in 1970 the Northern Māori Member of Parliament, Matiu Rata, met 

with the Whangaroa Māori Committee to discuss rates.  The Committee stated that local Māori were not 

avoiding paying rates, but simply that they were unable to pay them.  The Committee would, however, 

look at seeing how production on Māori lands could be raised.  At that time the Ōtoroa Riding, in which 

Matauri is located, was one of several Whangaroa County ridings that had the most Māori rates arrears.  

While Rata suggested that Whangaroa Māori meet with the Council on the matter, the Department of 

Māori and Islands Affairs were less helpful, suggesting that Māori pay the rates and that the county could 

use the Land Court to enforce payment.  The District Officer suggested amalgamation for development 

may not be an option in Whangaroa, although he suggested that titles could be amalgamated and leased to 

adjoining farmers, or, alternatively, the example of Matauri X Incorporation could be replicated.  While 

the Whangaroa County Council acquired rates charging orders between 1969 and 1971 for 10 Māori land 

blocks, including Takou and Mahimahi (both near the original Matauri land block), this did not include 

any Matauri subdivisions.1469  Other rate charges over Matauri were not located.  Rates feature in chapter 

3 with respect to several alienation transactions, but are more predominant in the Matauri X 

Incorporation narrative in chapter 5.  They do not appear in other sources investigated for this report.  

The stress that rates may have placed on Māori landowners would not necessarily feature in the public 

record unless they chose to write of any concerns to local or central Government (although the local 

records are mostly not extant pre-1990s). 

                                                      
1468  Stirling, Wai 1040 #A15, pp. 483-4, 487-8.  The scheme in the Whangaroa County emulated the scheme 

introduced in the Hokianga County when that Council met with Māori famers ‘about the financial crises facing 
the County and the need for Maori to contribute to solving.’  It was subsequently arranged that ¼d per pound 
of butterfat be deducted from the cream cheques paid to Māori farmers by dairy factories. The County Council 
organised signed authorities from Māori suppliers for the payments to be made direct to the County provided 
the Native Department were satisfied that the deduction could be afforded by the farmer.  The Whangaroa 
County Council sought assistance from the Tokerau District Māori Land Board in convening a meeting to 
establish such a scheme.  The meeting was ‘largely unrecorded’ although deemed to have been a success.  The 
1/4d arrangement was made and the County wrote off all rate arrears.   

1469  Stirling, Wai 1040 #A15, pp. 757-760. 
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4.5 Survey and rate compromises, 1930s-80s 

The other liabilities several Matauri land blocks incurred were survey and rate compromise charges.  The 

survey compromise charges arose from surveys having been paid for by the Crown at some time in the 

past, but the Crown had not been reimbursed by the owners.  This charge had accrued interest.  In the 

Crown's accounts, the unpaid survey liens were treated as a loan.  When consolidation was being first 

looked at in the Bay of Islands County, a proposal was made that all survey liens be remitted.  Alexander 

noted that, setting aside the validity of survey charges, the survey compromises would be beneficial to 

everyone as the Crown gained the likelihood of receiving land in the future from its investment in putting 

up the money; and Māori had the amounts of survey charges owed by them substantially reduced.  The 

amount of Māori land likely to be lost would be correspondingly reduced.1470 

One of the main objectives of Ngata’s consolidation schemes was to deal with outstanding rates.  In 1928 

and 1929 a Consolidation Committee led by Ngata met with local authorities around the country to try 

and settle the problems associated with non-payment of rates.  The values of the owners’ interests could 

not be settled by the consolidation scheme until the matter of charges such as rates and survey costs had 

been settled first.  A compromise of rates due was agreed to with each local authority in Northland, 

perhaps with the expectation that future rate payments would be guaranteed.  Here, the Crown would pay 

those authorities a cash figure in exchange for no further efforts being made by them to recover any rates 

due up to March 1930.  This cash figure was considerably less than the amounts owing to the local 

authorities who had little prospect of collecting.  The Crown then had a claim, to the value of the 

payment it had made, to a share of the lands in the various consolidation schemes.  Alexander considered 

that the reason for making an advance payment to cover rates due to March 1930 was in the hope that 

consolidation and land development work would have advanced sufficiently by then that Māori would be 

able to then make their own direct contribution to the rates.  However, because of the slow progress with 

both consolidation and development, this did not happen.1471  

Alexander also noted that rates were calculated on the unimproved value of the land, which had the effect 

of impinging heavily on Māori land not being farmed and not providing any cash income, yet was still 

liable for rates.  Local Councils were unable to collect rates directly from Māori land owners because they 

relied on the Valuation Rolls to indicate the land owner or occupier from whom rates should be collected, 

but in anticipation of consolidation and the changes in ownership of individual parcels of land that would 

be involved in that process, and at the behest of the Consolidation Officers, the Valuation Department 

had substituted all the names of Māori owner and occupier from the rolls with the word ‘Natives’.  

Alexander notes that there were no further attempts after 1930 at rates compromises, meaning that 

Northland Councils were receiving nothing from Māori residents, who constituted a sizeable proportion 

of their population, and were considered to make as much use of the roads (the main expenditure of 

                                                      
1470  Ibid, p. 26. 
1471  Alexander, Wai 1040 #E19, p. 17. 
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Councils then) as Pākehā ratepayers – a considerable source of friction between the Councils and the 

Crown.1472 

Alexander concluded that the rates compromise was a benefit to all concerned, with Councils receiving 

cash-in-hand, albeit at a heavily discounted amount, while the Crown resolved a political problem with 

local authorities.  The Crown also gained the possibility of receiving land in the future from its investment 

in putting up the money to pay the Councils.  The benefit for Māori was having the amounts of rates 

owed by them substantially reduced.1473 

The following table lists the various compromised rate and survey charges for Matauri, and notes those 

blocks subject to section 23 of the Native Land Claims Adjustment Act 1929, as noted above.1474  The 

text in red font indicates that the affected block was further subdivided, and it is presumed that many of 

the compromised charges were redistributed into the newly created subdivisions.  For Matauri, there were 

compromised rates of around £92.3.0 while survey charges comprised some £65.5.0.  These figures are 

tentative as they discount the compromised charges for blocks that were subsequently partitioned and 

where these charges appear to have been redistributed to the new subdivisions.   Charges for 17 blocks 

were subsequently passed over to the Matauri X Incorporation in 1967, and charges for most other 

blocks were subsequently paid or discharged under section 56 of the Māori Affairs Amendment Act 1974.  

Section 56 provided for survey and other charges in favour of the Crown to be discharged upon the 

‘motion’ of the District Land Registrar; they did not require an application to be considered by the Māori 

Land Court.  No documentation around these discharges were located. 

Table 38: Summary of Matauri rate and survey compromise charges, and blocks subject to Land 
Development provisions, [1930s-80s]  

Matauri Compromised Sec. 23, 1929 
Act1475 Comment 

Block Area (acres) Rates Survey Date paid

1 1A 56.12 £3.10.0 £3.10.0  √ Now part Matauri X 

 1B 73.5 £3.15.0   Partitioned into 1B1&2, 1916 

2 1B2 23 £1.5 £2  √ Now part Matauri X 

 1C 27.92 £1 £2  √ Partition into 1C1&2, 1965 

3 1C1 15.67 £1 £1 19 Aug 1966  

4 1D1 54.51   √
Now part Matauri X 

5 1D2 54.51 £3.5   √

6 1D3 2  10/- ‘Discharged 
sec 56/1974’ √ Motuiwi Island 

7 1E 55.75 £2.15.0   Now part Matauri X 

8 1G 0.25   √  

 1H1 21.62 £1.5   √ Partitioned into 1H1A&B, 1967

                                                      
1472  Ibid, pp. 17-8. 
1473  Ibid, p. 19. 
1474  The charges and reference to section 23 were taken from the Matauri Block Memorial Schedules provided by 

P. Berghan; see also BAAZ A261 1172 Box 2 2, Closed Liens – Mahi-Muri, 1927-66, ANZ.   
1475  Native Land Amendment and Native Land Claims Adjustment Act 1929.   
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Matauri Compromised Sec. 23, 1929 
Act1475 Comment 

Block Area (acres) Rates Survey Date paid

9 1H1A 0.25 $2.5   Now General Land 

10 1H1B 21.13   10 Oct 1967  Partitioned into 
1H1B1&1H1B1 Residue, 1974

11 1H2A 1   √ Māori Reserve 

12 1H2B 0.25   √  

 1H2C 34.97 £2.5   √ Partitioned into 1H2C1&2, 1962

13 1H2C1 1   √ Now General Land 

 1H2C2 31.7 £2.5   √ Partitioned into 1H2C2A&B, 
1966 

14 1H2C2A 2.74 $4.5   Now General Land 

15 1H3 16.75 £1.10 £2  √

Now part Matauri X 16 1H4 96.74 £16.10   √

17 1H5 31 £3.10 £2.10  √

18 1H6&7 8.01 15/-  ‘Cancelled’ √ Māori Reserves 

 1H8A 17.84 £3.10  √ Partitioned into 1H8A1&2, 1966

19 1H8A2 7.83 £1.15.0  

Now part Matauri X 
20 1H8C1 6 15/- £1.10  √

21 1H8C2 23.65 £2.10 £5  √

22 1H8C3 39.93 £3   √

23 1J 0.25   √
Māori Reserve 

24 1K 0.25 5/-  ‘Discharged 
sec 56/1974’ √ 

25 1L1 318.5 £9.10   √
Now part Matauri X 

26 1L2 128.72 £4 £10  √

 1L3 226.25 £4 £10   Partitioned into 1L3A&B, 
1921 

27 1L3A 31.85 £1.5 £4  √

Now part Matauri X 28 1L3B 194.4 £5.15.0 £4  √

29 1L4 174 £3.5.0 £7.10.0  √

30 2D 71.69   √  

 2F 175.07 £6.15 £9  √ Partitioned into 2F1&2, 1972 

31 2F1 6.84  0.75 ‘Remitted’, 1 
Aug 1972  Partitioned into 2F1A&B, 1978

32 2F2 Pt 156.27 $13 $17.25 20 Aug 1974  Partitioned into 2F2A&B, 
1979 

33 2G 54.44 £3.5 £5
‘Discharged 
sec 56/1974’ 

√  

34 2K 148.21 £6.10 £7 √  

35 2L 1 ? ? √ Māori Reserve 

36 3J 1622m² ‘Fees to be 
paid’ 

20 Jan 1981 Part of Te Tāpui kāinga; both 
now General Land 37 3N 1744 m²  

Total ca.£92.3.0 ca.£66.5.0 33 blocks  
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4.6 The utilisation of trust provisions, 1940s-90s 

4.6.1 Section 438 trusts created under the Māori Affairs Act 1953 

It appears that no Matauri land block was subject to trusts in the early twentieth century.  However, the 

section 438 trust structure1476 created under the Māori Affairs Act 1953 was used at Matauri.  This type of 

trust was designed to manage land on behalf of its beneficiaries.  The Māori Trustee was generally 

appointed trustee, but it was not obligatory.  This was a more effective way to deal with multiply owned 

land although, as Harris noted, some owners may have complained about losing their individual rights; 

however a preliminary investigation of these trusts for this report did not reveal any such complaints.  

Harris also noted that the creation of a section 438 trust over several land blocks was considered a 

‘popular application’, enabling it be managed as one unit regardless of the composition of the titles.1477   

Two section 438 trusts came to light relatively late in the research for this report and have not been 

thoroughly researched.  A copy of a rather large application file dealing with these two trusts only came 

into my possession recently, and has been briefly perused for this section.1478  The first trust related to 

Matauri 1H1B (vested to 54 owners in 1967) and 1H2C2B2 (vested to 107 owners in 1969).   In 1970, 

interest was shown by some owners to subdivide these two blocks.  Meetings of owners to discuss 

partitioning were held but poorly attended.  In June of the same year Whararani Watters filed an 

application to bring the land under a trust to simplify the negotiations process for subdivision.  Another 

meeting of owners was held at Te Tāpui Marae on 20 September 1970 in which those present 

unanimously agreed to the creation of a trust for the purpose of subdivision.  Several weeks later a Māori 

Land Court hearing was held and orders for a section 438 trust were made.  The five trustees appointed 

were Haua (Howard) Āpiata, Kuini Rea Ēpiha, Hurunui Taotahi, Peter T. Hoksings, and Shepherd Toms.  

A scheme plan of the subdivision was prepared in 1975 where sections were earmarked for certain 

owners.  A Māori Land Court analysis of the situation noted that not every owner would be able to 

acquire a section, but a formula had been worked out by the trustees to manage the interests and how 

sections would be allocated.  Some 10 partitions occurred between 1977 and 1982 where many of the 

Matauri 3 blocks were created.      

A further meeting on 26 January 1985 was held at Te Tāpui Marae to discuss the subdivisions of Matauri 

1H1B4 residue and 1H2C2B2 residue, including how sections should be allocated, who would be entitled 

to a section and whether a section 438 trust should be created for these two residue blocks.  The Māori 

Land Court notified owners by post and newspaper advertising, and the end result was the amalgamation 

                                                      
1476  According to Belgrave et al, a similar provision had been included in the Native Purposes Act 1943 but seems 

to have been rarely used.  M. Belgrave, A. Deason, Dr G. Young, ‘Crown Policy with respect to Maori 
Land,1953-1999’, Prepared for the Crown Forestry Rental Trust’s Central North Island Stage One 
Research Programme, September 2004, Wai 1040 #E30, p. 68. 

1477  Harris, ‘Maori Land Title Improvement since 1945: Communal Ownership and Economic Use’, p. 150. 
1478  Māori land Court application file, 13 KT 302-4, Matauri 1H1B and 1H2C2B2, MLC.  See also the memorial 

schedules on the Tāpui Block Order file, MLC. 
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of the two residue blocks under section 435 of the 1953 Act to form the Tāpui block.  In March of the 

same year, a section 438 trust was created over the residue blocks with the purpose of managing the 

subdivisions of the two blocks, including some sixteen partition application that had been put on hold 

until the matter of the two residue blocks was resolved.  Hemi Rāpata, Akamiria Rose, and Mārara 

George were appointed trustees.  Two years later, in March 1987, this trust was terminated for Lots 1 to 

33 and 35 DP 113755-6 and vested to the beneficial owners.  The trust was also terminated at the same 

time for Lot 34 (located adjacent the Matauri 1H2A marae reserve) and vested in the marae trustees. 

Several months later, the Māori Land Court made a number of section 213 orders under the 1953 Act 

transferring interests to the new subdivision blocks of DP 113755-6. 

4.6.2 Section 439 (Māori reserves) created under the Māori Affairs 1953 

While the section 439 reservations of Te Kirpaka, and Panaki have been covered in chapter three, a 

number of Māori reserves were created upon the initial partitioning of Matauri No. 1 and 2 blocks in 

1913, however, they were never formally gazetted as reserves until after the enactment of the Māori 

Affairs Act 1953.  The dominant trust used for the administration of Māori reserves at Matauri, therefore, 

was the section 439 trust established under the 1953 Act.   Section 439 trusts set aside Māori land as a 

reservation for communal purposes.  The land could be vested in a Māori Trustee, an incorporation, or 

appointed trustees.  Only the latter option of appointed trustees were used for the Matauri reserves.  

Belgrave et al note that section 439 trusts were used much less frequently and tended to relate to land 

which had communal significance such as marae or urupā.1479  Both sections 438 (discussed further 

below) and 439 trusts remained largely unchanged until the enactment of Te Ture Whenua Māori Act 

1993.  The above table shows that six Māori reserves were created over Matauri.  Five of the six reserves 

were created within Matauri No.1 – two for a church site (Matauri 1H2A and 1J), two as landing reserves 

(1H6-7), and one as a burial site (1K) – while one (2L) was created within Matauri No. 2 as a burial site.  

The Court hearings considering these reserves at the time they were created and upon later reservation 

were relatively uncontested with the Māori owners and trustees appearing pleased with the outcome.  One 

further block, Matauri 1G, was set aside as a wāhi tapu in 1913 but was never formally reserved or 

gazetted a reservation even though it still retains the same three owners today as those appointed in 

1913.1480 

The reservation of Matauri 1H2A, 1940s-60s 

The Native Land Court sat at Matauri Bay in February 1947 to hear an application for partition for 

Matauri 1H2 and Matauri 1H1.  There was a large attendance at the hearing.  Consolidation Officer Taua 

stated that the intention of the partition was to excise the ‘Ratana Church site & marae’.  A one-acre 

block for a marae was asked to be cut out of the site of the present marae as it was already partly fenced 

and had the marae buildings on it.  It was proposed to vest this block in all the owners ‘in their respective 

                                                      
1479  Belgrave et al, Wai 1040 #E30, p. 68. 
1480  See block ID 32097 at http://www.maorilandonline.govt.nz/gis/title/32097.htm  
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shares.’  Another quarter-acre block was asked to be cut out for the Rātana Church and vested to three 

individuals.1481  The balance of the block was to go to the owners of 1H2 except the shares of the Rātana 

Church ‘donors’.1482  The Court made three orders, including for Matauri 1H2A of one acre which was 

awarded to 111 owners holding a combined 479 shares; Matauri 1H2B of one rood (4047m²) awarded to 

Maata Pāora, Hōne Taotahi, and Mereana Hawira with one share each; and the balance of 1H2 became 

Matauri 1H2C comprising 34a 3r 35p, vested to 111 owners with 476 shares.1483 

Image 35: ‘Sketch Plan of Rd Line over Matauri No. 1H1 & 1H2 …’, [1947]1484 

 

                                                      
1481  Northern Minute Book 76, pp. 53-4. 
1482  Ibid, p. 55.  The large attendance agreed except for Whararangi Hōne Taotahi, a daughter and successor of 

Hōne Taotahi who wanted to her succession to Hōne heard.  The succession application to Hōne followed the 
partition, in which Whararangi received interests solely in Matauri 1H2C with her sister Rena receiving 
interests solely in 1H2B (p. 56).    

1483  Ibid.  Partition Order for Matauri 1H2A, 27 February 1947, Partition Order for Matauri 1H2B, 27 February 
1947.  Both on Matauri Block Order File No. 2. Partition Order for Matauri 1H2C, 27 February 1947, on 
Matauri Block Order File No. 6. 

1484  Ibid, p. 54. 

Boundary between Whakarārā and Matauri blocks 

Rātana Church site 

Marae 
it
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Immediately following this case was an application from Maata Pāora and Rena Hōne Taotahi asking for 

a Court order under section 8 of the Native Purposes Act 1943 vesting 1H2B in trustees as a site for a 

Rātana Church.  While there were no objections to this application, the Native Land Court declined to 

make any order ‘until the matter [was] thought over more.’1485  Section 8 provided for the Court to vest 

any Māori land in a trust for a particular social, welfare, moral, tribal, or community purpose, providing 

that a majority of owners consented.  Sub-section 5 stated that any such vestment required the approval 

of the Native Minister, although no such approval was located for the above vesting.     

An application for reservation of Matauri 1H2A was also heard whereupon the Court approved Taua’s 

request that it be set aside as a reserve under section 5 of the Native Purposes Act 1937 for a marae ‘for 

the Maoris residents of the Matauri Bay District.’1486  Section 5 provided for the setting aside of Māori 

land for a reserve upon the recommendation of the Native Land Court, Māori Land Board, or Order-in-

Council.  Nine trustees were appointed and the orders were made subject to an Order-in-Council.1487  It 

was not until November 1965 that the Order-in-Council was actioned when an application was brought 

before the Māori Land Court by H. Hōhepa to make a reservation under section 439 of the 1953 Act for 

a meeting place for the ‘use and benefit of the Māori people generally of New Zealand.’   The land had 

been used for ‘many years’ as a marae site and meeting place.  Nine trustees were confirmed and the 

Court made orders for the reservation accordingly.1488  The block is where the Te Tāpui marae now 

stands.  In 1995 the reserve was redefined as a meeting place for kaumātua and other marae purposes for 

the common use and benefit of the Māori people.1489  Today 1H2A, which is part of Te Tāpui settlement, 

remains Māori freehold land and is occupied, although it has the same three owners appointed in 1947.1490   

The reservation of Matauri 2L, 1960s 

As noted in chapter three, Matauri 2L of one acre was partitioned out in 1913 as a wāhi tapu and vested 

to Raina Rīwhi Eru, Tāmati Hōri, and Tāhere Pororua.  In July 1966, an application from Toka Wiremu 

Pāora was heard before the Māori Land Court to make a reservation under section 439 of the 1953 Act.  

The land had been used for some 50 years as a burial ground, and it was agreed to set aside the land as a 

burial ground ‘for the common use and benefit of the Māori people of Whāngārei and Matauri generally 

and their descendants.’  Six trustees were appointed and the Court made orders accordingly.1491   

                                                      
1485  Northern Minute Book 76, p. 57. 
1486  Ibid, p. 57. 
1487  Ibid, p. 58.  The nine trustees were Tame Tame, Hēmi Pāora, Rena Hōne Taotahi, Wiremu Parao [sic], Tira 

Hōri, Te Hau Mahiora, Rurei[sp?], Papa Pere, and Hana Hōhepa. 
1488  Kaitaia Minute Book 3, p. 300.  Māori Land Order for Matauri 1H2A, 11 November 1965, copy on MA1 Box 

459 21/3/525, Matauri 1H2A – Maori Reservation, 1965, ANZ.  New Zealand Gazette, No. 11 1966, p. 268.  
The nine trustees were Rena Tame, Maata Paratene, Hara Hōhepa, Haki Wiremu, Hēnare Hāmiora, Ashford 
Hona, and Miria Tira Hoori. 

1489  New Zealand Gazette, No. 71 1995, p. 1913. 
1490  See block ID 31587 at http://www.maorilandonline.govt.nz/gis/title/31587.htm  
1491  Kaitaia Minute Book 4, pp. 64-5, 85.  Māori Land Order for Matauri 2L, 7 July 2966, copy on MA1 Box 459 

21/1/108, Matauri 2L – Burial Ground Reserve, 1966, ANZ.  New Zealand Gazette, No. 74 1966, p. 1991.  The 
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The reservation of Matauri 1H6 and 7, 1970s 

When the Native Land Court sat in March 1915 to hear several applications to partition the large 295.5-

acre Matauri 1H block, two landing reserves of 16 perches each were set aside to the same 32 owners in 

the original Matauri 1H block in equal undefined shares.  Matauri 1H6 and 7 were originally set aside as 

landing reserves held under one title.  Matauri 1H6 is located within and along the seaward boundary of 

1H4, adjacent the foreshore of the south-eastern end of the Matauri Bay beach just north of the Matauri 

Creek/Stream mouth.  Matauri 1H7 is located within the former seaward boundary of Matauri 1H8A1 

adjacent the foreshore of Putataua Bay.   

On 7 February 1977 at Kaeo, Judge W.C. Nicholson heard a Māori reserve application under section 439 

of the Māori Affairs Act 1953 for both reserves.  The applicant Shepherd Toms stated that ‘we’ wanted 

the reserves retained as gazetted reserves with trustees appointed.  Minutes of a meeting of owners held 

on 5 June 1976 were presented, although not located for this report.  The Court agreed to the gazettal of 

the reservation and appointed nine trustees.  It made orders accordingly under section 439(7) of the 1953 

Act.1492  The Court order noted that the two reserves were owned by 32 individuals and it was the wish 

‘of the owners and their descendants’ that the lands be set apart as a Māori reservation.  The reserves 

were set aside ‘for the purpose of landing reserves for the common use and benefit of the owners of and 

those beneficially entitled to the lands.’1493  Some months later the reservation was gazetted.1494  Today, 

the owners are the same 32 awarded in the 1915 partition.1495 

The reservation of Matauri 1J and 1K, 1970-80s 

As noted in chapter three, Matauri 1J and 1K were created under partition in April 1913.  The former 

block was vested to five owners; the latter block to two.  Comprising some 2,203m² (two roods) each, 

Matauri 1J and 1K were two of three wāhi tapu located within the boundaries of the Matauri X 

Incorporation block.  Matauri 1J is situated within the boundaries of Matauri 1H4, and is a church site 

and burial ground located near the base of the hill where the Matauri Bay Road.  Matauri 1L is a burial 

ground that sits over the boundary line of Matauri 1H4 and 1L2.   

On 2 March 1976, at Whāngārei, Judge Ross Maitland Russell heard a Māori reserve application under 

section 439 of the Māori Affairs Act 1953 for both blocks.  The hearing was uncontested.  Akamiria Rose 

gave testimony that the church site (Matauri 1J) had been used as a burial ground ‘for many years’, and 

that the burial site (1K) was still in continual use.  The Court ordered that Matauri 1J be reserved for the 

‘common use and benefit’ of Ngāti Kura and adherents of the Church of England, and later appointed 

                                                                                                                                                                     
six trustees were Toka Wiremu Pāora, Haki Wiremu Pāora, Maru Pāora, Waimarie Tuaru Wiremu, Meri Waata 
More, and Hemi Tarawau Kira. 

1492  Kaitaia Minute Book 10, p. 135. 
1493  Court Order Kaitaia Minute Book 10, p. 135, MLC.  The order was signed by Judge William Collinson 

Nicholson.   
1494  New Zealand Gazette, No. 96, 15 September 1977, p. 249. 
1495  See 31646 at http://www.maorilandonline.govt.nz/gis/title/31646.htm  
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seven trustees.1496  The Court Order noted that all the owners were deceased and not succeeded to, and 

that their descendants wanted to set apart the land as a Māori reserve.1497  A few months later, once the 

legal description had been certified, the reservation for Matauri 1J was gazetted.1498  For Matauri 1K, the 

Court ordered that the land be reserved for the purpose of burial ground for the common use and benefit 

of Ngāti Kura and ‘people in general’.  Trustees were to be appointed once the reservation had been 

gazetted.1499  The Court Order noted that all the owners were deceased and not succeeded to; their 

descendants wanted to set apart the land as a Māori reserve.1500  Like Matauri 1J, once the legal 

description had been certified, the reservation for Matauri 1K was gazetted.1501   

Today, the owners of Matauri 1J are the same five appointed in 1913, with the same seven trustees 

appointed in 1976.1502  The owners of Matauri 1K are the same two appointed in 1913.1503  Despite the 

Court’s earlier indication to do so, it would appear that no trustees were actually appointed to 1K as a 

minute for their appointment was not located and Māori Landonline shows no trustees. 

4.6.3 Whānau trusts established under Te Ture Whenua Māori Act 1993 

Te Ture Whenua Māori Act 1993 continued and strengthened the trend towards owner management of 

Māori land through section 438 trusts and Māori incorporations by introducing a new range of trusts, 

such as whānau trusts.  The trusts signalled a shift from owning a share in a piece of land to owning a 

right to derive benefits from it.1504  The onus effectively lies with the trustees and beneficiaries to 

administer the interests placed in the trust.  For Matauri 1D3, 2D, 2F1B, 2F2B, 2G and 2K, land owners 

took advantage of the whānau trust structure.  Some unique features of these trusts includes: 

 The consolidation of whānau interests under one entity where no further succession takes place.  

This prevents shareholdings becoming smaller over the coming generations   

 Once an owner vests his or her Māori land into a whānau trust, they no longer own the land 

                                                      
1496  Whāngārei Minute Book 51, pp. 300-1. 
1497  Court Order Whāngārei Minute Book 51, pp. 300-1, MLC.  The Order was signed by Judge William Collinson 

Nicholson.   
1498  New Zealand Gazette No. 70, 17 June 1976, p. 1428; see also certification document from District Solicitor, 

[Department of Māori Affairs], 25 May 1976.  On file AAMK W3074 869 Box 728j 21/1/350, Burial Ground 
Reserves, Reservations and School Sites – Matauri 1J (Burial Ground), 1976, ANZ.  The seven Trustees were 
confirmed: Henare Hāmiora, Marlin Ēpiha, Shepherd Toms, Eru Stewart, Mārara George, Haua Āpiata, and 
Nuku Stewart, Whāngārei Minute Book 52, 8 March 1977, p. 377.  It appears that Eru was unaware that he had 
been appointed until he made an enquiry in May 1977.  See Eru Stewart, Kaeo, to Department of Māori 
Affairs, Whāngārei, 4 May 1977; and, R.E. Polamalu, Registrar, to Stewart, 9 May 1977.  Both on file ‘Matauri 
– corres’, [1974-80]. 

1499  Whāngārei Minute Book 51, p. 301. 
1500  Court Order Whāngārei Minute Book 51, pp. 300-1, MLC.  The Order was signed by Judge William Collinson 

Nicholson.   
1501  New Zealand Gazette No. 99, 9 September 1976, p. 2084; see also certification document from District Solicitor, 

[Department of Māori Affairs], 25 May 1976.  On file AAMK W3074 869 Box 729d 21/1/359, Burial Ground 
Reserves, Reservations and School Sites – Matauri 1K (Burial Ground), 1976, ANZ. 

1502  See block ID 31725 at http://www.maorilandonline.govt.nz/gis/title/31725.htm  
1503  See block ID 31731 at http://www.maorilandonline.govt.nz/gis/title/31731.htm  
1504  Harris, ‘Maori Land Title Improvement since 1945: Communal Ownership and Economic Use’, p. 151. 
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 The land is vested in the trustees of the whānau trust who must deal with the shares in a manner 

that benefits all the beneficiaries of the trust and complies with the trust order.  The trust order 

can be tailor-made for the aspirations of its beneficiaries.   

 The beneficiaries of a whānau trust are generally all the descendants of the named tūpuna in the 

trust order  

 The trustees of the trust must ensure that they treat all beneficiaries equally and fairly, and keep 

them informed of dealings, meeting as required by the trust deed 

 Anyone with Māori Incorporation shares or freehold land interests can form a whānau trust; and 

a trust can be formed by one person, or by several owners of Māori freehold land.  It is unclear 

from the sources used for this report whether any Matauri Māori utilised the whānau trust 

structure for their whānau interests in the incorporation.  

4.7 Other title reform provisions used by Matauri land owners 

Matauri Māori have utilised several title reform mechanisms to suit their purposes and aspirations.  This is 

reflected in the use of reserve provisions, trusts, and Europeanisation provisions.  This also includes 

incorporation as discussed in chapter five.  The following table highlights those land blocks still retained 

in Māori ownership after the alienations of the early twentieth century.  Most of the Matauri No. 1 blocks 

were amalgamated into the Matauri X block in 1966 (as discussed in chapter five); the larger Matauri 1H2 

blocks formed the Te Tāpui residential settlement in a mix of general and Māori freehold land and two 

Māori reserves; while the remainder blocks were a mix of Māori Reserves or Māori freehold lands.  The 

Tāpui blocks was subject to section 438 trusts under the 1953 Act. A number of blocks later utilised the 

whānau trust provisions of Te Ture Whenua Māori Act 1993 that helped mitigate further fragmentation 

of title.   

Table 39: Summary of Matauri Māori freehold land blocks not sold and their current title status  

 As at 1913 
As at 

19661505 As at 1 Oct 2016 (ex. for those blocks that were Mat. X as at 1995)

Block Area (ha) # shares # owners # owners Block Area # shares # owners Comment

1 1A 22.71 38 2 11 Mat X    Lot 1-2 DP 74547 being 
Pt Matauri X Residue 

2 1B 29.74 50 2 31506 Mat X    
For 1B2 only; Lot 186-188, 
190, 193 DP 393664 being 
Pt Matauri X Residue 

3 1C 11.30 10 1 

n/a 1C1 6.33 10 1  

5 1C2 4.9547 130.354 18 
Now Lot 185 DP 393664; 
formerly pt Matauri X until 
2002 

4 1D 44.92 76 2 
2? 1D3 809m2 2 39 Incl. 3 Whānau Trusts 

131507 Mat X    Lot 1-2 DP 74547 being 

                                                      
1505  Before incorporation for Matauri X 
1506  For Matauri 1B2 only. 
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 As at 1913 
As at 

19661505 As at 1 Oct 2016 (ex. for those blocks that were Mat. X as at 1995)

Block Area (ha) # shares # owners # owners Block Area # shares # owners Comment

5 1E 22.61 n/a 1 15 Mat X    Pt Matauri X Residue 

6 1F 22.56 n/a 1 11 Mat X    

7 1G 1000m2 4 4 n/a 1G 1011m2 4 4 A wāhi tapu, but not 
made a Māori Reserve 

8 1H 119.61 765 32 

1781508 Mat X    Same as 2 & pt DP 
451540 

n/a 

1H1-2    

Became Tāpui Settlement 
in mix of single-owned 
GL & MFL1509, incl. 
Matauri 3 blocks.  Several 
blocks were under a 
section 438 trust 

1H2A 4047m2 479 1 

Māori Reserve 
1H6-7 809m2 32 37 

9 1J 2000m2 [not stated] 5 1J 2023m2 5 5 

10 1K 2000m2 [not stated] 2 1K 2023m2 2 2 

11 1L 341.35 765 32 701510 Mat X    Same as 4-6 & pt DP 
451540 

12 2D 29.01 46 5 

n/a 

2D 29.01 46 21 Incl. 3 Whānau Trusts 

13 2F 70.85 112 7 

2F1A 2973m2 1 1  

2F1B 2.46 1 24 Incl.  1 Whānau Trust 

2F2A 383m2 1 1  

2F2B 62.5 70.93 105 Incl.  6 Whānau Trusts 

14 2G 22.03 35 4 2G 22.03 35 53 Incl. 4 Whānau Trusts 

15 2K 59.98 84 8 2K 59.98 94.807 68 Incl. 6 Whānau Trusts 

16 2L 4000m2 [not stated] 3 2L 4046m2 3 3 Māori Reserve 

Total 797.57  

 

4.7.1 Exchanges under the Native Land Act 1931 

A number of exchanges occurred in the Matauri blocks in the mid-1940s.  The Native Land Court Act 

1894 provided for the exchange of individual interests between Māori land owners.  This was expanded 

under Part VII of the Native Land Act 1909 which allowed for exchange between individuals with 

compensation for any variances in the value of the land.  Exchanges continued to be made in the 

mid�twentieth century. The historical succession schedules located for Matauri do not show any 

exchanges under the early exchange provisions, but do so under the Native Land Act 1931 in the 1940s 

  

                                                                                                                                                                     
1507  For Matauri 1D1-2 only. 
1508   For Matauri 1H3-5, 1H8A2, 1H8C1-3. 
1509  General land and Māori freehold land. 
1510  For Matauri 1L1-2 only. 
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Table 40: Exchange of Matauri land interests, 1940s 

Matauri land owner Counter party 
Interests to be exchanged 

Date Matauri 
interests 

Interests exchanged 

Harepeka Hona et al 
Hōne Taotahi 

1B21511 Wainui D 
Feb 1947 

Waima Tare Williams 1H11512 Wainui 2D2 

Kereama Urlich et al Papa Pere et al 

1L41513 

Te Touwai B3 Jul 1948 1H2C1514 

1H3C1515 

Ruru Hōhaia Waiteheke Parao 1H8C31516 Wainui 2B1 & 2F4 Mar 1948 

Meri Mei Ōtene (Meri Raniera) Kāweka Mei Ōtene 1A1517, 2J1518 Mangamuka West 
2A1 & 3A2 

Apr 1949 

Pāora Pāora et al Toka Wiremu Pāora et al 2K1519 Wainui 2B2 

Mar 1949 

Tarawau Kira & Moana Mita Mio Miraka Pāora 2K1520 Mahinepua B2B2 

Toka Wiremu Pāora Kira Wiremu Pāora 2K1521 Matauri 2F 

Kira Wiremu Pāora Toka Wiremu Pāora 2F1522 Matauri 2K 

Tuaru Wiremu Pāora Haki Wiremu Pāora 2F1523 Matauri 2K 

Haki Wiremu Pāora Tuaru Wiremu Pāora 2K1524 Matauri 2F 

Rea Haki Te Keene Pāora et al 2F1525 Wainui 2F4B 

 

Some of the exchanges appear to be whānau arrangements or measures of consolidating whānau interests 

in a particular block or area, as demonstrated by the following two examples from the table above. In 

February 1947 Waima Tare Williams exchanged her interests amounting to £16.19.11 in Matauri 1H1, 

1H4, and 1L1 to Hōne Taotahi for his interests in Wainui 2D2 amounting to £26.4.1.  Taotahi was to be 

                                                      
1511  Order of Exchange for Harepeka Hona et al and Hōne Taotahi for Matauri 1B2, 27 February 1947, on Matauri 

Block Order File No. 6. 
1512  Order of Exchange for Waima Tare Williams and Hōne Taotahi for Matauri 1B2, 27 February 1947.  On ibid. 
1513  Order of Exchange for Kereama Urlich et al and Papa Pere et al for Matauri 1L4, 21 July 1948.  On ibid. 
1514  Order of Exchange for Kereama Urlich et al and Papa Pere et al for Matauri 1H2C, 21 July 1948.  On ibid. 
1515  Order of Exchange for Kereama Urlich et al and Papa Pere et al for Matauri 1H3C, 21 July 1948.  On ibid. 
1516  Order of Exchange for Kereama Urlich et al and Papa Pere et al for Matauri 1H8C3, 1 March 1948.  On ibid. 
1517  Order of Exchange for Meri Ōtene and Kāweka Ōtene for Matauri 1A, 7 April 1949.  On ibid. 
1518  Order of Exchange for Meri Ōtene and Kāweka Ōtene for Matauri 2J, 7 April 1949.  On ibid. 
1519  Order of Exchange for Pāora et al and Toka Wiremu et al for Matauri 2K, 19 March 1949.  On ibid. 
1520  Order of Exchange for Tarawau Kira et al and Kiraka Pāora for Matauri 2K, 19 March 1949.  On ibid. 
1521  Order of Exchange for Toks Wiremu Pāora and Kira Wiremu Paora for Matauri 2K, 19 March 1949.  On ibid. 
1522  Order of Exchange for Toka Wiremu Pāora and Kira Wiremu Paora for Matauri 2K, 19 March 1949.  On ibid. 
1523  Order of Exchange for Tuaru Wiremu Pāora and Haki Wiremu Pāora for Matauri 2F, 19 March 1949.  On 

ibid. 
1524  Order of Exchange for Tuaru Wiremu Pāora and Haki Wiremu Pāora for Matauri 2K, 19 March 1949.  On 

ibid. 
1525  Order of Exchange for Rea Haki and Te Keene Pāora et al for Matauri 2F, 18 March 1949.  On ibid. 
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paid £9.4.2 for equality of exchange.1526  In March 1948 Kereama Urlich (Clem Urlich) asked for an 

exchange of interests for Papa Pere in Te Touwai B3-4 for Urlich’s interests in Matauri 1H2A, 1H3, and 

1L4.  The Native Land Court stood down the case as the Court file did not reconcile with Urlich’s 

evidence.1527  Four months later the Court sat at Kaeo where the Consolidation Officer, Mr Taua, 

confirmed a complex arrangement between the parties whereby the interests of six individuals of the 

Urlich whānau in Matauri 1H2-3 and 1L4, amounting to a total £7.6.8, were to be vested equally to 13 

individuals of the Pere whānau.  In exchange, the interests of the 13 individual Pere whānau in Te Touwai 

B3, amounting to £16.2.2, would be vested to the Urlich whānau subject to an equality payment of 

£8.15.6 plus a commission of 10/-.  The reason for the arrangement was to allow the Pere whānau to 

consolidate their interests at Matauri where they lived.  Taua noted that it was a ‘longstanding 

arrangement’ advantageous to both parties.  The Court confirmed the arrangement with the payment to 

be made to the Tokerau District Māori Land Board.1528  Overall, these exchanges do not appear to have 

impacted majorly on the Matauri land blocks, and no objections to any arrangement were located. 

4.7.2 Gifts by vesting order, 1940s-70s 

Matauri Māori took advantage of vesting orders to arrange for the gifting of shares and other 

arrangements.  The arrangements sighted for this report – and covering the period from the 1940s to the 

1970s – appear to be between whānau rather than between owners, although the latter should not be 

discounted if a more in-depth but more time consuming search of minute books was undertaken to reveal 

such arrangements.   

Some of the gift transactions are dealt with relatively swiftly by the Māori Land Court, accompanied by 

very brief minute entries.  For instance, in February 1972 Iri Hōne Taotahi gifted shares in Matauri 1H1B 

to the value of $31.11 to his daughter (the name of his daughter or reason as to the gift is not noted).1529  

In March 1978 Norman Samuels vested four of his shares in Matauri 1H2C2B2 to the value of $400 to 

‘Renata’ to enable him to ‘get his subdivision’ (it is unclear whether Renata was already an owner in the 

block or not).1530   

Some gifts were recorded in greater detail, reflective perhaps of a more thorough investigation by the 

Land Court or the complexity of the arrangement.  For instance, in February 1947 the Native Land Court 

granted Pīkake Kīngi’s application to gift his shares in Matauri and adjoining lands to his six children.  

Kīngi was 70 years of age and wanted, ‘as a consolidation measure’, to establish his children on the 

blocks.  One of his children, Raweti Pīkake Kīngi, testified that he lived with his father on Matauri 2G 

                                                      
1526  Northern Minute Book 76 p. 60.  Minute notes in margin that exchange money paid.  See also Order of 

Exchange for Williams and Taotahi for Matauri 1H1, 27 February 1947, on Matauri Block Order File No. 6. 
1527  Northern Minute Book 76 p. 264. 
1528  Northern Minute Book 7 pp. 74-5.  Order of Exchange for Urlich et al and Pere et al for Matauri 1H2-3, 1L4, 

21 July 1948.  All on Matauri Block Order File No. 6. 
1529  Auckland Tokerau Minute Book 4, p. 92. 
1530  Auckland Tokerau Minute Book 9, p. 295. 
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while a sibling, Waimarie Pīkake Kīngi, lived on an adjacent block.  The other children lived on the 

Wainui and Mahinepua blocks and a meeting of the whānau had reached a ‘fair’ agreement for the 

arrangement of Kīngi’s interests.  The Court made orders under section 163(9) of the Native Land Act 

1931 to vest the ten shares of Kīngi in Matauri 2G (to the value of £36.4.3) equally to Raweti and 

Waimarie subject to a life interest; and his four remaining children were gifted interests in Wainui 2F4 and 

Mahinepua B2B.1531  Section 163(9) provided for the Native Land Court, with the consent of an owner 

concerned, to order an interest of the owner in an area affected by a consolidation scheme to be vested in 

another person(s), including by way of gift.   

In one other example, in November 1965 Maata Pāora applied under section 213 of the Māori Affairs Act 

1953 to gift eight of her 11.667 shares, valued at £33, in Matauri 1H2C2 to her daughter Emma Mārara 

Hoori who wanted to ‘come back’ to Matauri to live.  The Court commented that the vesting was 

‘obviously designed as a basis of partition by the transferee’, and adjourned the hearing until Hoori had 

personally given evidence before the Court either at Kaeo or at Auckland as Hoori deemed more 

convenient.1532   The hearing continued in Auckland in February 1966.   Hoori then testified that she lived 

in Auckland but wanted to move to Matauri where her husband could go fishing. She acknowledged that 

a partition and survey would be required.  The Māori Land Court ‘warned’ Hoori that a partition may not 

be ‘practicable’, including the costs of survey.   It then made a vesting order under section 213.1533  

Matauri 1H2C2 would eventually be partitioned eight months later, with Hoori securing her own section 

in 1H2C1.1534   

4.7.3 Europeanisation of several Matauri land blocks under various legislation, 1960s-1990s 

The aim of Europeanising Māori land titles was to attempt to solve the problem of fragmented title and 

uneconomic interests.  Europeanisation of Māori land was first included under section 257 of the Native 

Land Act 1931, which provided that the Native Appellate Court could, on the application of an owner, 

declare Native land ‘owned in severalty and beneficially by a Native for a legal estate in fee simple’ to be 

European land.  No Matauri land blocks were subject to this section.  Section 257 was continued by 

section 433 of the Māori Affairs Act 1953 where a Māori owning a block solely could apply for an order 

that such block be deemed European land.  As identified by Paula Berghan, this occurred for six Matauri 

blocks from 1980 to 1987.1535  The following examples highlight the way three blocks were alienated: 

 Matauri 1H1B was partitioned on 1 April 1974, with 1H1B1 comprising 131m2 vested solely to 

Nuku Stewart.1536  The Māori Land Court sat at Whāngārei on 9 September 1980 to hear an 

application from Stewart to change the status of 1H1B1 to general land.  Stewart wanted to 

                                                      
1531  Northern Minute Book 76, pp. 58-60. 
1532  Kaitaia Minute Book 3, pp. 296-7. 
1533  Auckland Tokerau Minute Book 1, pp. 283-4. 
1534  Kaitaia Minute Book 4, pp. 154-5.  
1535  Berghan, Wai 1040 #A39(d), pp. 216-7. 
1536  Kaitaia Minute Book 8, p. 261. 
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subdivide the block to cut out his home and create three further sections, but could not do so 

until the land status was changed.  The Court agreed and issued an order under section 433 

accordingly.1537   

 On 6 April 1989 sole owner Te Wati Samuels outlined before the Māori Land Court in Auckland 

that he needed to change the land status of Matauri 3J so he could use the land as security in 

order to borrow from the bank to complete his house on the land.  The Court noted that 

Samuels was the sole owner, the site was residential, it was surveyed, and it had a title readily able 

to be issued in the Land Transfer Office.  The Court explained to Samuels the ‘disadvantage’ of 

changing the status, that having the status of Māori land placed the land outside the Matrimonial 

Property Act, but noted that Samuels had a solicitor assisting him in his application ‘and in other 

aspects of his affairs.’   The Court issued a section 433 order accordingly.1538   

 Matauri 3N was subject to a mortgagee sale in 1984 when the original owner defaulted on his 

mortgage.  The new owners, Arthur and Toni Williams, appeared to be Māori.1539  In November 

1985 the new owners applied to the Māori Land Court to have the status of the land changed to 

general land under section 433.  The Court was unsure whether it could proceed given the land 

had been sold under a mortgagee sale which meant it should already be general land.  It 

adjourned the matter to chambers so it could hear submissions on the matter.1540  Unfortunately, 

the corresponding application file that would have contained any submissions and any other 

relevant information was not located.  The matter did not come back before the Court until April 

1987.  Here, it concluded that the land was general land, and declared such under section 30(1)(i) 

of the 1953 Act.  However, the Judge added in case he was ‘wrong in that view’, he made a 

further order under section 433 declaring the land general land.1541   In 2001 the land was sold to 

the Church of the Latter Day Saints.1542 

By the 1960s Māori land policy continued to focus on administrative reform and economic development.  

A major report from this period was that produced in 1965 by Ivor Prichard, former Chief Judge of the 

Māori Land Court, and Hēmi Waetford, a special titles officer of the Māori Land Court.  Prichard and 

Waetford were directed to inquire into Māori land legislation and the powers of the Māori Land Court 

with a view to defining the measures required to overcome the difficulties inherent in how Māori freehold 

land was held.  They offered a number of recommendations which were founded on several main 

assertions, namely, that Māori should dispose of small and uneconomic land holdings and employ the 

                                                      
1537  Whāngārei Minute Book 56, p. 295. 
1538  Auckland Minute Book 19, pp. 148-9. 
1539  See memorial schedule B.315356 and B.410659.1 on CT NA51B/1237, LINZ. 
1540  Kaitaia Minute Book 14, pp. 43-44. 
1541  Kaitaia Minute Book 14, p. 381.  Section 30(1)(i) was a general jurisdiction section to allow the Court to 

investigate whether land was Māori freehold or general land.   
1542  See D588265.2 on CT NA51B/1237, LINZ. 
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proceeds to establish themselves in the urban centres; that Māori were obliged to make the best possible 

use of such lands as they retained; and that fragmentation was the central difficulty in Māori land titles.   

The Māori Amendment Act 1967 was directly influenced by the Prichard-Waetford report, including 

allowing the Europeanisation of all Māori land with four owners or less.  The report had recommended 

that this only apply to land of two roods or less, but this was expanded to any land considered suitable for 

use and occupation.1543  Under part one of the Māori Affairs Amendment Act 1967, therefore, the Māori 

Land Court was empowered to issue declarations giving the status of European land to all blocks of 

Māori land owned by no more than four persons.  Upon its registration at the Land Transfer Office, the 

land was no longer in the legal position of Māori land, and would be allowed to be sold, leased, or 

mortgage without reference to the Māori Land Court or its supervision.  This aim at Europeanising Māori 

land could also place the land liable for debt and to other general law which was not so previously.  The 

legislation, which was opposed by many Māori on the grounds that it removed safeguards against 

individuals selling land to non-Māori, came into force on 1 April 1968.  Berghan identified six land blocks 

that were Europeanised under part one of the 1967 Act between 1968 and 1971.1544  These and the six 

blocks under section 433 of the 1953 Act above, are listed in the following table.  The table also contains 

the current land status, including whether the land was alienated or remained in Māori ownership.    

Table 41: Matauri Land Blocks Europeanised, 1968-89 

Matauri 
block 

Date 
Europeanised 

Area 
(acres) Comment 

Section 433, Māori Affairs Act 1953 

1H1B1 Sep 1980 1313m² 
Subdivided in 1984 into Lot 1 DP 107979 (alienated?) 
& part Lot 2 DP 112661.  Māori-owned?1545 

3B Aug 19831546 1431 m² Māori owned?1547 

3J Apr 19891548 1662m² Māori-owned1549 

3K Mar 19811550 1500m² Alienated?1551 

3M Feb 19871552 1528m² Alienated?1553 

                                                      
1543  M Belgrave et al, Wai 1040 #E30, p. 18.  The Prichard-Waetford report followed up from J. K. Hunn’s 

extensive review of the Department of Māori Affairs in 1960.  Hunn’s report included a section on the ‘Land 
Title System’.  He considered that a growing number of Māori would be comfortable selling their fractional 
interests in Māori land and was an advocate of the title improvement methods that became available under the 
Māori Affairs Act 1953. Harris, ‘Maori Land Title Improvement since 1945: Communal Ownership and 
Economic Use’, p. 139. 

1544  Berghan, Wai 1040 #A39(d), pp. 216-7. 
1545  CT NA60A/1076 (2 December 1985), CT NA63B/561 (27 April 1988), LINZ. 
1546  Kaikohe Minute Book 13, p. 97. 
1547  CT NA47A/509 (28 March 1980), LINZ. 
1548  Auckland Minute Book 19, pp. 148-9. 
1549  CT NA67C/846 (15 August 1984), LINZ. 
1550  Whāngārei Minute Book 59, p. 274. 
1551  CT NA51B/1346 (18 April 1983), LINZ. 
1552  Whāngārei Minute book 61, p. 87 and 65, p. 254. 
1553  CT NA71D/521 (15 May 1989), LINZ. 
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Matauri 
block 

Date 
Europeanised 

Area 
(acres) Comment 

3N Apr 1987 1744m² Owned by Church of Latter Day Saints1554 

Part I, Māori Affairs Amendment Act 1967 
1C1 Oct 1969 15a 2r 25p Determined Māori freehold land in 20031555 

1H1A Jul 1968 2r Alienated?1556 

1H2C1 
Aug 1969 

1ac Māori-owned1557  

1H2C2A 2r 3p Māori-owned1558  

1H2C2B1 Jul 1972 1r Alienated?1559 

1H8A1 Dec 1970 10ac 
Subdivided into multiple blocks.  DP 402735 & 
406432.  Some alienated?1560 

 

Europeanisation was mitigated to some extent by section 57 of the Māori Affairs Amendment Act 1974, 

which allowed Māori landowners to have the status of land that been changed in 1967 restored to Māori 

land, provided certain conditions were met.1561  This provision did not appear to be used by Matauri 

Māori. As the table above shows, most of the land blocks remained in Māori ownership after 

Europeanisation.  Those identified as possibly having been alienated are based on the name of the owner 

on the certificate of title, a rather crude test to say the least.   

4.8 Conclusion 

Having exploited the kauri forests at Matauri in the late nineteenth century and 1900s, Matauri began to 

be developed for farming.  Those Māori land owners who stayed on the land utilised their holdings as 

best they could.  For the Matauri No. 2 blocks and the coastal flats of Matauri No. 1 (Part 1H) this 

appeared to be for dairy farming, while latter were also used as a base for fishing operations.  However, 

the main hindrance to economic development for from the 1920s through to the 1970s was not multiple 

ownership – which did not appear to be an intractable barrier to the utilisation of Māori land pre-1950 – 

but land-based access which limited the transport of fish and cream supplies to the markets and limited 

the economic opportunities for land owners to develop idle lands, including enticing absentee owners 

back to the land.  The much-vaunted consolidation and development schemes of Sir Āpirana Ngata did 

not happen for Matauri due to a lack of land-based access, local religious opposition, and also because of 
                                                      
1554  CT NA51B/1237 (7 February 1983), LINZ. 
1555  CT NA10D/1020 (12 April 1967), LINZ. 
1556   CT NA13D/190 (17 November 1987), LINZ. 
1557  CT NA17A/1324 (6 August 1969), LINZ. 
1558  CT NA14B/875 (27 March 1968), LINZ. 
1559  CT NA19A/1370 (6 August 1970), LINZ. 
1560   Plans DP 402735 and 406432 (2008), LINZ. 
1561  Section 57 of the Māori Affairs Amendment Act 1974, which inserted section 433 of the Māori Affairs Act 

1953.  Restoration of status to Māori land was not automatic.  For example, section 433A(2) limited restoration 
to cases where the Court was satisfied that ‘by reason of the number of owners or for any other reason the 
land cannot be satisfactorily managed or dealt with as European land’, Waitangi Tribunal, He Maunga Rongo, fn 
603. 
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a lack of administration resources of the Crown.  The hindrance to access could be one factor to explain 

why there was no information located about Māori owners seeking or having difficulties in accessing 

finance either through the District Māori Land Boards, privately, or another avenue, as they could not 

obtain such finance for developing lands unable to be sufficiently accessed.  This difficulty could also be 

explained by multiply-owned titles, but the evidence does not reveal this.    

The resistance from local and central Government providing financial and other assistance toward 

constructing a roadline over the Matauri No. 2 land blocks to enable access for both Māori and Pākehā 

land owners is contrasted with the Government’s willingness to provide access to Matauri Bay (No. 1 

block) despite a challenging incline from the plateau (hill) down to the coastal flats.  The willingness was 

based along economic lines; that is, central Government supported funding for roadlines on the potential 

for increasing farm production coming out the area affected by the roadline.  It would not support 

funding for a roadline over the No. 2 blocks as there was limited farm production coming out of that 

area, even though such production was limited due to a lack of land-based access.  It was a ‘catch 22’ 

situation.  Local Māori needed road access to develop idle lands so they could add to the limited 

production already coming off their other small holdings – thus increasing production – and to send 

produce out of the area which, without a proper roadline, they could not.  The stop-start approach by 

local and central Government to the No. 2 roadline over several decades in response to constant petitions 

of local Māori and Pākehā settlers probably hindered the economic potential of the area.  It was only 

through the perseverance of the Wainui Tribal Committee and local Māori in particular that the 

construction of the roadline got some limited traction in the 1940s-50s.  This traction was significantly 

helped by local Māori taking the initiative in putting forward their own money and then undertaking some 

of the work themselves with the help of local Pākehā settlers.  For its part the Whangaroa County Council 

was not supportive of the No. 2 roadline until affected ‘Native’ lands were rate-paying, even though 

making those lands rate-paying was inhibited by a lack of access. Having pushed for a roadline over 

several decades, owners of Matauri 2F were refused compensation for land taken for the roadline based 

on having previously agreed not to seek compensation.  This appears correct, although the owners had 

given a portion of their land as roadline which had been in use as a road for some years before it was 

finally legalised in the 1970s, despite the owners paying rates for that land.   

Access at Matauri Bay (No. 1 roadline) was considered doable given that a roadline from Kaeo had 

already been constructed, and because the bay was important for providing local fish and cream supplies.  

The Whangaroa County Council made no comment about rates and rate-paying lands at the bay, 

suggesting that rates were either being paid or were not an issue.  The Council’s support for the bay 

roadline during the 1930s, though, was probably helped by H.R. Leslie – a local settler and relative of the 

Leslie land owners and lessees in Matauri (Waiaua Estate, Matauri 1F, 1H8B, 2B, 2C and 2J) – being the 
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Council chairman.1562   Māori were willing participants in the bay roadline providing that they were able to 

retain a degree of control about who was accessing it.  A veiled warning from the Native Land Court to 

invoke Public Works provisions to take land for a roadline may have swayed some Māori to give their full 

support to a roadline; however, local Māori would be the main beneficiaries of the roadline for allowing 

easier egress for their produce so they could be fully participate in the local economy.   

The reform of Māori land titles was a major element of post-war Māori land policy and constituted an 

essential part of the drive to develop Māori land and bring it into productive occupation.  This reform 

was based on the assumption that communal or multiple ownership lay at the heart of all the ills which 

afflicted the productive use of Māori land.  For the second half of the century the emphasis of Matauri 

landowners was not on alienating, or a desire to alienate, but how to best utilise the land, including 

subdivisions for owners to occupy the land.  Title reform provisions employed by the Crown and utilised 

by landowners included exchanges, gifting, incorporations, trusts, and Europeanisation.  Exchanges were 

focused around mutually-beneficial whānau arrangements in which the Land Court accommodated them 

without much ado.  The gifting of shares by way of vesting orders appeared to be a popular mechanism 

used by Matauri landowners to allow for some practical solutions.  It was one way of bypassing the 

bilineal succession process that would normally occur before the land court (a process that had effectively 

substituted traditional customary tenure); that is, owners were able to gift their interests in a way that 

suited their aspirations that bilineal succession would not have.  For instance, Pikake Kīngi was able to 

divide his interests in all his landholdings to his children not along bilineal lines but by gifting certain 

blocks to certain children.  This helped mitigate title fragmentation for his interests in Matauri 2G that 

would otherwise have been broken down into smaller more uneconomical interests; conversely, some 

children possibly missed out maintaining an ancestral link to Matauri. 

The ability of the owners to use the incorporated model discussed in chapter 5 probably helped the 

retention of Māori land over Matauri No. 1 (pre-1995).  The section 438 trust model was actively used by 

the owners to suit their aspirations of developing the land for residential settlement, focused around the 

Te Tāpui marae reserve.  The trust helped owners manage the subdivision of the Matauri 1H1B and 

1H2C2B2 blocks, and later the Matauri 1H1B4 residue and 1H2C2B2 residue blocks by centralising the 

negotiation process to a board of trustees, whose members were chosen by the owners (or at least those 

owners who participated in the process) who decided on the allocation of sections so that those interested 

owners had first dibs. There was no notable dissent to the establishment or management of these trusts 

(although they were not fully investigated within the timeframe of this report).  Owners also used section 

439 trusts to ensure the long-term protection of wāhi tapu reserves and sites of significance, and these 

were all relatively uncontested.  Europeanisation occurred for some blocks under the Māori Affairs Act 

1953 and its 1967 amendment Act.  In both instances, most of the blocks remained Māori-owned. The 

                                                      
1562  It is noted that the Council was willing to help construct the roadline over No. 2 in the late 1930s (during 

Leslie’s chair tenure), but that the new Wainui School negated an original purpose of the roadline, and the 
imminent Second World War would have halted any construction. 
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Europeanisation of land under the 1953 Act was undertaken for practical purposes, such as Stewart’s 

aspiration to subdivide Matauri 1H1B, or for Matauri 3J where Samuels needed to borrow against the 

land.   

In spite of access issues and the utilisation of various legislative provisions to help owners to better utilise 

land, or make itt more productive, most of the Matauri land blocks not alienated in the early twentieth 

century continued to remain in Māori ownership.     
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Chapter Five – The creation of Matauri X Incorporation and its 
management, 1966-1990s 

5.1 Introduction 

Under the Native Land Court titling system, every new generation saw an ever increasing number of 

owners in a collectively-owned block.  This made it difficult to develop the block, particularly in acquiring 

loans and the challenges for owners to come to a consensus as to how the block should be utilised.  This 

would be exacerbated by absentee owners (or ‘outside’ interests) and conflicting views.  As noted in 

chapter four, the Crown took new initiatives of title improvement in the post-war era.  Two key pieces of 

legislation were introduced to tackle the individualisation of title: the Māori Affairs Act 1953 and the 

Māori Affairs Amendment Act 1967.  The Crown had put in place provisions whereby Māori owners 

could manage their land collectively, and incorporations offered a potential solution for Māori who 

wanted to overcome title difficulties, and to be able to control and manage their own economic 

development.  The means of incorporation was defined under Part XXII of the 1953 Act and also Part 

IV of the 1967 Act.   The provisions of incorporation are now covered under Part 13 of the Te Ture 

Whenua Māori Act 1993.1563 

Incorporation did not touch Matauri until the 1960s when Matauri X was created by amalgamation.  This 

act helped overcome title fragmentation of 19 land blocks on Matauri No. 1 that were already 

overburdened with outstanding rates and other liabilities.  The creation of the Matauri X Incorporation 

just fell short of the introduction of the 1967 Act, and was instead created under the provisions of the 

1953 Act.  In July 1966, the Māori Land Court made an order pursuant to section 435 of the 1953 Act 

cancelling the titles of 19 land blocks and creating one title for the new Matauri X block.   In March 1967, 

the Court made an order pursuant to section 271 of the 1953 Act whereby the owners were incorporated 

as a body corporate to be known as ‘The Proprietors of Matauri X’.  A new schedule of owners was 

drawn up recording the original shareholding of 189 owners who, together, held Matauri X as ‘tenants in 

common in the relative shares proportion’ set out in the schedule.  As at 1995, Matauri X was a single 

block of Māori freehold land, where the legal estate was vested in an incorporation, and the beneficial 

interest remained with the shareholders in terms of their respective shareholding.  This chapter looks at 

the creation of Matauri X Incorporation in 1967, the drivers for its creation, consultation and buy-in from 

those owners whose lands would be included, how it was managed, its ability to generate income, and the 

outcomes for the former owners.  The chapter is divided into three main parts: the setting up of the 

Matauri X Incorporation; how this incorporation generated income and was able to survive under trying 

                                                      
1563  Matauri X Incorporation was initially subject to the Māori Incorporated Owners Regulations 1955, which set 

out how general meetings were held, how committee members were elected, keeping a share register, and other 
miscellaneous provisions.  These regulations were later superseded by the Māori Incorporations Regulations 
1969, and later still, by the Māori Incorporations Regulations 1994 which provided a constitution template for 
all incorporations and forms to be used with Te Ture Whenua Māori Act 1993. 
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economic circumstances; and the excise of Matauri 1C2 from the Matauri X block after an apparent 30-

year battle by the former owners of the block.   

This report covers the period from the Matauri X Incorporation's inception in the mid-1960s through to 

the early 1990s.  While the Matauri X Incorporation was subject to several mortgages from the Māori 

Trustee, thus creating a public record, once the mortgages were paid off in the 1980s then the Matauri X 

Incorporation’s ongoing monitoring by, and submission of annual accounts and reports to, the Māori 

Trustee ceased.  Incorporations were and still are required to submit a copy of their annual statement of 

accounts to the Māori Land Court, although the Court was unable to provide me with copies of any 

statements post 1983/84.1564  The Matauri X Incorporation still had dealings with local Government 

insofar as the district planning discourse goes, although (specific to Matauri X) this tended to cease in the 

public record by the early 1990s.     

5.1.1 Introduction to Incorporations  

A Māori incorporation is a structure similar to a company structure, whose purpose is to facilitate and 

promote the use and administration of land which it holds on trust on behalf of the beneficial owners.  

As I.H. Kāwharu stated: ‘The structure, organization, and values of incorporations still reflect the 

essential character of the traditional system of Maori land tenure, a system based on a dichotomy of 

rights: of administration and of use.’  Kāwharu also divided the incorporation into two sizes akin to 

differences between public and private companies: small whānau-oriented ones with no more than several 

handfuls of shareholders, and the tribal ones with greater number of shareholders.1565  Matauri X 

Incorporation fell into the latter size. 

Incorporations as a means to manage Māori land were not new, although they became significantly 

prominent in the second half of the twentieth century as Māori sought to manage their own lands.  

Provisions for the formation of incorporations had been created as early as the Native Land Court Act 

1894.  The Native Land Acts of 1909 and 1931 also provided for the administration of incorporations.  

By the 1950s, the Government adopted stronger compulsory measures concerning Māori land policy and 

imposed a programme of title reform with a primary focus on land development for Māori Affairs 

policy.1566  The powers of incorporations to control their own affairs, to invest and to access finance more 

easily, steadily increased over the years, but there still existed constraints on incorporations alienating core 

land.   

Multiple ownership created fragmentation, making land more difficult to develop and bring into 

production because not only was finance more difficult to raise, but any changes to be instituted had to 

have the agreement of a majority percentage of the owners.  The Crown placed its focus on halting the 

                                                      
1564  See section 301 of the Māori Affairs Act 1953, section 64 of the Māori Affairs Amendment Act 1967, and 

section 279 of Te Ture Whenua Māori Act 1993. 
1565  Kāwharu, Maori Land Tenure: Studies of a changing institution, pp. 194-195. 
1566  Alan Ward, ‘National Overview’ Vol ii, p. 399. 
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fragmentation, removing small interests and ‘rationalising’ the ownership and development of Māori land.  

This also included ‘ownership by incorporations likened to that of a company’.1567  Incorporations were 

designed in part to facilitate alienation of land, but also as a means of solving the emerging problems of 

overcrowded titles.  Belgrave, Deason, and Young commented that: 

Incorporation meant that individuals lost their connection with specific pieces of land and simply 

became shareholders, with rights to everyone else’s land.  The weight of this approach to Maori 

land interests was difficult to resist, and Maori enthusiasm for land development and for using 

resources to improve Maori land often meant that Maori owners were carried into a form of 

ownership that in later decades they would regret.1568 

Incorporations had to align the commercial realities and cultural and social aspirations of the owners: 

incorporations cannot be taken for granted as an amalgam of Maori values and commercial 

practices, but represent an ongoing working-out and mediation of the tensions between the two.  

Maori … incorporations cannot be judged solely on their commercial viability or land retention 

because these are only two of several competing and sometimes contradictory aims that they must 

meet.1569 

Māori owners may have considered the uneconomic interests of the block they had shares in would be 

better advantaged by being amalgamated with adjoining blocks, and this may explain why there was 

limited resistance at Matauri to incorporation.  In many ways, the whānau and hapū were the shareholders 

and their shares were their relative interests in the ancestral lands they had inherited.  The shareholders in 

the body corporate were the collective owners in the land.  In the documented sources on the creation of 

Matauri X, there was no specific discussion on halting title fragmentation by amalgamation; instead, the 

intent was on the greater potential or development by combining adjoining land blocks to make a larger 

economic block, and simplifying the decision-making down to a management committee.  It was clear 

that the majority of owners wanted to amalgamate rather than selling interests (which a few owners 

mentioned as a preferred option).  The following table highlights how title fragmentation had affected 17 

of the 19 Matauri land blocks that were amalgamated.1570  The table details the number of owner at 

creation of partition and at the date of amalgamation, and then shows the increase of owners during the 

intervening period.  For instance, only four blocks with less than five owners (Matauri 1B2, 1D2, 1H8C1 

                                                      
1567  M. Belgrave, et al, Wai 1040 #E30, p. 39. 
1568  Ibid, p. 54. 
1569  Nicholas Bayley, Leanne Boulton, Adam Heinz, ‘Maori Land Trusts and Incorporations in the Twentieth 

Century in the Central North Island Inquiry Region: Part 2: Maori Trusts and Incorporations Report, 
Summary’, report commissioned by the Waitangi Tribunal for the Central North Island Inquiry, 13 June 2005, 
Wai 1200 #G4(b), p. 5. 

1570  Matauri 1C2 and 1H8A2 were omitted from the table on account of only being created by partition at the same 
time or just prior as amalgamation, and their inclusion in the table would unfairly skew the results.  The table 
does not consider the hectare per person as the division of shares were not always evenly spread between the 
owners.  For example, Matauri 1A of 22.71 hectares was awarded to two owners in 1913, which equates to 
11.3 hectares per person.  However, the 38 shares in the block are divided 33 and 5, respectively, between the 
two owners, meaning that the calculation of hectare per person does not necessarily equate to share per 
person. 
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and 1L3A) were still at a position of being better reasonably manageable than the greater collectively-

owned blocks, particularly for Matauri 1E and 1F whose ownership had increased some 1,400 percent 

and 1,000 percent (or 26 percent and 17 percent average per year), respectively, over some 53 years.  The 

number of owners for all 17 blocks combined had increased some 450 percent since they were first 

created, at an average 11 percent per block per year.  Such rapid expansion of owners not only created 

decision-making challenges, but also how to manage the build-up of liabilities, such as rates, which 

burdened a block (i.e. who would pay them).  Such challenges explains why owners were keen to 

amalgamate if it created movement on having the land developed in a sustainable way.  As Kāwharu 

stated, incorporation was ‘regarded as one of the better means of overcoming the handicaps of multiple 

ownership’, but it did not eliminate the causes of multiple ownership.  It merely shifted the problem over 

to the body corporate to attend to.1571 

Table 42: Showing title fragmentation by ownership for Matauri X block at amalgamation 

Matauri block at 
amalgamation, 

1966 
Area 
(ha) 

# of owners % increase in # of owners 

At original 
partition 
(1913-20) 

At 
incorporation, 

1966 
Since original 

partition 
Average per 

year 

1A 22.71 2 (1913) 11 450% 8% 

1B2 9.31 1 (1916) 3 200% 4% 

1D1 22.06 1 (1917) 10 900% 18% 

1D2 22.06 1 (1917) 3 200% 4% 

1E 22.56 1 (1913) 15 1,400% 26% 

1F 22.56 1 (1913) 11 1,000% 19% 

1H3 6.78 3 (1915) 27 800% 16% 

1H4 39.15 13 (1915) 53 308% 6% 

1H5 12.55 8 (1915) 36 350% 7% 

1H8C1 2.43 1 (1920) 1 0 0 

1H8C2 9.57 5 (1920) 15 200% 4% 

1H8C3 16.16 11 (1920) 44 300% 7% 

1L1 128.89 13 (1915) 52 300% 6% 

1L2 52.09 6 (1915) 18 200% 4% 

1L3A 12.89 1 (1921) 4 300% 6% 

1L3B 78.67 11 (1921) 31 180% 4% 

1L4 70.42 8 (1915) 53 562% 11% 

 559ha Average per block: 450% 11% 

 

Legislative measures for the management and operations of the incorporation attempted to provide a 

safeguard for the owners’ interests.  For instance, owners were able to express their voice through 

resolutions at general meetings where voting was by share interests, not heads.  A resolution could also 

consider any fees or any distribution of residue revenues or profits.  Furthermore, the management 
                                                      
1571  Kāwharu, Maori Land Tenure: Studies of a changing institution, p. 94. 
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committee was required to report annually to shareholders, and in giving an account of assets and 

liabilities they inevitably revealed the quality of their administration.  Being elected members, the 

committee was more directly answerable to those whom they led than was traditionally the case.   

There was also the ever perennial rate concerns.  Rates and their connection with land development were 

a continuing issue throughout the twentieth century and the incorporation model was seen as one way to 

deal with them.  Stirling undertook an overarching analysis of the rates issue for the Whangaroa County 

Council, including around the time of the establishment of the Matauri X Incorporation, and remarked: 

‘The non-payment of rates continued to be perceived not as the result of inaccurate rating rolls and 

flawed rates collection strategies, but as a marker of “idle” land that must be put to “good” use.’1572  

Certainly the Matauri X Incorporation were looking at how to utilise their land asset as one means of 

keeping up with the payment of annual rates.   

For central and local government, incorporation was probably seen as an efficient way for them to engage 

with landowners by only having to deal with one ‘landowner’, the management committee, rather than a 

multitude of owners spread far and wide.  For both the former owners and government, there were 

potential administrative and financial efficiencies to be gained by having incorporation.  

The Māori Affairs Amendment Act 1967 changed the nature of incorporations.  The owners no longer 

retained an equitable interest in the land; rather, both the legal and beneficial interests in the land were 

vested in the incorporation under section 31(2).  This conversion of owners’ interests in land into 

shareholdings in the incorporation more closely reflected commercial or limited liability companies.  

According to the He Maunga Rongo, Report on Central North Island Claims report this provision led to strong 

Māori protest,1573 although this is not evident for the Matauri X Incorporation in sources consulted for 

this report.  The land also ceased to be Māori freehold land and became general land under section 31(3).  

Pursuant to section 17 of the Māori Purposes Act 1975, the status of land under incorporation changed 

back to Māori freehold land by amending section 31(3) of the 1967 Act.1574   

Te Ture Whenua Māori Act 1993 once again changed the nature of incorporations.  Here the land status 

remained unaffected, but under section 250(2) the nature of the shareholding changed with the legislation, 

providing that the legal interest was only vested in the incorporation but the beneficial interest remained 

in the owners.  The land was held in trust for the owners ‘in proportion to their several interests in the 

land’ under section 250(4).  Under section 260, the shares in the incorporation were now ‘deemed for all 

purposes to be undivided interests in Māori freehold land.’  Because shares are deemed to be an 

undivided interest in Māori land, provisions about succession to land applied to succession to shares 

                                                      
1572  Stirling, Wai 1040 #A15, p. 38. 
1573  Waitangi Tribunal, He Maunga Rongo, p. 775. 
1574  The provisions in the 1967 Act ‘for converting interests in land to shares in a company, and for removing land 

vested in an incorporation from the category of Maori land, reflected a preoccupation with administrative 
convenience and tidiness, and with the rights of the individual to sell his or her shares, rather than the rights of 
the collective owners, and amounted to a failure actively to protect Maori in their enjoyment of their land as 
Maori land’, Ibid, p. 795. 
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(unless a whānau or pūtea trust is formed in respect of incorporation shares, in which case there is no 

succession).1575  

Upon incorporation, a management committee was set up which exercised the powers of the body 

corporate.1576  Kāwharu stated that this type of committee was readily acceptable to Māori society for its 

similarity with the ‘old political systems’ where a tribal group’s estate was once vested in the leaders and 

spokesmen of the group.1577  Recruitment was through a formal election carried out according to 

legislative provisions under the general supervision of the Māori Land Court who had to confirm the 

appointment.  Every member of the committee was responsible for the proper administration and 

management of the incorporation’s affairs.  Members of the committee were entitled to receive 

reasonable travelling allowances and other associated costs.  The committee was required to keep proper 

statements of account in respect of the full, true, and complete accounts of affairs and transactions of the 

incorporation.  Incorporations required management skills and economic knowledge and leadership, 

which, should these skills be lacking or in short supply among Māori, meant that there may be challenges 

in running an efficient incorporation.  A 2005 report by Nicholas Bayley, Leanne Boulton and Adam 

Heinz on incorporations and trusts from the Central North Island District Inquiry contains information 

on incorporations generally and stated that this in part explained ‘the Crown concern to keep a tight 

legislative hold on incorporations, generating a tension between official expectations and the capacity of 

incorporations to operate as efficiently as expected.’1578  For Matauri X Incorporation, many of the 

committee members did not live at Matauri and some were Pākehā, which demonstrated that 

shareholders were willing to get the best fit rather than the best owner to fill those positions.  In many 

ways, the skillset required was a balance between the demands of the kin and tribe on the one hand and 

of commercial enterprise and contracts on the other.  Unlike tribal councils of old though, the committee 

was subject to the scrutiny of a supra-authority, the Māori Land Court, with the management committee 

therefore being accountable to both the court and the owners.  While some incorporations may have 

been subject to a mix of poor accounting and secretarial administration, and struggles for power among 

conflicting factions and assumption of power by dominant personalities, the only notable tension was 

with allegations from Dover Samuels in 1983 that the committee had been taken over by ‘Auckland 

interests’, something that I have not been able to prove by dint of lack of knowledge of the tribal 

                                                      
1575  The compulsory conversion of uneconomic interests was governed by the Māori Trustee under the Māori 

Affairs Act 1953 and later on a more significant scale, by the Māori Affairs Amendment Act 1967.  These 
provisions also applied to land in incorporations, but did allow the incorporation to repurchase consolidated 
interests from the Māori Trustee.  The provisions for compulsory conversion were repealed in 1974, but there 
is no evidence to show the effect, if any, these provisions may have had on the Matauri X Incorporation 
ownership list. 

1576  See section 296 of the Māori Affairs Act 1953. 
1577  Kāwharu, Maori Land Tenure: Studies of a changing institution, p. 202. 
1578  Nicholas Bayley, Leanne Boulton, Adam Heinz, ‘Maori Land Trusts and Incorporations in the Twentieth 

Century in the Central North Island Inquiry Region: Part 2: Maori Trusts and Incorporations Report, 
Summary’, report commissioned by the Waitangi Tribunal for the Central North Island Inquiry, 13 June 2005, 
Wai 1200 #G4(b), p. 7.  
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dynamics, residences, and preferences of the committee members (unless I was to undertake a court 

search of all known committee members). 

The Crown also provided for the close monitoring of the financial activities of incorporations.  From 

1953 incorporations had to submit annual accounts to a general meeting of owners and to the Māori 

Land Court.1579  Share registers had to be maintained from 1967.1580  The use of incorporation funds was 

strictly defined, and were principally to maintain the costs of running the incorporation’s business, with 

the Māori Land Court having the power to inspect incorporation accounts.  The He Maunga Rongo, Report 

on Central North Island Claims report stated that, generally, there was strong opposition ‘to the principle’ of 

the Māori Land Court inspecting incorporation accounts – a power greatly extended in section 61 of the 

1967 Act after it had been omitted in the 1953 legislation.1581  With Matauri X Incorporation having three 

mortgages with the Māori Trustee between 1971 and the mid-1980s, the Trustee maintained a close watch 

on the financial statements of the Matauri X Incorporation, although it is unclear whether the Māori Land 

Court kept the same level of vigilance or even sought to inspect the Matauri X Incorporation’s accounts.  

With the exception of 1973/74, the Matauri X Incorporation submitted to the Māori Land Court annual 

accounts from the 1970/71 financial year to at least 1986/87,1582 and possibly beyond (although I did not 

come across any documentation showing accounts had been submitted thereafter).  After the 1973 annual 

general meeting was held at Mangere ‘in an endeavour to attract greater attendance’, that did not happen 

and the committee decided that the ‘proper place’ to hold the meetings was at Matauri Bay.1583 Whether 

this continued up to 1995 is not disclosed in the records beyond that last annual report of 1983/84 

uncovered for this report. 

5.2 Setting up the Matauri X Incorporation  

At the time Matauri X Incorporation was created, there were a number of general steps that would have 

taken place: 

 Three or more owners in Māori freehold land could incorporate themselves to use the land in 

whatever was defined in their order of incorporation,  

                                                      
1579  Section 298 of the Māori Affairs Act 1953, and, as from 1 April 1969, section 58 of the Māori Affairs 

Amendment Act 1967. 
1580  Section 38 of the Māori Affairs Amendment Act 1967.  Section 32(5) of the Māori Affairs Amendment Act 

1967 required the keeping of an accurate register of shareholders and their shares.  This was superseded by 
section 263 of Te Ture Whenua Māori Act 1993.  The register of incorporated owners includes the names and 
sexes of the equitable owners, trustees for any minors, relative interests in the land and the addresses of the 
owners. It would appear that the Māori Land Court’s procedure for when succession took place was to contact 
the Incorporation so that its share register could be amended accordingly. For instance see Registrar, MLC, to 
R. Fletcher regarding respective succession to Pita Pāora Taiapo and Ērina Hēmi Wiremu, 13 and 19 August 
1970, respectively.  Both on file ‘Matauri – corres’, [1967-74], [p. 134-5] MLC. 

1581  Waitangi Tribunal, He Maunga Rongo, p. 789. 
1582  See ‘Annual Accounts’ of the Proprietors of Matauri X on Application file 17 KH 77-8, MLC.  This is simply a 

list stating the financial year, the date accounts were filed, and the share value, with no other details.  A account 
for 1973/74 is missing from the list 

1583  The Proprietors of Matauri X 1974 Annual Report. On file BAAI 1030 Box 1263d 15/5/255, Maori Trust – 
Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1973-80, ANZ. 
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 The Māori Land Court then:  

o had to be satisfied that the owners of Māori freehold land passed a resolution to 

incorporate their land at a meeting of assembled owners (or the consent of owners who 

together owned more than half or more of the interests in the land) 

o made an order incorporating the owners if considered in the best interests of the owners 

 The order incorporating the owners would specify the name of the Māori incorporation, the 

description of land incorporated, and any other assets vested in the incorporation.   

 Legal title in the land was vested in the incorporation 

 The former owners of the land received shares in the incorporation, and became shareholders in 

the incorporation.  Heirs of the shareholders could succeed to their shares  

 Land and other assets vested in the incorporation would be held on trust for the incorporated 

owners in proportion to their interests in the land 

 The Māori Land Court was charged with fixing the total number of shares in the incorporation  

 A share register was established 

 On the making of an Incorporation Order, the Māori Land Court appointed an interim 

committee of management. 

 The shareholders then elected a management committee in accordance with the constitution of 

the incorporation at the first annual general meeting.  

Thus, Matauri X Incorporation was created under the following provisions of the 1953 Act: a body 

corporate was created (section 273(1)); the land was vested in the body corporate (section 273(3)); the 

former owners of the land became members of the body corporate (section 275(1)); and the body 

corporate held the land ‘in trust for the incorporated owners, in accordance with their several interests in 

that land’ (section 275(2)).  The table on the following page is a summary of the meetings of owners and 

Māori Land Court hearings held over the amalgamation and incorporation of Matauri X.  These are 

discussed in further detail after the table. 
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Table 43: Summary overview of meetings of owners and Māori Land Court hearings setting up the Matauri X Incorporation, 1966-70 

 Forum Date Venue Purpose Attendance Outcome Comment

1 
Meeting of 
owners 

22 Apr 1966 Not stated 
‘future 
utilisation’  

MA1584 & ‘large’ number of 
‘representatives’ of all bar one blk 

Blks be amalgamated & 
owners incorporated for 
purpose of development 

 Unsure if meeting informal or not 
 No mins located  
 Owners request submission of appln to amalgamate 

2 MLC hearing 7 Jul 1966 
Matauri 
Bay 

Amalgamation

No attendance list, but following 
recorded: MA; ‘Crown Lands’1585; 
S.C. Clarke for Emma Wood 
(Hōhaia) & Herapia Sherman (Matauri 
1H8C3), & Ruihi Gilbanks & Tarihau 
Heta (Matauri 1L3B); Wiremu Parao; 
Wharepapa Hōne Paratene 

Amalgamation order 
made 

 Those wanting to sell or partition (1H8C3, 1L3B) 
given assurances that they could still do so if they 
wanted 

 IH2 to be left out (part Te Tāpui blk) 
 Unanimous support for appln 

3 
Meeting of 
Assembled 
Owners 

9 Dec 1966 Kaeo Incorporation 
MA; 27 ‘shareholders’ (holding 30% 
of shares); 5 proxies 

Unanimous agreement to 
incorporate owners 

 Meeting called under 1953 Act. One-third of owners 
present from Matauri; 56% from Northland 

 Appln to incorporate submitted by court registrar 
 Some owners want to partition (1H8C3, 1L3B) 
 Unanimous support for appln 
 Under s. 311(1), voting by majority present, which 

meant section 271(a) complied 

4 MLC hearing 7 Mar 1967 Kaeo Incorporation 
No attendance list, but following 
recorded: Maata Paratene, Wiremu 
Parao 

Owners incorporated 
under s. 271, & cmte 
under s.292 of 1953 Act 

 Several partition applns for 1H8C2-3, 1L3B under s. 
173 deferred, but told could apply under s. 283 

 Nominated 9 mgmt cmte members 
 Inc. order 2 months to mature 

5 MLC hearing 
(in chambers) 10 Mar 1967 Whāngārei Appt of mgmt 

cmte  
? Cmte members apt, & 

1H1-2 left out of order 
 Increased cmte members to 11 
 Matauri 1H1 & IH2 to be left out (Te Tāpui blk) 

6 MLC hearing 20 Mar 1970 Whāngārei 
Restrict sale 
of shares Inc. Secretary 

Confirmed under s. 40(2) 
of 1967 Act  Any sale of shares had to be confirmed by the Court 

                                                      
1584 Department of Māori Affairs. 
1585 Probably Department of Lands and Survey. 
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5.2.1 Combining land blocks to form Matauri X – Māori Land Court hearing, July 1966 

In July 1966, sitting at Matauri Bay before Judge Nicholson, with P.J. Roberts as clerk and interpreter, the 

Māori Land Court heard an application under section 435 of the 1953 Act to combine or amalgamate 

‘Matauri 1A and other blocks’.  Section 435 allowed the court to amalgamate titles of adjoining lands if it 

was satisfied that an amalgamated title could be more conveniently or economically able to be utilised or 

dealt with.  Dover Samuels told the Waitangi Tribunal in 2015 that ‘our elders sought assistance and 

advice’ about what to do with the land, and they were advised to amalgamate to form an 

incorporation.1586 

After being welcomed onto the marae (presumably Te Tāpui), the hearing began.  M. Waetford appeared 

for the Department of Māori Affairs; M.W. Jay[sp?] for the ‘Crown Lands Dept’; and S.C. Clarke for 

Emma Wood (Eme Hōhaia) and Erahia (Herapia) Sherman, owners in Matauri 1H8C3, and Ruihi 

Gilbanks and Tarihau Heta, owners in 1L3B.  Before dissecting the hearing, it is important to note that 

the Court minute does not always clearly identify who is giving evidence, particularly where the Court is 

commenting.  The minute indicates that the proceedings were also translated into Te Reo for those in 

attendance.1587 

Waetford opened the hearing by reporting on a ‘fairly large meeting [of] representatives of all blocks 

except one’ held on 22 April 1966 to consider the ‘future utilisation’ (of the land).  It is not stated whether 

the owners called that meeting and asked Māori Affairs to attend, or the converse.  The appellation of the 

excluded block is also not mentioned.  It was unanimously resolved that the blocks be amalgamated and 

that the owners incorporated for the purpose of development.  The owners then asked for an application 

to be lodged, although the minute does not make it clear as to who exactly submitted the application to 

amalgamate.  The Court minute noted that at the meeting (of 22 April) ‘some owners [were] away & 

proposed their interest be sold to those here.  Only a few living here.’  Those owners wanting to sell are 

not identified.  It was stated by an unidentified individual that the block around the marae be excluded, 

and the application thus excluded Matauri 1H2 (that would become part of Te Tāpui block).  Wiremu 

Parao then testified that the resolution (to amalgamate) was endorsed the previous evening (of the Court 

hearing) by a meeting of a ‘few owners assembled’.1588  

Emma Wood from New Lynn (Auckland) explained that she had gained an interest in 1H8C3 through 

succession1589.  She had been unable to attend the (April) meeting due to a broken-down car, and even 

with a rental car she had arrived ‘after lunch – too late.’  Although she realised that her interests were 

                                                      
1586  Brief of Evidence of Mr Dover Spencer Samuels, received August 2015, Wai 1040 #S17, p. 8. 
1587  Kaitaia Minute Book 4, p. 78. 
1588  Ibid. 
1589  Eme and Herapia Sherman succeeded equally to the interest of Hēmi Wī Hōhaia in April 1965 (Kaitaia Minute 

Book 3, p. 249).  Hēmi had a 2.39% interest in 1H8C3, see Schedule of Ownership Orders re Matauri 1H8C3, 
p. 3, on Matauri Block Order File No. 5. 
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small, Wood then asked for a portion of the block in a ‘far corner of land’ for a cottage that would not 

hinder the owners’ intent to incorporate.1590 

Clarke then stated that his ‘submissions’ also applied to ‘partition application no. 1 to 3B[sp?] accept that 

frontage would be set back’.  The Māori landing reserves of Matauri 1J and 1K would be excluded and 

kept as reserves.  There is also mention of no public access, presumably to the beach.  Clarke commented 

on the ‘effects’ of a section 435 vis-à-vis ‘partitions previously made’ – although the legibility of the 

minutes is brought into question – and that section 174 (of the 1953 Act) was not ‘against interests of 

other owners – not against public interests’.  Section 174 referred to the discretion of the court to not 

grant partition if it considered partition was ‘inexpedient’ in the public or owners’ interest or anyone else 

interested in the land.  A comment, possibly by the Court or Clarke, concurred with the amalgamation 

which ‘could not hurt clients[’] interests – as could still apply for partition.’  The comment continued: ‘As 

to meeting of 22nd April [evidence of value?] would be according to owners of blocks present’.1591  

Providing I have correctly interpreted the legibility of the Court minute, it is unclear exactly whether the 

evidence of value is referring to the value of the block or value of shares in the block(s).  Wharepapa 

Hōne Paratene, seemingly speaking on behalf of the Paratene whānau, disagreed with the amalgamation 

and ‘joins in Mr Clarke’s submissions.’  The Court assured Paratene that amalgamation would not be a 

bar to his whānau’s interest ‘to sell.’1592 

The Court proposed to amalgamate the following blocks as Matauri X: 1A, 1B2, 1C2, 1D1, 1D2, 1E, 1F, 

1H3, 1H4, 1H5, 1H8A2, 1H8C1, 1H8C2, IH8C3, 1L1, 1L2, 1L3A, 1L3B, and 1L4.  Part 1H8A was then 

excluded as it was partitioned at the hearing into 1H8A1 (to Kuini Āpiata and Rēnata Kawe Āpiata1593) 

and 1H8A2 (Hemo Kīngi/Coutts1594).  ‘Forms’ were to be sent to Haua Āpiata for section 439 trust 

reserve applications for Matauri 1G, 1H6 and 7, 1J, and 1K.1595  The Court then made an order to 

amalgamate the above blocks (excluding 1C1 and 1H8A) and 1H8A2: 

according to the relative interests of the several owners [upon?] capital values less buildings 

31/8/1966.  The attention of the Court having been drawn to the fact that Hemo Coutts […?] 

to [Partition order] at 11 Nov 1965 … has proceeded to complete survey and has built a house 

nearly completed, that Matauri 1C1 should not be have been included …’1596 

While it is only presumed that most owners were aware of the amalgamation, it was not altogether clear 

to some.  For instance, in November 1969 Hārai McIver (nee Hōhaia), living in Auckland, enquired with 

the Court about whether Matauri 1D1 had been amalgamated as local council records suggested it had 

                                                      
1590  Kaitaia Minute Book 4, p. 79. 
1591  Ibid. 
1592  Ibid, p. 80. 
1593  Partition Order for Matauri 1H8A1, 7 July 1966, on Matauri Block Order File No. 6. 
1594  Partition Order for Matauri 1H8A2, 7 July 1966.  On ibid. 
1595  Kaitaia Minute Book 4, p. 80. 
1596  Ibid, pp. 80, 84. 
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not been.  If the block was not amalgamated he would immediately pay rate arrears ‘and arrange with the 

other owners the full use of this block.’1597  McIver initially was informed by the Court that the block was 

not amalgamated, but he checked with the Matauri X Incorporation records which showed that it had 

been, so he sought re-confirmation ‘as it would be embarrassing if I was to start working this block and 

later find it to be incorporated’.  Confirmation of the block’s inclusion was given.1598 

Comment on share value and rates 

Claimants advised me in March 2015 that one of the reasons why the blocks were amalgamated was 

because of outstanding rates.  This is similar to the evidence provided by Dover Samuels before the 

Tribunal in 2015 in which he also stated that Department of Māori Affairs’ officials at the time had 

advised that the amalgamation was the ‘solution for the retention and non-alienation of tipuna land’ in 

order to pay the rates but also to make the land an economically viable unit.  

I remember officials from the Department of Māori Affairs (Tame Ratia and Eru Pou) coming 

to our house and discussing the benefits they saw by amalgamating the whenua into one title 

forming an incorporation under the Māori Affairs Act. 

I remember them telling my parents that if they did this their interests in the whenua would be 

protected for future generations and could not be alienated by the Council and that they would 

be able to get financial assistance and loans from the Department to put the proper tourist 

facilities in (i.e. the motor camp) and to develop the land to enable the rates to be paid.1599 

The issue of outstanding rates is not reflected in the above Māori Land Court minutes, although the rates 

situation features in a compiled list of owners of 22 July 1966 with known addresses and a Schedule of All 

Outstanding Block Charges against each block.1600  There were three types of outstanding charges 

recorded: council rates, and compromised survey and rate charges.  The list of owners also included the 

share value and outstanding charges per individual.  Table 44 below records the details of each of the 19 

blocks of Matauri X (and their current appellations as at October 2015) at the time of amalgamation, 

including the number of owners, number of shares, the gross value of the combined shares in each block, 

and outstanding block charges.  Alongside each block the net value of the share is given by deducting the 

total outstanding charges from the gross value of the shares.1601  There are four points to note from the 

table’s details: the number of owners; the block area of Matauri X; how the share values were calculated; 

and outstanding block charges and their accuracy.  These points are analysed in more detail in the table. 

                                                      
1597  Hārai McIver, New Lynn, to Registrar, MLC, 10 November 1969. On file ‘Matauri – corres’, [1967-74].  

McIver does not appear to feature in the 1966 compiled list of owners for Matauri X (unless s/he comes under 
another name). 

1598  R.E. Polamalu, MLC, to McIver, 12 November 1969; McIver to Registrar, 24 November 1969; and, Polamalu 
to McIver, 26 November 1969.  All on ibid. 

1599  Brief of Evidence of Mr Dover Spencer Samuels, Wai 1040 #S17, p. 8. 
1600  Schedule of all Outstanding Block Charges for Matauri X, and compiled list of owners [for Matauri X], 22 July 

1966.  Both on file BAAI A353 11466 Box 351l 7795, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Matauri X, 1966-71. 
1601  These figures were copied from the Schedule of all Outstanding Block Charges for Matauri X. On file BAAI 

A353 11466 Box 351l 7795, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Matauri X, 1966-71. 
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The first point concerns the number of owners.  As Pam Gillespie remarked, most land blocks were 

multiply-owned and many of the owners had interests in multiple blocks1602 – for instance, Emma Wood 

had interests in 1H8C3 as well as 1D1 and 1E.  The compiled list of owners recorded 193 names of 

which the name Coutts (sole owner of 1C1) was struck out, while three other owners had duplicate 

entries, leaving a total of 189 owners in Matauri X.1603  Addresses (although some were mere locations1604) 

were provided for 103 owners (ca.55 percent of the 189 owners) of which: 

 75 (40 percent) were located in Northland, 20 (11 percent) were situated locally (Matauri Bay, 

Putataua, Wainui, and Mahinepua), 24 (13 percent) were located at Kaeo, Kerikeri, Matangirau, 

and Te Tii, and 31 others (16 percent) were spread across Northland;  

 10 (5 percent) were in Auckland;  

 17 (9 percent) were in the upper North Island; and  

 one address (0.5 percent) was from the South Island (Southland).    

In 1973, however, the number of original owners increased by one to 190, after it was discovered that 

Akinihi Pere Paratene, deemed to also be Akinihi Pere or Akinihi Wiremu Rāpata, with 34.575 shares, was 

in fact two individuals; that is, Akinihi Pere (or Mrs Coe) was not the one and same as Akinihi Pere 

Paratene.1605  The Matauri X Incorporation duly complied with the Court’s direction to divide the 34.575 

shares into 32.671 for Akinihi Pere Paratene Wiremu Rāpata and 1.904 shares for Akinihi Pere.1606 

                                                      
1602  Gillespie, p. 2. Gillespie is a freelance consultant who has assisted Matauri Māori with research over the years. 
1603  Particulars of Title re Matauri X, n.d., with attached compiled list of owners as at 22 July 1966 and Schedule of 

all Outstanding Block Charges, n.d. On file BAAI A353 11466 Box 351l 7795, Tai Tokerau alienation file – 
Matauri X, 1966-71, [pp. 5-14], ANZ.  No. 2 Akamaria Pāora is one and the same as no. 3 Te Akamiria Rose; 
no. 76 Kuini Āpiata is one and the same as no. 77 Kuini Pere; and no. 82 Whare Whiti Hōhaia is one and same 
as no. 184 Wharewhiti Hōhaia.  Gillespie identifies 189 owners, but while the compiled list of owners does not 
clearly identify no.’s 76 and 77 as one and the same, the minutes of the Meeting of Assembled Owners, December 
1966 section of this report identifies no. 76 with 297.654 shares, equal to that of no.’s 76 and 77. 

1604  For example, ‘Opotiki’. 
1605  Akinihi Pere Paratene had 37.075 shares before Matauri 1H1 was taken out (in which Paratene had former 

interests in), reducing his shares to 34.575. 
1606  S.H. Peters, Deputy-Registrar, MLC, to Secretary, Proprietors of Matauri X, 1 March 1973; and, R. Fletcher to 

Registrar, 2 March 1973.  Both on file ‘Matauri – corres’, [1967-74]. 
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Table 44: Summary details of land blocks (with shares, and outstanding charges) amalgamated into Matauri X, 1966 

Block details 
Shares 

Outstanding Block Charges
Net value 

of 
Share1607 

# of 
Inc. 

shares 
 

Appellation 
ML 
plan 

# of 
owners 
(1966) 

Area (1966) Compromised Council
Total 

charges 

~ % 
against 
Gross 
value 

At 1966 2015 Acres Ha. # 
Gross 
value 

Rates Survey Rates 

1A Pt Lot 1 DP 
74547 9451 11 56a 0r 20p 22.71 38 £100 £3.10.0 £3.10.0 £25.1.11 £32.1.11 32% £67.18.1 67.904 

1B2 Pt Lot 187 DP 
393664 10553 3 23ac 9.31 10 £100 £1.5.0 £2 £16.14.7 £19.19.7 20% £80.0.5 80.021 

1C2 Lot 185 DP 
393664 14534 5 12a 1r 4.3p 4.97 50 £133.6.8 – – £2.19.7 £2.19.7 2.2% £130.7.1 130.354 Block excised 

in 2002 

1D1 

Pt Lot 1 DP 
75447 

11383 
10 54a 2r 0p 22.06 10 £130 – – £20.1.6 £20.1.6 15% £109.18.6 109.925 

 

1D2 3 54a 2r 0p 22.06 10 £240 £3.5.0 – £35.9.3 £38.14.3 16% £201.5.9 201.288 

1E 
9451 

15 55a 3r 0p 22.56 10 £120 £2.15.0 – £22.12.9 £25.7.9 21% £94.12.3 94.612 

1F 11 55a 3r 0p 22.56 10 £100 – – £18.8.1 £18.8.1 18% £81.11.11 81.596 

1H3 Pt DP 393664 
& Pt DP 
451540 

10029 

27 16a 3r 1p 6.78 54 £190 £1.10.0 £2 £24.6.9 £27.16.9 15% £162.3.3 162.162 

1H4 53 96a 3r 0p 39.15 96.75 £1,800 £16.10.0 – – £16.10.0 1% £1,783.10.0 1,783.5 

1H5 
Pt DP 393664, 
Pt Lot 1 DP 

75447 
36 31ac 12.55 173 £640 £3.10.0 £2.10.0 – £6 1% £634 634 

1H8A2 

Pt DP 393664 

10764 2 7a 3r 13p 3.17 10 £145 – £3.10.0 – £3.10.0 0.5% £141.10.0 141.5 

1H8C1 

11915 

1 6ac 2.43 1 £70 15/- £1.10.0 £2.19.7 £5.4.7 8% £64.15.5 64.771 

1H8C2 15 23a 2r 22p 9.57 76 £450 £2.10.0 £5 £54.8.11 £61.18.11 14% £388.1.1 388.054 

1H8C3 44 39a 3r 28p 16.16 39.925 £1,100 £3 – – £3 0.2% £1,097 1,097 

1L1 
Pt DP 393664 

& Pt DP 
451540 10029 

52 318a 2r 0p 128.89 286 £580 £9.10.0 – £23.4.9 £32.14.9 6% £547.5.3 547.263 

1L2 Pt Lot 186 DP 
393664, Pt Lot 

1 DP 75447 

18 128a 2r 36p 52.09 128.7 £130 £4 £10 £43.9.11 £57.9.11 44% £72.10.1 72.504 

1L3A 
11915 

4 31a 3r 16p 12.89 10 £30 £1.5.0 £4 £10.0.9 £15.5.9 51% £14.14.3 14.712 

1L3B Pt Lot 1 DP 
75447 

31 194a 1r 24p 78.67 177 £320 £5.15.0 £4 £63.11.5 £73.6.5 23% £246.13.7 246.679 

1L4 10029 53 174ac 70.42 168 £175 £3.5.0 £7.10.0 £57.15.7 £68.10.7 39% £106.9.5 106.471 

TOTAL 1,381a 1r 4p 559 £1,358.375 £6,553.6.8 £62.5.0 £45.10.0 £421.5.4 £529.0.4 av.17% £6,024.6.4 6,024.316 

                                                      
1607  ‘Gross Value’ less outstanding ‘Total Charges’. 
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Aside from potential deceased owners being included in the shareholder list, Māori Land Court staff 

member Jane Spencer raised several discrepancies in the list.1608  First was the matter of Waata More 

Himiona, who had 51.788 shares in the Matauri X Incorporation.  Himiona, who had shares in Matauri 

1H5, 1H8C3, and 1L3B, had been succeeded to by Margaret Davis in 1H5, Eva Walker in 1H8C3, and 

Evelyn June Davis in 1L3B, respectively, in July 1966.1609  According to Spencer, though, these changes 

had not been carried through to the Matauri X amalgamated shareholder list.  These facts are correct 

insofar as the original amalgamated list stands; however, this discrepancy was corrected in October 1977 

when the Court made orders confirming that the Matauri X shareholder list be amended to include Davis’ 

and Walker as successors to Himiona.1610 

Similarly, Spencer noted a discrepancy around the inclusion of Rawinia Parao Āpiata (Parāone Pawa), 

who was the fifth largest shareholder with 144.813 shares.  In July 1966, Āpiata gifted equally his interests 

in 1H8C3 to two sons, Arnold Ngawhata Pawa and Lawrence Pawa.1611  This change was not shown in 

the amalgamated list.  Spencer also referred to discrepancies around the succession to Maata Himiona, 

whereby Court records show five successors of Iwingaro Manuel, Peti Reti, Meri Reti, Turehua 

Herengitana, Taneiterangi Herengitana, and Hūhana Retimana; the ‘rightful’ successors were in fact Hōne 

Himiona, More Himiona, and Heta Himiona.  Spencer appears to imply that the first set of successors 

were included in the amalgamated list when in fact they were not; although the rightful successors were.   

In checking the veracity of the July 1966 successions I did note one other discrepancy, and that was the 

succession to Piri Ēpiha, shown to have 2.008 shares in Matauri X which were derived from his interests 

in Matauri 1L4.  At the same hearings as the Himiona and Āpiata successions above, Ēpiha was noted as 

deceased from 1957.  One of his sons, Tamaranga Ēpiha, succeeded solely to his father’s interests in 

1L4.1612 This change is not recorded in the amalgamated list. 

Another apparent discrepancy – although more of a shareholder being misinformed of her inclusion in 

Matauri X – concerns Whararangi Watters.  In November 1969, after receiving from the Court a copy of 

the ownership list for Matauri X, Watters enquired why she, along with Rena Tomo, Iri Hōne Taotahi, 

Mereana Hei, Maraina Hei/Kemp, and Mereana Hawira, were not included in the ownership list.  Watters 

was informed by the Court that she was not an owner in Matauri X as she only held interests in Matauri 

1H1, 1H2C2, 1H4, 1L1-3.1613   The latter three blocks were actually amalgamated in Matauri X (1L3 was 

the parent block of 1L3A-B).  While the Court made no mention to Watters of the other individuals, they, 

along with Watters, were all successors to Ngaere Ēpiha (or Ngaurere Hōne Taotahi) in Matauri 1H1, 

                                                      
1608  Spencer, pp. 2-4. 
1609  See Kaitaia Minute Book 4, pp. 63-4. 
1610  See Kaitaia Minute Book 10, p. 306. 
1611  See Kaitaia Minute Book 4, pp. 81-2. 
1612  Ibid, p. 81. 
1613  Wharerani Watters to Registrar, MLC, n.d., on letter from Registrar to Watters, 24 November 1969; and, 

Polamalu to Watters, 1 December 1969.  Both on file ‘Matauri – corres’, [1967-74]. 
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1H4, and 1L1-3 under the surname of Hōne Taotahi (i.e. Rena Tomo is Rena Hōne Taotahi, etc).1614  

Clearly the Court had misinformed Watters; and it raises the question of what sort of ownership list she 

received that she was unable to locate herself and her fellow successors.  A wider search to check for any 

other discrepancies was not undertaken in the timeframe of this report.  

With respect to the individual shareholder/owner at the time of incorporation, the smallest shareholder, 

Apere Pūhipi Hōne Taotahi, had 0.288 shares (0.005 percent of the total shareholding); the largest, 

Miriama Īhaka Rei/Peeti, had 633.633 shares (10.5 percent).  The address of the largest shareholder is 

given as Rotorua.  Of the 189 owners, nine (5 percent of owners) had over 100 shares, amounting to 

1,894.612 shares (31 percent of total shares).  Seven of these large shareholders had known addresses, and 

all bar one lived locally or in Northland; the remainder, Wiremu Parao, who lived in Ōpōtiki, became a 

member on the first committee of management for the Matauri X Incorporation.  Another 28 owners (15 

percent) had between 50-100 shares, amounting to 2,317.512 shares (38 percent); 91 (48 percent) had 

between 5 and 49 shares, amounting to 1,661.172 shares (28.5 percent); and 61 (32 percent) had less than 

five shares, amounting to 151.02 shares (2.5 percent).   

The second point is that the area of 1,381a 1r 4p is 47a 1r 26p less than the area given in the Particulars 

of Title of 1,428a 2r 30p.  The block areas in the table were worked out from the Partition Orders for 

each block, although it does exclude 1H1 of 21a 2r 21p (which the Particulars of Title includes).  The 

1968 compiled ML plan 14642 below of the Matauri X Block gives an area of 1,381a 1r 24p,1615 while the 

incorporation order dated 7 March 1967, records the area as 1,381a 2r 4p.  The plan area became the 

acceptable area thereafter, and post-2002, when Matauri 1C2 was partitioned out, the area was recorded 

as 549.7950 hectares.1616 

 

                                                      
1614  Succession Order Schedules for Matauri 1H1, 1H4, 1L1-3. 
1615  The plan cost the Incorporation $100 to be drawn up, see Thorne & Dallas to Registrar, MLC, 13 May 1968.  

On ibid. 
1616  As noted in Whāngārei Minute Book 94, p. 148. 
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Map 36: ‘Matauri X Block’, September 1968 (ML plan 14642) 

 

 

Third, are the share values.  Section 435(3) of the 1953 Act specified that relative interests were calculated 

by reference to the relative values of the interests to which an owner was entitled under the cancelled 

titles.  This is reflected in Gillespie’s comments that each owner’s relative shares were assessed under the 

same criteria; that is, they were given shares in the Matauri X Incorporation in proportion to their 

previous landholdings and these share quantities were qualified in monetary terms.1617  When Matauri X 

was formed New Zealand was using the duodecimal system, whereby the quantity of shares held by 

incorporation members were calculated to their financial value in pounds sterling.1618  Calculation of the 

                                                      
1617  Gillespie, p. 2. 
1618  Spencer, p. 1. 

Matauri 1J (Māori Reserve – church and urupā)

Matauri 1K (Māori Reserve - urupā) 
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value of shares is complex and begs the question whether the average owner would have fully understood 

the equation.  The value of shares per block was a three-step process calculation: 

 a current valuation was derived from the capital value of each block of land;  

 the value of any buildings was then subtracted, giving a gross value;  

 outstanding (or unpaid) block charges – effectively liabilities – were added together and deducted 

from the gross value, giving a net value; and   

 the net value became the number of shares held by the owners.     

Thus, for Emma Wood her individual share gross value was £18.3.1, and she had outstanding block 

charges of 11/6 for compromised rates and 15/10 for outstanding (council) rates, making a combined net 

value of £17.6.1, or 17.304 shares.  One former block that Wood had interests in was Matauri 1E.  The 

block had 10 shares with a gross value of £120, with outstanding block charges of £2.15.0 for 

compromised rates and £22.12.9 for outstanding (council) rates – these charges were deducted from the 

gross value, making a combined net value of £94.12.3, or 96.612 shares; total outstanding charges 

amounted to 21 percent of the gross value.   

The average percentile of outstanding block charges per gross value was 17 percent across all 19 blocks, 

varying from 0.2 percent for 1H8C3 to 51 percent for 1L3A; or another way of looking at it is an average 

17 percent capital value/share value loss across the blocks.  Thus, in the case of former Matauri 1L2 with 

128.7 shares valued at £130, it had total outstanding block charges of £57.9.11 (£4 for compromised 

rates, £10 for compromised survey charges, and £43.9.11 for outstanding council rates), making a 

combined net value of £72.10.1, or 72.504 shares. Total outstanding charges were 44 percent of the 

capital value of the block (council rates alone were worth 33 percent of the capital value of the block), or 

a capital value/share value loss of 44 percent.   

This application of loss may perhaps be a crude and simplistic way of assessing the value of shares – and I 

am far from an expert in share value formulae for incorporations although I note that the share value 

formula is reflected in section 249 of Te Ture Whenua Māori Act 1993 – but it asks the question as to 

whether owners appeared or were disadvantaged by a drop in share value; or in fact whether owners were 

disadvantaged in any way by the formula used (particularly, for instance, it was the imposition of an 

exacting rates regime that led to such liabilities being accrued and then having to be deducted from a 

share value, even though the liability still remained with the new body corporate).  This may be of 

particular relevancy with the introduction of the Māori Affairs Amendment Act 1967.  This Act made 

changes to incorporations whereby owners with land interests became shareholders in the incorporation, 

similar to a company, and no longer had an equitable interest1619 in the land; that is, owners lost the right 

to the land while retaining a legal right in the incorporation (the degree which one could exercise that legal 

                                                      
1619  An equitable interest is an interest held by virtue of an equitable title (a title that indicates a beneficial interest 

in property and that gives the holder the right to acquire formal legal title). 
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right depended on the number of shares held).  For instance, in terms of equity, a Judge determines what 

is fair and just and makes a decision as opposed to deciding what is legal.  Presumably, owners were made 

aware of the value formula, and documentation considered for this report raised no concerns by owners 

at how the share values were ascertained or whether they fully understood that process.  While the total 

number of shares in the block at this time was shown in the Schedule as 6,197.574, with the later 

exclusion of 1H1 (of 173.258 shares), the total was 6,024.316 as shown in the table.  This would later 

reduce to 5,893.962 when Matauri 1C2 was partitioned out in 2002.  

Gillespie raised a discrepancy around the shares of Rebecca Welch (Rīpeka Welsh) and Rebecca Witehira.  

When Matauri 1H1 was taken out of the block (in which 173.258 shares were taken out of the 

shareholder list), shares were adjusted accordingly.  The shares, though, of Welch, who was an owner in 

1H1, were not adjusted while those of Witehira, who was not a former owner in 1H1, were.  The name of 

Witehira follows that of Welsh, and Gillespie infers that the two Rebecca individuals were mixed up.  

Without a copy of the calculations that Gillespie appears to have inscribed on a copy of the shareholder 

list, or recourse to the appendices (presumably a document bank) for her report, I am unable to check 

this discrepancy.   

Several features of the shares were that they were not tradeable on the open market, thus providing a 

degree of protection from any ‘take-over’ activities in this respect.  Under section 33-41 of the Māori 

Affairs Amendment Act 1967, the Māori Trustee was able to purchase interests worth less than £25 but 

could only sell them to the incorporation as a whole or to a shareholder in it, not to any non-shareholder.  

For the Matauri X Incorporation, the evidence does not disclose that the Māori Trustee purchased any 

shares. 

Fourth are the outstanding block charges.  In his twentieth century overview of Northland, Tony Walzl, 

citing the same alienation file on Matauri X used in part for this section, identified several block charge 

figures, of which his ‘Outstanding Rates’ and ‘Total in Rates’ are in error.1620  His outstanding 

compromise rate charge of £63.10.0 copied from the Schedule of All Outstanding Block Charges should 

actually read £62.5.0, after 1H1 is taken out.  The survey compromise charges of £45.10.0 are correct.  

The outstanding (council) rate charges he cites of £545.15.2 are actually the total block charges inclusive 

of the compromise rate and survey charges; the total outstanding council rates are actually £421.5.4.  

Walzl then records a total rates figure of £6,197.11.6 which is actually the total net value figure from the 

Schedule, although that figure also includes the value for 1H1 which was later excluded from the 

amalgamation (see below).  By my calculations, as recorded in the above table, the total net share value is 

£6,024.6.4 (a difference of £173.5.2, being the exclusion of 1H1).    

When, in February 1970, the Matauri X Incorporation’s solicitors requested the Māori Land Court send 

the Amalgamated Partition Order of July 1966 and the Matauri X Order of Incorporation to the District 

land Registrar for title registration, the Court informed the solicitors that until the outstanding charges 

                                                      
1620  Walzl, Wai 1040 #A38, p. 1675. 
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registered against the block were paid, the orders could not be registered.1621  Seven months later, in 

September, the Matauri X Incorporation paid off the compromised rates and survey charges of 

$215.50.1622   

There was no local or central Government documentation located on how the council rate figures were 

compiled to enable me to check for their accuracy.1623  Presumably the Court had access to those figures, 

although there was no documentation showing how the Court went about collating them.  The 

compromised rates and survey charges in the table are easily identified from the Land Court Memorial 

Schedules for each of the blocks and a closed survey lien register1624 held at Archives NZ – with the 

exception of Matauri 1H8A2, they are accurate.  The figure in the Memorial Schedule for Matauri 1H8A2 

is £1.15.01625 for compromised survey charges; while that in the table is double (£3.10.0).  The anomaly 

may be an error made by officials.  

I raise the issue of the accuracy of the rate charges, for instance, with respect to Matauri 1L2, 1L3B and 

1L4.  In March 1967, solicitor J.J.G. Bradley on behalf of the Whangaroa County Council wrote to the 

Court Registrar about outstanding rates over the three blocks.  Bradley was aware that the three blocks 

formed part of Matauri X and he wanted to know who was responsible for the rates.  Bradley also 

included summons costs of £3.10.0 each for 1L2 and 1L3B, although none for 1L4.1626  The following 

table sets out the differences in charges owing as at March 1967 against those owing in July 1966.   

Table 45: Showing difference in rate charges for Matauri 1L2, 1L3B, 1L4, July 1966 and March 

1967 

Block Mar 1967 # owners Due per owner Jul 1966 Difference 1966-67 

Matauri 1L2 £30.16.5 18 £1.14.2¾ £43.9.11 £12.13.6 29% 

Matauri 1L3B £45.0.11 31 £1.9.0.5 £63.11.5 £18.10.6 29% 

Matauri 1L4 £54.14.10 53 £1.0.7¾ £57.15.7 £3.0.9 5% 

Total £130.2.2 £164.16.11 £34.4.9 

 

Bradley was advised that the Order of Incorporation was to ‘mature’ in May after which he was advised to 

contact the Matauri X Incorporation Secretary: 

                                                      
1621  Thorne & Dallas to Registrar, 19 February 1970; and, A.K. Bethell, Registrar, MLC, to Thorne & Dallas, 23 

February 1970. On file ‘Matauri – corres’, [1967-74].  
1622  Thorne & Dallas to Registrar, 23 September 1970.  On ibid. 
1623  The Far North District Council did not hold any valuation rolls or rate charge sheets for the Ōtoroa Riding for 

this or any other period; while Archives NZ only had rolls for the riding from 1918 to 1955, although those 
rolls (from 1918 to 1950 at least, as the 1950-5 roll was missing) do not include rate details; and did not hold, 
that I am aware of, any corresponding rate charge sheets. 

1624  BAAZ A261 1172 Box 2 2, Closed Liens – Mahi-Muri, 1927-66, ANZ. 
1625  See Memorial Schedule for Matauri 1H8A2, on Matauri Block Order File No. 6. 
1626  J.J.G. Bradley, Kaitaia, to Registrar, MLC, 14 March 1957. On file ‘Matauri – corres’, [1903-67]. 
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It should be noted that the Incorporation may not as yet have funds with which to meet these 

demands and it may be wise [for the council] to take steps to secure Rates Charging Orders if 

in fact it has not already done so.1627 

Without further recourse to rate documentation one can only speculate on the differences between the 

1966 and 1967 rate figures, although it would be more easily explained if the 1967 rates were greater than 

the 1966 figures (reflective of an annual increase in rates).1628  While the individual rate amount owed by 

each owner was relatively small, together they compounded the problem.  With such large numbers of 

owners for each block many owners were probably absentee owners, thus placing a greater burden on 

local owners to service those rates on behalf of the absentee owners to protect the land, resulting in 

significant arrears when they could not.  The three blocks were located on broken hill country in the 

upper reach of the south-east end of Matauri Bay, adjacent the Tāpui block and the Tepene tablelands.  

Today they are covered in pine forest, scrub and pockets of bush – but were relatively unused and 

unproductive and therefore not conducive to generating any income.  I did not come across any 

documentation identifying any particular land use for the blocks (other than more recent forestry leases). 

5.2.2 Meeting of Assembled Owners to discuss incorporation, December 1966 

With the blocks amalgamated, the next step was to incorporate the owners.  The Court could create an 

incorporation over any land with three or more owners.  Special provisions were included for the 

purchase and sale of lands and interests within the incorporation, while the 1953 Act gave wide powers to 

the committee of management in administering the incorporation.  First, though, owners needed to agree 

to be incorporated.  

In October 1966, the Whāngārei Registrar of the Māori Land Court submitted an application to summon 

a meeting of owners under section 307 of the 1953 Act to consider a proposed resolution: ‘That the 

owners of the land become incorporated under Part XII of the Maori Affairs Act 1953 for such object or 

objects as the meeting resolves.’1629  A meeting was then called to be held at 11:30 at Kaeo on Friday 9 

December.1630  I was unable to locate any public notification of the meeting (although holding a meeting 

on a workday may not have been helpful to those who could not take time off work and/or who would 

                                                      
1627  A.K. Bethell, Registrar, to Bradley, 30 March 1967.  On ibid. 
1628  Were part of the 1966 rates already paid off by Matauri X (unlikely as the order to incorporate was still 

maturing) or the former land owners before incorporation?   According to Stirling’s analysis of the Rating Acts 
(in respect to the Rating Act 1967 in particular), payment on two years’ arrears could be demanded, which met 
the two year statutory limit for action under the Act. (See Stirling, Wai 1040 #A15, p. 7658.)  To this end, 
while the July 1966 figures may only have taken into account the 1964-5 (or 1965-6) years’ arrears, and the 
1967 arrears only the 1965-6 (or 1966-7) arrears, it would unlikely explain the decrease as the tacit 
understanding of most ratepayers is that rates tend to increase rather than decrease over time (meaning that the 
arrears of 1965-6 are likely to be greater than the arrears of 1964-5)! 

1629  Application to Summon a Meeting of Owners re Matauri X, 5 October 1966. On file BAAI A353 11466 Box 
351l 7795, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Matauri X, 1966-71. 

1630  Notice of Meeting of Assembled Owners under Part XIII of the Maori Affairs Act 1953 form re Matauri X, 31 
October 1966.  On ibid.  This is a blank form that shows the resolution to be considered, the total number of 
shares in the block and a space identifying the number of shares owned by the recipient owner. 
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have to travel some distance).  Māori Affairs representative J.C. Naera was appointed as the Recording 

Officer.1631 

Clarke wrote to the Deputy-Registrar that he had two sets of clients who had applications for partitions 

pending.  He indicated that they ‘may find it inconvenient to travel from Auckland to attend the meeting’, 

and wanted to advise those attending the 9 December meeting that his clients still wanted to proceed with 

their respective applications.  Clarke enclosed two letters addressed to the Recording Officer that he 

suggested be read to attendees.  The first letter concerned Herapia Sherman and Emma Wood, former 

owners of 1H8C3 (located at the northern end of Matauri Bay beach and eastern end of Putataua Bay), 

whose application had been held over from the July 1966 hearing above.  They wanted to partition land 

for a house site (seemingly at the north-eastern side of the Matauri Bay beach or Putataua Bay).  The 

applicants were willing to be placed in a locality to cause the least interference with plans that the Matauri 

X Incorporation may have had for the combined block.  The second letter concerned Tarihau Heta and 

Ruihi Gillbanks, former owners in 1L3B (located at the far south-eastern end of Matauri Bay beach).  

Their proposed partition would provide for a chain reserve along the seashore with the site having a 

frontage to this one chain.  Both sets of applicants did not oppose the resolution for incorporation.1632    

Twenty-seven shareholders were present at the meeting with 1,671.25 shares; and five proxies were tabled 

holding 174.074 shares.1633  Total shareholding present was 1,845.324, representing just under 30 percent 

of the total shares in the block (inclusive of 1H1).  Four of the nine largest shareholders attended, with 

Kuini Āpiata being the second largest shareholder in the Matauri X Incorporation.  Of the 61 

shareholders with less than five shares, only three attended the meeting.  Three other proxies (that of 

Aituā Kawe Āpiata (5.738 shares) whose proxy holder was Tau Kawe Āpiata; George Toms (81.538) 

whose proxy was Moetai Hōhepa, and Raiha Te Pāora (12.367) whose proxy was Rākena Hēmi) received 

by the Court were not presented at the meeting on account of the proxy holder not being present or, as 

marked on two of the proxy forms, was ‘not identified’ and ‘unidentified’.1634 

  

                                                      
1631  Deputy-Registrar, MLC, to J.C. Naera, Department of Māori Affairs, Whāngārei, 8 November 1966.  On ibid. 
1632  Selwyn Clarke, Warkworth, to Deputy-Registrar, with attached letters from Clarke to Recording Officer, all 

three 6 December 1966.  On ibid. 
1633  Report of Recording Officer at Meeting of Assembled Owners re Matauri X, with Statement of Proceedings of 

Meeting of Assembled Owners re Matauri X, 9 December 1966, attached.  On ibid. 
1634  Proxy forms of Aituā Kawe Āpiata, 1 December 1966, George Toms, 18 November 1966, and Raiha Te 

Pāora, 7 December 1966, all re Matauri X.  On ibid. 
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Table 46: Summary details of owners and shares at meeting of owners concerning Matauri X 
Incorporation, December 1966 

 Name Address1635 Shares 

Present

1. Esme Hōri 12.367 

2. Eva Strongman Kerikeri 81.538 

3. Haua Hōhepa Āpiata Kaeo 92.983 

4. Hemi Wī Pere Kerikeri 16.200 

5. Hēnare Hōne Hāmiora Kaeo 34.588 

6. Hēnare Mare Whangaruru South 15.770 

7. Hera Rata Mt Roskill 82.408 

8. Hōhepa Kawe Āpiata 

Matauri Bay 

30.908 

9. Kuini Āpiata (Pere) (also proxy holder) 297.654 

10. Maata Pāora (Paratene) (also proxy holder?) 93.908 

11. Mame Paapa Pere Te Tii 22.396 

12. Merina Haki Matauri Bay 1.683 

13. Moki Āpiata (also proxy holder) 
Kaeo 

81.541 

14. Neri May Waetford 51.792 

15. Ngaronoa Puru (Kawe Āpiata) (also proxy holder) Matauri Bay 33.700 

16. Paratene Pere Paratene (also proxy holder) Putataua 40.088 

17. Pene Here Kaikohe 36.358 

18. Pere Mongonui 1.904 

19. Rebecca Welsh Dargaville 63.363 

20. Rena Wiremu Hare Wainui 16.338 

21. Rēnata Kawe Āpiata Matauri Bay 76.425 

22. Rīpeka Hōne Himiona Ōtangaroa 124.683 

23. Ruru Wī Hōhaia 

Kaeo 

28.813 

24. Tangi Eru Karaka 163.075 

25. Waimarie Kīngi 26.071 

26. Wiremu Pāora (Parao) Ōpōtiki 118.625 

27. Wiripo Kīngi Wainui 26.071 

Sub-total 1,671.25 

Proxies

 Proxy Proxy holder  

29. Te Akamiria Pāora (Rose) Maata Paratene Pere Whāngārei 38.723 

30. Hira Kawe Āpiata Ngaronoa Puru Ōhura 29.996 

31. Dora Āpiata Moki H. Āpiata Ōhura 63.363 

32. Ihapere Pere Paratene  Paratene Pere 
Paratene 

Glen Innes 40.088 

33. Naomi Pere Kuini Āpiata Kerikeri 1.904 

Sub-total 174.074 

TOTAL SHARES 1,845.324 

 

                                                      
1635  As I have identified from compiled list of owners, 22 July 1966, attached to Particulars of Title re Matauri X, 

n.d.  On ibid. 
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Comparing the names of attendees against their addresses identified in the July 1966 compiled list of 

owners in Matauri X, only two (7 percent of attendees) shareholders at the meeting lived outside 

Northland, one had no known address on the list, with the remainder (56 percent) resident in Northland 

and at least nine (34 percent) domicile at Matauri Bay/Wainui/Putataua.  If the compiled list with known 

addresses was used to contact owners, then it would appear that some 45 percent of owners were not 

contacted, or unable to be contacted, and it is not clear what effort was made by the Māori Land Court or 

other owners to contact them.  Nor is it clear how many of those owners who had addresses actually 

received them.  For instance, Waata More Himiona had an address as Taurewa, National Park, but, as 

noted further above, she was deceased at the time the Matauri X block was formed.   

While not stated in the minutes, according to the notification of the meeting it was to start at 11:30am; 

the minutes state the meeting closed at 12:30pm.  The Recording Officer also acted as chairman.  The 

proposed resolution was read out and explained, including the provisions of Part XII of the 1953 Act.  

The Deputy-Registrar read out the ‘objects’ for which owners could consider to be incorporated ‘in 

respect to Tuateanui 4B Incorporation’, as that incorporation was under ‘similar circumstances’ to 

Matauri X, being ‘suitable for subdivision and farming of balance.’1636  General discussion ensued and the 

chairman explained that ‘succession, vestings etc’ would continue as before, and that owners would vest 

their interests in other owners or sell them to the body corporate.  Clarke’s letters above were read out.  

One unidentified owner spoke of the necessity of accessways ‘if interests [were] located on sites desired 

by [Clarke’s interests] concerned’, and it was ‘generally agreed’ that this be considered by the body 

corporate.   

Wiremu Parao stated that owners ‘have had meetings already and the matter of incorporation has been 

fully discussed.  All the owners are in full agreement.’  He then moved the following resolution: 

That the owners of the said land be incorporated under the name of “the Proprietors of 

Matauri X” with the objects following:- 

(i) To occupy and manage as a farm the land or any portion of the land proposed to be 

vested in the body corporate, and to carry on any agricultural or pastoral business 

thereon; 

(ii) To use the land or any portion thereof for the growing of timber to engage in the 

selling and marketing of timber, to establish and carry on timber mills to grant licences 

to cut and remove timber or to engage in any other operations for the production, 

utilisation or sale of timber; 

(iii) To engage in coal mining or other mining operations on the land or to grant leases or 

licences for the production of coal or other minerals; 

                                                      
1636   Walzl summarises the incorporation of Tuaeteanui 4B. In 1965 the court incorporated Tuateanui 4B.  The 

object of the incorporation included farming the block, growing timber, mining, shop-keeping, acting as motor 
camp proprietors, developing the resources of the block, and arranging alienation by sale, or lease or other 
wise of the land or any portion of it.  In 1967 the Proprietors of Tuateanui 4B leased the block to Edward 
Harry Amos.  Walzl does not explain further what happened with the Incorporation and the land, Walzl, Wai 
1040 #A38, p. 2193. 
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(iv) To arrange for the alienation by sale, or lease or otherwise of the land to any portion 

thereof; 

(v) To carry on the business of shopkeepers, hotel keepers (whether licensed or 

unlicensed), motel proprietors, motor camp proprietors and owners of Travel Courts, 

lodges, meeting houses, and other accommodation whether residential or otherwise 

including all types of business required to be licensed under the Sale of Liquor Act 1962 

and for those proposes to build and acquire any buildings; 

(vi) To develop the resources of the land or any part thereof by buildings, reclaiming, 

clearing, drainage, and otherwise improving, subdividing, roading, planting, working 

deposits of stone, metal or minerals, providing water on any terms which may be 

considered advisable and for those purposes to obtain any consents, give any bonds, 

employ any persons and otherwise do all things necessary or expedient to carry out 

such objects.1637 

Effectively, these objects were largely concerned with the use of land for agricultural or pastoral business, 

including mining and forestry. 

The motion was seconded by Pere Here, and it was carried unanimously with no amendment.  Declared 

‘carried’ by the chair, he then called for nomination for a committee of management.  Parao stated that 

this issue had also been ‘fully discussed’ and the following eight individuals were agreed to: Wiremu Parao 

Āpiata, Frank Stewart, Toka Williams (jnr), Henry Samuels, Nuku Stewart, Bruce Thorne (a member of 

the Te Tii Tapuaetahi Incorporation) or Selwyn Clarke (of Auckland) if Thorne did not accept, Mr 

Fletcher (accountant of Kawakawa), and Len Patrick (an accountant of Whāngārei).  The names were 

moved by Parao, seconded by Paratene, and carried unanimously.  Comment was then made by ‘some 

owners’ that Clarke ‘lived too far away to be of benefit to the Incorporation.  Nevertheless he is their 

second choice’1638.    Parao then signed an application for confirmation of the resolution, and it was set 

down for a hearing in late February 1967.1639 

Given the unanimity, no memorial of dissents were submitted.  This is not to say, though, that the 

unanimity was a reflection of the majority of shareholders, as only a minority shareholding attended.  Any 

majority agreement to incorporate can only be inferred, particularly as there was no direct or recorded 

dissent to the meeting outcome.  Some claimant evidence, though, questions the unanimity of support.  

For instance, in his evidence on Matauri X submitted to the Waitangi Tribunal in August 2015, Hōhepa 

Ēpiha stated that his father, on his death bed, adamantly refused to give the mana whenua to an 

                                                      
1637  Resolution of Assembled Owners re Matauri X, 9 December 1966.  On ibid. The objects of (i) to (iv) are those 

outlined in section 270(1) to (d) of the 1953 Act.  Although not stated, objects (v) and (vi) probably reflect the 
intent of section 270(e), which provides for any other ‘enterprise’ or ‘any other thing in relation to the land’ 
that is specified in the Order of Incorporation. 

1638  I’m not sure how that comment fits in with the address of Wiremu Parao Āpiata of Ōpōtiki. 
1639  Application for Confirmation of Resolution of Assembled Owners re Matauri X, 9 December 1966; letter 

from Naera to Parao, 15 December 1966.  Both on file BAAI A353 11466 Box 351l 7795, Tai Tokerau 
alienation file – Matauri X, 1966-71. 
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incorporation, and so Ēpiha’s whānau refused consent to incorporate.1640  In her comments about the 

Matauri X Incorporation, Hera Ēpiha stated: 

[Marlin Ēpiha, Hera’s father] fought the Maori incorporation, disregarding their demands and 

refusing to allow a new regime to control the manner in which he lived on his whenua. An 

incorporation is a product of Ao pakeha.  In the world of Ao Maori, incorporations do not 

exist.  The two world are diametrically opposed to one another.1641 

5.2.3 ‘Incorporating’ the owners – Māori Land Court hearing, March 1967 

The Court sat before Judge Nicholson at Kaeo on 7 March 1967 to hear the incorporation application.  

The Court minutes do not include an attendance record.  Before the application was considered, the 

Court dealt with several related partition applications under section 173 of the 1953 Act.  The first was 

that of Maata Paratene (she attended the December 1996 meeting of owners above as Maata Pāora 

(Paratene)).  She sought a partition for a home and garden out of the former ‘Matauri 8C2’ [1H8C21642] 

block as a bach had been built on the land in 1965 and she had always lived at Matauri.  She stated that 

the land had no road access, there was ‘No evidence of value’, and that no decisions had been made with 

‘the owners for incorporation.’  The Court deferred the matter in view of the pending incorporation 

application, but noted that Paratene had ‘recorded her wishes & her right to apply under Section 283 is 

reserved to her.’1643  Section 283 of the 1953 Act provided for areas to be excluded from an order of 

incorporation.   

The two applications for partition of 1H8C3 and 1L3B, respectively, being Clarke’s two sets of clients 

from above, were then considered.  Clarke stated that the applicants did not oppose the incorporation 

resolution but wanted their ‘rights preserved’ as they intended to reside on the sites.  A plan had been 

prepared by Gillbanks (for 1L3B) for a ‘permanent house – some £7,000 cost.  Aware of need for access.’  

The Court adjourned the application and stated that the applicants could make an application under 

section 283.1644   

Wiremu Parao then presented the incorporation application and wanted to increase the number of 

committee members from five to nine, to include Ēnoka Pāora, Haua Hōhepa Āpiata, Noel Waghorn, 

and (Frederick) Clare Hows (a ‘neighbouring pakeha farmer’1645).  There was no objection to the inclusion 

of these individuals, although it is unclear what approval the other owners, particularly those who 

attended the December meeting of owners, gave to the individuals and increase in the number of 

                                                      
1640  Brief of Evidence of Nau Ēpiha, Hōhepa Ēpiha, 21 August 2015, Wai 1040 #S25, p. 22. 
1641  Brief of Evidence of Hera Ēpiha, 6 August 2010, Wai 1040 #C29(a), p. 12. 
1642  Paratene, also known as Maata Pāora or Maata Pāora Pūhipi, was an owner in Matauri 1H8C2, see Partition 

Order for Matauri 1H8C2, 10 March 1920, on Matauri Block Order File No. 5; For Paratene’s other names see 
owner no. 80 in compiled list of owners as at 22 July 1966 attached to Particulars of Title re Matauri X, n.d..  
On file BAAI A353 11466 Box 351l 7795, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Matauri X, 1966-71. 

1643  Kaitaia Minute Book 4, p. 238.   
1644  Ibid, pp. 238-9.   
1645  Possibly an owner of or related to Hows who purchased Matauri 2J in the 1960s. 
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members.  No dissent to the increase in committee members and the names of the new nominees was 

located, and it is possible that other meetings with owners were going on that simply would not be 

recorded in the public record (unless a Crown official was attending, or such a record was submitted to a 

government agency). 

The Court made an order under section 271 to incorporate the owners with the objects noted in the 

resolution above, and then redefined those powers by adding the following power: ‘To vest such portions 

of the land as may be desirable for the purposes of public reserves and/or roads in Her Majesty the 

Queen or in the appropriate local authority.’  There is no discussion in the Court minute on the additional 

power let alone who asked for it.  Section 270 of the 1953 Act outlined broad objects that an 

incorporation was able to engage in, and section 270(d) allowed for an incorporation to alienate the land 

or portion thereof.  Section 28 of the 1967 Act allowed the Court to modify the objects, upon application 

made to it by the incorporation.  Neither of these two sections are cited in the Court minute.  It is 

possible that the addition relates to an official file note on a Matauri X alienation file, dated January 1967, 

recording the Crown’s interest in acquiring part of (former) 1H8C3 and a ‘10 chain coastal strip 1H4 and 

up to the Matauri [beach or bush?] in 1H5.’  The note then states that after the incorporation order was 

made that the committee members be advised of the interest.1646  No further information was located on 

this interest.1647  The objects of Matauri X were specified in an Order of Incorporation.1648  The Court 

then agreed to make an order under section 292 to establish a body corporate once the Court had 

confirmation that the Pākehā committee nominees accepted their appointments.   The three partition 

applications were deferred to the committee of management to deal with.1649 

While the combined shareholding of those present at the December meeting of owners represented just 

under 30 percent of the total Matauri X shareholding, voting was not carried by a majority of total 

shareholders but by – if my reading of section 311(1) of the 1953 Act is correct – an aggregate share of 

the land larger than the share voting against; in others words, a simple majority of those present 

(including proxies) at the meeting.  In order for the Māori Land Court to be satisfied under section 271 in 

making an order incorporating the owners, it had to consider whether the resolution to incorporate was 

passed at a meeting of assembled owners (section 271(a)), or, that the owners who together own more 

than half or more of the interests in the land consented to the order (section 271(b)).  The Court 

appeared satisfied under section 271(a). 

Concerning the two partition applications of Matauri 1H8C3 and 1L3B, they may have been related to a 

very brief court minute from March 1969 which was bereft of any identification of the land block – see 

below – otherwise no further information was located on their outcome, other than noting that the two 
                                                      
1646  Note for File, from [Deputy-Registrar? citing Māori Investigation Officer of Lands and Survey?], 10 January 

1967.  On file BAAI A353 11466 Box 351l 7795, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Matauri X, 1966-71. 
1647  Kaitaia Minute Book 4, pp. 239-40; see also Order Confirming Resolution of Assembled Owners re Matauri X, 

7 March 1967.  On ibid. 
1648  Order of Incorporation re Matauri X, 7 March 1967, on Matauri Block Order File No. 6, [p. 28], MLC.   
1649  Kaitaia Minute Book 4, p. 240. 
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blocks still remain amalgamated.  Matauri 1H8C3 comprised 39a 3r 28p.  Herapia Sherman and Emma 

Wood succeeded equally to the interest of Hēmi Wī Hōhaia in April 1965.  Hēmi had a 2.39 percent 

interest, equating to less than one acre. Matauri 1L3B was 194a 1r 24p.1650  In 1963, Gillbanks and 

Tarihau Heta (who also featured at the December 1966 meeting of owners) succeeded in unequal shares 

of Kiripata Heta Himiona.  Himiona had a 20 percent share or interest in 1L3B, equating to around 38 

acres.1651  Citing section 283 of the 1953 Act, the Court had given assurances that both blocks could be 

partitioned out.  Section 283 gave power to an incorporation to exclude any defined portion of land in 

one or more lots – this did not mean that it had to partition out both or either blocks.  It is possible that 

the partitions did not proceed due to an arrangement between the respective owners and the Matauri X 

Incorporation to allow occupation of either blocks, or part thereof.  Alternatively, these owners were 

unable to secure confirmation from the incorporation to have the area they each wanted excluded prior to 

the enactment of the Māori Affairs Amendment Act 1967 – section 48 of this Act required any alienation 

of assets to be approved by a resolution passed at a general meeting of shareholders. This latter situation 

may have prevailed for Gillbanks and Heta, given Gillbank’s letter to the December 1966 meeting of 

owners where she stated that her proposed plan for the land would also provide a one-chain reserve along 

the waterfront, something the majority of Matauri X Incorporation owners may have been opposed to if 

they linked it with the failed 1967 subdivision proposal which shareholders had quickly rejected.  

5.2.4 Appointing the Management Committee members – Māori Land Court hearing (in 

chambers), March 1967 

On 10 March the Court, sitting in Chambers at Whāngārei, recorded the appointment acceptance of 

Thorne, Fletcher, and Hows, and made an order appointing 11 members to the committee of 

management, viz:1652  Bruce Thorne or Selwyn Clarke (of Auckland) if Thorne did not accept, Mr 

Fletcher (accountant of Kawakawa), and Len Patrick (an accountant of Whāngārei).   

Committee member Occupation Address 

Bruce Clayton Thorne Solicitor Whāngārei

Frederick Clair [sic] Hows Farmer Matauri Bay

Ēnoka Pāora (Noxy Paul) Farm hand Otuaroa, Kaeo 

Frank Stewart Matauri Bay

Haua Hōhepa Āpiata Driver Kaeo

Henry Samuels (Hēnare Hāmiora) Kaeo

Noel Waghorn Plasterer Matauri Bay

Nuku Stewart Matauri Bay

Ronald Fletcher Public Accountant Kawakawa

Toka Williams (jnr) Matauri Bay

Wiremu Parao Āpiata Tōrere, Ōpōtiki  

                                                      
1650  Kaitaia Minute Book 3, p. 249; Schedule of Ownership Orders re Matauri 1H8C3, p. 3, on Matauri Block 

Order File No. 5. 
1651  See Schedule of Ownership Orders for Matauri 1L3B on Matauri Block Order File No. 5. 
1652  Kaitaia Minute Book 4, p. 252.  Occupations for Hows, Pāora, and Waghorn from ibid. 



 

389 

Three shareholders became committee members: Haua, Samuels, and Parao; although Ēnoka was the 

husband of shareholder Meri Pāora Pāora.  As to why Len Patrick, the accountant, was not included may 

simply because Fletcher was also an accountant.  Thorne was probably selected not just because he was a 

solicitor but because of his experience being a committee member on Te Tii Tapuaetahi Incorporation.  

(This incorporation was created over part of the Te Tii Mangonui D Block and Part Tapuaetahi Block in 

or around the early 1960s, and is situated on the Purerua Peninsular in the Bay of Islands.1653)  Why the 

committee members had increased from nine to 11 is not explained, although section 292 of the 1953 Act 

provided for no less than three and a maximum of 11 individuals appointed by the Court.  Section 293 

provided for a rotation of members so that after the first three years a third of the members would retire; 

in the fourth year, an equal number of remaining original members would retire; and in the fifth year the 

remaining original members would retire.  Section 396 gave a committee the powers and function of a 

body corporate. 

On the same day, the Court heard from Thorne that from ‘discussions held’ all the land in the vicinity of 

the marae was to be left out – this had occurred with 1H2 but not 1H1.  The Court therefore made an 

order under section 60 of the 1953 Act to exclude 1H1 from the July 1966 order.1654  This left 19 blocks 

amalgamated into Matauri X. 

The Order of Incorporation had two months to mature or come into full effect.  The Matauri X 

Incorporation, otherwise known as ‘Proprietors of Matauri X’, was then able to begin its work.  Section 

278 of the 1953 Act gave to every incorporation ‘such powers as may be necessary for the purpose of 

carrying into effect its objects as defined in the order of incorporation’.  That power was extended by 

section 288(1), under which every incorporation was empowered to ‘borrow money for any of its objects’ 

and, to that end, to grant a mortgage as security.  Section 48 of the Māori Affairs Amendment Act 1967 

allowed a Māori incorporation to ‘alienate, mortgage, charge, or otherwise dispose of or deal with the 

assets from time to time vested in it in the same manner if it were a private person of full capacity’.  Title 

was registered with the Land Registry office for Matauri X of 1,381a 1r 24p,1655 and Matauri X was 

declared European land in 1971 pursuant to Part 4 of the 1967 Amendment Act.1656   

                                                      
1653  The Incorporation is a Ngāti Rēhia whānau business.  In 1965, the Incorporation subdivided the beachfront 

land into 58 sections and a larger esplanade reserve and roadline alongside the foreshore.  Today, the land is 
primarily made up of coastal farming of some 800 acres, beach front houses for leasing to the public, and the 
remaining land in native bush. There are 53 beach front properties, with over 80% of them held as perpetual 
leases.  Information sourced from http://tapuaetahi.com/ (accessed 2 August 2016) and ML plan 14518 
(1965). 

1654  Kaitaia Minute Book 4, p. 252; see also Order Amending Previous Order of the court re Matauri X and 1H1, 
10 March 1967, on Matauri Block Order File No. 6. 

1655  See CT NA21A/4, 1 June 1970, LINZ. 
1656  Memorial Schedule for Matauri X, on Matauri Block Order File No. 7, MLC.  See also section 69(2) of the 

1967 Amendment Act.  
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5.2.5 Request to exclude Matauri 1H8C2, 1967 

On 10 May 1967 solicitors Well, Ross & Ross, on behalf of Maata Paratene, wrote to the Matauri X 

Incorporation Secretary about Paratene’s desire to exclude ‘Matauri 8C2 block’ (i.e. 1H8C2) from Matauri 

X. (A copy of the letter was sent to the Māori Land Court for their information.)  The Matauri X 

Incorporation had instructed Paratene to apply to the Court under section 283 of the 1953 Act to have 

the block excluded ‘or such portion thereof as is consistent with her shareholding’, so that the land upon 

which her dwelling stood could be vested in her ‘with such necessary rights of access over the balance of 

the block’ to give her uninterrupted legal access: 

As the matter now stands, substantial injustice to our client has been done because she has 

been legally deprived of a substantial shareholding as a co-owner in a defined block of land and 

the dwelling to which she contributed considerable sums.  It is now all the more urgent in view 

of pending legislation before parliament which if passed will reduce her rights (along with 

other owners) to that of a minority shareholder in the equivalent of a limited liability 

Company.1657 

The reference to legalisation is probably referring to the Māori Affairs Amendment Act 1967, which 

made changes to incorporations.  Owners with land interests became shareholders in the incorporation, 

similar to a company, and no longer had an equitable interest in the land.  At the same time, Māori 

freehold land vested in an incorporation would cease to be Māori land.1658  (Section 17 of the Māori 

Purposes Act 1975 reversed the status back to Māori freehold land by amending section 31(3) of the 1967 

Act.)  As Tribunal claimant Hōhepa Ēpiha – who had interests in Matauri – stated: ‘This weakened the 

owner's position in real terms by reducing the quality and character of shareholding to being mere 'paper' 

shareholders in the Incorporation.’1659 

The solicitors asked for the Matauri X Incorporation’s proposals to ‘disgorge itself of our client’s land 

interests in order that injustice may be removed with all possible despatch.’  If a response was not 

forthcoming within 14 days, the solicitors planned to proceed with submitting an application to the Court 

‘to restore to our client the value of her savings as well as her interest in the land.’1660  The reference to 

the incorporation’s proposals was probably in relation to the proposed subdivision scheme the new 

Management Committee had just started pursuing (see further below), in which it was proposed to sell 

land to provide much needed capital, including paying off the liabilities it inherited.  

                                                      
1657  Webb, Ross & Ross, Whāngārei, to Secretary, Matauri X Incorporation, c/- Department of Māori Affairs, 

Whāngārei, 10 May 1967.  On file ‘Matauri – corres’, [1903-67]. 
1658  Belgrave et al, Wai 1040 #E30, p. 19.  
1659  Brief of Evidence of Nau Ēpiha, Hōhepa Ēpiha, Wai 1040 #S25, p. 24. 
1660  Webb, Ross & Ross, Whāngārei, to Secretary, Matauri X Incorporation, c/- Department of Māori Affairs, 

Whāngārei, 10 May 1967. On file ‘Matauri – corres’, [1903-67]. 
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I was unable to locate further information on what happened to Paratene’s application and, as stated by 

the Court at the March hearings, rights reserved to her.  In Matauri 1H8C2, comprising 23a 2r 22p, 

Paratene had a 17 percent interest, or around four acres.1661   

I did come across a court minute from March 1969 about a section 283 for Matauri X, with Mr. Clarke 

appearing for the applicants.  The minute is brief, does not mention who the applicants are, and simply 

states that Clarke asks that any decision be given prior to an order for winding up (see below).  The 

matter is then adjourned to chambers for a decision;1662 a decision not located.  This decision, however, 

may be in relation to the clients to whom he was representing above in Matauri 1H8C3 and 1L3B, 

though, in the end, both these blocks were never partitioned out.  As to the Matauri X Incorporation’s 

proposed subdivision, as this did not proceed this may have allayed Paratene’s concerns.  Matauri 1H8C2 

was never partitioned out, and the comments above about 1H8C2 and 1L3B about possible outcomes 

also apply here. 

5.2.6 An application to restrict sale of incorporation shares – Māori Land Court hearing, March 

1970  

In December 1969, the Court received an application to confirm a resolution restricting the sale of 

shares.1663  The application was pursuant to section 40(2) of the 1967 Amendment Act, whereby at a 

general meeting of shareholders on 13 September, the following two resolutions of section 40(1) were 

passed: 

That no shares shall be sold except as authorised by subsection (3) of section 41 of this Act. 

That, except as expressly authorised by resolution of a general meeting of shareholders, no 

person shall acquire otherwise than pursuant to the will or on the intestacy of a deceased 

shareholder any number of shares which, together with any shares already held by him would 

amount to more than the number specified in the resolution, or to a proportion of the total 

shareholding greater than that specified in the resolution. 

The covering letter to the application from the Matauri X Incorporation’s solicitors referred to ‘evidence’ 

contained in a letter dated 8 October 1969; however, a copy of the evidence was not located.  The 

solicitors asked that the application be dealt with in chambers without advertising.  A search schedule 

gave a Government valuation of the block as $55,000, with improvements of $11,600.1664 

The application was heard before Judge Nicholson in Court at Whāngārei on 20 March 1970.  Bruce 

Thorne (for the Matauri X Incorporation) appeared in support and the Court minute simply confirms the 

                                                      
1661  See Partition Order for Matauri 1H8C2, 10 March 1920, on Matauri Block Order File No. 5. 
1662  Kaitaia Minute Book 5, p. 314. 
1663  Thorne & Dallas to Registrar, with attached Application for Confirmation of Resolution Restricting Sale of 

Shares, both 10 December 1969.  On application file 2575 (45WH 317), MLC. 
1664  Search Schedule-Miscellaneous Application, re Matauri X, 4 March 1970.  On ibid. 
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resolutions with no other discussion recorded.1665  This effectively laid out a due process that any sale of 

shares had to be confirmed by the Court. 

5.3 How the Matauri X Incorporation managed its assets and generated income 

Amalgamation perhaps was the easy part; the next part was where to from here.  Two main protagonists 

from the Matauri X Incorporation era commented in December 1985 on aspirations that may reflect 

those at the inception of incorporation.  Dover Samuels said: 

We have to be realistic about the future.  We have to be responsible enough to plan Matauri 

Bay’s development for the sale of our future generations. 

I would love to see our children employed here constructively in jobs they like doing instead of 

being out there on the dole.  I don’t think you have to be a financial clairvoyant to see this 

place has potential.  What is important is that we don’t exclude the land and its people.  We 

have to develop it sensibly. 

As Hēmi-Rua Rāpata added, as he is quoted by the New Zealand Herald: 

“We’re never going to be millionaires,” he says.  “Our intention is just a better way of life.  We 

have an obligation to the people to make provision for the basics – a house, a job, hope for a 

better future.  The dreams that we have now are not new.  They were dreamed by our fathers 

and their forefathers and I expect they’ll continue to be the same. 

“What has changed in the vehicle.  They were prevented from bringing about these dreams 

because they didn’t have the skills. 

“We have tourism, a certain degree of professional people, up to 1400 acres [Matauri X block].  

We know what the dreams are, now how to we bring them about?  We can’t do that on our 

own.” 1666  

The order of incorporation defined the object or objects for which the body corporate was established.  

Section 278 of the 1953 Act gave to an incorporation ‘such powers as may be necessary for the purpose 

of carrying into effect its objects as defined in the order of incorporation’.  Section 288(1) empowered an 

incorporation to ‘borrow money for any of its objects’ and, to that end, to grant a mortgage as security.  

Section 285 of the 1953 Act set out how revenue was to be applied after administration costs, rates, taxes, 

repayments on loans and any other requirements for purposes that the body corporate may authorize 

were paid. The residue was to go to the shareholders, although in the case of Matauri X Incorporation, it 

was unclear whether any residue had been paid in the period covered for this report.   

Section 270 of the 1953 Act specified the purposes or ‘objects’ of incorporations as farming, forestry, coal 

mining or other mining operations, and the sale or lease of land; and although it provided that the 

                                                      
1665  Whāngārei Minute Book 45, p. 317.  See also Order Confirming Restrictions on Sale of Shares in an 

Incorporation re Matauri X, WH 45/317. 
1666  ‘Matauri Bay: Rainbow Warrior finds a resting place’, Auckland Star, 26 December 1985, p. B3, APL. 
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incorporation might carry on any other activity, this was limited to the land in the order of incorporation.  

These objects were repeated under section 27 of the 1967 Act, with the additional power for 

incorporations to apply to the Court to have these activities re-defined.  There was some debate during 

the 1970s about whether these objects should be expanded, but the law was not changed until Te Ture 

Whenua Māori Act 1993, which did not prescribe functions for incorporations.1667 

The Bayley, Boulton, and Heinz report stated that the 1953 Act limited incorporations avenues for 

investment to Government securities, local body or public body debentures and mortgages, or shares in 

companies carrying out business relating to or affecting the business of the incorporation.  The 1967 Act 

greatly expanded the range of investment options available to incorporations and gave them the power to 

trade in shares in companies doing related business.  Incorporations were also able to acquire further 

land.1668  The 1993 Act’s silence regarding investment suggests that this has been left to the discretion of 

the incorporations.  Sources for this report do not disclose any such acquisition activities being 

undertaken by Matauri X Incorporation.   

Since 1909 incorporations were able to borrow money to finance development or repay debt.  They could 

borrow on the security of stock, chattels and other personal property, but required the permission of the 

Governor in Council to use the land as security.  All money raised by loans was paid to the District Māori 

Land Board and not directly to the committee of management, except with the express permission of the 

Governor in Council.  From 1953 control of borrowed money rested with the management 

committee.1669  After becoming incorporated, the new management committee was confronted by two 

issues: how to deal with outstanding rates that it had inherited as well as ongoing rates, and how to 

generate income from its assets – the land – to pay for those rates and provide a long-term viable and 

sustainable income base for its shareholders.  The first of three sections of this part of the chapter briefly 

looks at the issue of rates that was so pressing for the Matauri X Incorporation to try and get on top of.  

The second section looks at how the Matauri X Incorporation explored and initiated several income 

streams.  The first initiative upon its inception was a subdivision scheme that almost resulted in the body 

corporate being wound up when the scheme was flatly rejected by shareholders.  The section moves onto 

the camping ground and how this one entity, with the vision and support of several protagonists with 

strong convictions, persevered to make the ground a long term viable economic venture for the Matauri 

X Incorporation.  It had to impose a camping ground fee to survive,1670 but its long-term survival during 

                                                      
1667  Nicholas Bayley, Leanne Boulton, and Adam Heinz, ‘Māori Land Trusts and Incorporations in the Twentieth 

Century in the Central North Island Region’, pt 2, report commissioned by the Waitangi Tribunal, 2005, Wai 
1200, #G4, pp 94-97. 

1668  Nicholas Bayley, Leanne Boulton, Adam Heinz, Wai 1200 #G4(b), pp. 17-8. 
1669  Ibid, p.18. Two forms of finance were available to incorporations through the Department of Maori Affairs 

under the Maori Affairs Act 1953: part XXIV finance for development schemes and section 460 loans. 
Because of the reluctance of trading banks and other institutions to lend to incorporations until relatively 
recently, these sources of finance were important to incorporations. However, both options entailed some 
degree of loss of control by incorporations of their affairs. 

1670  Although the collection of camping fees was not new to the area.  For instance, as a boy, Dover Samuels and 
his father used to walk along the beach during the holidays ‘seeking donations from campers and those who 
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this period was reliant on upgrading its facilities to an acceptable standard in order to comply with 

exacting Health Department camping regulations to attract a growing holiday demand and to justify the 

camping charges.  It did this by securing four mortgages, three of which were from the Māori Trustee.   

Following from the narrative on the camping ground are sections on the initiatives of shingle and leasing, 

with the latter providing a long term income stream (until at least the early 1990s and possibly beyond), 

then the remainder of the subdivision and foreshore reserve proposals, in which several became 

tantalisingly close to fruition.  While the Matauri X Incorporation could rely on the camping ground for 

some income, this was not deemed enough for the longer-term vision.  One way to generate a significant 

amount of capital and income was to subdivide the coastal flats flanking the main Matauri Beach.  Under 

section 286(3) of the 1953 Act, an incorporation could alienate any land on confirmation of the Court.  

Section 286(1) gave the same powers to the body corporate to alienate land as if the body was a Māori 

owner.  Section 48 of the 1967 Act provided that any alienation by an incorporation required a resolution 

from a general meeting of owners.  This was reconfirmed by sections 253A and 254 of the 1993 Act.1671  

The foreshore reserve proposals were a way of mitigating owners’ concerns around the sale of Māori land 

by creating a foreshore reserve where Māori ownership could be retained but unfettered public access to 

the beach and sea would be provided.   The one instance where alienation by partition did occur was that 

of Matauri 1C2, as discussed later in the chapter.  I have discussed the Matauri X Incorporation’s income 

and subdivision proposals in chronological order, although there is some overlap with all these initiative 

and income streams.  

To set the scene for the remainder of this part of the report are two summary tables on the next two 

pages.  The first provides a summary overview of activities the Matauri X Incorporation engaged in 

between 1967 and 1992 that sought to provide an income stream and a resolution to the question of 

public access to the Matauri Bay beachfront so sought by central and local Government.  The second 

table summarises the financial accounts of the Matauri X Incorporation between 1971 and 1984.1672  The 

purpose of the table is to demonstrate the financial position of the Matauri X Incorporation as it 

                                                                                                                                                                     
came to enjoy the beauty of Matauri Bay, to enable our whanau to pay our rates’ so the council would not take 
the land. Submissions to Resource Consent Application – Matauri Bay Property Limited scheduled for hearing 
on 30 and 31 August 2006 … Submission No. 69, Dover Samuels, 25 August 2006. On file 2006 15967 01, 
Subdivision, Vol III, [p. 54]. 

1671  And later section 24 of the Te Ture Whenua Māori Amendment Act 2002. 
1672  From the following documents: Statements of Accounts for 12 months ended 31st March 1972. On file BAAI 

1030 Box 1263c 15/5/255, Maori Trust – Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1971-3; Statements 
of Accounts for 12 months ended 31st March 1973, 31st March 1974, 31st March 1977, 31st March 1978, 31st 
March 1979, and 31st March 1980, respectively.  All on file BAAI 1030 Box 1263d 15/5/255, Maori Trust – 
Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1973-80. A statement of account was not located for 1975/76, 
but the statement for 1976-77 did provide some 1975/96 figures; Statements of Accounts for 12 months 
ended 31st March 1981, and 31st March 1982, respectively.  Both on file BAAI 1030 Box 1264a 15/5/255, 
Maori Trust – Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1980-2;  Statements of Accounts for 12 months 
ended 31st March 1983, and 31st March 1984.  Both on file BAAI 1030 Box 1264b 15/5/255, Maori Trust – 
Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1982-6.  Please note that all the monetary figures in the table, 
except those of the ‘TOTAL FOR 1971-84’ row, are from source documents and have not been adjusted.  All 
bold and ‘%’ figures are my calculations.  
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struggled to get off the ground after incorporation.  It is unfortunate that the annual accounts did not 

extend beyond 1984 simply by dint of the marked financial fortune of the Matauri X Incorporation for 

the 1983/84 financial year, whereupon the trend prior was a slow recovery from the almost dire rate 

arrears from its inception.1673  The second summary table demonstrates that the camping ground was the 

saving grace of the Matauri X Incorporation when all other proposals fell so tantalisingly short of 

providing a potentially mutually-beneficial outcome for the incorporation, which stood fast on its non-

sale of Māori land, and the Crown and the Whangaroa County Council which wanted unfettered public 

access.  

   

 

                                                      
1673  The Incorporation was still required by law to submit an annual statement of accounts and other documents to 

the Court Registrar, but approaches to the Registrar in Whāngārei met with little success in viewing those 
statements. 
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Table 47: Summary overview of Matauri X Incorporation commercial (excluding mortgages) and social projects from 1967 to 1992 

 Year Activity Location Comment Outcome 

1 1967 Subdivision  Matauri Bay beachfront 

 To sell sections on open market, with reserves 
 Sought money from Māori Trustee for subdivision costs 
 Lands & Survey & regional council interest 
 Regional council reluctant to approve for fear that subdivision would 

despoil the land; scheme plan finally approved by local council 

 Shareholders rejected sale and leasing of 
any sections; suggested instead that 
camping ground be established 

 Most management committee members 
forced to resign 

2 1969 Grazing lease Matauri Bay flats  Six-month lease to Lands & Survey 
 Few other details 

Expired? 

3 
1971-
present 

Camping ground 
Northern end of Matauri 
Bay beachfront 

 Secured four mortgages between 1971 and 1984 
 Ground highly popular, mainly during holiday season 
 Camp fees (reluctantly) introduced; resistance from some users 
 Compliance with Health Department regulations 
 Early 1980s, improved management systems & cost-cutting measures to 

ensure long-term viability, resulting in increased profits 
 Little information post-1985 on operations  

Still in operation 

4 1971-2 Shingle extraction [unsure] 
 Few details on extraction 
 Minimal income 

? 

5 1971-91 Lease Matauri Bay flats 

 To Paul & Agnes Hēmi  
 5 years from 1 April 1971, then 14 years from 1 June 1977; rental at $600 

for first 5 years, reviewed thereafter; no right of renewal or 
compensation 

 Break-in at least 240 acres  
 Lease endorsed by Māori Trustee as mortgagor 

Expired 

6 1971-4 Subdivision  
Southern end of Matauri 
Bay 

 Sell just to shareholders  
 Proceeds of sale to go paying mortgage  
 Subdivision restricted to shareholders 

 Lack of interest from shareholders 
 Shareholders suggested considering 7 

below 

7 1974-77 Foreshore reserve Matauri Bay beachfront 

 50 acres 
 Offer to Crown in response to Crown purchase of Motukawanui & 

interest to form a maritime park  
 Inc. was keen so long as land remained public reserve & Inc. members 

had unfettered access 

 Crown declined citing financial 
restraints 

 Shareholders decided 2-to-1 against 
proposed sale  
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 Year Activity Location Comment Outcome 

 County council supportive 
 Sale would provide capital for Inc. 
 Crown delayed in response 

8 1974-92 Lease Lots 1 & 2 DP 74547 
(plateau down to Waiaua Bay) 

 302 hectares to Matauri Heights Ltd  
 21 years from 1 April 1973; annual rental of $1,000 

Inc. considered recalling lease; no further 
information 

9 1981-3 Subdivision 
Matauri Bay beachfront & 
flats 

 Offered to Crown, who proposed 30-year rent on ‘loss of use’ basis 
 Proposed subdivision to include motels, kaumātua flats ‘& the like’ as 

well as renovating the local marae 
 Shareholders had first dibs on sections 
 Crown gave approval-in-principle to loan money for subdivision 
 Apparent friction between locals who wanted to subdivide & provide 

public access & absentee owners who did not 
 Inc. chair proposed to established shareholder dwellings – see 11 below 

Apparently rejected by shareholders 
because of offer of sections to outsiders to 
cover the cost of subdivision 

10 1985-6 Māori Reserve Matauri Bay beachfront 

 Proposed section 439 reserve under Māori Affairs Act 1953 
 Crown wanted permanent public access; Inc. wanted land to be Māori-

owned, & Inc. compensated to meet rates & development costs to 
maintain access & meet growing demand of public use  

 Proposition required goodwill from central & local Government 
 Crown provided annual $20k contribution under Reserve Act 1977 
 Council agreed reserve be non-rateable & Local Government Act 1974 

requirements (section 289) be waived for any subdivision 
 Delayed due to government restructure of Lands & Survey 

 Shareholder approval given 
 Establishment of Department of 

Conservation resulted in lack of 
funding to proceed 

11 1984-88 Papakāinga Housing 
Scheme 

Southern end of Matauri 
Bay 

 Inc. proposed urban resettlement of a 40-acre papakāinga scheme for 
shareholders & descendants on a ‘right to occupy’ 

 Conditional approval from local council 
 Inc. objects amended to allow occupation licences for housing purpose 
 Local council concerns on housing standards 

Established  
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Table 48: Summary of financial accounts for Matauri X Incorporation, 1971-84 

Financial 
year 

Income ExpensesA Liabilities Profit & Loss SharesB Assets 

Leases Shingle CampC Other % 
change  Camp 

RatesD 

Admin 
% 

change  CurrentE 
Share-
holder 
loans 

Mortgage Net 
camp 
profit 

Net 
loss

Net 
profitF 

Appropriation Account Share holder fundsH 
# of share

holders 

Value 
per 

shareI

Current 
AssetsJ 

Fixed 
assetsK 

% 
changeAmount % change  MT ANZ BalanceG 

% 
change 

Amount 
% 

change 

1971/72 
$300 $11 $3,841  

 
$2,701 $1,498  $1,476 

 
$12,513 $540 $21,137

$1,140 $1,523 $5,134  $41,466  244 
$3,066 $72,590

 
$4,151 $5,675 $34,190 $75,656 

1972/73 
$300 $12 $5,738  

+45% 
$5,158 $1,669 +11% $2,416 

+63% 
$2,076 $600 $39,766

$24 $2,466 $7,601 +48% $39,029 -6% 249 
$3,332 $77,540

+7%
$6,050 $9,243 $42,442 $80,872 

1973/74 
$1,404  $9,296  

+77 
$6,340 $3,429 +105% $4,034 

+49% 
$5,385 $640 $39,426

$1,813 $1,338 $8,910 +17% $37,720 -3%  
$4,861 $77,670

+2%
$10,700 $13,803 $45,451 $82,531 

1975/76 
$1,506  $14,284 $62L 

+48 
$7,615 $3,501 +2% $2,247 

-3% 
$3,176 ? ? ? 

$4,009 $934 $8,870 -0.5% $36,371 -4%  
$1,594 $80,638

-0.4%
$15,852 $13,363 ? $82,232 

1976/77 
$1,401  $16,685  

+14 
$8,562 $4,563 +30% $2,198 

+14% 
$2,858 $640 $34,715 $4,891

$5,273 $1,496 $10,254 +16% $37,842 +4% 281 $71
$1,745 $79,201

-2% 
$18,086 $15,323 $43,104 $80,945 

1977/78 
$1,880  $22,225 $36 

+33 
$10,915 $5,267 +15% $3,055 

+25% 
$3,545 $640 $33,539 $3,891

$9,554 $4,903 $8,758 -15% $42,745 +13% 289 $170
$5,321 $79,039

+4%
$24,141 $19,237 $41,615 $84,360 

1978/79 
$1,808  $22,910  

+2% 
$12,166 $5,276 +0.2% $2,101 

+2% 
$4,224 $640 $31,309 $3,891

$8,989 $5,176 $3,855 -56% $45,954 +8% 296 $180
$7,994 $78,025

+2%
$24,718 $19,543 $40,064 $86,019 

1979/80 
$1,808  $21,464M  

-6% 
$13,884 $5,936 +12% $2,399 

+44% 
$2,332 $640 $29,962 $1,891

$6,186 $1,053 $1,429N -63% $45,171 -2% 297 $190
$2,142 $77,855

-7% 
$23,272 $22,219 $34,825 $79,997 

1980/81 
$2,121  $24,844  

+29% 
$10,106 $6,900 +16% $2,017 

-14% 
$3,842 $640 $28,491 $891

$9,503 $4,387 $3,676 +157% $48,847 +8% 299 $220
$5,407 $77,305

+3%
$29,965 $19,023 $33,864 $82,712 

1981/82 
$2,160  $27,813  

+0.02% 
$17,222 $7,958 +15% $3,459P 

+51% 
$1,986 $640 $26,950

$6,786 $1,085O $2,247 -39% $47,762 -2% 297 
$2,322 $76,489

-5% 
$29,973 $28,639 $29,576 $78,811 

1982/83 
$2,493  $33,638  

+20% 
$17,929 $9,050 +14% $5,435Q 

+13% 
$4,800 $640 $47,361

$9,525 $38 $1,162 -48% $47,724 -0.8% 293 $240
$16,305 $84,220

+28%
$36,131 $32,414 $52,801 $100,525 

1983/84 
$2,493  $61,145  

+76% 
$15,071 $5,910 -34% $2,708 

-27% 
$11,070R $640 $42,058

$44,129 $40,418 $33,459 +2,780% $80,059 +68% 289 $265
$50,935 $82,892

+33%
$63,638 $23,689 $53,768 $133,827 

TOTAL 
FOR 

1971-84 

$19,674 $23 $263,883 $98 av. 31% 
increase/ 

year 

$127,669 $60,957 av. 17% 
increase/year $33,545 av. 20% 

increase/ 
year 

$106,931  
av. 8% 

increase 
/ year 

273% increase 
in share value 

av. 6% 
increase
/ year$283,678 $222,171 

 

   

Notes: A Does not include mortgage instalments. 

B From 1971 to 1984, the 6,024.316 shares in the Matauri X Incorporation are given a book value of $46,600. C Includes, e.g., fee and gate tolls, and, for 1971-72 to 1972-73, the ‘sale of bottles’. 

D Rates were divided between the camping ground (under camp expenses) and administration et al costs (under administration expenses); with the exception of the 1971/72 rates which only show up with camp expenses.  I have treated the rates as a separate expense; i.e. adding the camp and administration 
respective share of the rent together. 

E Varies, but usually made up of Sundry Accounts payable, ‘Deposits on Sections’, provision for taxation, etc.  Deposit on sections were the same figure of $850, being deposits for a planned subdivision near the Samuels Memorial Church in 1971-3.  The deposits were retained by the Matauri X Incorporation 
although no reasons were located as to why. 

F After deduction of depreciation. G This is the unappropriated profit carried forward as the opening balance on the appropriation account for the next financial year. 

H The monetary value of total shares less Profit and Loss Appropriation Account; i.e. the amount of equity in the Matauri X Incorporation which 
belongs to the shareholders. 

I In accordance with section 60 of the Māori Affairs Amendment Act 1967. 

J Cash and credits. K Land, buildings, etc. 

L This is depreciation recovered on sale of slasher. M Decline allegedly due to financial situation of the ‘country over-all’, ‘the late lifting of the Benzine Ban for a limited period’ and the increment New Year 
weather.’1674 

N This decrease because of costs of valuation objection. O This loss was probably because of significant costs in fixing the water supply, see narrative on third mortgage to Māori Trustee above. 

P Includes boundary fencing costs of $1,287.50 and overdraft of $1,473. Q Included land valuation costs of $1,772.95. 

R Included $1,281 owing to camp store and provision of taxation of $8,083.67.   

                                                      
1674  The Proprietors of Matauri X 1980 Annual Report.  On file BAAI 1030 Box 1263d 15/5/255, Maori Trust – Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1973-80. 
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5.3.1 Dealing with rates, 1966-71 

By the time the Matauri X Incorporation came into being the new Rating Act 1967 also came into force, 

retaining previous rating provisions for the remitting or postponement of rates and for land to be 

exempted from rates. As Bruce Stirling noted, though, Northland counties declined to make use of these 

measures, preferring instead to levy rates against nominated owners, regardless of how small their 

interests were.1675  Under the 1967 Act payment on two years’ arrears could be demanded, which met the 

two year statutory limit for action under the Act.  This demand was by means of rates charging orders 

against the land.1676 

At July 1966 the blocks that would make up Matauri X had some £421.5.4 (or $842.54) in outstanding 

council rates.  Under the Ōtoroa Riding valuation roll dated March 1970, the outstanding rates for the 

Matauri X Incorporation were up 30 percent to $1,093.95 for 1968/69, then a further increase of 28 

percent to $1,397 by the 1969-70 year, or around a 66 percent increase in outstanding rates since July 

1966.1677  By February 1971, rate arrears were $2,543.75 (a 202 percent increase from 1966) with the 

current year’s rates of $1,491, plus a penalty of $149.10, amounting to a total rate bill for 1970/71 of 

$4,183.85.1678  The block’s Government valuation had gone from $14,900 in January 1968 to $47,400 by 

1971, a 218 percent increase over three years.1679  As Stirling noted, Matauri X had the ‘largest single 

amount of rates arrears in the entire [Whangaroa] county.’1680  Nevertheless the Matauri X Incorporation 

was unable to do much until it was generating sufficient income from the land.  For its part, by 1970 the 

Whangaroa County Council began moving against rate defaulters, targeting those nominated by the Land 

Court as occupiers of particular blocks, although no charging orders were issued against Matauri X or any 

other Matauri block.1681  This may be in part because, according to Samuels, in its first operational year 

(1971), the camping ground had managed to generate enough income to pay off ‘part of the rating debt’, 

thus avoiding a council charging order.1682  

When the Matauri X Incorporation received a $31,000 loan in 1971 (as noted further below), some $5,200 

was assigned to meet existing liabilities, of which $3,000 was for rates arrears to 31 March 1971.  In 

October 1972 the Matauri X Incorporation reported a revenue of $3,813, which was a significant increase 

on the previous year.  Despite that increase, the overall income only allowed for a payment of $697 of the 

                                                      
1675  Stirling, Wai 1040 #A15, p. 39. 
1676  See section 153 of the Rating Act 1967. 
1677  See copy of schedule of rates outstanding as at 31 March 1970.  On file BAAI 1030 Box 1168g 22/2/7 part 2, 

Rates – Whangaroa County Council, 1955-85, ANZ. 
1678  The Proprietors of Matauri X: Financial Statement as at 20/2/71.  On file BAAI 1030 Box 1263c 15/5/255, 

Maori Trust – Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1971-3. 
1679  Thorne & Dallas to Māori Trustee, 21 May 1971.  On ibid. 
1680  B. Stirling, Wai 1040 #A15, p. 760. 
1681  Ibid, pp. 761-2. 
1682  Submissions to Resource Consent Application – Matauri Bay Property Limited scheduled for hearing on 30 

and 31 August 2006 … Submission No. 69, Dover Samuels, 25 August 2006.  On file 2006 15967 01, 
Subdivision, Vol III, NRC. 
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year’s rates of $1,697.50, and the unpaid balance had incurred a $100 penalty payment, leaving $1,100 

owing for the 1971/72 year.  Nonetheless, the management committee expected future revenue would 

meet annual rates.1683  The Matauri X Incorporation’s accountant reported in July 1973 that rate arrears 

and then current rates were paid in February 1973.  Yet, it was also reported that camping ground 

expenses were ‘well up on estimates’, but that the payment of rates was largely the cause.  Even so, 

‘income will need to increase sharply to meet the added expenditure of the mortgage repayments of 

principal and interest (after the two year interest only grace period had expired).’1684  As the summary 

table above shows, the increase in camping expenses may also have been due to rates, but the portion of 

rates under the remainder of the block, and paid out of the administration expenses, also meant that 

administration expenses had also risen, although less dramatically.   

5.2 Subdivision scheme, 1967 

The Matauri X Incorporation first proposed a subdivision scheme immediately following its 

establishment.  In May 1967, solicitors Thorne & Dallas informed the Māori Trustee on the outcome of 

the incorporation’s inaugural meeting of the committee of management on 15 Aril 1967.  The committee 

resolved to apply to the Māori Trustee for an advance of £1,000 to meet the costs of a preliminary survey 

of the beach area for subdivision and initial expenses of the committee.  It planned to engage P.J. 

Finch1685 to undertake the survey. 

There can rarely have been such an opportunity and a challenge extended to a small group of 

people such as the members of this Committee to produce not only a scheme for development 

of the beach area but also for utilizing the farmland in the rest of the block.  We feel confident 

that there will be great care exercised in expenditure of money which may be borrowed, but 

the writer would not like to feel that we refrained from getting advice that we wanted from, 

say, planning officers and agricultural pastoral and forestry experts, merely because there was 

no certainty of funds being available to meet their expenses.1686  

The Māori Trustee advised the Matauri X Incorporation that it was not prepared to provide any financial 

assistance until the incorporation provided more concrete expert subdivision proposals.  The Māori 

Trustee suggested that the Commissioner of Crown Lands may be interested in purchasing part of the 

beach area for a public reserve, which the Māori Trustee felt would enhance the subdivision while also 

providing the initial finance required by the committee to carry out its preliminary investigations.1687   

                                                      
1683  Thorne & Dallas to Māori Trustee, 2 October 1972.  On file BAAI 1030 Box 1263c 15/5/255, Maori Trust – 

Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1971-3. 
1684  J.E. Lewin, District Officer, Māori Affairs, Whāngārei, to Head Office, 2 August 1973.  On file BAAI 1030 

Box 1263d 15/5/255, Maori Trust – Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1973-80. 
1685  Who possibly is related to R.S. Finch who undertook the initial surveys of the Matauri Block. 
1686  Thorne & Dallas, Whāngārei, to the Māori Trustee, Whāngārei, 22 May 1967.  On file BAAI A353 11466 Box 

351l 7795, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Matauri X, 1966-71. 
1687  K. Laurence, Māori Trustee, to Thorne & Dallas, 31 May 1967.  On ibid. 
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A month later, the Matauri X Incorporation came back with preliminary figures from Finch to just over 

£820.  Finch was to present an ‘outline of the possibilities for development’ in which the committee 

would come back with a decision about lodging a loan application thereafter.1688  The Department of 

Lands and Survey ‘was not directly concerned although it has been suggested that we should acquire 

portion of the frontage as a reserve.’  The Assistant Director-General and members of the National Parks 

Authority visited the area proposed to be subdivided: ‘Authority representatives may therefore be 

interested in the latest development which is covered in the press cutting enclosed.’1689  A press cutting 

refers to the Whangaroa County Council response to the Matauri X Incorporation’s proposal: ‘The 

[County Council] is faced with the problem of whether to be guided by the Northland Regional Planning 

Authority or adopt proposals which guarantee a fairly quick and substantial income from rates.’1690 

The Northland Regional Planning Authority representatives M.A. Hosking and W. Taylor asked the 

County Council to consider a ‘tentative plan’ drawn up by the Authority ‘rather than accept without 

question a plan the corporation is to produce.’  The representatives did not want the foreshore sold to 

private investors; preferring it to be ‘preserved as a regional reserve’: ‘If the foreshore was sold for private 

ownership, this could mean sections behind would drop in value as the sea views would be obliterated by 

houses and baches.’  Hoskings, though, expressed sympathies with the owners’ desire to make the lands 

pay ‘and we understand your lack of finances, but we must try to prevent despoliation of our most 

beautiful land.’  The Authority’s plan included a camping ground, car park, hotel-motel and residential 

development; and preferred a communal-type settlement pattern: 

“We ask you not to be hasty and allow the corporation to go ahead and subdivide regardless of 

the future.  We think it will eventually pay to develop along the lines we have indicated and will 

be equally profitable,” Mr Taylor said. 

The same newspaper article mentioned that the Hauraki Gulf Maritime Board’s specific function was to 

preserve and improve places like Matauri Bay ‘and could help with providing finance for the purchase of 

sections on the foreshore.’  While acknowledging the merits of the Authority’s plan, the County Council 

had significant outstanding rates owing, but: ‘We also have to consider that nobody apparently has the 

money to buy the foreshore and other areas, and the corporation must surely be allowed to sell its 

property to the best advantage.’  The County Council agreed to consider the proposal.1691 

Another newspaper article reported that the Authority’s plan was to purchase 110 acres for the foreshore 

as a public reserve.  It also commented that the Commissioner of Crown Lands and the Authority were 

                                                      
1688  Thorne & Dallas to the Māori Trustee, 6 May[sic – June] 1967.  On ibid. 
1689  J. D. O’Brien, Commissioner of Crown Lands, Auckland to Director-General of Lands, 26 September 1967.  

On file ABWN W5021 6095 Box 256 7/880 part 1, North Auckland Land District – Small islands or rocks off 
Matauri Bay, also Matauri X Block, 1938-75. 

1690  ‘Council undecided on Matauri Bay’s future’, Northern Advocate, 13 September 1966, copy attached to J. D. 
O’Brien, Commissioner of Crown Lands, Auckland to Director-General of Lands, 26 September 1967.  On 
ibid. 

1691  Ibid 
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not in favour of the ‘wholesale subdivision of the foreshore at Matauri Bay.’   The Department of Lands 

and Survey, acknowledging that it did not have ‘any power in the matter’, was concerned ‘that a whole lot 

of useless reserves would be vested in local authorities as the land was cut up for sections.’  The 

Commissioner recommended setting aside ‘five of the sections in the middle of the beach for reserves.’  

However, the County Council chairman ‘could not see how their reference to the fact that this would 

benefit the sub-dividers made any sense. “The sub-dividers are after one thing only and that is money.’”  

Councillor H.L. Driver said the purchase of 100 acres as a reserve ‘fell “flat on its back” as no offer had 

been made to help purchase the land.’   Driver also stressed that the sub-dividers ‘had volunteered to give 

the council the first chain of the foreshore.’  The chairman then informed the meeting that ‘under law the 

Council was entitled to pick the best section in the sub-division for its reserve if it so wished.’  He 

acknowledged, though, the County Council ‘was mainly interested in the rates which would be drawn 

from any sections.’1692 

Although the scheme plan was eventually approved by the Whangaroa County Council after it had 

resolved differences with the Regional Authority, in the end the Matauri X Incorporation’s shareholders 

‘firmly rejected’ the scheme, ‘firstly so far as any sale of sections was concerned, and secondly even 

leasing.  These decisions had to be accepted, and a practicable way found to make the property self-

supporting.’  At the same time, the owners urged the committee of management to establish a camping 

ground.1693  The meeting where the proposal was rejected is possibly that of 30 November 1968 

mentioned in the winding-up section below, where a proposed 58-section subdivision was defeated 55.5 

percent in favour to 44.5 percent against.1694  If so, then this rejection may explain why there was an 

attempt to wind up the incorporation – for example, did shareholders hold strong concerns that any 

subdivision of the land would lead to permanent alienation, or a restriction of their rights to access the 

coastline that they simply lacked confidence in the committee to work in their best interests?     

5.2.1 A request to wind up Matauri X – Māori Land Court hearing, March 1969 

On 10 March 1969, the Land Court heard two applications under section 303 of the 1953 Act to wind up 

the Matauri X body corporate.  The hearing was at Kaeo before Judge Nicholson.  (The Land Court did 

not locate any corresponding application file.)  The Court minute provides a number of details about 

what appeared to be going on in relation to a proposed subdivision (see the subdivision proposals section 

below).  The applicants, however, are not named, although Mr. Clarke was appearing for applicants ‘No. 

123’, while Mr. Thorne appeared for the committee of management ‘- applicants in No[.] 124’.   Ronald 

                                                      
1692  ‘Move to Keep Matauri Bay a Reserve’, Northern News, 10 August 1967. Copy on ibid. 
1693  Thorne & Dallas to Māori Trustee, 21 May 1971. On file BAAI 1030 Box 1263c 15/5/255, Maori Trust – 

Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1971-3. 
1694  This 58-section proposal could possibly reflect the 58-section subdivision proposal by the Ti Tapuaetahi 

Incorporation, who went ahead with it, see ML 41518 (1965). 
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Fletcher was also present and produced ‘copies report to 31.3.1968 and report to meeting of 5.3.1969 Ex 

A& B.’1695  Presumably the applicants were owners in Matauri X. 

According to the minute, what appeared to be going on was that a proposal to empower the committee 

to sell 58 sections on a scheme plan was put to a meeting of owners on 30 November 1968, and was 

defeated 934 [shares?] to 751.   A Special General Meeting held on 8 March 1969 where a ‘similar 

resolution proposed Regulat. 2052 to 661.’  The following narrative in the minute about winding up 

suggest that the resolution was defeated.   

Informal discussion at conclusion of meeting owners invited to give opinions as to application 

to wind up – 25 to 4 were in favour of winding up – majority considered continuation of 

incorporation was desirable but in view of change of law at 1st April winding up was inevitable.   

The law change probably related to Part IV of the Māori Affairs Amendment Act 1967, which repealed 

and replaced Part XXII of the Māori Affairs Act 1953 (effective 1 April 1969).  This instituted a change 

to bodies corporate who were owners of Māori land.  Instead of the equitable interest in land which was 

possessed by members of an incorporated owner, any shareholder would have, under the new system, 

shares such as those of a company in the incorporation. 

A statement of financial position was submitted apparently showing the only debt as rates; other 

(unspecified) liabilities estimated at $2,000; and cash in hand of $1,250.  There was no other ‘source of 

income to meet annual commitments’, although there were grazing rights ‘say $500’ per annum, annual 

metal royalties of $150-200, campers’ donations of $395; and an offer of grazing to Lands and Survey at 

$450 per annum that had been received (see the shingle and leasing sections below).  Fletcher then stated 

to the Court: 

I feel insufficient evidence given to other methods of utilisation – capital required – do not 

know whether it would or would not be available – I am not sufficiently well informed to 

know the advantage of land remaining Maori land.  Do not know the law relating to rates – 

understand land could be sold if land became European land – purpose of application is to 

protect the land. 

The application was stood ‘down to 1.30pm’.  I was unable to locate further reference to the case in the 

remainder of the minute book, although it would appear that the issue went back to the shareholders as 

other documentation states that the committee was forced to resign after a no-confidence vote at a 

Special General Meeting following the annual general meeting on 13 September 1969.  Fletcher and 

Thorne were asked to remain on the committee and new members Muriel George, Kevin Robert Lowe, 

                                                      
1695  Kaitaia Minute Book 5, p. 314. 
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Norman Alfred Samuels, Apere Pūhipi Hōne Taotahi, and Robert Fletcher Donley were appointed in 

November 1969, followed by Dover Samuels in 1971 in replacement for Donley who had resigned.1696   

5.3 The saviour of the Camping Ground 

The first and what would become the most important income stream for the Matauri X Incorporation 

was the Matauri Bay Camping Ground.  Formally established in 1971, the ground struggled for several 

years while it sought to break even.  The introduction of a camping fee and management restructure 

would eventually help it bring in a profit, and an advantage of the ground was that it probably provided 

some employment for local Matauri Māori.  This section is divided into four parts reflective of the four 

mortgages the Matauri X Incorporation secured to upgrade and modernise the ground, as well as pay rate 

arrears and ongoing rates. The mortgages are analysed in more detail following the table. 

Table 49: Summary of four mortgages taken out by Matauri X Incorporation, 1971-85 

Mortgage details 
Money used for Comment 

Mortgagor Start End Term 
(years)

Amount 
Annual 
instal. 

Int. 
(%) 

1 
MT1697 

1971 1985 20 $31,000 $2,840 6 

 Rate & other 
‘liabilities’ 

 Fencing on plateau 
 Reticulation costs 

(half met by Samuels) 

 Camp ground costs 

 Int. charged for first 2 years 
only 

 MT able to lease land if it not 
revenue producing  

 Loan just exceeded security 
margin under MT Act 1953 

2 1972 1985 19 $7,000 
$3,504 6.5

 Clear rates 
 Added to mortgage 1 
 Int. increased to 9% in 1977 $4,138 9

3 ANZ 1974 1998 ? $4,000 ? ? ?  Scant details on mortgage 

4 MT 1983 1985 9 $20,000 $8,111 14  Water supply  Added to mortgages 1 & 2 

Total loan $62,000 Paid $37,567.49 to settle MT mortgage as at 29 March 1985

 

5.3.1 First mortgage to the Māori Trustee for camping ground, to pay rate arrears and meet other 

liabilities, 1971 

In May 1971, the Matauri X Incorporation applied to the Whāngārei Māori Trustee for a loan of $30,000 

to establish a camping ground and meet other labilities, including rate arrears.  For the 1969/70 season, 

some 200 families had used the property for camping, however, concern was expressed by the Whangaroa 

County Council and the Health Department over the lack of facilities, and in 1970 the committee set 

about providing the minimum acceptable facilities.  With the approval of the Health Department, a water 

supply was put in place and only campers with their own chemical toilets were allowed entry.  Charges 

were fixed at 50 cents per site per day, plus 20 cents for each extra site for children only; and day trippers 

                                                      
1696  Thorne & Dallas to Māori Trustee, 21 May 1971.  On file BAAI 1030 Box 1263c 15/5/255, Maori Trust – 

Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1971-3; see Whāngārei Minute Book 45, p. 226; and Kaitaia 
Minute book 7, p. 91. 

1697  Māori Trustee. 
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were charged 30 cents per vehicle.  From those sources some $1,850 was made for the 1970/71 season 

versus $846 for the 1969/70 season where, with the exception of day trippers, payments were voluntary.  

This trial run of camping management gave the committee confidence that a full-scale camping venture 

could be managed.  The application anticipated a gross estimated income from a camping ground of 

$10,192 against estimated ground expenditure of $6,692, with a cash surplus of $3,500.  The application 

also included $3,000 for fencing to help settle boundary fencing problems in ‘certain negotiations with 

Tepene Tablelands Limited in particular.’  A copy of the 1967 scheme plan above was attached to the 

application – although I was unable to locate a copy of it – to demonstrate to the Māori Trustee ‘the sort 

of subdivision which the [trustee] could resort to if necessary if it ever had to take possession as 

Mortgagee.’1698 

The Matauri X Incorporation recognised that the rates had to be cleared as a condition to securing the 

co-operation of the County ‘in matters concerning the camp site in general and the [access] road in 

particular.’  It relied on the 1971/72 operations to cover the 1971/72 rates.  However, the Matauri X 

Incorporation was ‘anxious to start with a clean slate as far as debts are concerned’, particularly as the 

‘rates burden has mainly contributed to the Incorporation’s losses.’1699  Therefore, as noted above, some 

$5,200 of the loan was to be assigned to meet existing liabilities, of which $3,000 was for rates arrears to 

31 March 1971.1700   

In June, the application was sent to Head Office.  The ‘advance’ was for $28,550 from the Māori 

Trustee’s Common Fund for a period of 20 years at six percent with half yearly instalments of $1,305.40, 

for the purpose of a camping ground development (see Table 49).1701  The Common Fund is money held 

by the Māori Trustee in trust and available for loan (e.g. unclaimed monies).  Section 28 of the Māori 

Trustee Act 1953 provided the Māori Trustee, with the approval of the Board of Māori Affairs, to invest 

any money held in the Common Fund.1702  The margin of security for the investment set under section 29 

of that Act could not exceed three-fifths of the valuation of the land over which it is secured.  The Māori 

Trustee agreed with the anticipated income and expenditure noted above for the camping ground, adding 

that there was a heavy demand for approved campsites elsewhere in Northland.   

From a security angle the Maori Trustee is amply protected.  The beach area alone would be 

readily saleable as a whole or it could be subdivided and the section leased or sold if ever the 

                                                      
1698  Thorne & Dallas to Māori Trustee, 21 May 1971. On file BAAI 1030 Box 1263c 15/5/255, Maori Trust – 

Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1971-3. 
1699  J.E. Lewin, District Officer, Whāngārei, to Head Office, 25 June 1971.  On ibid. 
1700  Thorne & Dallas to Māori Trustee, 2 October 1972.  On ibid. 
1701  Application to the Board of Māori Affairs for advance from Māori Trustee’s Common Fund for Matauri X 

Incorporation, 21 June 1971.  On file BAAI A353 11466 Box 351l 7795, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Matauri 
X, 1966-71. 

1702  All interest from the investment was to be paid the Māori Trustee’s General Fund, which is a fund of money 
owned by the Māori Trustee made up of the Trustee’s profits and commissions.  The Māori Trustee can lend 
from this fund on different terms and for wider purposes than from the Common Fund. 
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property came into the Maori Trustees [sic] hands through the failure of the Incorporation to 

meet the requirements under a mortgage.1703 

After the District Officer attended the annual general meeting, the Matauri X Incorporation and owners 

were made ‘clearly’ aware of the Māori Trustee’s power of sale if the covenants of the loan fell 

through.1704 

The amount requested ‘slightly’ exceeded the three-fifths margin threshold from the 1968 valuation; that 

is, $28,550 was just over the three-fifths margin of the capital value of $47,400 (being $28,440).  The 

Matauri X Incorporation asked that interest only be charged for the first three years to allow the camping 

ground ‘to get on its feet.’  The Māori Trustee recommended two years, with loan repayments to begin 

two years from the date of advance and based on an 18-year term.  Authority for the application was 

made under section 28 of the Māori Trustee Act 1953.1705  Approval was given to the loan in July, payable 

over 20 years by half-yearly instalments of $1,232.93, or $1,305.40 if the option of an 18 year term was 

taken up.  Interest would only be charged for the first two years.  The loan was secured by the Māori 

Trustee being the first mortgage over the title, with several conditions.  One condition gave the Māori 

Trustee the right to lease any part of the block if the land was not revenue producing sufficient to meet 

‘standing charges’ including mortgage instalments.1706   

In October 1971, the Matauri X Incorporation wrote to Māori Affairs in Whāngārei seeking an increase 

on the loan to $31,000 to meet power reticulation costs.  This situation had arisen because Samuels had 

built a house at Putataua Bay and offered to pay half the reticulation costs to the amenities block (on the 

camping ground) at a cost of $2,620, with the Matauri X Incorporation paying $1,310.  Some of the 

$3,000 fencing costs approved under the loan were proposed to be reallocated to meet some of the 

reticulation costs; while it was also noted that building costs had risen slightly, although the survey cost 

for road legalisation had doubled.1707  The Board of Māori Affairs approved an additional loan of $2,500 

to bring the mortgage up to $31,000 on a 20-year term.  This subsequently increased the half-yearly 

instalments to $1,420.1708 

                                                      
1703  J.E. Lewin, District Officer, Whāngārei, to Head Office, 21 June 1971.  On file BAAI 1030 Box 1263c 

15/5/255, Maori Trust – Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1971-3. 
1704  J.E. Lewin, District Officer, Whāngārei, to Head Office, 25 June 1971.  On ibid. 
1705  Application to the Board of Māori Affairs for advance from Māori Trustee’s Common Fund for Matauri X 

Incorporation, 21 June 1971. On file BAAI A353 11466 Box 351l 7795, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Matauri 
X, 1966-71. 

1706  J.H. Taipana for Māori Trustee, to Proprietors of Matauri X, 14 July 1971. On file BAAI 1030 Box 1263c 
15/5/255, Maori Trust – Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1971-3. 

1707  Thorne & Dallas to District Officer, Department of Māori & Island Affairs, Whāngārei, 26 October 1971. On 
file BAAI 1030 Box 1263c 15/5/255, Maori Trust – Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1971-3. 

1708  J.H. Taipana for Māori Trustee, to Thorne & Dallas, 16 November 1971.  On ibid; The mortgage was 
registered against the title CT NA21A/4, LINZ; According to Samuels, in the construction of the camping 
ground, a ‘few shareholders assisted with carting metal by horse and sledge to assist the contractors to build 
the motor camp facility block.’  Samuels became the first manager of the camp, Submissions to Resource 
Consent Application – Matauri Bay Property Limited scheduled for hearing on 30 and 31 August 2006 … 
Submission No. 69, Dover Samuels, 25 August 2006.  On file 2006 15967 01, Subdivision, Vol III, NRC. 
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In the Matauri X Incorporation’s 1972 Annual Report, rates were described as the ‘most burdensome 

expense’ and ways had to be found to increase the overall income of the incorporation.  The camping 

ground had a ‘number of teething problems’ but had been run satisfactorily.  More work, though, was 

required for the incorporation to be financially sound.1709  The accounts do not show any rate arrears and 

presumably the $3,000 mentioned above for rates arrears resolved that issue. 

5.3.2 Second mortgage to the Māori Trustee for camping ground and rate arrears, 1972-3 

In October 1972 the Matauri X Incorporation reported that revenue of $3,813 was made (presumably for 

1971/72) which was a significant increase on the previous year.  As noted above, despite that increase the 

overall income only allowed for a payment of $697 of the year’s rates of $1,697.50, with an unpaid 

balance of $1,100 owing for the 1971/72 year.  Although there was demand for camping sites, the 

facilities were not up to the standard required by ‘present day campers in return for their $2 per night.’  

Nonetheless, it expected future revenue would meet annual rates, but the committee wanted to clear the 

rate liability.  The Matauri X Incorporation therefore applied for an urgent loan of $7,000.  While the 

incorporation was unable to provide an accurate projected revenue, it was confident that improved 

facilities and ‘adequate publicity’ would result in a profitable venture.1710  

In a report to Head Office on the application, the Whāngārei District Officer made the following 

comments on the camping ground: 

The position is that for many years the same crowds of people have been going to Matauri 

Bay, attracted by its isolation and “back to nature” aspect.  These people have no need of hot 

and cold running water and such amenities.  It has turned out that they are deserting the place 

because of its being upgraded.  On the other hand the public that the Incorporation is trying to 

attract are generally those who require on their camping expeditions as much of the home 

facilities as possible.  The result has been that the camp is neither one thing nor the other.  It is 

recognised that Matauri Bay’s future lies in this more civilised aspect of camping life and to get 

it started the additional expenditure is essential.  This trend was only guessed at in the 

beginning but has not become evident.  

The officer noted the desperation of the Matauri X Incorporation in lifting the camp’s capacity to avoid 

losing a further year’s full income.1711  The accompanying Board paper to the District Officer’s report 

noted that the money advance (thus far) was ‘substantial’, but the Māori Trustee had confidence that the 

high potential for the block to subdivide if need be, outweighed any reservations.1712  An inspection 

report of the camping ground was undertaken at the end of October.  The camp manager, Dover 

                                                      
1709  The Proprietors of Matauri X 1972 Annual Report.  On file BAAI 1030 Box 1263c 15/5/255, Maori Trust – 

Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1971-3. 
1710  Thorne & Dallas to Māori Trustee, 2 October 1972; and, Application to the Board of Māori Affairs for 

advance from Māori Trustee’s Common Fund for Matauri X Incorporation, 21 June 1971.  Both on ibid. 
1711  J.E. Lewin, District Officer, Whāngārei, to Head Office, 18 October 1972.  On ibid. 
1712  Application to the Board of Māori Affairs for advance from Māori Trustee’s Common Fund for Matauri X 

Incorporation, [October 1972].  On ibid. 
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Samuels, kept the grounds in good condition, including planting Norfolk Pines and grassing a larger area.  

The report noted that the potential of the camp had not yet been realised, but considered the loan request 

as ‘necessary and warranted if a long term business proposition is envisaged.’  The report also noted the 

need for an ‘office cum [sic] shop complex’ to provide necessities for campers who would otherwise have 

to travel the mostly gravel road back to Kaeo.  The reporting officer added that sections near the beach 

would reach between $4,000-6,000 each ‘for security value only at this stage.’  The officer concluded that 

a ‘close watch’ would have to be kept on the administration of the camp.’1713   

On 17 November 1972, the Matauri X Incorporation were informed that approval had been given for a 

loan of $7,000 for a term of 19 years at 6.5 percent interest.  The sum was to be added to the current 

$31,000 loan.  This made the half-yearly instalment $1,752.69.1714  The interest rate increased to nine 

percent in 1977, increasing the half-yearly instalments to $2,069.59.1715 

In February 1973, the Matauri X Incorporation reported, among other things, that the camping ground 

income had ‘soared’ and that the committee were ‘very pleased with the position and for the first time are 

seeking to it that all arrears and current rates are paid right upto [sic] date.’1716  By 1974, the camp had a 

licence for 200 tent sites with some 170 other applicants for the season having to be turned away: ‘We are 

virtually booked out from one year to another by people who have come here before.’ 

a few years ago, campers pitched their tents along the length of the beach and enjoyed the sea 

and the sun for nothing more than a donation to the Maori owners.  There were no facilities 

and when the campers had gone the old Maori people would spend weeks clearing up the 

campers’ mess. 

Now, for $2 a day, campers are restricted to one end of the beach for their tents, but have hot 

and cold water, toilets, electricity, stoves, showers and washing facilities laid on.  These 

facilities were built with a $42,000 loan from the Maori Trust Board.  Campers return about 

$5,000 a season in revenue.1717    

5.3.3 Mortgage to the Australia and New Zealand Banking Group for camping ground water 

supply, 1974 

In July 1974, the Matauri X Incorporation informed the Māori Trustee that the Australia and New 

Zealand Banking Group Limited had agreed to advance $4,000 on a term loan, on the security of a 

second mortgage on the land.  The details of the mortgage are scant, but the purpose of the advance was 

                                                      
1713  C.N. Myers, D.B.S. [?], 30 October 1972.  On ibid. 
1714  J.H. Taipana for Māori Trustee, to Thorne & Dallas, 17 November 1972.  On ibid; The mortgage was 

registered against the title CT NA21A/4, LINZ. 
1715  T.B. Henry for Māori Trustee to committee of management, Proprietors of Matauri X Incorporation, 13 

September 1977. On file BAAI 1030 Box 1263d 15/5/255, Maori Trust – Loan Applications – Proprietors of 
Matauri X, 1973-80. 

1716  Thorne & Dallas to District Officer, Department of Māori & Island Affairs, Whāngārei, 26 October 1971.  On 
file BAAI 1030 Box 1263c 15/5/255, Maori Trust – Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1971-3. 

1717  ‘Matauri Bay – poised for progress’, NZ:R 052k T53, APL. 



 

409 

to carry our ‘essential extensions to the camping ground water supply … and other work.’1718  There was 

no provision in the Māori Trustee’s mortgage that prohibited the registration of a second mortgage.1719  

According to a memorial on Certificate of Title NA100C/611 for Part Matauri X Block, this mortgage 

was discharged in 1998. 

5.3.4 Third mortgage to the Māori Trustee to repair a water supply, 1982-3 

In 1977, the camping charges were to be increased by 50 cents per site per day from 1 October.1720  A 

Māori Affairs inspection report of the camp in February 1978 noted the high occupancy rate of the camp, 

although it was heavily reliant on the Christmas holiday period ‘to generate sufficient income to at a guess 

keep the camp viable’: 

The whole area obviously has a very big potential.  The Incorporation advisory committee is a 

capable and far sighted group who I feel sure will steer the Incorporations[sic] course 

deliberately and probably fairly conservatively which would appear to be in keeping with the 

bulk of the owners [sic] wishes. … The camping facilities are expected to show steady 

progress and offer prospects for extension at some stage.1721 

By 1980, the charges were $7.50 per caravan site per day, and $6 per camp site per day; and increased 

again in the following year to $8 and $5, respectively.1722  By 1981, the committee of management was 

expressing concerns to its shareholders about the Matauri X Incorporation’s finances: 

Although some slight improvement in finance has been gained, it is felt that to make the 

camping grounds do more than just pay the rates and debt to the Māori Affairs Department, 

no real improvements, i.e. 

Sub-division 

Adequate water supply 

Fencing on Camp 

Caretakers [sic] residence and shop 

to name a few, can take place without an injection of capital.   

I would therefore ask that all take a good hard practical look at the benefits to the area and a 

future financial return to Shareholders of the ‘sale to the Crown.’1723 

                                                      
1718  Thorne & Dallas to Māori Trustee, 1 July 1974 on file BAAI 1030 Box 1263d 15/5/255, Maori Trust – Loan 

Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1973-80.  As the mortgage was to a private entity, there is no 
government file on it, other than communications about it from the Incorporation to the government. 

1719  R.W. Thompson, for Māori Trustee, to Thorne & Dallas, 7 July 1974.  On ibid; The mortgage was registered 
against the title CT NA21A/4, LINZ. 

1720  The Proprietors of Matauri X 1977 Annual Report.  On file BAAI 1030 Box 1263d 15/5/255, Maori Trust – 
Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1973-80. 

1721  B. Thom, Field Officer, Department of Māori Affairs, Kaikohe, to Whāngārei [office], 9 February 1978.  On 
ibid. 

1722  The Proprietors of Matauri X 1980 Annual Report.  On ibid, [pp. 173-4]; The Proprietors of Matauri X 1980 
Annual Report.  On file BAAI 1030 Box 1264a 15/5/255, Maori Trust – Loan Applications – Proprietors of 
Matauri X, 1980-2. 
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Two years later, in 1982 and under a new chair, the committee of management implemented a number of 

mostly cost-savings measures.  The first was the committee of management taking over the day-to-day 

running of the camping ground in order to: better acquaint management members with the everyday 

problems experienced by the Camp Manager; to provide on-the-spot decision-making not previously 

enjoyed by the Camp Manager; to provide and encourage greater participation amongst shareholders; to 

cut spending where possible, and ‘to collate and evaluate better systems if any.’   

Second, previously all profits from the shop and petrol pump went directly to the Camp Manager as part 

of the terms of his/her employment; they would now be directed towards the payment of the Matauri X 

Incorporation’s debts.  The third measure was to only operate the camp during the Easter, Labour and 

Christmas/New Year period.  This was prompted by expenditure exceeding income,1724 plus the need to 

upgrade facilities, and the need to comply with Department of Health regulations.  Fourthly, was that 

‘each and every member of the committee of management, shareholders and friends would receive 

absolutely no remuneration whatsoever.’ 

The road forward so to speak, will not be an easy one and will require a firm commitment 

from every man, woman and child for the next three years.  The management committee has 

had to contend with a host of obstacles in a very short span of time but as sure as God would 

have it, each one has been dealt with just as swiftly as it has arisen, circumstances permitting. 

After evaluating ‘existing financial resources’, the chair ‘decided to “take the bull by the horns” and 

implement immediate action’ by reinstating the toll gate.  The chair acknowledged that this action was not 

‘readily acceptable as some shareholders were asked to pay the 50 cent fee’ in error.  He also noted the 

challenges from outsiders: 

My concern however, was not so much with our own people, but more with other persons 

who feel that they had an inalienable right to cross our lands without consideration.   

Here are a few examples of reasons given for refusing to pay: 

- “I am a local” 

- “I’ve never had to pay before” 

- “You can’t stop me from using the beach” 

- “You Maoris don’t own this land” 

- “I refuse to pay on principle”  

The Matauri X Incorporation was also making their first attempt at a small commercial horticulture 

venture ‘which will be financed out of our own pockets.’1725  Another measure was to increase the 

                                                                                                                                                                     
1723  The Proprietors of Matauri X 1980 Annual Report.  On ibid. 
1724  The expenditure exceeding income comment is reflected in Table 48 above, presumably based on camp 

expenses versus camp profit (net).  
1725  The Proprietors of Matauri X 1983 Annual Report. On file BAAI 1030 Box 1264b 15/5/255, Maori Trust – 

Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1982-6. 
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number of camping sites from the one hundred sites providing for a maximum of 350 persons.1726  These 

measures may explain why the Matauri X Incorporation’s finances dramatically changed for the 1983/84 

year, in which the incorporation had a net profit of $40,418, compared with a $38 loss from 1982/83; in 

more detail, income increased 76 percent, expenses decreased 27 percent, the camp profit increased 363 

percent, the Profit & Loss Appropriate Account1727 increased some 2,780 percent and the Shareholder 

Funds1728 jumped 68 percent.   

In August 1982, the Matauri X Incorporation applied for a loan from the Māori Trustee for $20,000 to fix 

the water supply on the block.  Repair costs of $2,900 had already been incurred, and some $2,000 of 

camp revenue was lost during the summer season as potential campers were turned away.  An adequate 

water supply was essential to protecting the Matauri X Incorporation’s income and the existing loan from 

the Māori Trustee, as well as providing long term security and a facility available to local residents in the 

future.1729 

While the District Officer had reservations about the Matauri X Incorporation being able to increase the 

camp revenue by 20 percent, presumably to meet increased repayment instalments, a $20,000 loan was 

approved in November, repayable over nine years with instalments to be added to the existing Māori 

Trustee mortgage, meaning that yearly instalments were $8,111.68 ($675.97 per month) at an interest rate 

of 14 percent.1730  The loan was paid to the Matauri X Incorporation in March 1983.1731 

In the following month, the Matauri X Incorporation informed the Māori Trustee that some $12,500 had 

been spent on the water supply project.  The Health Inspector had insisted on several changes to the 

camp kitchen and ablution block, and the Matauri X Incorporation sought trustee approval to divert 

some of the unspent loan advance to these changes.1732   When Samuels met with several Māori Affairs 

officials on 1 June 1983, where ‘various things’ about the incorporation were discussed, he agreed to 

submit a list of questions that Māori Affairs could respond to.  Samuels mentioned the closure of the 

camping ground ‘until further notice’, apparently because the County Council had concerns about the 

water supply being a health risk.  This raised concerns with officials in light of the recent loan and they 

immediately contacted the Matauri X Incorporation about the situation.1733   

                                                      
1726  D.J. Haines, Building Supervisor, and R.I. Banks, Public Information Officer, Kaitaia, to Whāngārei, 28 June 

1983.  On ibid. 
1727  This is the unappropriated profit carried forward as the opening balance on the appropriation account for the 

next financial year. 
1728  The amount of equity in the Incorporation which belongs to the shareholders. 
1729  Fletcher to Māori Trustee, 18 August 1982; and, [Interim] Application for Māori Trust Loan re Proprietors of 

Matauri X, 8 April 1982.  Both on file BAAI 1030 Box 1264a 15/5/255, Maori Trust – Loan Applications – 
Proprietors of Matauri X, 1980-2. 

1730  File note from H.F. Cook to District Accountant, 22 November 1982; H.F. Cook for Māori Trustee to 
Fletcher, 10 November 1982 and 14 December 1982, respectively.  All on ibid. 

1731  H.F. Cook, for Māori Trustee, to Thorne & Dallas, 17 March 1983.  On file BAAI 1030 Box 1264b 15/5/255, 
Maori Trust – Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1982-6. 

1732  Fletcher to Māori Trustee, 26 April 1983.  On ibid. 
1733  Note for File, W.M. Coutts, Executive Officer (Trust), Whāngārei, 3 June 1983.  On ibid. 
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Both the Matauri X Incorporation accountant and chair reported that they were unaware that the 

camping ground had been closed by the County Council, with the chair refuting the suggestion ‘without 

foundation’.  Both, though, acknowledged that the camp was closed due to ‘new management proposals’ 

to save money, and to allow for maintenance and ‘matters which require upgrading etc. before the peak 

camping season begins’, apparently aimed for Labour weekend.  The accountant noted that the 

forthcoming 1983/84 season’s bookings were ‘very high.’  (As noted in the summary table above, the 

camp’s income for 1983/84 season was 76 percent higher than the previous season.)  After hearing back 

about the council’s position, the Māori Trustee confirmed with the Matauri X Incorporation that the 

Health Inspector had not closed down the camp, and that they had no objection to the diversion of the 

loan advance.  The trustee apologised for any inconvenience caused by Samuel’s comments.1734 

By mid-1983, concerns about the Matauri X Incorporation and its leadership started surfacing in the 

public record.  The accountant submitted his resignation from the committee of Management and his 

secretarial role after giving 16.5 years of service:    

I will be sorry to leave you at a time when some real progress may be emerging, but I am 

saddened by the factional disagreements which persist at the insistence of a few shareholders.  

I hope you and the Committee can overcome the difficulties which continue to arise as a 

result. 

The accountant indicated his preference not to attend another committee meeting, but would act as the 

Matauri X Incorporation’s accountant if required.  For reasons unclear, he also sent a copy of this 

resignation letter to the Māori Trustee.1735  The closure of the camp ground above may have been the 

catalyst for his resignation. 

According to the 1984 chair’s report, after assessing the viability of the Matauri X Incorporation’s 

business such as the camping ground and the degree of public demand, management: 

consider that immediate attention should be given to consolidating our economic base through 

planned expansion.  In other words extending the lifespan of our business to a full 12 months 

operations at optimum capacity.’ [emphasis in text]   

It is unclear whether the chair was specifically referring to the camping ground and/or the planned 

‘resettlement’ scheme, or all business arms of the Matauri X Incorporation.  He further notes ‘several 

administrative pre-conditions’ including (adding) full-time staff, adding that ‘we contend that the political 

climate is right for such a step.  Whether the people have [t]he courage to embark upon such a course is a 

matter for the people alone to determine.’  The Matauri X Incorporation intended setting aside $20,000 in 

1984 to settle existing mortgage repayments, and doing the same for 1985 when the mortgages would be 

then cleared.  At the same time, camp fees were increased ‘following approval by the Department of 

                                                      
1734  Fletcher to Māori Trustee, 13 June 1983; chair, Matauri X Incorporation, 14 June 1983; D.J. Haines, Building 

Supervisor, and R.I. Banks, Public Information Officer, Kaitaia, to Whāngārei, 28 June 1983; and, H.F. Cook 
for Māori Trustee to Fletcher (cc. the Incorporation chair), 8 July 1983.  All on ibid. 

1735  Fletcher to chair, Proprietors of Matauri X, 25 July 1983.  On ibid. 



 

413 

Internal Affairs’, to $3.50 per person per day, excluding children under five, and $2.50 per day for a 

power point.  I was unable to locate any further information on the Internal Affairs reference.  The toll 

charges were noted as forming a ‘primary source of income’ and ‘with better reorganisation as to policing 

of the gate’ the toll gate would remain.  The chair hoped that ‘fruitful negotiations’ with the Crown 

(presumably in reference to subdivision and housing proposals) would see the gate phased out.  The 

horticulture venture was a work-in-progress, although: ‘In short, we simply had too many jobs to do and 

not enough hands to do them’, and it required a ‘more realistic approach.’1736  Further details on the 

horticulture venture were not located on the public record, and presumably it proved economically 

unviable for the Matauri X Incorporation. 

A December 1985 newspaper article reported briefly on the success of the Matauri X Incorporation, 

noting that Rāpata (the Incorporation Chair) had been called back home to Matauri Bay by the ‘old 

people’ in or around 1982 to ‘help out’.  Rāpata became a board member in December 1982,1737 and then 

the chair.  His tenure was reported in the Auckland Star: 

Eighteen months later, through his hard work and sound administration Matauri Bay don’t 

owe nobody nothing, [sic] but only just.  The mortgage for the camping ground is cleared up, 

the rates are paid, …1738 

At the same time, Samuels described the camping ground as the ‘financial life-belt which saved his 

people’s land.’ 

[His] suggestion of a camping ground created a bit of a rumpus among the old people whose 

resentment of outsiders and commercialisation of their property was up against the practical 

problem of paying the bills. 

Even when the utility block was a fact of Matauri Bay life its reluctant approvers could not see 

why it was necessary to have electricity connected.  “They said, There’s no need for power, 

they can use candles and lanterns.” 

Campers were apparently charged $5 a week to camp: ‘We didn’t know anything about running a 

camping ground, we thought we were making heaps – and the visitors who had been freeloading 

off the bay for years were aghast.’1739  By now, though, the Māori Trustee’s mortgages were paid off 

and accordingly discharged.1740   

                                                      
1736  chairman’s Report to 1984 Annual General Meeting.  On file BAAI 1030 Box 1264b 15/5/255, Maori Trust – 

Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1982-6. 
1737  Whāngārei Minute Book 60, p.149. 
1738  ‘Matauri Bay: Rainbow Warrior finds a resting place’, Auckland Star, 26 December 1985, p. B3, APL. 
1739  Ibid. 
1740  R.C. Lawrence, [Māori Trustee], to Manager, Australia & NZ Banking Group, Whāngārei, 27 June 1985.  On 

file BAAI 1030 Box 1264b 15/5/255, Maori Trust – Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1982-6. 
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Image 13: Three images of Matauri X Incorporation Camping Ground at the base of Matauri Pā 
promontory, 20151741 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
1741  The first two images are mine; the third is copied from http://www.beautifulnewzealand.com/matauribay1.htm   
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5.4 Other income streams are initiated or explored to generate income and secure public 
access 

While the proposed 1967 subdivision scheme resulted in the forced resignation of the management 

committee in 1967, the new committee was not averse to exploring further subdivision proposals.  It 

probably had little choice but to think big.  As noted at the 1969 Māori Land Court hearing above 

concerning an application to wind up the body corporate, the Matauri X Incorporation’s income was 

barely $1,500 per annum, which at that time was probably just covering current rates let alone 

incorporation’s and any other expenses.  This section considers the subdivision and reserve proposals 

along with other known income streams revealed in the sources.   These proposals fell short of providing 

a potentially mutually-beneficial outcome both for the Matauri X Incorporation – which stood fast on its 

non-sale of Māori land, particularly in light of esplanade reserve requirements so prominent under the 

Local Government Act 1974 in particular – and the Crown and the Whangaroa County Council which 

wanted unfettered public access. 

5.4.1 Proposed subdivision (near Samuel Marsden Church, southern end of Matauri Bay flats), 

1971-4 

In August 1971, the Matauri X Incorporation sought, and subsequently gained approval, to have released 

‘from the mortgage of individual sections in any subdivision for shareholders’, on condition that the 

proceeds of the sale of such sections would be applied in reduction of the mortgage owing to the Māori 

Trustee.  As the incorporation’s solicitors noted: 

While, as you are aware, the strongest opposition was expressed some two years ago to the 

plan to either subdivide for sale or even for lease to the general public, there has been a strong 

feeling growing amongst the owners that there should be sections provided for owners and 

their families.  The exact location of such a subdivision is not yet clear, but it would probably 

be on or just off the road which is being legalised, on the lowest slopes of the hills close to the 

bridge.1742 

(The road legalisation refers to the stretch of road from the Matauri X (southern) boundary1743 down the 

hill to the bridge just past the Anglican Church (on the old roadline).1744   

At the Matauri X Incorporation’s Annual General Meeting on 2 June 1973, an amended motion was 

passed approving the sale of sections in a subdivision in the vicinity of the church ‘but restricted to 

shareholders only with priority to be given to shareholders who have contributed to the survey costs’ – 

this was a marked difference from the 1967 scheme which was to sell on the open market.  The 

amendment to include the restriction was agreed to on a show of hands 15 to eight, and the amended 

                                                      
1742  Thorne & Dallas to Māori Trustee, 26 August 1971; and, J.E. Lewin, District Officer, Whāngārei, to Thorne & 

Dallas, 29 September 1971.  Both on file BAAI 1030 Box 1263c 15/5/255, Maori Trust – Loan Applications – 
Proprietors of Matauri X, 1971-3. 

1743  More or less at the intersection between Wainui Road, Matauri Bay Road, and Tāpui Road. 
1744  The Proprietors of Matauri X 1972 Annual Report. On file BAAI 1030 Box 1263c 15/5/255, Maori Trust – 

Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1971-3. 
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motion passed on a show of hands of 16 to 10.  Even so, there appeared to be a lack of shareholder 

interest in the subdivision.1745  With the Māori Trustee mortgage, though, any take up of sections to be 

purchased by shareholders would need to gain approval of the Trustee, although it was expected that 

proceeds from any sale would go towards reducing the mortgage.1746  The Matauri X Incorporation’s 

Annual Report of 1974 noted 11 shareholders interested in sections but that the proposed subdivision 

‘has proved to be both undesirable and not very practical’ to proceed any further.  Shareholders instead 

recommended looking at the proposal from Lands and Survey, as noted below.1747 

5.4.2 Shingle extraction revenue, 1971-72? 

Shingle played a small part in the Matauri X Incorporation’s income, and there was little documentation 

on it other than its mention in the annual statements for the 1971/72 and 1972/73 years.  The chair 

noted in his report for the 1984 annual general meeting that written confirmation had been received from 

the Marine Department that all land below high water mark was Crown-owned, while all land about this 

mark was incorporation property.  Management had ‘resolved’ that the removal of sand, shell, and shingle 

was to be under the ‘absolute control of the Incorporation.  Further debate will be had as regards this 

matter’,1748 although no further information was located. 

5.4.3 Grazing lease to Department of Lands and Survey, 1969 

In February 1969, the Matauri X Incorporation entered into a leasing contract with the Department of 

Lands and Survey for grazing rights on the Matauri X block.  As to where exactly the rights were located 

on the block was not explained in the limited correspondence on the public record, although it possibly 

was on part of the block which became Lot 1 DP 74547 in 1975 – this is based on other correspondence 

alongside that on the grazing rights relating to part of the Whakarārā block.  There appeared some 

confusion as to the length of the rights.  The Matauri X Incorporation’s accountant informed the 

department that the incorporation's records showed it was for three months; but a departmental official 

had told him it was for six months.  The accountant requested a copy of the contract held by the 

department, and was subsequently advised that the rights were for six months from February for an 

apparent $225.1749 

                                                      
1745  Fletcher to Māori Trustee, 5 September 1973.  On file BAAI 1030 Box 1263d 15/5/255, Maori Trust – Loan 

Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1973-80. 
1746  Fletcher to Māori Trustee, 17 September 1973.  On ibid. 
1747  The Proprietors of Matauri X 1974 Annual Report, with ‘Notices of Motion – Sale of Land’ attached.  On ibid. 
1748  Chairman’s Report to 1984 Annual General Meeting.  On file BAAI 1030 Box 1264b 15/5/255, Maori Trust – 

Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1982-6, ANZ. 
1749  R. Fletcher, Public Accountant, Kawakawa, to Superintendent, Department of Lands and Survey, Whāngārei, 

22 May 1969; and R.K. Sommerville, Superintendent Land Development, to Fletcher, 27 June 1969.  Both on 
file ZACC A1258 1109 Box 1800a 4/849, Matauri Bay Farm Settlement, 1955-64[sic], ANZ. 
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5.4.4 Lease of the coastal flats (Matauri X Residue Block), 1971-1991 

The ‘balance of the land’ (coastal flats behind the beach, or ‘Roto’1750) was being leased by Paul and Agnes 

Hēmi for five years from 1 April 1971 at an annual rental of $600 ‘rebateable by 50 percent conditional 

on certain work being done.’1751  The exact location on the flats is not revealed in the research.  This 

arrangement morphed into a more formalised arrangement when, in July 1977, the lessees decided to 

renew the lease and a new memorandum of lease was signed.  It provided for a 14-year term commencing 

1 June 1977 and concluding 30 May 1991.  Rental was set at $600 for the first five years, payable by 

monthly payments of $50, when it would be ‘reviewed then and again after 10 years.’  The lease provided 

for no right of renewal or compensation.1752  The lessees agreed to break-in at least 240 acres in the first 

six years, and not less than 30 acres in any one year, and put it into grass.  This applied to the ‘rolling 

country’ behind the beach and ‘the area besides Mr Coutts near the school.’  The lessees would also pay 

any increase in rates ‘after this year.’  The committee of management did not consider that the land would 

ever be an economic farming unit, ‘but best used with other land’.1753  The new lease in 1977 was 

endorsed by the Māori Trustee (who held a mortgage over the title).1754  A Māori Affairs inspection report 

of the camping ground in February 1978 commented that the development of the lease area would make 

the block ‘into a real jewel within the next few years’: 

The Department in relation to many of its Māori Trustee leases could well afford to take a leaf 

from the Incorporations book here in respect to the lease terms [of the Hēmi lease, noted 

further above].  … 

In conclusion – an extremely desirable piece of land that has tremendous subdivision potential 

which in this respect would warrant a Government Valuation in the several million dollar 

bracket.  It is doubtful that the owners want this however. 

The camping facilities are expected to show steady progress and offer prospects for extension 

at some stage.1755 

No further information was located on the lease and what happened upon its expiry. 
                                                      
1750  Hēmi’s lease is mentioned in Hēmi-Rua Rāpata, Department of Māori Affairs, to ‘Nau’, [February] 1988.  On 

file BBDL 1030 Box 2200a 11/1/42/11 part 1, Maori Housing – Papakainga Development Series (Housing 
General), 1987-88, ANZ.  

1751  Application to the Board of Māori Affairs for advance from Māori Trustee’s Common Fund for Matauri X 
Incorporation, 21 June 1971.  On file BAAI A353 11466 Box 351l 7795, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Matauri 
X, 1966-71. 

1752  The Proprietors of Matauri X 1977 Annual Report.  On file BAAI 1030 Box 1263d 15/5/255, Maori Trust – 
Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1973-80; Memorial Schedule for Matauri X, entry dated 28 July 
1977, on Matauri Block Order File No. 7. The Memorial Schedule provided the reference ‘R10/507’ next to 
the memorial entry.  This reference refers to a register and is not available on the Māori Land Information 
System (MLIS) database.   Despite several requests to the NLC in Whāngārei in March and May 2015 for a 
scanned or hard copy of this reference, no copy was made available to me. 

1753  The Proprietors of Matauri X 1977 Annual Report. On file BAAI 1030 Box 1263d 15/5/255, Maori Trust – 
Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1973-80. 

1754  R.W. Thompson for Māori Trustee to Thorne & Dallas, 19 October 1977.  On ibid. 
1755  B. Thom, Field Officer, Department of Māori Affairs, Kaikohe, to Whāngārei [office], 9 February 1978.  On 

ibid. 
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Map 37: ‘Plan of Lots 1&2 [DP 74547] being subn of Pt Matauri X Blk’, 1974 
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5.4.5 Lease to Matauri Heights Limited (Lots 1 and 2 DP 74547), 1974-1992 

The Matauri X Incorporation entered into negotiations with Tepene Tablelands Limited to lease part of 

Matauri X, over part of the former 1L2 and 1L3A (later registered as Lots 1 and 2 DP 75447);1756 

however, it was not until 1974 that negotiations were concluded.  Some 700 acres at the south-east end of 

the block were to be leased to Matauri Heights Limited.1757  In 1980 the lease was re-engrossed as a 

registered lease with the consent of the Māori Trustee.  The lease was for 21 years from 1 April 1973 at an 

annual rental of $1,000.1758 

In 1975, the Matauri X block was formally subdivided into two parts: Lots 1 and 2 DP 74547 comprising 

302.9 hectares and covering the southern end of the parent block;1759 and Matauri X residue, being the 

remainder, including the bay’s flats and part of Putataua Bay.1760  By 1984, however, the Matauri X 

Incorporation was considering recalling the lease,1761 but no further information on the lease was located. 

5.4.6 Proposal to the Crown to purchase foreshore area, 1974-77 

The idea of providing for unfettered public access was articulated by Samuels in 1974, as reported: 

I look towards the day when the beach can be opened up to the public – because I don’t like to 

see any beach of the country privately owned,” he said, “I would like to see it agreed upon by 

the owners that a portion of the land near the beach be turned into a public reserve.”1762   

His aspiration was being investigated by the Matauri X Incorporation who, in June 1974, informed the 

Minister of Lands that shareholders had authorised the committee of management to negotiate with the 

Crown in regard to an area encompassing the main beach frontage (for Matauri Bay) for a public reserve 

‘for the enjoyment’ of the general public.  The Matauri X Incorporation ‘noted with pleasure’ the 

purchase of Motukawanui by the Crown and were supportive of a Crown-purchase of Motukawaiti (or 

part thereof).1763  The Minister’s Private Secretary directed the Director-General of Lands to arrange 

discussions with the Matauri X Incorporation.1764   

                                                      
1756  R.C. Williams, Tepene Tablelands Limited, Kaeo, to Thorne & Dallas, 19 October 1972.  On file BAAI 1030 

Box 1263c 15/5/255, Maori Trust – Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1971-3. 
1757  Thorne & Dallas to Māori Trustee, 10 March 1974.  On file BAAI 1030 Box 1263d 15/5/255, Maori Trust – 

Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1973-80. 
1758  Thorn & Dallas to Māori Trustee, 22 October 1980; Document for Consent re lease to Matauri Heights 

Limited, 3 November 1980; and, R.C. Lawrence for District Officer, to Thorne & Dallas, 4 November 1980.  
All on file BAAI 1030 Box 1264a 15/5/255, Maori Trust – Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 
1980-2, ANZ. 

1759  See CT NA30B/1494, 15 July 1975, LINZ. 
1760  See CT NA31D/61, 15 July 1975, LINZ. 
1761  Chairman’s Report to 1984 Annual General Meeting.  On file BAAI 1030 Box 1264b 15/5/255, Maori Trust – 

Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1982-6, ANZ. 
1762  ‘Matauri Bay – poised for progress’, [1974], NZ:R 052k T53, APL. 
1763  R. Fletcher, Chartered Accountant, [on behalf of the Matauri X Incorporation], to the Minister of Lan, 4 June 

1974.  On file ABWN W5021 6095 Box 256 7/880 part 1, North Auckland Land District – Small islands or 
rocks off Matauri Bay, also Matauri X Block, 1938-75. 

1764  N.J. Male, Private Secretary, [to Minister of Lands], to Fletcher, 13 June 1974.  On ibid. 
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The background to this offer begins with the Whangaroa County Council and its District Planning 

Scheme.  It designated a large part of the beach frontage alongside the camping ground and headland as a 

‘Proposed Public Open Space’ with ‘a deferred coastal residential zone on the land behind the beach.’  

This did not prohibit subdivision but it had to be more considerate towards the protection of the natural 

environment.1765  How this plan fitted in with the Northland Regional Planning Authority’s plan, or what 

sort of discussion had occurred between the Authority and the Whangaroa County Council, is unclear. 

Image 14: Matauri Bay – ‘Part Whangaroa County District Scheme’, 19741766 

 

 

At the same time, the Department of Lands and Survey was undertaking a nation-wide Coastal Reserves 

Survey to determine what areas should be preserved for future public use, with the primary aim of 

maintaining existing public access, and improving this in the future.1767  In his submission to the Minister 

of Lands on the matter, the Commissioner of Crown Lands stated: 

                                                      
1765  D.D. Miller, Assistant Chief Surveyor, ‘A Preliminary Report on a Fully Integrated Recreation – Residential 

Development Scheme’, Lands and Survey Department, Auckland, March 1974, p. 13.  Copy on file ZACC 
A1258 1109 Box 1787d 20/884, Maori land and survey liens – Matauri Bay, 1974-87, ANZ. 

1766  Copied from D.D. Miller, Assistant Chief Surveyor, ‘A Preliminary Report on a Fully Integrated Recreation – 
Residential Development Scheme’, Lands and Survey Department, Auckland, March 1974, p. 15.  Copy on 
ibid.   

1767  This coastal survey was initiated in 1966 by the Director-General of Lands.  The background appears to have 
been in the context of the attempt, outlined in the Department of Lands and Survey Annual Report of 
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In line with his survey it was thought that the County’s designation, while well motivated, was 

inadequate insofar as the front land alongside the camping ground was concerned.  It was 

proposed to recommend to our colleague, the Minister of Works, that he should issue a 

requirement on the County to designate yet a further area as proposed open space but before 

putting this proposal forward, the Commissioner of Crown lands as a courtesy measure, called 

on Mr Dover Samuels, a member of the Management Committee who lives at Matauri Bay, to 

explain the proposed action and is implications. 

Arising out of this discussion the Commissioner was asked to meet the Management 

Committee which he did, and explained firstly that no approach was being made to purchase 

the land – only an endeavour to ensure by designation that an adequate area of land would be 

available for future public reserve and would not be alienated in the meantime for commercial 

purpose developed by outside interests.  The Management Committee seemed to feel, 

however, that if any land was to be designated in Matauri Bay, and members agreed, that a 

substantial area of reserve should be provided to meet the public demand, and that arising 

from their own proposed development, the Incorporation should not be asked to carry the 

financial burden of rates and it was on this basis the Committee suggested the Crown should 

buy the area to be designated.  It was also understood that some financial  problems were 

being encountered in the Incorporation's other development proposals and the Committee 

seemed happy for the Crown to purchase an area for reserves, this providing capital for 

development, yet ensuring that the land in question would remain as public reserve and be 

available for use by Incorporation members and their descendants.  

The Commissioner informed the Director-General that because of the county designation of open space, 

if the Crown did not purchase ‘the owners are denied use of the land for any purpose inconsistent with 

the designation but are still required to bear the burden of rates.’1768 As a result of this discussion, the 

Commissioner prepared an ‘overall outline scheme’ showing how the Matauri X Incorporation ‘might 

develop its own land to advantage while preserving the best features in a natural state.’  The plan was 

presented to the annual meeting of shareholders and received an apparent ‘very good reception, at which 

shareholders authorised the committee of management to negotiate with the Crown’.1769   

The meeting referred to is probably that of May 1974 in which a sale to the Crown was presented.  It was 

proposed that the Crown purchase 50 acres as a public reserve to fit in with the purchase of ‘several 

islands including Motukawanui and forming part of a maritime park.’  A price had been ‘tentatively 

                                                                                                                                                                     
1961/62, to ensure that all unauthorised buildings were removed from foreshores of lakes, rivers and the sea.   
Experience suggested that it was difficult to ensure that foreshore areas remained in public hands, and the 
Minister of Lands reportedly had expressed concerns for action and future vigilance in ensuring public access 
to shorelines.  See Administration Circular 1966/14, Director-General of Lands to all Commissioners of 
Crown Land 26 July 1966, 6/1/1164, LINZ. 

1768  J.D. O’Brien, Commissioner of Crown Lands, Auckland, to Director-General of Lands, 27 September 1974, 
with submission to the Minister of Lands attached. On file ABWN W5021 6095 Box 256 7/880 part 1, North 
Auckland Land District – Small islands or rocks off Matauri Bay, also Matauri X Block, 1938-75. 

1769  Ibid. 
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discussed but not finalised.’  The committee of management recommended shareholders give authority 

for the committee to negotiate a sale for several reasons, including: 

 The area proposed to be sold was designated ‘reserve’ on the council’s District Scheme, limiting 

any commercial value being able to be derived from the area or be open to housing 

 The Matauri X Incorporation was paying ‘very high rates in respect of this land’ 

 Day trippers were proving a ‘great embarrassment to the Incorporation and particularly to the 

camp manager’ as there were no public facilities for their use 

 The proceeds from the sale would provide much needed capital to enable the mortgage to be 

paid off and further develop the property, while at the same time increasing the value of the 

Matauri X Incorporation’s land directly behind the beach, and make the camping ground more 

attractive bringing in greater patronage and revenue, while the Crown would be able to install 

the necessary public facilities  

It would place the Matauri X Incorporation on a sound financial footing, while also increasing the value 

of shares and providing sound investment for the future. 

The committee considered that the ‘whole successful future of the Matauri X Incorporation could depend 

on the decision of the shareholders at this meeting.’1770  The plan that the Commissioner mentioned is 

probably the report entitled ‘A Preliminary Report on a Fully Integrated Recreation – Residential 

Development Scheme’.  The purpose of the report was: 

to establish in general terms, the best use of the land, to resolve areas of apparent conflict and 

to act as a reliable basis for discussion and negotiation.  It represents the first stage in the 

planning process and is not intended as a detailed design solution.1771   

The Crown was keen to acquire the green, brown and yellow area shown in the schematic plan below, 

while the remaining land and camping ground would be held by the Matauri X Incorporation to be 

developed privately.  The report noted that Matauri Bay had a number of unique attractions and 

landscapes, described as the ‘magnificent ocean beach, outstanding scenery, unspoiled coastal landscape, 

unique recreational opportunities, freedom from development, historical interest, freedom from 

pollution, a feeling of isolation’, and ‘an abundant marine life’.  The department was eager to protect these 

values by ensuring that any physical development was to be integrated with the landscape.1772 

The report also noted that Matauri had been subject to ‘a number of pressures’, including subdivisional 

schemes, an area of foreshore designated ‘Proposed Public Open Space’, the Crown’s interest in 

obtaining land for reserve purposes, and the establishment of a ‘very successful and well run camping 

                                                      
1770  ‘Notices of Motion – Sale of Land’ attached to The Proprietors of Matauri X 1974 Annual Report.  On file 

BAAI 1030 Box 1263d 15/5/255, Maori Trust – Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1973-80. 
1771  D.D. Miller, Assistant Chief Surveyor, ‘A Preliminary Report on a Fully Integrated Recreation – Residential 

Development Scheme’, Lands and Survey Department, Auckland, March 1974, p. 4.  Copy on file ZACC 
A1258 1109 Box 1787d 20/884, Maori land and survey liens – Matauri Bay, 1974-87. 

1772  Ibid, p. 5.  Copy on ibid. 
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ground.’  The report found that the strong ancestral connections Māori had with the bay, and because 

Māori did not have the same materialistic attitudes as Pākehā, had ensured that the bay had not been 

subdivided to the water’s edge, whereby ‘a wonderful natural asset would have been destroyed.’  The 

report noted that the Māori desire to not alienate remaining lands was a ‘commendable attitude and one 

to be encouraged.’  To this end, one option for the Crown was to lease areas for public reserves rather 

than outright purchase.1773    

The report then outlined its land-use design concept ‘based on the creation of a reserve complex to 

protect important landscape values, cater for recreation demand and increase visitor appreciation.’  

Additional visitor accommodation could be met by extending the camping ground, and a small golf 

course would utilise ground unsuitable for residential development; while scenic and historic reserves 

would be provided for.  A proposed motel would be sited at Putataua Bay.1774  The recommended land 

use for the bay is shown in the following image on the next page.  The report also identified a marine 

reserve proposal for Matauri Bay and Cavalli Islands (see Image 17 below), adding that the local marine 

life would benefit from protection from large commercial trawlers and give ‘coastal recreation a new 

dimension.’1775  In seeking assistance from the Māori Land Court on how to cancel the reservation status 

of Matauri 1H6 (Landing Reserve) ‘with a view of transferring to the Crown by way of sale as a reserve’, 

the Matauri X Incorporation were asked to call for a meeting of assembled owners under Part XIII of the 

1953 Act.1776 

  

                                                      
1773  D.D. Miller, Assistant Chief Surveyor, ‘A Preliminary Report on a Fully Integrated Recreation – Residential 

Development Scheme’, Lands and Survey Department, Auckland, March 1974, p. 7.  Copy on ibid. 
1774  Ibid, p. 16.  Copy on ibid. 
1775  Copied from ibid, p. 11.  Copy on ibid.  
1776  Thorne & Dallas to Registrar, 17 July 1974; and, Registrar to Thorne & Dallas, 2 August 1974.  Both on file 

‘Matauri – corres’, [1967-74]. 
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Image 15: Plan of Matauri Bay showing areas Crown proposed to purchase, 19741777 

 

 

  

                                                      
1777  J.D. O’Brien, Commissioner of Crown Lands, Auckland, to Childs, [District Field Officer], Whāngārei, 10 

April 1974, with plan attached.  On ibid. 

Areas proposed to be 
acquired by the Crown 
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Image 16: Matauri Bay – Recommended Land Use under Crown proposals, 19741778 

 

                                                      
1778  Copied from D.D. Miller, Assistant Chief Surveyor, ‘A Preliminary Report on a Fully Integrated Recreation – Residential Development Scheme’, Lands and Survey 

Department, Auckland, March 1974, p. 10.  Copy on file ZACC A1258 1109 Box 1787d 20/884, Maori land and survey liens – Matauri Bay, 1974-87. 
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Image 17: Matauri Bay/Cavalli Group – Area suggested as a possible marine reserve under Crown proposals, 19741779 

 

                                                      
1779  Ibid.   
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By August 1974, there was a ‘considerable measure of agreement between the parties’, with every 

possibility of the sale proceeding.  Proposed boundaries had been flagged on the ground and fixed by 

survey, and comprised a total of 20.1 hectares to be acquired.  A firm proposal was to be placed before 

the committee of management on 31 August.  The value of the land was $264,600.1780  It appears that the 

proposal was not taken up as, at a Ministerial level, the necessary financial authority to purchase could not 

be obtained.  By July 1975, it was reported that approval to purchase ‘has now come to hand’, subject to 

the ironing out of some ‘incidental issues’ (including metalling and sealing the road on the flat) with the 

purchase price to be spread over three years.1781 

In October, Head Office advice was sought as to when a response would be forthcoming as the Matauri 

X Incorporation was ‘most anxious to know’ as they had rung the Minister’s office at the end of 

September and had written to him at the beginning of October.  The Commissioner of Crown Lands was 

concerned that any acquisition be proceeded with quickly to ensure minimum improvements (e.g. toilets) 

be installed before the holiday season.1782  By mid-November 1975, the Commissioner had written again 

for an urgent response: 

I appreciate the difficulties you are experiencing in reaching finality over this acquisition but 

the delay at this end is embarrassing and likely to cause problems not only with the owners but 

with the administration of the area over the holiday period, assuming we can get approval to 

purchase.1783 

No response was located, although other sources state that negotiations stopped in early 1976 when the 

Minister of Lands declined any purchase on account of the ‘financial climate’.1784  The Whangaroa County 

Council considered lobbying the Minister to proceed with the sale ‘in the interests’ of the Matauri X 

Incorporation’s shareholders and the county.  A newspaper article from May 1976 reported that the issue 

would become a ‘hot potato’ at the next annual meeting of incorporation shareholders.  The article 

suggested that the sale had been ‘forestalled under the previous Government when one family of 

shareholders refused to go along with the proposals’ to sell.  The article further suggested that the 

perilous nature of the road down into Matauri Bay (see chapter four) spurred shareholders into selling.1785  

                                                      
1780  Commissioner of Crown Lands to Childs, 23 August 1974; and, N.F. McDonald, District Valuer, and J.A. 

Childs, District Field Officer, to [Commissioner of Crown Lands], 27 August 1974.  Both on ibid. 
1781   Commissioner of Crown Lands to District Commissioner of Works, Ministry of Works and Development, 

Auckland, 8 July 1975.  On file AATE 10880 180a 18/6/78, Roads - Matauri Bay Access - Whangaroa County, 
1972-82. 

1782  O’Brien to Director-General of Lands, 24 October 1975. On file ABWN W5021 6095 Box 256 7/880 part 1, 
North Auckland Land District – Small islands or rocks off Matauri Bay, also Matauri X Block, 1938-75. 

1783  Ibid. 
1784  G. McMillan, Commissioner of Crown Lands to Webster, [District Field Officer], 7 December 1976. On file 

ZACC A1258 1109 Box 1787d 20/884, Maori land and survey liens – Matauri Bay, 1974-87. 
1785  ‘Crown shelves plans to purchase Matauri Bay’, Northern Advocate, 11 May 1976.  On file AATE 10880 180a 

18/6/78, Roads - Matauri Bay Access - Whangaroa County, 1972-82. 
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A more contemporary source suggested that before any decision could be made, a change of Government 

in 1977 halted progress.1786   

In December 1976, however, it was reported that the Matauri X Incorporation wanted to renew 

negotiations ‘when the economic situation has improved.’1787  A new valuation gave a capital value of 

$325,000, an increase of 22 percent from the 1974 valuation.1788  A case recommending purchase at 

$340,000 payable over a five year period plus interests totalling $97,375 was put forward.  These terms 

were agreed to by the Matauri X Incorporation, but the Minister declined to purchase.1789 Ten 

shareholders requisitioned a Special General Meeting of the incorporation to revoke the decision to sell 

and to cancel the proposed sale to the Crown.1790  The meeting followed the shareholders’ annual general 

meeting on 30 July 1977 where a majority of shareholders decided two-to-one to cancel the proposed sale 

to the Crown.  The Matauri X Incorporation decided to close the file on the proposals.1791 

5.4.7 Subdivision proposal to the Crown, 1981-3 

In mid-1981, the Matauri X Incorporation approached the Commissioner of Crown Lands to see if the 

Crown wanted to purchase part of the Matauri X (residue) block.  The Commissioner was not confident 

on the ‘question of finance’, and before he requested advice from Wellington [Head Office] he sought 

advice from the Lands and Survey’s Whāngārei District Field Officer on a likely purchase price.1792  A 

valuation was completed in October, giving a capital value of $450,000 (an increase of ca. 27 percent from 

the 1974 valuation).1793 

  

                                                      
1786  Chris Jenkins, Conservator Northland, to the Minister of Conservation, 2 February 2003.  On file TWW-05-32 

NL-1, Treaty of Waitangi … Wai 234 Matauri Bay Marae Trustees, 1991-2005, DOC. 
1787  G. McMillan, Commissioner of Crown Lands to Webster, [District Field Officer], 7 December 1976. On file 

ZACC A1258 1109 Box 1787d 20/884, Maori land and survey liens – Matauri Bay, 1974-87. 
1788  M. J. Jensen, Field Officer, and [Webster], District Field Officer, to [Commissioner of Crown Lands], 16 

December 1976.  On ibid. 
1789  Commissioner of Crown Lands to Fraser, 20 December 1982.  On ibid. 
1790  The Proprietors of Matauri X 1977 Annual Report. On file BAAI 1030 Box 1263d 15/5/255, Maori Trust – 

Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1973-80. 
1791  Thorne, Dallas, Perkinson & McGregor, Whāngārei, to Commissioner of Crown lands, Auckland, 2 August 

1977. On file ZACC A1258 1109 Box 1787d 20/884, Maori land and survey liens – Matauri Bay, 1974-87. 
1792  J.P. Brent, Commissioner of Crown Lands, Auckland, to Fraser, [District Field Officer], Whāngārei, 2 June 

1981.  On ibid. 
1793  N.W. Murray, Field Officer, and L.G. Fraser, District Field Officer, to [Commissioner of Crown Lands], 21 

October 1981.  On ibid. 
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Image 18: Matauri Bay – area suggested to be leased by the Crown, [1980s?]1794 

 

This renewed interest in sale from the Matauri X Incorporation was reported on by the Commissioner of 

Crown Lands in his investigation into roading costs for the access road into the beach area.  (Part of any 

terms of sale was the construction of a length of road to provide legal access the area that would be 

retained by the incorporation.)  The Commissioner stated that the above sale transaction ‘in 1975’ stalled 

because of the opposition ‘from one particular person who had several shares in the Matauri X 

                                                      
1794  Copied from ibid.   
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Incorporation and had sufficient voting power to veto the sale.’  Since then, however, this shareholder 

had changed her mind.1795  The Crown, though, had limited Departmental funds for reserve purchases.  

The committee of management agreed to a suggestion from the Commissioner to lease rather than 

purchase the land, but it wanted more details.  The Commissioner suggested a 30-year rent a on a ‘loss of 

use’ basis.1796  

In early December 1982, Dover Samuels visited the Māori Trustee office to discuss the subdivision of the 

beach frontage.  Samuels reported on the Matauri X Incorporation’s Annual General Meeting in which 

the committee of management was ‘apparently placed under some pressure to undertake subdivision of 

part of the Matauri X Incorporation’s lands so as to provide sections for shareholders who wish to return 

from such places as Auckland.’  (Apparently, Samuels submitted the subdivision proposal at the 

meeting.1797)  Samuels was elected to ‘some form of Board’ as a ‘Director’1798 to investigate a subdivision.  

Ceramco, who owned the a clay factory ‘on top of the Matauri Bay Hill’ were in the process of expanding 

the factory and were keen to acquire the freehold of ten sections from the Matauri X Incorporation to 

provide permanent housing for their employees.  Māori Trust Office employee W.M. Coutts reported 

that: 

The shareholders have made it clear that not all sections subdivided should be placed on the 

open market and some sections are to be reserved for the shareholders themselves.  

I questioned Mr Samuels about employment opportunities for those who return to Matauri 

Bay from say Auckland.  Mr Samuels states that the whole idea of the subdivision is to 

rejuvenate [sic] this predominantly Māori community and that employment opportunities 

would be available through such activities as: [fishing, Ceramco, Moerewa Freezing Works, and 

Forestry].1799 

Samuels had suggested subdividing some 100 sections, with estimated subdivision costing some $800,000.  

The proposed subdivision was to include motels, kaumātua flats ‘and the like’ as well as renovating the 

local marae.  Samuels was keen to obtain development finance from ‘a traditional Maori lending source 

hence his approach to the Maori Trustee.’  He was advised that the Māori Trustee was doubtful about 

having sufficient funds for such a large subdivision, particularly before 1 April 1983, but that it would be 

                                                      
1795  J.P. Brent, Commissioner of Crown Lands, to District Commissioner of Works, Auckland, 15 March 1982.  

On file AATE 10880 180a 18/6/78, Roads - Matauri Bay Access - Whangaroa County, 1972-82, ANZ. 
1796  Commissioner of Crown Lands to R. Fletcher, Chartered Accountant, 11 May 1982; and, Commissioner of 

Crown Lands to Fraser, 26 July 1982.  Both on file ZACC A1258 1109 Box 1787d 20/884, Maori land and 
survey liens – Matauri Bay, 1974-87. 

1797  Note for File, Coutts, [April 1983].  On file BAAI 1030 Box 1264b 15/5/255, Maori Trust – Loan 
Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1982-6. 

1798  This was the ‘Matauri X Incorporation Development Board’, see Samuels to Māori Trustee, 14 March 1983.  
On ibid. 

1799  W.M. Coutts, for Māori Trustee to Head Office, 10 December 1982.  On file ABOG 869 W5004 63 
54/27/439, Maori Trustee – Applications for Loans – Matauri X Incorporated, 1971-83. 
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referred to Head Office to see if a section 460 application under the 1953 Act could be considered.1800  

Section 460 provided for advances to be made to Māori occupiers of land not subject to a Māori land 

development scheme.  Head Office gave approval in principle to a $250,000 loan for a staged subdivision 

on the provision of detailed costings and full feasibility report.1801   

A valuation report in February 1983 noted that the general public had access to the beach and camping 

ground.  The valuation was based on the rateable value of the 20.1 hectares.  Day trippers were charged 

an entry fee of 50 cents per adult and children were free.  This charge was collected on entry although the 

toll gate was not always manned.  Estimated annual income for day trippers was $1,000-1,500, which 

‘would not go very far towards meeting the rates.’  The annual rates on the 20.1 hectares were $4,024, and 

it was suggested that under any lease the Crown would, among other terms, pay the annual rates over the 

20.1 hectares; provide the Matauri X Incorporation owners with the ‘same rights’ as the general public 

over the leased area; and pay no rent as the payment of rates provided significant rate relief. 1802    

The Māori Trustee informed Samuels on 23 February 1983 that an application would be entertained 

(although the $250,000 was not mentioned), providing that subdivision was done in stages ‘so as to 

reduce the total capital advance’ required for subdivision purposes; ‘Future stages of the subdivision 

could be financed from proceeds from the sale of sections in the first stage.’1803  Samuels responded in 

March that he would make an appointment to visit the Māori Trustee once a ‘Development Scheme Plan 

for Subdivision and Motor Camp Accommodation Complex’ had been completed.1804  However, less 

than a month later, Samuels informed the Māori Trustee that his plan had been rejected by shareholders 

at a Special Meeting of the Matauri X Incorporation on 2 April.  The main reason for the rejection was 

the offer of some sections ‘to outsiders to cover the cost of subdivision’, even though, as Samuels 

claimed, shareholders would have had first dibs on the sections.  At the same time the incorporation’s 

chair had proposed a ‘more colourful proposal’ to allow shareholders to erect dwellings on Matauri X 

Incorporation land with only the consent of the committee of management.  He suggested that finance 

from the Māori Trustee could be provided to facilitate this.  Samuels was not convinced, suggesting that 

shareholders had been ‘misled’ by statements put forward by the chair, and therefore sought clarification 

from the trustee.  Samuels was strongly opposed to any further loans to the Matauri X Incorporation: ‘I 

cannot see any visible or feasible proposal being put forward, to repay our existing debt, without the 

encumbrance of any new debt.’1805   

                                                      
1800  W.M. Coutts, for Māori Trustee to Head Office, 10 December 1982. On file ABOG 869 W5004 63 

54/27/439, Maori Trustee – Applications for Loans – Matauri X Incorporated, 1971-83. 
1801  J.D.T. Hauraki for Māori Trustee, Head Office, to Whāngārei, 19 January 1983.  On ibid. 
1802  Fraser, District Field Officer, to [Commissioner of Crown Lands], 23 February 1983. On file ZACC A1258 

1109 Box 1787d 20/884, Maori land and survey liens – Matauri Bay, 1974-87, ANZ. 
1803  W.M. Coutts, for Māori Trustee, to D. Samuels, 23 February 1983.  On file BAAI 1030 Box 1264b 15/5/255, 

Maori Trust – Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1982-6. 
1804  Samuels to Māori Trustee, 14 March 1983.  On ibid. 
1805  Samuels to Māori Trustee, received 6 April 1983.  On ibid. 
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At the same time, Samuels wrote to the Minister of Māori Affairs on the matter, in apparent criticism of 

the committee.  Samuels was concerned that in spite of the camping ground having paid off ‘Rates and 

Levies’ ‘we have been struggling to maintain the status quo, infact [sic], we have since borrowed more 

money from the Maori Trustee, resulting in a debt to the tune of [$50,000]’.  (Combined, the three 

mortgages from the Māori Trustee were to the sum of $58,000.)  Samuels considered that the camp had 

been ‘rundown without funds for adequate management and maintenance’, including providing an 

adequate water supply.  Samuels had two alternative to provide a ‘sound economic basis’: to extensively 

borrow more money from the Māori Trustee or provide a subdivision (as described above).  Samuels had 

provided a subdivision plan at his expense, although his proposal had been rejected in favour of the 

chair’s housing proposal without survey, local body consents, and the committee applying for a Māori 

Reservation.  Samuels sought clarification from the Minister about the merits of the chair’s proposal as he 

was concerned that the bay could turn into a ‘Shanty Town or Maori Reservation!’.  He found it 

unacceptable that a non-shareholder (referring to the chair) could hold a position on the committee of 

management and ‘dictate policy.’1806  This seems odd as Samuels must have known that previous 

committee members included a number of Pākehā (non-shareholders), including Bruce Thorne, Frederick 

Hows, Ronald Fletcher, and possibly more; although Samuels’ concerns could have been more against a 

non-shareholder holding the position of chair than just being a committee member. 

A draft response was located to Samuels’ letter.  In it the Minister dealt first with Samuels’ concerns about 

non-shareholders being elected to the committee.  He stated that it was preferable for committee 

members to be shareholders although there was no ‘legal barrier’ to the appointment of non-shareholders, 

likening the situation to public-listed companies where board members are not necessarily shareholders.  

The Minister also considered there were legislative protections for a non-shareholder (committee 

member) to dictate policy so long as s/he complied with the incorporation's ‘terms and conditions of any 

resolutions relating to the powers and functions of the incorporation passed at a general meeting of the 

shareholders.’  The Minister declined to comment on the chair’s housing proposal without knowing the 

zoning in the local district scheme, but stated that Samuels could seek his own legal advice on the matter.  

The Minister did note, though, potential ‘complications’ in the housing proposal, being that shareholders 

would be unable to give security for any loan made by the Māori Trustee ‘since they would not have title 

to a subdivided section.’    

In the covering memorandum to the draft from the District Officer in Whāngārei, the officer enclosed a 

copy of Samuels’ letter above to the Māori Trustee, adding that Samuels had rung him on 27 April and 

was ‘calling to see me shortly regarding same’; otherwise, there was not much else he could report in 

relation to Samuels’ letter to the Minister.  The officer considered the law clear that non-shareholders 

could become members of the Matauri X Incorporation Committee, adding that this would avail itself of 

outside expertise perhaps not readily available from within the shareholder ranks: ‘We all know only too 

                                                      
1806  Ibid. 
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well the problems that occur if the incorporation’s management is not up to scratch.’  The officer was 

seemingly not convinced on the implementation of the chair’s proposal without a survey plan or local 

body consent: 

However, the Chairman … is a solicitor and it could well be that he has a proposal in mind 

that is somewhat different than that commented on in the Ministerial correspondence.  For 

this reason I suggest that the Minister refrain from passing too much comment on the 

proposal outlined in Mr Samuels’ letter.1807 

Two months later, in August 1983, Samuels enquired from the Māori Trustee about their interest in 

funding the building of houses; the procedure by the Trustee in any default of mortgage repayments or 

monies owed; whether Matauri X Incorporation land could be designated a Māori Reserve while still 

subject to mortgage of encumbrance, and whether houses could be built on the reserve without local 

body requirements.  Samuels was keen to have a departmental official attend the next Annual General 

Meeting.1808 

In response, the Māori Trustee advised that finance for housing should be directed to Māori Affairs, the 

Housing Corporation, or ‘public sector lending organisations’ as the trustee had limited funds for 

housing.  The Māori Trustee was, though, able to consider providing finance to new home owners as a 

second mortgage, subject to financial evidence to show an ability to meet mortgage instalments for both a 

first and second mortgage, and the provision of adequate security such as a house and section.  As first 

mortgagor the Māori Trustee could change penalty interest and demand the committee of management to 

show evidence on how arrears and future instalments would be met.  If that was unsuccessful, then the 

trustee could invoke the power of attorney, including having the authority to lease the land.  The Māori 

Trustee would also look at how the Matauri X Incorporation was able to repay the loan balance to 

prevent a mortgagee sale.  Section 439(6) of the 1953 Act prevented the setting apart of any land as a 

Māori Reserve while it was still subject to any mortgage.  The Māori Trustee did not know of any legal 

provision permitting housing on land without local body approval, as such approval would take into 

consideration drainage, sewerage, roading, power reticulation, site preparation and ‘other matters’.  The 

Māori Trustee suggested Samuels direct his concerns to the Whangaroa County Council.1809  The chair’s 

housing proposal appeared to have evolved into a proposed papakāinga housing scheme in 1984, noted 

below. 

Samuels, though, appeared quite frustrated at the direction that the Matauri X Incorporation was heading.  

In December 1983, the Commissioner of Crown Lands placed a note on file in relation to a visit to the 

office from Samuels: ‘We talked at some length about the general feeling among the Maori owners of the 

                                                      
1807  T. Parore, District Officer, Whāngārei, to Head Office, 16 May 1983, with undated draft reply from Minister 

of Māori Affairs to Samuels.  On file BAAI 1030 Box 1264b 15/5/255, Maori Trust – Loan Applications – 
Proprietors of Matauri X, 1982-6. 

1808  Samuels to Māori Trustee, received 2 August 1983.  On ibid. 
1809  T. Parore, Director, [Māori Trustee], to Samuels, 26 August 1983.  On ibid. 
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[Matauri X] Block and he referred specifically to the factions of what he called “the local people vs those 

from places such as Auckland”.’  According to Samuels, the local people were ‘amendable’ to Crown 

proposals ‘that a large portion of the Block should be retained for use by the general public of New 

Zealand’, whereas outside interests were ‘adamantly opposed’ to Crown involvement.  Samuels had put 

forward a proposal for developing the block in order to generate revenue for the owners, but this had 

been rejected by the owners.  Probably as a result of his frustration at the direction of the Matauri X 

Incorporation, and possibly because he intended to move to Australia, Samuels was keen to sell his 166 

shares to the Crown after the Māori Trustee indicated no interest.  The Commissioner told Samuels that 

as a ‘general policy’, the Crown was not interested in procuring shares as it caused potential tensions with 

the other owners.  The Commissioner, though, considered the purchase as a ‘first step’ advantage given 

that the coastal area of the block was ‘the priority’ [emphasis in text] for acquisition by the Crown in the 

North Auckland district.  Samuels thought any purchase would be followed by other locals in the offer of 

their shares to the Crown.  The Commissioner considered Samuel’s proposal to sell as possibly 

‘reactionary’ and Samuels said he would put his proposal in writing (although no such written proposal 

was located).1810  Samuels was also concerned about public access to the beach where over the 1984 

summer some 3,000-4,000 were charged for access to the beach: 

Apparently dealings have been running high this summer over the question of charging – so 

much so, that the caravan used as a booth for collecting fees was burnt down a few days ago. 

… Since the change of control to the “Auckland interests” the Management Committee has 

taken a rather radical line, much to the concern of the local shareholders, and the current 

policy of the Committee is apparently that there will be no deals with the Crown. 

Lands and Survey were still keen to acquire land at Matauri Bay, although Samuels indicated it was 

unlikely that the Matauri X Incorporation would sell any, but he offered to sell his interests in Matauri 

1H8A1 in order for the public to have access to the beach.1811  Matauri 1H8A1 was specifically excluded 

from the amalgamation (see July 1966 hearing above).  In 1970, the block was declared European land 

under Part 1 of the Māori Affairs Amendment Act 1967.1812  Samuels had been the sole owner of the 

block since 1972.1813  The Crown obtained a valuation of this block.  There were three dwellings on the 

block comprising a 12-year old dwelling, double garage, and a concrete block shed.  The rear of the block 

also offered elevated sites with panoramic views.  Samuels was developing the rear of the section for 

holiday accommodation, which had an installed concrete driveway, although the Whangaroa County 

Council had received no building permit application.  A capital value was given of $185,000 (up 48 

percent on the 1982 value of $125,000).  The property was considered excellent for commercial 

                                                      
1810  Note for File from R.F. Smith, Assistant Commissioner of Crown Lands, 7 December 1983.  On file BBEE 

A1632 15336 Box 467b 20/884, Matauri Bay Block, 1983-7, ANZ. 
1811  Note for File from Commissioner of Crown Lands, 16 January 1984.  On file ZACC A1258 1109 Box 1787d 

20/884, Maori land and survey liens – Matauri Bay, 1974-87. 
1812  See Memorial Schedule for Matauri 1H8A1, on Matauri Block Order File No. 6. 
1813  See CT NA219/998, LINZ. 
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development with a beach frontage of ca.100 metres and attractive building sites, with limited recreational 

reserve value due to limited beach, parking, and mooring facilities.  The valuation considered public 

access to the beach would remain as it was ‘likely Maori owners of Matauri X block would continue to 

charge for access across their land.’  The cost of purchase was considered high ‘when considering limited 

potential for general public use.’  The valuation recommended Samuels’ offer be declined.  A note at the 

bottom of the valuation stated that any purchase could only occur if general public access was assured 

from the Matauri X owners.1814  Samuels was informed that the purchase could not be entertained due to 

financial restraints for reserve purchasers, and that ‘it was considered desirable that the whole Matauri Bay 

concept should be considered as one rather than adopt a piecemeal approach.’1815   

5.4.8 Attempts to establish a Māori Reserve (under section 439 of the Māori Affairs Act 1953), 

1985-6 

By the 1980s, the issue of public access came to dominate the Crown-incorporation narrative in terms of 

the development potential of the bay.  The Crown wanted permanent unfettered public access, and while 

the Matauri X Incorporation was not averse to that goal, it would only agree if Māori ownership was 

retained and it was duly compensated to meet rates and development costs to maintain that access and 

meet the growing demand for the public use of the area.  These positions became entwined in a unique 

proposition that required goodwill on both sides, but particularly that of central and local Government.  

As the Matauri X Incorporation Chair, Hēmi Rāpata, commented in December 1985: 

We’ve got to be extremely cautious but not overly cautious to the point of paralysis by analysis.  

We’re not opposed to development or progress, we’re not opposed to economic growth 

provided its [sic] on our terms.  And the incorporation’s not opposed to opening its foreshores 

to the New Zealand public, but they don’t see why they should be subsidising it. The 

Government could assist us greatly.1816 

Yet the Crown was probably unaware that, at that time, the dilapidated state of housing along the coastal 

flat was not one simply engineered because of a ‘lack of’, rather it was a necessity to maintain a presence 

(ahi kā in essence): 

Up at the marae on the southern hilltop the houses are sound enough but down on the flat the 

homes of the Matauri Bay locals, about 30 of them, are mere habitations.  Hemi Rapata, 

chairman of the Matauri Bay Incorporation of Landowners lives with his wife in a one-room 

shed and their neighbours occupy rickety shacks and arrangements of caravans, leantos, tents 

and old buses scattered along the grass being the camping ground.  The whole curious, 

                                                      
1814  R.F. Smith, Assistant Commissioner of Crown Land, Auckland, to D. Samuels, 14 February 1984; A.P. 

Wiseman, Field Officer, and L.G. Fraser, District Field Officer, to [Commissioner of Crown Lands], 4 April 
1984.  Both on file ZACC A1258 1109 Box 1787d 20/884, Maori land and survey liens – Matauri Bay, 1974-
87; Assistant Commissioner of Crown Lands to Divisional Officer, Reserves, 25 May 1984.  On file BBEE 
A1632 15336 Box 467b 20/884, Matauri Bay Block, 1983-7. 

1815  Commissioner of Crown Lands to Samuels, 20 June 1984.  On file ZACC A1258 1109 Box 1787d 20/884, 
Maori land and survey liens – Matauri Bay, 1974-87. 

1816  ‘Matauri Bay: Rainbow Warrior finds a resting place’, Auckland Star, 26 December 1985, p. B3, APL. 
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domestic scene looks as if a tornado has swept through a junkyard and dropped its load bit by 

bit along Matauri Bay. 

People ask ‘Why do they live like that.” Says Rapata. “They’ve got tons on [sic] land, why can’t 

they build on it?”  The answer is the law – if a sliver of land is subdivided the owners stand to 

lose 126 acres to the Crown for [Esplanade] reserves.1817   

The chair’s idea may be that reflected in the 1983 annual report presented to the annual general meeting 

in October, where it was noted that there had been preliminary discussions with the Commissioner of 

Crown Lands on a ‘resettlement’ scheme.  Attached to the Annual Report was a copy of the chair’s letter 

to the Commissioner requesting a meeting to discuss several topics that he considered would meet with 

favour by the Crown, the Whangaroa County Council, and ‘more importantly’ the public. The proposed 

topics included: recognition of the Matauri X Incorporation’s position on non-sale; consideration of ‘loss-

of-use’ [emphasis in text] vis-à-vis public access ‘over and across Incorporation property without loss of 

the same’; willingness of the Incorporation to guarantee public access to the beach; and, the possibility of 

vesting an area of land as a Māori Reserve ‘in the public interest.’1818 

In October 1984, Rāpata met at Matauri Bay with G.E. Rowan, who represented the Commissioner of 

Crown Lands about what was in the ‘best interests’ of the owners who had a ‘real concern for the future 

wellbeing of their land.’  One matter discussed was public access and whether the views of the 

department and the Matauri X Incorporation on public access could be reconciled.  The Commissioner 

emphasised his view that the public expected to enjoy what the bay had to offer, and he clearly preferred 

free access to a ‘clearly defined area of land fronting’ onto the bay, possibly by way of a joint venture to 

allow the ownership to remain as it was.  In turn, the Matauri X Incorporation would help Lands and 

Survey plan for facilities in the ‘public’ area.  The department would ‘also assume responsibility for paying 

rates levied on the “public” area, provide funds for development and pay some type of fee or rental for 

the land.’  This would, though, require a long term agreement of a minimum ten years to help recoup 

costs.  The Commissioner asked the Matauri X Incorporation to consider this ‘general concept’ that he 

had outlined.1819   

In May 1985, the Matauri X Incorporation congratulated the Minister of Lands K. T. Wētere for his 

decision in permitting a section 439 Māori Reserve in lieu of an esplanade reserve at Mitimiti (near 

Hokianga).  

We have followed this case with interest and concern.  Concern, in that we are faced with the 

same problem.  We are unable to resettle our people on Incorporation property, our 

                                                      
1817  Ibid, p. B1, APL. 
1818  Chair, Matauri X Incorporation, to Commissioner of Crown Lands, n.d., attached to Proprietors of Matauri X 

1983 Annual Report.  On file BAAI 1030 Box 1264b 15/5/255, Maori Trust – Loan Applications – 
Proprietors of Matauri X, 1982-6. 

1819  G.E. Rowan, for Commissioner of Crown Lands, to chairman, Matauri X Incorporation, 5 October 1984.  On 
file BBEE A1632 15336 Box 467b 20/884, Matauri Bay Block, 1983-7. 
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turangawaewae, because of the existing law.  In our case, we stand to lose approximately 40ha 

of ancestral land.1820   

Later in November Rāpata wrote to the Minister of the incorporation’s concerns that it was being 

‘seriously challenged’ by the esplanade reserves concept.  The Matauri X Incorporation was unable to 

alienate any land by partition or subdivision without being subject to section 289 of the Local 

Government Act 1974.  The chair suggested that section 290 of the 1974 Act ‘ought to apply in 

circumstances with’ a section 439 reserve ‘but clearly only in such circumstances where the provisions of 

Section 290 can be satisfied.’ [emphasis in text]  Section 289 provided for local purpose or esplanade 

reserves under the Reserves Act 1977 along areas of water to be set aside on a scheme plan for a 

proposed coastal subdivision.  Section 290 provided for compensation for land set aside as a reserve.  

Rāpata went on to state that the Matauri X Incorporation was not averse to sharing or excluding the 

public from the beach, but in light of the Minister’s decision in the Mitimiti reservation, it sought a similar 

recognition for Matauri Bay as a ‘natural progression and development of the Mitimiti case’ [emphasis in 

text], as this would ‘provide a vastly improved foundation and relationship between Maori and 

Pakeha.’1821 

At this time, a New Zealand Herald newspaper article from December 1985 noted that the 50 cent fee to 

access Matauri Bay beach would remain even after the Rainbow Warrior ship was sunk off the coast.  The 

Matauri X Incorporation chair was cited as saying that the ‘upkeep’ of the block ‘was a crippling burden’, 

with annual rates of $13,000, and concerns that to subdivide would mean some 52 hectares would revert 

to the Crown for reserves.1822  In a further newspaper article in the same month, Rāpata commented on 

the $13,000 annual rates: ‘And services are so minimal locals wonder what on earth they’re paying rates 

for.  We’d be better off withholding the money and maintaining our own roads.’1823 

The Minister’s pro forma response to the chair’s November letter includes a hand-written inscription at 

the top that a response should be sent before Christmas, and should ‘cover overall Maori Reservation 

policy & also the background of discussion we have had with Matauri X Inc. over a long period of time.’  

The writer also refers to the above newspaper article.1824  While a response to Head Office from R.F. 

Smith, for the Auckland Commissioner of Crown Lands, was written on 17 December 1985, the date was 

crossed out and substituted with February 1986.1825  Smith noted that Matauri X owners had applied for a 

Māori reservation over the coastal portion of the block: ‘Presumably this is designed to be in advance of 

                                                      
1820  P. George, Secretary, Matauri X Incorporation, to Hon. K.T. Wētere, Minister of Lands, 9 March 1985.  On 

ibid. 
1821  Chairman, Matauri X Incorporation, to the Minister of Lands, received 18 November 1985.  On ibid. 
1822  ‘Beach fee to stay’, NZ Herald, 10 December 1985. Copy on ibid. 
1823  ‘Matauri Bay: Rainbow Warrior finds a resting place’, Auckland Star, 26 December 1985, p. B3, APL. 
1824  M.C. Britton, Private Secretary [to Minister of Lands], to chairman, Matauri X Incorporation, 18 November 

1985.  On file BBEE A1632 15336 Box 467b 20/884, Matauri Bay Block, 1983-7. 
1825  R.F. Smith, for Commissioner of Crown Lands, Auckland, to Director-General of Lands, Wellington, 5 

February 1986.  On ibid. 
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an application for a partition or subdivision so that the provisions of Section 289 … do not apply.’  The 

application had been adjourned sine die pending the result of a similar case in Gisborne.  In any case, 

Smith noted, the Court did not have powers to make such a reservation but could provide a 

recommendation to the Secretary of Māori Affairs.  Smith then outlined the negotiations his office had 

been having with the Matauri X Incorporation over the coastal portion of the block, adding that no 

pressure had been placed on the owners to sell: 

other than by negotiations on a willing seller/buyer basis.  In fact we have gone to considerable 

lengths in the past to help the owners retain some of their land for development while at the 

same time providing for a measure of public use, by preparing joint management proposals.  

… 

In discussing a joint venture exercise, we have mentioned that it would envisage looking at the 

hopes of the Maori land owners for the future of their property while at the same time 

assessing whether these can progress in a way that is entirely compatible with the Department’s 

ideas for the public use of the coastal areas.  We have stressed and restated in correspondence 

what we have told Mr Rapata during meetings with him, that we are firmly of the view that any 

initiative relevant to the use or management of the land at Matauri Bay must come from the 

owners.   

Smith, though, was ‘disappointed’ Rāpata ‘should channel his approach through the [Māori Land Court] 

without at least discussing it with me.’  Nonetheless, Smith acknowledged that the owners were ‘much 

happier with a Maori Reserve’ than a Local Government esplanade reserve ‘because they will retain 

ownership of their land.’ 

If that is their wish then that is fine, but in my view there can be no question of granting 

compensation in terms of s.290.  The owners cannot have it both ways – if they want the 

compensation authorised by the Local Government Act then they must meet the other 

requirement of the Act by transferring the land.  After all[,] that is what they would be 

compensated for.  On the other hand if they want to create a Maori reservation then they are 

entitled to do so, but the “quid pro quo” to the public use of the Māori reservation should be 

measured in something less than the full market value of the land.  I would suggest something 

commensurate with the rates, the provision of public facilities by the Crown, some sort of 

cooperative management arrangement and a relatively small sum of money on either an annual 

basis or by lump sum.  With all this commitment the Crown would need to be assured of 

security for the Maori reservation status and continued public access rights. 

Smith noted that, unless the Local Government Act was amended, the absence of any policy did not 

allow for Māori reserves to be substituted for esplanade reserves.  Smith acknowledged, though, the 

department’s sympathy with the Māori reserve concept: 

where firstly there are ancestral ties with the land, secondly, it is in fact Maori land as opposed 

to general land owned by Maori people, and thirdly, that the purpose of the subdivision is for 
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genuine purposes associated with Maori ownership of the land.  These are the key criteria as 

we see it. 

The Māori Land Court hearing referred to by Smith was one at Kaeo, before Judge H.K. Hingston on 4 

November 1985, to consider an application from the Matauri X Incorporation for a section 439 

reservation.  The purpose was to provide ‘access to the sea and to protect the coastal environment and 

for the common use and benefit of the people of New Zealand section 439(12)’.  The application was 

made upon two grounds: that the land was owned by the Matauri X Incorporation; and that it was the 

‘wish’ of the owners to set aside the land for the public use and benefit while also retaining it in Māori 

ownership ‘to retain the owners[’] ancestral tie with the land.’1826  The Court minute is brief; Rāpata 

requested and received an adjournment pending a Gisborne Court case he thought was being transferred 

or heard in the High Court.1827  

In April 1986, at the request of Dover Samuels (the chair of the incorporation’s planning committee), the 

Chief Surveyor Mr. Miller, Assistant Commissioner of Crown Lands Smith, and Māori Investigating 

Officer Young met with him to discuss the Matauri X Incorporation’s possible ‘future options for 

management and control’ of the Matauri Bay foreshore area.1828  Except for the camping ground, the 

majority of the beach was open space with no facilities.  Samuels saw a need for joint management with 

the Crown as he foresaw a time ‘when the public demand for use of the area will be beyond the 

Incorporation’s ability to control.’  This was reflected in the difficulty the Matauri X Incorporation had at 

the time in enforcing the 50 cent per head fee.   

Rāpata’s approach to the Minister of Lands above and the Matauri X Incorporation’s Court application 

for a section 439 reservation was discussed, and Smith explained that the concept of a foreshore area 

being retained as an open space made available for public use was supported by officials.  They 

considered, however, that it would be difficult to convince the Government that ‘it should be involved’, 

particularly around expenditure for providing public facilities while the land remained in Māori 

ownership.  It was agreed, though, to analyse options under the Reserve Act 1977 and bring them back to 

Samuels. 

A concept plan prepared by Mr Hawley was sent to Samuels in July 1968 so he could present it at a 

forthcoming committee meeting.  Samuels was also advised of the options for the Matauri X 

Incorporation.  The main points were: 

 A section 439 reservation would be acceptable (on an area south of the camping ground) if 

made in perpetuity in lieu of the requirements of section 289 of the 1974 Act if an application 

for subdivision was made 

                                                      
1826  Application for Recommendation for a Maori Reservation, Proprietors of Matauri X Incorporation, 6 

September 1985.  On ibid. 
1827  Kaitaia Minute Book 14, p. 43. 
1828  Note for File from Smith, 29 April 1986. On file BBEE A1632 15336 Box 467b 20/884, Matauri Bay Block, 

1983-7. 
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 Once the reservation was imposed, an agreement be entered into between the Crown and the 

Matauri X Incorporation under section 85(1)1829 of the Reserves Act 1977 to enable the Crown 

to use funds to develop this (reserve) area 

 That section 86 provided for the Minister to contribute towards the payment of rates on a 

Māori reserve.1830 

The department was uncomfortable with the third option on account of never knowing what the rates 

would be year-to-year.  It preferred to negotiate with the local body for them to waive rating requirements 

altogether over the reserve area.  The department was prepared to define the reserve area by survey and 

pay for this at no cost to the Matauri X Incorporation.  An alternative option was to lease the area to the 

Crown or enter into a conservation covenant (although it was expressed in an internal memorandum that 

these two would probably be ‘unacceptable’ to the Incorporation1831).1832 

In November, Smith received a ‘pretty favourable response’ from Samuels to the Māori reserve option, 

and was invited to ‘have discussions with a number of Elders.’1833  On 4 December 1986, Smith met with 

Samuels and two other members of the planning committee.1834  While there was a ‘good feeling of 

support among the Maori owners’ there were, ‘naturally’, concerns around the ‘financial commitment that 

the Crown might be prepared to make in recognition of the “sacrifice” that the Maori people would be 

making should a 439 reservation be agreed to.’  Samuels requested a letter outlining the principles that the 

Crown would be prepared to recommend to the Minister in any agreement that may be entered into, that 

is,: 

a) Would the Crown be prepared to provide some form of compensation for the loss of revenue 

involved in the Matauri X Incorporation’s current charging process for beach access?  Samuels 

provided an annual income from these charges, seemingly based on $1 a head (rather than the 

previously oft-cited 50 cents), of $20,000 

b) Was the Crown prepared to commit itself to providing expenditure necessary for development 

of the ‘day use’ area outlined by Hawley? 

c) What happens concerning rates on the area as the Māori ‘expectation’ is that the local body 

would be concerned about a ‘complete loss of rating avenue’? 

Smith told the group that he did not think it ‘unreasonable’ for the Crown to make a financial 

contribution in respect of a) and b) ‘because in a normal leasing situation clearly the lessor would be 

entitled to an annual fee and could insist on development conditions which would involve the lessee in 

                                                      
1829  This section allowed the Minister of Lands to authorise the spending of money on land that was not a reserve. 
1830  J.S. Ogilvie, for Commissioner of Crown Lands, to Samuels, 8 September 1986.  On file BBEE A1632 15336 

Box 467b 20/884, Matauri Bay Block, 1983-7. 
1831  See Smith to the Divisional Officer, Reserves Division, 20 August 1986.  On ibid.  [p. 126]. 
1832  Smith to Samuels, 22 July 1986.  On ibid.  A copy of the concept plan was not located.   
1833  Note of a telephone call from Samuels on letter from Smith to Samuels, 4 November 1986.  On ibid. 
1834  Note for File from Smith, 9 December 1986.  On ibid. 
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expenditure.’  However, the quid pro quo was that the lessee ‘would then expect certain revenue and this 

is unlikely to be derived in this case’ unless the Crown charged for ‘use of toilets, showers, etc.’  

Therefore, a payment equivalent to the amount of revenue lost by the Matauri X Incorporation probably 

could not be entertained.   

This point is acknowledged by members of the planning committee who appreciate that the 

development proposed by the Crown will result in more people coming to the beach and 

therefore more use of the Incorporation’s own camping ground and hence revenue.  However 

it would also be fair I think for us to argue with Wellington [Head Office] that effectively we 

are gaining a substantial benefit for the public of New Zealand in the form of land use alone 

and in normal circumstances we would be required to make financial compensation available 

to the owners to buy the land.  It must be remembered that we are talking here about a 

substantially greater proportion of area than would normally be taken in terms of subdivision 

under Section 289 [of the Māori Affairs Amendment Act 1974]. 

… 

We will also have to look at the rating question and I believe it may be necessary for us to 

make an approach to the Local Body.  This could be along the lines that the Trust proposed 

for the Section 439 area would include a member of the Local Body and possibly a 

representative of the Crown.1835   

As Samuels wanted the principle information for the Matauri X Incorporation’s Annual General Meeting 

expected to be held on 20 December, Smith respond fairly promptly on 15 December.  With respect to 

a), Smith did not envisage an annual compensation payment for a loss of income at a rate of $20,000, but 

he would be prepared to recommend to the Minister some form of annual payment which could 

‘reasonably be equated’ to an annual lease rental.  In response to b), Smith was prepared to recommend 

an arrangement ‘over a phased term’ subject to development proposals being firmed up.  As for c), this 

was acknowledged as a ‘difficult proposition’ – as noted above – and suggested the department approach 

the local body to have the rates waived altogether in acknowledgement of the owners’ ‘sacrifice’ in 

making the reserve open to the public.   Smith made a note, dated 22 January 1987, on a copy of his letter 

to Samuels: ‘I believe that there is a chance of success here provided we remain flexible in our 

attitude.’1836 

Smith then sent a copy of the letter to Head Office with a covering memorandum.  He noted that 

Samuels was ‘a member of the Labour Party’s Policy Council and I believe is genuinely interested in 

seeing the foreshore at Matauri Bay preserved in the public interest.’  (The relevancy or intent of Samuel’s 

political affiliations is unclear other than perhaps an oblique reference to the Labour Government’s hold 

on power at the time.)  Smith considered that other members of the planning committee held ‘a similar 

view but undoubtedly there will be serious doubts amongst the owners as a whole as to whether or not 

                                                      
1835  Ibid. 
1836  Smith to Samuels, 15 December 1986.  On ibid. 
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that is the right thing to do.’  Smith wanted to ensure that Head Office were aware of the proposals now 

‘because obviously this matter will continue on after the department is disbanded1837 and frankly it is a 

little unclear to me as to which agency will have responsibility for continuing negotiations.’  Smith 

considered that the negotiations would be ‘complex and difficult and have to be handled with extreme 

sensitivity.’  He emphasised the importance of what was being proposed: ‘we are talking about Maori 

owners giving up to the public of New Zealand an extremely valuable area of foreshore’.1838 

On 26 March 1987, Smith and District Ranger Jacobs met with Samuels and two other members of the 

‘Planning Sub-Committee’.  Smith outlined the details of the agreement to be put to the Minister.  First, a 

recreation reserve in perpetuity for the benefit of the public over ‘the foreshore area south of the camping 

ground and to the seaward side of the road including the southern point’ were to be reserved under 

section 439 for recreation purposes.  Secondly, an agreement would be entered into and the $20,000 

annual payment was ‘reasonably’ justified in light of a valuation for the reserve area of between $1-2 

million dollars.  Samuels indicated that the payment could be reviewed ‘when it became clear how much 

benefit there was to the Matauri X Incorporation of the public generally being able to use the area.’  

Samuels confirmed that the proposals presented at the annual general meeting (held in February 1987), 

were supported in principle.  Smith anticipated presenting the case to Head Office within a week, ‘but 

that I thought that it would be appropriate for the Matauri X Incorporation itself to make similar noises 

to the Minister so that it was clear to all that this was a jointly agreed arrangement’, and not merely 

stemming from the Crown.  Smith again raised his concerns about the case ‘falling between two stools’ in 

the eventual departmental restructuring that year, warning against any attempt to change the principles 

already agreed upon.  What was still required was a survey of the reserve area, a section 439 application to 

the land court, the need to waive requirements under section 289 of the 1974 Act, and ‘further 

documentation’ between the two parties.  Smith concluded that if not ‘handled carefully’ based on the 

‘agreements already reached’ the Māori owners ‘may feel the need to back down.’1839 

Smith then wrote to the Whangaroa County Council referring to a meeting he had with the Council on 

the proposals.  Smith considered that both the general public and the Whangaroa County would ‘reap 

substantial benefit’ if an agreement could be reached.  He sought a response from Council about waiving 

its rating requirements over the proposed reserve area, and whether it would be prepared to recommend 

to the Minister of Lands waiving section 289 requirements.1840  At the same time, Smith wrote to Head 

Office pressing the case, particularly providing the annual $20,000 payment vis-à-vis the valuation above.  

He noted that the Department of Conservation’s Auckland Regional Manager, G.E. Rowan, accepted the 
                                                      
1837  The Department of Lands and Survey was restructured in 1987 splitting into three main entities: The 

Department of Survey and land Information, a State-owned Enterprise of Landcorp, and the Department of 
Conservation.  A transitional residual unit, the Department of Lands, was also set up in 1987 before being 
disestablished in 1990. 

1838  Smith to Director-General for Lands, 16 December 1986.  On ibid. 
1839  Note for File from Smith, 30 March 1987.  On ibid. 
1840  Smith to Mr Wells, Whangaroa County Council, 31 March 1987.  On ibid.  A plan attached to the letter was 

not located. 
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principle of the payment.  As for the survey, Smith made it out that the Matauri X Incorporation 

expected the Crown to meet all associated costs (when it was Smith who first mooted the idea, as noted 

above), and that the Chief Surveyor was prepared to undertake the survey at no cost to the incorporation: 

‘Clearly, however, the Department of Conservation will probably be charged for survey.’  Smith reiterated 

his concerns about losing momentum in the departmental changeover, and he urged Head Office to take 

the initiative in discussions with the Conservation Department to ensure that appropriate approvals ‘at 

least in principle can be given as a matter of urgency.’   

A copy of Smith’s memorandum was sent to the Director-General of Conservation, along with 

comments from Rowan about Matauri Bay being of the ‘highest priority as far as protection for coastal 

recreation is concerned and it is probably one of the last coastal areas that the Department of Lands and 

Survey has not managed to secure.’  Smith confirmed allowance was to be made for the annual $20,000 

payment, then pressed for urgency on the matter, adding that the important thing was obtaining the 

Minister’s endorsement in principle as a first step.1841  Smith then advised Samuels that he had written to 

both Directors-General of Land and Conservation, respectively, and asked that the Matauri X 

Incorporation write to both the Minister of Lands and the Minister of Conservation outlining its support 

for the proposals.1842 

Smith’s advice appeared to be heeded, and Samuels, signing off as chair of the Planning and 

Development Committee (presumably a sub-committee of the Matauri X Incorporation), along with the 

(new) Incorporation Chair, William Stewart, wrote to the Minister of Lands about the annual general 

meeting resolution confirming that the committee of management finalise negotiations with the Crown to 

vest an area of the bay’s foreshore as a Māori reserve.  Samuels included a poll vote showing 1,431.868 

shares in favour, with 325.77 against (or 23 percent of shareholders in support).  He stated that subject to 

an agreement on the annual payment by the Crown, the Matauri X Incorporation ‘cannot see no reason 

why this matter cannot be finalized and the development started as soon as possible.’1843  Their letter was 

referred to the Minister of Conservation who, in turn, sought information from his department on the 

matter.1844 

Having not heard anything in over a month, Samuels enquired as to progress and was told that there had 

been some delay – as Smith had feared may happen – due to the changeover.  The official to whom 

Samuels had spoken to was unable to ‘tell him at this stage as to whether he had progressed very far at 

all.’  An internal note to another official commented that ‘Samuels will have to wait a little longer until 

                                                      
1841  Smith to Director-General of Lands, with note at bottom from G.E. Rowan, Regional Manager, to Director-

General of Conservation, 30 March 1987.  On ibid. 
1842  Smith to Samuels, 31 March 1987.  On ibid. 
1843  Samuels and William Stewart to KT Wētere, Minister of Lands, 7 April 1987.  On ibid. 
1844  Greg Sherley, Private Secretary, Minister of Conservation, to Samuels and William Stewart, 29 April 1987; and 

Sherley to Director-General of Conservation, 28 April 1987.  Both on ibid. 
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central office can consider the matter.  Graham Goodwin … advises that the filing system at central 

office is chaotic.’1845 

In early June 1987, Rowan informed Samuels that he was pressing Head Office to give a commitment to 

the negotiations and would contact him once the ‘green light’ had been given.  He enclosed a copy of a 

letter he had sent to the Whangaroa County Council seeking a response on the council’s position.1846  (On 

the bottom of the file copy of this letter is an annotation noting that Samuels was the Deputy County 

chair to the Whangaroa County Council.).  In writing to Head Office, Rowan conveyed his support for 

the proposal: 

In saying this I am aware that there is an arguement [sic] which would say that we should not 

be giving up future opportunities for gaining a reasonable reserve around the coastline, but 

from our experience of the last 15 years in trying to secure public access to Matauri Bay, I 

believe we must “jump at the chance” of securing beach access even if it is only to part of the 

coastal zone. 

From my recent discussions with Mr Dover Samuels it is clear to me that if we try to move 

away from the current proposal, the whole concept will collapse and the public will be left with 

nothing.1847 

In the meantime, Samuels wrote to the Minister of Conservation on 3 July 1987.  He advised that the 

Matauri X Incorporation wanted the matter finalised as soon as possible, particularly as the Council had 

given its support to the proposal.1848  The Council’s support came with a requirement that a Council 

member be on the committee of management (presumably for the trust for the reserve rather than the 

incorporation).1849 

In August, the Department of Conservation Head Office provided agreement in principle.  Once support 

from the Whangaroa County Council was received the Minister would be advised accordingly, but Head 

Office wanted ‘a fairly definate [sic] idea of the department’s contribution to the development of the area, 

i.e., how much, on what and for how long, on the assumption that it would be in addition to the annual 

$20,000 contribution.’1850  Rowan, though, reported to Head Office in September that he was still waiting 

to hear back from the Council, and while he had been in contact with Samuels ‘on a regular basis and he 

fully understands the situation’, Rowan stated that the Minster should ‘formally’ advise Samuels that no 

progress could be made until Council had advised of its official position.1851    

                                                      
1845  File note from ‘DB RTH’ to PCO (EM), 28 May 1987.  On ibid. 
1846  Rowan to Samuels, 9 June 1987.  On ibid. 
1847  Rowan to Director-General [of Conservation], 9 June 1987.  On ibid. 
1848  Samuels to Russell Marshall, Minister of Conservation, 3 July 1987.  On ibid. 
1849  Minutes of a Town Planning Committee Meeting, 26 June 1987, Whangaroa County Council Minute Book 

1987-88, p. 506, FNDC. 
1850  G.J. Goodwin, for Director-General of Conservation, to Regional Manager, Auckland, 4 August 1987.  On file 

BBEE A1632 15336 Box 467b 20/884, Matauri Bay Block, 1983-7. 
1851  Rowan to Director-General [of Conservation], 4 September 1987.  On ibid. 
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In the same month, the Whangaroa County Council advised that a response had been sent to the ‘Dept. 

of Land Information’ in error.  The Council agreed for the reserve area to be non-rateable ‘and are of the 

opinion that the offer of the reserve area is generous enough for the requirements of Section 289 … to be 

waived for future subdivisions.1852 At the same time, Samuels had written to the (new) Minister of 

Conservation seeking something concrete for him to report at an upcoming Annual General Meeting.1853 

Rowan advised his Head Office of the council’s approval and sought to finalise the details of a future 

relationship with the Matauri X Incorporation and its owners: 

Foremost in my mind will be to see that there is equity in the partnership arrangement, which 

will be particularly relevant in terms of the security of tenure of the public access and use in 

relation to the amount of the investment that the Department will make.  I will also be seeking 

some opportunity for the Maori owners to contribute labour or other resources to the 

development of this project so that it can be seen to be truly a partnership, with full 

participation from both sides.1854 

Rowan also apprised the Whāngārei District Conservator of the situation, seeking his involvement with 

meeting Samuels to finalise the details.  Encouraging the momentum, Rowan stated that while he would 

normally hand over these discussions to the Conservator, he had ‘established a reasonable relationship’ 

with Samuels to warrant his involvement to ‘give some direction – at least until such time as we have the 

deal “signed up”.’1855 

There is a large gap in the public record (or at least from records I was able to identify and access) about 

what happened next.  An internal Conservation Department memorandum from September 1988, about 

a conversation between the District Conservator and Dover Samuels, strongly suggested that the 

department was hindered by a lack of money: ‘We discussed the relevance of the old proposal to pay an 

annual rental for public access in lieu of them losing out from gate fees in light of D.O.C.’s financial 

plight.’  Samuels suggested the department proceed with some form of partnership with the Matauri X 

Incorporation without any commitment to make a financial contribution.  Samuels was concerned at the 

consequences should the department not be involved, including that some owners were keen to ‘have 

their dwellings strung along the beach and creek.’  He wanted a letter from the department along the 

suggestion above about a lack of money which he would be willing to support.  The Conservator noted 

that any involvement would likely incur development costs of any public amenity.1856  Reference was 

made in the September memorandum above about a visitor survey over the previous summer.  A copy of 

the survey was located on a file.  It showed that some 320 day visitors were surveyed, with the total 

                                                      
1852  J.R. Wells, County Clerk, Whangaroa County Council, to Department of Conservation, 8 September 1987.  On 

ibid. 
1853  Samuels to Helen Clark, Minister of Conservation, received 3 September 1987.  On ibid. 
1854  Rowan to Director-General [of Conservation], 4 September 1987.  On ibid. 
1855  Ibid. 
1856  John Gardiner, District Conservator, Whāngārei, to Regional Manager, Auckland, 13 September 1988.  On file 

BBEE A1549 1533 Box 47a LAN 001, Matauri Bay, 1988-9.   
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visiting population said to be approximately 20 percent greater (ca. 400 people) than the number surveyed 

over a five day period.  Most visitors were from the Auckland and Northland region, with just over a 

quarter from the remainder of New Zealand, and a small percentage from overseas.  Matauri Bay rated 

highest among beach areas in Northland for visiting.  There was a strong response for retaining the 

natural beauty of Matauri Bay, although a need for facility improvements. 

In May 1989, in response to a letter from Samuels that was not located, the Department of Conservation 

wrote to the Matauri X Incorporation about the creation of a Māori reservation along a portion of the 

beachfront.  The department acknowledged that no progress had been made, although it reiterated its 

desire to have free public access to the beach and recreational facilities, adding that the department simply 

did not have the ‘financial resources to combine or assist your incorporation in formalising this as of the 

present.’  The department stated that there was ‘little to be gained at this time on the matter’, although it 

would be receptive to any similar proposal ‘at some later time’, possibly even providing finance to 

‘formalise any agreed arrangement.’1857  

5.4.9 Papakāinga Housing scheme, 1984-89 

Summary 

From the mid-1980s there were several proposals to introduce a papakāinga housing scheme to Matauri.  

The first was proposed by the Matauri X Incorporation in 1984 with the intent to draw whānau back to 

their ancestral home and, in turn, these whānau would assist in the development of the camping ground 

and other planned tourist amenities.  The second proposal came from the Government in 1986; here they 

surveyed the shareholders on how such a scheme could proceed.  A third proposal in 1988 came from the 

Department of Māori Affairs, which the Whangaroa County Council approved.  The outcome of these 

proposed schemes is unclear; however, in 1989, the Māori Land Court granted the Matauri X 

Incorporation the right to issue occupation licences for papakāinga housing purposes.  The public record 

appears silent on what happened next, although a small papakāinga scheme is seen at the southern end of 

the Matauri Bay beach, possibly established around the same time as, or as a result of, the papakāinga 

schemes in the 1980s.   

Details 

Since 1979 the Department of Māori Affairs had been pursuing a programme of rural rental housing in 

areas which had special needs to due to the concentration of substandard housing.  Matauri Bay was not 

one of the localities investigated for the initial programme.  However, by 1984 the programme was 

expanded.1858  In mid-1984 the Government decided to transfer to the Housing Corporation, housing 

loan assistance to Māori people which had previously been provided by the Māori Affairs Department.  
                                                      
1857  Bruce Young, Principal Conservation Officer (Information and Public Affairs), Department of Conservation, 

Auckland, to chairman, Matauri X Incorporation, 19 May 1989. On file BBEE A1549 1533 Box 47a LAN 001, 
Matauri Bay, 1988-9, ANZ.   

1858  R.L. Blake, Assistant District Planner, to The Manager, Office, 27 March 1984. On file BBDL 1030 Box 2441a 
11/1/42 part 5, Maori Housing – Rural Housing Policy, 1982-8, ANZ. 
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The Housing Corporation had already started exploring the possibility of building state rental homes on 

Māori leasehold land after Government policy changed so that state houses did not have to be built on 

Crown land.1859   

At the same time a Papakāinga Housing Research Group was set up by the State Housing 

Corporation.1860  The purpose of the Group was to explore ways of making security for mortgages apply 

to buildings only, thus making it easier for Māori to borrow money to put homes on multiply-owned land; 

and to do so effectively without incurring the legal red tape or lengthy time delays.  The Matauri X 

Incorporation Chair, Hēmi-Rua Rāpata, was also a member of this Group in his capacity as an executive 

member of the Tai Tokerau Federation of Māori Land Authorities.1861    

In October 1984, a plan to set aside part of Matauri X for urban resettlement under a 40-acre papakāinga 

scheme was proposed by the Matauri X Incorporation, subject to confirmation at the annual general 

meeting later that month.  The land was to be made available to shareholders and their descendants for 

housing on a ‘right to occupy’ basis while the land would be retained in multiple ownership.  The Matauri 

X Incorporation sought a precedent for multiply-owned Māori land nation-wide ‘in the negotiations it 

was having with Government agencies and lending institutions.’  The proposal would enable a 

homeowner to borrow finance without the security of a freehold title; whereby a mortgage would be held 

on the buildings rather than the land.  The proposal was in response to ‘an anticipated “migration back to 

Matauri Bay from the cities”’.  First priority was to local residents ‘with hereditary rights, followed by 

descendants who intended to make their return to Matauri Bay permanent.’  Subdivisions would be 

discouraged while multiple unit developments encouraged.1862 

The proposal was two-fold.  Whānau could return to their ancestral home on land free from a 

commitment to purchase and, in turn, the Matauri X Incorporation would have skilled labour available to 

assist in the development of the camping ground and ‘planned expansions of the tourist amenities there.’  

The Matauri X Incorporation was negotiating with the Crown for a joint venture to provide additional 

public facilities at the Bay, with the hope to reach agreement by the year’s end.  Other employment 

opportunities included farmland and horticulture close to the Bay.  The beach area would remain 

untouched ‘as it was not the wish of the people of Matauri Bay to alienate to the public’: 

the incorporation hoped to abandon the 50 cent vehicle charge for access to beach facilities 

which had caused such resentment and controversy last summer. 

                                                      
1859  G.D. Fouhy, for Secretary, [Housing Corporation], Head Office, to the Whāngārei office, received 12 January 

1984.  On ibid. 
1860  D.G.P. Cattanach, Assistant Director-General, Housing Corporation of New Zealand, Wellington, to 

Secretary, Papakainga Housing Research Group, Ministry of Works and Development, Whāngārei, 10 May 
1985.  On ibid. 

1861  ‘Putting Homes on Multiple Owned Land’, Northern News, 2 October 1984.  Copy on ibid. 
1862  ‘Home plans for communal land at Matauri Bay’, Northern Advocate 9 October 1984.  Copy on file ZACC 

A1258 1109 Box 1787d 20/884, Maori land and survey liens – Matauri Bay, 1974-87; ‘Planning for a Migration 
back to Matauri Bay’, Northern News, 16 October 1984, copy on file BBEE A1632 15336 Box 467b 20/884, 
Matauri Bay Block, 1983-7. 
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However, it would not be in a position to drop the charge until the incorporation had 

developed a broader economic base. 

The 50 cent charge was to help upgrade and maintain the road to the beach ‘but it is not favoured, even 

by [Matauri X Incorporation].’  The Whangaroa County Council agreed in principle with the proposal 

concept, and indicated that such concepts were anticipated to be included into its District Scheme 

currently under review.1863 

There is insufficient documentation in the public record about what happened next.  In 1985, the 

Honourable Phil Goff (Minister of Housing) and the Honourable Koro Wētere (Minister of Māori 

Affairs) held a meeting with Tai Tokerau people at Te Tii.  The purpose of the meeting was to consider 

how best to improve the housing conditions of Māori in Northland.  As discussed further above, in 

August 1985 the Matauri X Incorporation Chair, Rāpata, recommended that the whole coastal foreshore 

of Matauri X be vested in a section 439 Māori Reserve, comprising around seven kilometres of coastline.  

The purpose of the reserve was so the Crown could not acquire it for ‘esplanade contribution.’  The 

Matauri X Incorporation had apparently been approached by ‘Maori International’1864 with a joint venture 

to place tourist lodges in Matauri Bay.  Dover Samuels wrote to the Minister of Māori Affairs objecting to 

the reserve proposal as he considered little information on it was presented to the owners ‘in regard to 

[its] legal and long term implications.’  Samuels had suggested to the Matauri X Incorporation’s chair to 

apply ‘to the Minister for dispensation and advice when an overall scheme plan of resettlement and 

development had been finalised’, but this was rejected by the chair.  A further suggestion of seeking legal 

advice and having present an accountant was also rejected.  Samuels noted that a legal right-of-way along 

the beach provided locals ‘with their only means of practical access to their houses’, and that two-thirds 

of the coastline (Lots 1 and 2 DP 74547) was under a long-term lease to a local farming family, Tepene 

Tablelands.  Samuels sought advice from the Minister about a section 439 reserve and esplanade reserve 

contributions.1865  A response from the Minister was not located. 

A papakāinga scheme, however, was introduced by the Government in 1986, where anyone on multiply-

owned land could receive Housing Corporation loans to build under an occupation order for 30 years.  

The scheme received endorsement from the Northland United Council.1866  In early 1986, a questionnaire 

survey was sent to shareholders about implementing a Papakāinga Scheme ‘without further delay’.  Once 

surveys were returned and collated, then a ‘snap meeting’ was anticipated.  The survey introduction noted 
                                                      
1863  Ibid. 
1864  This was a private company established in 1983 by Kara Puketapu (former Secretary of Māori Affairs) 

investing in Māori arts, tourism and farming ventures, see Derby, Mark, 'Ngā take Māori – government policy 
and Māori - Māori renaissance, 1970s to 2000s', Te Ara - the Encyclopedia of New Zealand, URL:  
http://www.TeAra.govt.nz/en/ephemera/34393/maori-affairs-leaders-kara-puketapu-1984  

1865  Dover Samuels to Minister of Māori Affairs, 5 September 1985.  On file ‘Matauri – corres’, [1981-6]. 
1866  ‘Papakāinga housing boosted by Minister’, Northern News, 24 March 1988. On file BBDL 1030 Box 2200a 

11/1/42/11 part 1, Maori Housing – Papakainga Development Series (Housing General), 1987-88; 
‘Papakainga endorsed’, Northern Advocate, 27 August 1985. On file BBDL 1030 Box 2442d 11/1/42/7 part 1, 
Maori Housing – Papakainga Housing General, 1984-9.  The Northland United Council was the predecessor 
to the Northland Regional Council. 
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that ‘a certain category of shareholder(s)’ had ‘opted to partition out their shares’, but that the Matauri X 

Incorporation wanted to ‘provide immediate action for those categories of shareholder who would prefer 

papakāinga.’  The survey anticipated helping determine whom that particular category of shareholders 

were.  Thus, the survey included questions around who intended to come back ‘home’ (Matauri Bay) to 

live, when, and why they were returning; whether settlement would be permanent or temporary; whether 

the Scheme be limited to just shareholders; should Te Tāpui kāinga section owners be allowed into the 

Scheme; whether a rental should be imposed, and if so, how much; how should housing sites be allocated 

and how large should a site section be; would an applicant have sufficient finance to build; under what 

conditions should evictions be handled; and should kaumātua housing be provided.  The survey 

concluded with a comment that each occupier would be responsible for a portion of the annual rates, 

although this required ‘further discussion’.1867 

I was not able to locate information on the outcome of this survey, including whether a snap meeting was 

held and how the scheme progressed thereafter until 1988 when the Matauri X Incorporation chair also 

became the Māori Affairs District Solicitor; a position in which he was able to advocate for the 

incorporation.  For instance, in early 1988, Rāpata reported on intended travel to Wellington with Matiu 

Rata to meet with ‘various Ministers of the Crown to discuss the question of Esplanade reserves which is 

crucial to our progress at Matauri.’ Moreover, the Ministry of Works and Development were helping 

provide an overall development plan and preliminary costings for the project.  The Matauri X 

Incorporation intended to use Occupation Licences, replicated on a Māori Trustee licence format.  

Rāpata reported that ‘everybody now’ wanted to go into the papakāinga.1868 

A management plan to present to the Whangaroa County Council was the next step in order to get the 

necessary approvals for the project to proceed.  A survey would be carried out by the Department of 

Survey and Land Information paid by the Matauri X Incorporation.1869  In March 1988 a delegation led by 

Rāpata for Māori Affairs, Vivian Kloosterman, Senior Engineer from the Ministry of Works, and Jeff 

Griggs, an Environmental Scientist and Planner, attended a Whangaroa County Council Board meeting to 

discuss the proposed ‘Papakainga Housing Development’ at Matauri Bay.  The principle of the 

development was building without subdivision. Stage I was the construction of 11 housing units 

architecturally designed to enhance the environment ‘rather than detract from it.’  The proposal 

‘attempted’ to conform with the County’s District Scheme ‘in every way’, while roading within the 

subdivision would be ‘formed to County standards’.  A proposed wetland sewerage system was then 

outlined.  After the delegation left, councillors approved the concept plan subject to several conditions 

around contributions, including that the roading was approved by an engineer, and in particular that the 

                                                      
1867  Questionnaire survey to shareholders, copy held by Department of Māori Affairs, received 21 March 1986. On 

file BAAI 1030 Box 1264b 15/5/255, Maori Trust – Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1982-6. 
1868  Hēmi-Rua Rāpata, Department of Māori Affairs, to ‘Nau’, [February] 1988.  On file BBDL 1030 Box 2200a 

11/1/42/11 part 1, Maori Housing – Papakainga Development Series (Housing General), 1987-88. 
1869  Vivian Kloosterman, for Principal Consultant, Ministry of Works and Development, Whāngārei, to District 

Solicitor, Department of Māori Affairs, Whāngārei, 25 February 1988.  On ibid. 
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'substandard accommodation and mobile accommodation be removed as it is vacated by proposed 

occupiers of the Papakainga Development.’1870 

In the meantime, in 1989 the Matauri X Incorporation submitted an application under section 28 of the 

1967 Amendment Act to modify the objects of the incorporation to allow it to issue occupation licences 

for papakāinga housing purposes.   The application was heard at Kaikohe before Judge Spencer.  Solicitor 

Mr. Macauley appeared for the Matauri X Incorporation with Rāpata in support.  Macauley stated that a 

resolution for the modification was passed at the General Meeting of shareholders on 12 November 

1988.1871  The Court issued orders accordingly for the following new object to be added: 

To permit the Committee of Management to grant licences to shareholders and Maori and to 

the Housing Corporation and other agencies for the purpose of providing housing for 

shareholders and Māori.  

In early 1989, upon the invitation of Councillor Dover Samuels, the Council Building Inspector visited 

the Matauri Bay beach and reported on finding approximately 15 groups of people living in ‘sub-standard 

accommodation, mainly in close proximity to the [Matauri] creek at the south end of the beach.’  The 

accommodation was mostly caravans and old buses, with several having lean-tos.  The Inspector found 

no evidence of washing or sanitary facilities, and he was concerned the creek was being polluted 

potentially endangering the health of residents and visitors to the Bay.  The Inspector noted assurances 

from the Matauri X Incorporation ‘in the past’ to address the ‘illegal sub-standard housing’ and that the 

problem ‘appears to be out of hand.’  The Inspector recommended that Council take legal action against 

the Matauri X Incorporation.1872  The Council moved that a meeting with the incorporation be held to 

resolve the matter.1873 

                                                      
1870  Minutes of the Ordinary Monthly Meeting of the Whangaroa County Council Meeting, 17 March 1988, 

Whangaroa County Council Minute Book 1987-88, pp. 703-4, 719, FNDC. 
1871  Kaikohe Minute Book 17, 3 May 1989, p. 77; ‘Order Redefining the Objects of the Incorporation’, re Matauri 

X Incorporation, 3 May 1989, 17 KH 77, MLC. 
1872  ‘Report on Sub-Standard Dwelling Units at Matauri Bay Beach’, [Mr.] Shepherd, Building Inspector, 

Whangaroa County Council, n.d., attached to agenda of the Whangaroa County Council meeting of 13 
February 1989, Whangaroa County Council Minute Book 1987-88, p. 905, FNDC. 

1873  Minutes of the Ordinary Monthly Meeting of the Whangaroa County Council Meeting, 13 February 1989, 
Whangaroa County Council Minute Book 1987-88, p. 1016, FNDC. 
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Image 19: ‘Proposed Papakāinga Housing at Matauri Bay’, southern end of beach (part of concept plan), 19881874 

  

                                                      
1874  Vivian Kloosterman, Environmental Engineer, Works Consultancy Services, to Rāpata, 5 December 1988, with plan attached.  On file BBDL 1030 Box 2443a 11/1/42/11 

part 2, Maori Housing – Papakainga Housing General, 1988-90.   
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The public record appears silent on what happened next, however, the so-called sub-standard housing 

was probably referring to the shanty town and whānau camping ground noted upon my site visit to 

Matauri in March 2015 which, I was informed, did not have the approval of the Matauri X Incorporation; 

instead, it was tolerated because the occupants were owners.  This shanty town is quite separate from the 

papakāinga scheme promoted above, which was set up from 1989 after the objects to the Matauri X 

Incorporation Order were altered.   The Memorial Schedule for Lots 1-2 DP 74547 being Part Matauri X 

Residue records, at least up until 1995, 13 30-year licences to occupy.1875 

5.5 The partitioning out of Matauri 1C2, 1990s 

Under section 286(3) of the 1953 Act, an incorporation could alienate any land on confirmation of the 

Court.  Section 286(1) gave the same powers to the body corporate to alienate land as if the body was a 

Māori owner. Section 48 of the 1967 Act provided that any alienation by the Matauri X Incorporation 

required a resolution from a general meeting of owners.  This was reconfirmed by sections 253A and 254 

of the 1993 Act.1876  The land that was alienated from Matauri X was Matauri 1C2   

For some 30 years there existed an apparent dispute between owners in Matauri 1C2, the land Court, and 

the Matauri X Incorporation over the inclusion of Matauri 1C2 within the incorporation’s holdings.1877  

The inclusion of Matauri 1C2 was not raised as an issue at the initial incorporation hearings of 1966 and 

1967.  In the Matauri X Incorporation chair’s report for the 1984 Annual General Meeting, it was 

reported that the ‘long standing matter’ had been raised at the previous annual meeting: ‘Suffice to say 

that it has not been resolved.  In short, 1C1 belongs to Mr.  & Mrs. Hemo Coutts and 1C2 belongs to the 

Matauri X Incorporation’.1878  Without recourse to further annual and chair reports, it is unclear why, 

therefore, the matter continued to be litigated into the 1990s.  Here, the Māori Land Court held several 

hearings on the matter.    

According to Court minutes from December 1993, the Matauri X Incorporation refused to sign a paper 

to enable the applicant, Raiti Heta, to take 1C2 out of the Matauri X Incorporation despite being directed 

to do so by shareholders at the annual general meeting of November 1992.  Heta claimed that the 

incorporation instead directed her to complete a valuation, a survey, to form a trust, and seek the 

assistance of a lawyer; but her whānau disagreed, citing the decision of shareholders.  Other shareholders 

who would have had an interest in 1C2 had all previously supported the application.  The applicant noted 

no improvements had been made on the block since it came under the Matauri X Incorporation.  Judge 

A.D. Spencer presiding agreed that the matter had gone on long enough and approved to have 1C2 

                                                      
1875  http://www.maorilandonline.govt.nz/gis/title/293374.htm accessed 1 May 2016. The Māori Land Court 

failed to provide me with copies of these licences.   
1876  And later section 24 of the Te Ture Whenua Māori Amendment Act 2002. 
1877  Survey Report for Compiled Plan of Matauri X, from Simpson Shaw Surveyors, 27 March 1997. On file 

ABWN A1810 1109 Box 162 6900/0884 part 1, Maori Land Blocks/Matauri Block No. 1, 1990-7, ANZ. 
1878  Chairman’s Report to 1984 Annual General Meeting. On file BAAI 1030 Box 1264b 15/5/255, Maori Trust – 

Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1982-6. 
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partitioned from the balance of the Matauri X Incorporation’s land, conditional upon the boundaries 

being identified and fenced at the owners’ expense.  The owners would relinquish their shares in the 

Matauri X Incorporation, ‘the partition being in full satisfaction of their shares.’   Thus, the Court Order 

was conditional until the boundaries and fencing had been resolved.  Bill Thom wanted it recorded that 

the Matauri X Incorporation had paid the rates on 1C2 ‘for all this time’: ‘This is the aroha that we have – 

all of the one family – we are there all the time.  We should always sort this out among ourselves before 

coming to Court.  We have done a lot of good.  We are handing it back in good faith.’  The Court 

acknowledged the ‘hurt’ that had incurred:  ‘The system – rates – is the cause of much of it.’1879   

The matter did not rest there.  In May 1995 the owners of 1C2 were back before the Court claiming that 

some land had been lost from 1C2 to the adjoining 2H block, and a four chain (ca. 80 meters) was lost 

from the eastern boundary with a ‘consequent loss of seaviews’, inferring that the boundary on ML plan 

14534 was in error.  The Matauri X Incorporation had agreed that the applicant was to fence the legal 

boundary as per this plan, and had passed a resolution asking for costs (presumably because the 

incorporation was still liable for rates and other costs incurred because of the delay by the applicant to 

comply with the Court’s earlier conditions).  The Court agreed to reinstate the application subject to a 

$400 payment to the Matauri X Incorporation by way of security costs; but also asked the applicant to 

‘not turn the block back to before the 1965 partition order’, adding that whether the block had a seaview 

‘and went down to a puriri post is not relevant to this application.’  Liability of rates was with the owners 

from 1 April 1995.1880  Owner Raiti Heta was advised to complete a residual plan for the Matauri X 

Incorporation, and discuss with the Matauri X Incorporation how many shares each owner in 1C2 had to 

surrender in the incorporation to obtain 1C2, with the transfer having to be confirmed by the Court.1881  

The matter was not resolved until 2002 – which lies outside the parameters of this report – suffice to add 

that 130.354 shares were taken out of the Matauri X Incorporation when 1C2 of 4.9547 hectares was 

partitioned out. 

5.6 Conclusions 

One way the Crown sought to address titling reform issues to mitigate the situation of ever-increasing 

numbers of owners in blocks was by providing for the land to be collectively managed by owners through 

incorporations. Incorporations essentially operated like commercially viable entities, with legislation 

ensuring that the Crown had direct input into their management.  The Matauri X Incorporation was 

created in the late 1960s under Part XXII of the Māori Affairs Act 1953.  Its asset, the Matauri X Block, 

was created from 19 land blocks that made up a significant portion of the former Matauri No. 1 block, 

including the prime coastal flats of Matauri Bay.  The former owners became the original shareholders in 

                                                      
1879  Kaikohe Minute Book 21, pp. 154-8.   
1880  Kaikohe Minute Book 23, pp. 89-93. 
1881  Deputy Registrar, to Raiti Heta, Wainui Heights, 2 August 1996. On file ABWN A1810 1109 Box 162 

6900/0884 part 1, Maori Land Blocks/Matauri Block No. 1, 1990-7, ANZ 
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the incorporation.  The Matauri X Incorporation would have a marked impact on the management of the 

block, including resolving rate arrears, establishing a formal camping ground, attempting to open up the 

area to development in order to secure capital and an income stream, and – aligning with local and central 

Government preferences – attempting to provide permanent unhindered public access to the Matauri 

beach.     

A series of meetings of owners and Māori Land Court hearings were held to complete the incorporation 

process.  The initiative for incorporation stemmed from a meeting in April 1966 where the Department 

of Māori Affairs met with owners to discuss the future utilisation of (some or all) the Matauri No. 1 

partitioned blocks.  The owners agreed to amalgamate and then incorporate.  The incorporation process 

raised significant discussion at the first Māori Land Court hearing held at Matauri in July 1966 on 

amalgamation.  There were a few owners who wanted to sell their interests, with one wanting a portion to 

live on.  Generally, though, there was unanimous agreement to proceed with amalgamation when it was 

pointed out that those who wanted to sell could partition out their interests at any time.  Under the 1953 

Act, the partitioning could happen by simple application.  Under the Māori Affairs Amendment Act 1967, 

any partitioning required a majority decision from shareholders – whether this change inhibited those 

wanting to partition from applying is not clear, or that a majority of shareholders had voted down any 

partition application is not disclosed in the evidence for this report.  Reasons why those few owners 

wanted to sell their interests rather than amalgamate are not stated, although they appear to be absentee 

owners.  It may be that they had no intention of returning to Matauri, and/or had never lived there and 

lost any connection to the land. 

A meeting of assembled owners in December 1966 to gain support for incorporation was well attended, 

although there were some notable features around consent.  It is possible that some 45 percent of owners 

were not informed of the meeting or were unable to be contacted, and it is not clear what effort was made 

by the Māori Land Court or other owners to contact them, either by pānui, advertising, or some other 

means.  Those in attendance, which included four of the nine largest shareholders, unanimously agreed to 

incorporate but they only made up 30 percent of the total shareholding in the block.  Section 311 of the 

1953 Act provided for a majority vote by those present at the meeting; not a majority of the aggregate or 

overall shareholding in the block, meaning that a simple majority of owners present was all that was 

required.  The unanimity to incorporate, therefore, may not necessarily have been a true reflection of the 

majority of owners but it met the requirements under section 271(a) of the 1953 Act to incorporate, and 

there was no recourse to appeal under section 272.  Tribunal claimant evidence suggests some owners 

were not supportive of incorporation, although archival sources used for this report disclosed no dissent.  

The meeting of owners clearly showed that the incorporation and its objects, which were voted on, were 

discussed in some detail, and the Māori Land Court hearings were relatively uncontested.   

The issue of multiple ownership creating title fragmentation and hindering economic development is not 

explicitly mentioned as a reason for incorporation, but it can be inferred that working together as one 
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entity, or voice, would enable difficulties inherent in the individual treatment of land to be overcome and 

therefore be more advantageous than the status quo.  This appeared to be the general consensus of 

owners in attendance at the meetings of owners and court hearings where it was signalled that 

amalgamation would be for the purpose of land development.  This may explain why there was limited 

resistance to incorporate once assurances had been given to those who wanted to sell their interests or 

partition them out that they could do so under section 283 of the 1953 Act.  

Rates and their connection with land development were a continuing issue throughout the twentieth 

century, and the incorporation model was seen as a way to deal with rates.  At the time of amalgamation 

in July 1966, some £529.0.4 of liabilities comprising compromised rate and survey charges, and 

Whangaroa County Council rates were owing on the 19 blocks.  Tribunal claimants pointed out to me 

that rates were a driver for incorporation.  Rates, however, did not feature at the court hearings or 

meetings of owners for the incorporation of Matauri, but they came to dominate the post-incorporation 

narrative for some years.  Many owners probably felt they had few options to deal with the rates and it is 

possible that the fear of losing the land because of outstanding rate arrears may have driven some owners 

to support incorporation, although the evidence on the public record does not show such motive.  

However, the owners supporting the economic development of the lands would know that by doing so, 

the rates would probably be taken care of.  In effect, therefore, rates were naturally interconnected with 

the driver of land development if not emphatically stated at the time.   

The liabilities were not mentioned as a hindrance by the several owners who wanted to ‘preserve their 

rights’ by partitioning out interests that they were residing in or wanted to live on.  This may suggest that 

they were concerned that amalgamation and incorporation would be an abrogation of their individual 

property rights or that those rights would be subsumed by the incorporation who, depending on the 

management committee perhaps, may not have their best interests at heart or preserved.  These 

individuals, however, were not against incorporation per se, so long as their rights were recognised.  The 

Māori Land Court, though, was aware of at least one individual who wanted a portion of land that she 

had just succeeded to for her own use, but it did not respond to her request at the amalgamation hearing.  

Soon after incorporation, Maata Paratene submitted her strong concerns that under the Māori Affairs 

Amendment Act 1967 her intent to partition would relegate her interests to that of a minority shareholder 

rather than having an equitable interest, commensurate to a company structure, something that Paratene 

did not want.   

While there is an ambiguous mention of the share value at the July 1966 Māori Land Court hearing, there 

appears no mention of it at the subsequent meeting of owners and other court hearings.  Shares were 

allocated to shareholders in proportion to their previous land holdings in one or more of the 19 blocks, 

and these share quantities were qualified in monetary terms.  In calculating the value of shares per block, a 

current valuation was derived from the capital value of each block of land less the value of any buildings, 

giving a gross value.  Then any outstanding block charges – effectively liabilities – were added together 
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and deducted from the gross value, giving a net value.  The net value became the number of shares held 

by the owners.  The smallest shareholder had 0.005 percent of the total shareholding; the largest, 10.5 

percent.  Nine owners (five percent of owners) had over 100 shares, amounting to 31 percent of total 

shares, although only one of those owners lived in Northland.  Whether owners appeared or were 

disadvantaged by a drop in share value because of the liabilities deducted from the share value, or whether 

they were disadvantaged in any way by the share formula used is unclear.  The liability did not go away; it 

simply became the responsibility of the new body corporate.  Sources considered for this report raised no 

concerns from owners at how the share values were calculated or that the number of shares they acquired 

were questioned.  Later, some descendants of original shareholders may not have been included in the 

shareholder’s list raising questions about the update of the share register; something that the evidence is 

silent on.   

The issue of succession and how it was dealt with does not arise in the Matauri X Incorporation narrative.  

Succession continued to occur after incorporation, which had the effect of increasing the number of 

owners in the incorporation with each new owner having a smaller and smaller interest.  Incorporation 

may have helped mitigate title fragmentation for the court record, but it did not halt the interest or share 

fragmentation.1882  Diminishing share size may have contributed to an increase in the proportion of 

owners whose addresses were unknown to the incorporation, possibly resulting in fewer people being 

involved in the decision-making processes of the incorporation. Other owners may simply have 

disconnected by being absentee owners or successors who never felt an attachment or connection to the 

land in which they had interests.  Others may have failed to succeed to interests, making it difficult for an 

incorporation to keep accurate share registers as required by statute after 1967.  The sources noted a few 

succession discrepancies but no concerns around the share register.  The administration of succession and 

other administrative costs, such as calling and holding meetings and other communications, could have 

also surged with increasing numbers of owners.  However, it is unclear from the evidence how such costs 

in time and energy were a strain on the administrative functions of the Matauri X Incorporation.  The 

Matauri X Incorporation’s administration costs from 1971/72 through to 1984/85 do not change 

substantially (except for the 1973/74 year where they almost doubled), which suggests that, on the whole, 

they were not continuingly struggling administratively.   

For the Matauri X Incorporation Management Committee now burdened with rate liabilities the priority 

was simply trying to keep the Matauri X Incorporation solvent, and it struggled for many years in meeting 

current and outstanding rates.  Incorporations remain in part commercial ventures where there will always 

be an element of risk in the commercial choices they make.  The only asset the Matauri X Incorporation 

had to leverage was the amalgamated Matauri X block using the skillset of its committee members, some 

of whom were owners.  The inclusion of some Pākehā on the committee is redolent of how the owners 
                                                      
1882  The contrast is, for example, with the Whānau Trust structure under the Te Ture Whenua Māori Act 1993 in 

which under section 214(6), there is no succession to interests, rendering each member of that Trust with an 
equal interest (or vote) in the block regardless of their previous minor or major interests in blocks that formed 
part of the trust. 



 

457 

were open and prepared to utilise skills that they may not have had but considered necessary for the 

committee’s work.  For instance, two Pākehā members were Ronald Fletcher, an accountant from 

Kawakawa, and Bruce Thorne, a solicitor from Whāngārei who was also a member of the successful Te 

Tii Tapuaetahi Incorporation which had been established earlier in the 1960s and had eventually 

developed its block in a mix of a foreshore housing subdivision, farmland, and native bush.   

The Matauri X Incorporation Management Committee had to find or create income streams to tap into.  

It attempted this in three ways: small-scale leasing, a camping ground, and subdivision proposals, of 

which the first two were relatively successful.  Leasing provided a steady but small income that was more 

easily manageable than the camping ground, which relied on the vagaries of good weather, keen 

holidaymakers, stringent Health Department regulations, and ongoing maintenance.  The purpose of the 

subdivision proposals was to provide much needed capital for paying off liabilities and provide for 

development opportunities.  The Matauri X Incorporation was having to balance the need for a profitable 

outcome, such as subdivision, against the needs and aspirations of its shareholders or owners, including 

the fostering and careful management of public access to the waterfront.   

To subdivide was to effectively give away land for esplanade reserve to meet local government coastal 

subdivision requirements; a process that the shareholders did not want.  The subdivision proposals still 

needed to meet other planning and district plan requirements and needed the consent of the mortgagor, 

the shareholders, the Māori Land Court and local Government.  Even then there was no guarantee – as 

has been demonstrated in this report – that a proposal would come into fruition.  Between 1967 and the 

late 1980s, the Matauri X Incorporation explored three subdivisions and two foreshore reserve proposals, 

all of which failed to materialise due to shareholder apathy (for the 1971-74 subdivision), shareholder 

rejection (for the 1967 and 1981-83 subdivisions and 1974-77 reserve), or financial constraints on the part 

of the Crown (the 1974-77 and 1985-86 reserves).   

The Matauri X Incorporation’s first foray into subdivision in 1967 almost resulted in the body corporate 

being wound-up by the Māori Land Court, saved by the shareholders forcing the resignation of most of 

the committee members.  This demonstrated a protection measure for the shareholders whose approval 

had to be obtained by the committee in matters of alienation, and that they were able to vote on 

nominated committee members.  As to why, though, the committee’s Pākehā members were asked to stay 

on may be a recognition that these individuals had a much-needed skillset that owners wanted to retain in 

spite of their part in the failed subdivision.  The incorporation model was flexible to allow such a diverse 

membership that otherwise may have limited necessary or required skills.  What is not clear is the 

aggregate share of the shareholder in attendance at incorporation meetings where decisions of alienation 

are debated and voted on by shareholding rather than the individual head vote.  This is highlighted, for 

example, in the proposed section 439 Māori Reserve proposal of 1985-6, in which a poll of shareholders 

recorded 1,431.868 shares in favour with 325.77 against, although those in support only represented 23 

percent of shareholders.  There also appeared to be underlying tension in at least one subdivision 
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proposal between local and absentee owners.  Anecdotal evidence suggests that for the proposed 1981-83 

subdivision local owners were open to negotiating with the Crown over providing some land for the 

public, while absentee owners and the committee, allegedly dominated by ‘Auckland interests’, were 

adamantly opposed to any such dealings with the Crown.  This tension eventually led to one disgruntled 

local shareholder wanting to sell his Incorporation shares and other interests in Putataua Bay; otherwise 

there was little recourse for owners to take more affirmative action other than the voting box at general 

meetings, including winding up the incorporation under section 303 of the 1953 Act.     

The camping ground was the saving grace of the Matauri X Incorporation.  After owners rejected the 

1967 subdivision proposal, the newly-appointed committee responded to the owners’ suggestion to 

establish a camping ground.  The upgrade of an existing informal camping ground and the perennial rates 

(and arrears) issue were the two main drivers for the Matauri X Incorporation obtaining much needed 

financial assistance from the Crown. The Māori Trustee provided financial assistance to the Incorporation 

through three mortgages over a 20-year period, although all three were paid off in 15 years.  Aside from 

the rate arrears upon amalgamation to contend with, from 1971 through to 1984 rates over Matauri X 

were going up an average 17 percent per year. During this period the Matauri X Incorporation’s expenses 

relating to the camping ground, rates, and administration increased an average 20 percent per annum, with 

income from the camping ground and leases increasing an average of 31 percent per annum.  The Matauri 

X Incorporation’s assets (current and fixed) grew by 77 percent, or around six percent per annum.  While 

the first mortgage came with the condition that the Māori Trustee could lease land that it considered not 

producing enough revenue to meet mortgage repayments and other ‘standing charges’, it did not invoke it.  

The Māori Trustee approved a loan that breached the security threshold of section 29 of the Māori 

Trustee Act 1953, although it considered the breach (of just under 0.4 percent) minimal to not warrant 

rejection.  The finance provided by the Māori Trustee was necessary to stave off solvency if the 

committee was unable to gain approval from shareholders to any subdivision.   

Despite the challenges the Matauri X Incorporation had in finding income streams and wanting to 

develop the land, throughout the subdivision and reserve narrative there has been a consistent view from 

owners (most of whom appear to be locals rather than absentee owners) that public access to the beach 

was paramount.  This was in spite of some holiday users being ardent opponents of any restrictions to 

access that they seemed to think they had an inherent right to.  This consistent view did not appear to be 

about a greater sense of social responsibility and community service.  Rather, it was twofold: it could be 

seen as an intrinsic cultural expression from the Matauri Māori community, or a cultural 

acknowledgement of the traditional right to manage a treasured resource for the benefit of the community 

rather than the individual.  Conversely, from the Matauri X Incorporation commercial point of view in 

particular, it was also about lessening the burden of rates over Matauri X.  The Matauri X Incorporation’s 

two reserve proposals went some way to meeting the intent of esplanade requirements by way of a 

foreshore reserve, which would not have provided any substantial income stream or capital for the 

incorporation, other than a possible increase of camping patronage, a reduction in rates, and meeting the 
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social and recreational need of a wider public audience.  The challenge was how to manage and maintain 

the access and the expectation of the general public without placing a detrimental strain on the resource 

being accessed.  The imposition of a camping fee in the 1970s went some way to mitigating this (and to 

pay rates), although such a fee was evident in the years before incorporation as a means of funding the 

upkeep of the beach area; a fee that was also an expression or assertion of ownership in controlling the 

resource, perhaps reminding visitors of where the mana of the land remained.   

This merging of two world views is reflected in the proposed section 439 Māori Reserve in 1985-6, in 

which the Matauri X Incorporation were willing to provide free public access to the beach if Māori 

ownership of the land was retained and the incorporation was duly compensated to meet rates and 

development costs to maintain that access and the growing demand for public use of the area.  These 

positions became entwined in a unique proposition that required goodwill on both sides, but particularly 

that of central and local Government, for a win-win situation for all parties.  Central (more so the district 

office) and local Government were equally excited by this prospect; the Wellington bureaucrats albeit 

reluctantly, but in the end, despite this being the only proposal out of the five subdivision and reserve 

proposals being supported by the shareholders, it came down to the Crown’s inability to provide funding 

after having just gone through a major restructuring of Crown agencies by the fourth Labour 

Government.   

It was always going to be a challenge to reconcile the cultural aspirations and concerns of the Māori 

owners with economic or commercial imperatives.  The shanty-town (of which few details were revealed 

about it in the public record) that was established at the southern end of the Matauri beach seemed to be 

an assertion of ownership and mana against local Government rules and regulations around subdivision, 

but also the Matauri X Incorporation who did not advocate for this town.  Incorporations, therefore, 

could ‘not be taken for granted as an amalgam of Maori values and commercial practices’ as there would 

always be ongoing underlying tensions between the two, particularly as there were several competing and 

sometimes contradictory aims that they had to meet.  In other ways, though, Matauri X Incorporation did 

meet the cultural values and aspirations through, for example, the papakāinga scheme of the late 1980s.  

The scheme’s purpose was not only to provide a social outcome of housing needs for owners, but also to 

entice absentee owners back to Matauri whose skills could then be used in the development of the block.  

Incorporation was readily acceptable to owners and only once, in 1969, was it challenged where, in the 

end, the shareholders decided to overturn the committee and start afresh. Ironically perhaps, 

incorporation brought the land status situation back to the pre-partitioned days of Matauri No. 1 of a 

communally-owned block.  The owners were fortunate that in the intervening years, only a small portion 

of No. 1 was ever alienated, though it did not necessarily mean that they were materially enriched from 

utilising their lands.  Incorporation was seen as one aspirational way of helping them without being 

constantly burden with rates and other liabilities. It centralised the decision-making by way of a 

committee and where owners still retained a degree of control through the right to vote, albeit exercised 
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by shares held rather than by hands raised, although the Māori Land Court still kept an overly paternalistic 

eye on things.  What constitutes the success of the Matauri X Incorporation points to key factors such as 

successfully managing the competing tensions between commercial development, retaining land, 

providing community, cultural, and individual benefits, and merging Māori values with successful business 

practices.  Up until the 1990s, there was a degree of success in these areas with rates, the camping ground, 

and the failure of subdivision and reserve proposals dominating the narrative.  The owners, through the 

management committee, were able to exercise a degree of autonomy from the Māori Land Court system, 

successfully utilise finance though the Māori Trustee, although there also appeared to be friction between 

the interests and aspirations of local owners versus outside interests who wanted to limit access and 

negotiations with the Crown.   

The Matauri X Incorporation would have lessened the stress of individual owners meeting rates and other 

land management obligations by providing a group approach through a body corporate not too dissimilar 

from a tribal body working on behalf of tribal members, except with an incorporation there was more of 

an emphasis on the commercial development than meeting the cultural needs of the group.  Despite some 

flaws, and the timeframe up to 1995, incorporation was probably more successful than having not been 

incorporated. 
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Chapter Six – The Crown interest in the Motukawa and Cavalli Islands and 
its co-management of Motukawanui with Matauri Māori 

In 1987 the Department of Conservation was established under the Conservation Act 1987.  It integrated 

the environmental functions of the Department of Internal Affairs, the Forest Service, the Lands and 

Survey Department, the Wildlife Service and other Crown agencies.  It currently administers all publicly 

owned land that is protected for scenic, scientific, historic and cultural reasons or set aside for recreation, 

including reserves and parks.  The 1987 Act was the first measure to contain a ‘Treaty clause’, which 

required the measure to be ‘interpreted and administered as to give effect to the principles of the Treaty 

of Waitangi’.  The department had developed a process to include a Māori dimension to its conservation 

work and for utilising Māori expertise and knowledge which saw, for instance, the development of the 

kaupapa atawhai unit.  Here, one individual from the Northland unit in particular would play an 

important part in working towards a joint management plan between the Conservation Department and 

Matauri Māori for Motukawanui. 

In order to understand the joint management arrangement for Motukawanui between local hapū and 

Crown agencies such as the Department of Conservation, the purchase history of Motukawanui needs to 

be traced from the time George Hows purchased the island in the 1910s.  The Crown took a keen interest 

in getting the Motukawa and Cavalli Islands included in a wider recreational Bay of Islands Marine Park.  

The interest dovetailed into the Crown’s interest in purchasing the beachfront of Matauri Bay as 

discussed in chapter five.  The Crown recognised the importance of biodiversity inherent in the islands 

and surrounding waters and looked for ways to protect them.  Successful in acquiring Motukawanui in 

1973, the Crown failed in its attempt to purchase any other islands.  It therefore attempted to engage with 

Matauri Māori on how to best protect the Cavalli Group.  Matauri Māori were open to these ideas, but 

wanted to retain the islands they still owned and wanted input to, essentially, recognise their mana 

whenua and mana moana status.  In tracing the ownership of the islands, this chapter examines the 

relationship between Matauri Māori and the Department of Lands and Survey, which at best was ad hoc, 

and then its successor, the Department of Conservation over the management of Motukawanui; a 

relationship that was more constructive but wavered on commitment at times.  This includes how the 

department responded to the proposed marine reserve from Ngāti Kura around the Rainbow Warrior 

ship scuttled off the coast, how kōiwi discovered on the island were treated, and how the department 

engaged with Matauri Māori over the management of Motukawanui, including the historic cottage on the 

island.  The Tai Tokerau District Māori Council claim for the return of Motukawanui is also noted for the 

reluctance of the Crown to return the island to Māori ownership.  
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6.1 Crown interest in purchasing attempts for the Cavalli Islands, including 
Motukawanui, Motukawaiti, and Panaki, 1970s 

After purchasing the two Motukawa islands, George Hows (whose brother, Thomas, had purchased 

interests in Matauri 1B1 in 1916, and 2H between 1916 and 1924) continued to live on the mainland, 

although he built a bach on Motukawanui which he used several times a year.  He grazed cattle after 

ridding the island of pigs and goats.  In 1945, George and Thomas (who had become a part-owner in the 

islands) sold their interests in the two Motukawa islands to the McDonald family for £3,000 (a 148 

percent increase on the consideration they paid for both islands in the 1910s).  The Government 

valuation was £3,185.  The sellers made the comment that the islands were being sold ‘much too cheaply 

but being handled by two people [i.e. the Hows] it is hard work for them.’  The sellers had used the 

islands as an ‘open run only going out a few times a year’, and it was noted they were living in Auckland at 

the time of sale.  The sellers’ solicitor did not consider the property suitable for the settlement of a 

Returned Serviceman.1883   

George McDonald added a five-bedroom house to Motukawanui and became the first Pākehā to reside 

on the island.  At that time, the islands were served by launch from Matauri Bay.1884  In 1954, McDonald 

sold Motukawaiti to absentee owner Herbert George Rise (Rix[sp?]) of Lower Hutt.  An English woman, 

Janet White, farmed Motukawanui for Rise.  (Her time on the island is recorded in her autobiography, The 

Sheep Stell.1885).  In 1958 the Department of Internal Affairs noted, seemingly with respect to both islands, 

that Māori visiting the two islands were occasionally birding for penguins.1886  In 1958, both islands were 

sold to Digby Desire Burdett of Herekino for £10,800.  In 1966 and 1967 Motukawaiti and Motukawanui 

                                                      
1883  Parr, Blomfield & Sparling, Auckland, to Deputy Registrar, Land Sales Court, Auckland, 24 May 1945. On file 

BBAE A2 5632 Box 287n 1945/5604, Application for consent to sale – George Nelson Shepherd Hows … to 
George McDonald, 1945, ANZ. 

1884  A brief history on the Cavalli Islands, July 1967. On file BBEE A1632 15336 Box 557a NP225 part 1, Bay of 
Islands Maritime and Historic Park – Motukawanui Island, 1967-79; see also Goddard, p. 9; In 1946 
McDonald approached the Whangaroa County Council for financial assistance to erect a small jetty in 
‘Halfmoon Bay’ (presumably Horseshoe Bay).  His annual rates were £55, and Motukawanui had an 
unimproved value of £830.  The council lobbied the Department of Internal Affairs on his behalf to provide 
special provision by legalisation for financial assistance ‘to such “Islanders” who pay rates.’  Internal Affairs 
replied that there was no statutory authority to provide such provision; see O. Machattie, County Clerk, 
Whangaroa County Council, to Department of Internal Affairs, 17 May and 16 July 1946, respectively; and, 
Under Secretary, to County Clerk, 21 June 1946.  All on IA1 2237 103/260, Local Bodies Miscellaneous – 
erection – Jetty – Cavalli Islands, Whangaroa County Council, 1946, [ANZ. 

1885  Janet White, The Sheep Stell: The autobiography of a shepherd. The Sumach Press, St Albans, Herts, 1991.  Please 
note that White uses a pseudonym ‘Aroa’ for Motukawanui.  According to Dover Samuels, this was deliberate 
so as to not offend tangata whenua in order to protect the privacy of individuals, and also for her own safety 
(in terms of some of the more harrowing events detailed in the book that took place while she lived on the 
island), email from Dover Samuels to Whangaroa Papa Hapu office, 10 December 2015 (07:11). 

1886  Secretary for Internal Affairs to District Land Registrar, Department of Lands & Deeds, Auckland, 3 
December 1958 and 15 January 1959, respectively.  Both on file AAAC W3179 Box 17 46/29/139, Wildlife 
Service – Sanctuaries – Cavalli Islands, 1953-66. 
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were sold to Peter Nisbet of Moerewa, although Burdett continued to farm Motukawanui until the 

1970s.1887    

In the late 1960s, the Crown investigated the purchase of Panaki and several Cavalli Islands after a 

recommendation from the Interim Committee of the Hauraki Gulf Marine Park Board.1888  The Board’s 

interest stemmed from the apparent habitat of the tuatara and a rare species of lizard.1889  On the matter 

of Panaki, Kira Wiremu Pāora expressed agreement to a sale after ‘some discussion’, providing the 

owners could retain their right to go mutton-birding.  Tuauru Wiremu Pāora was ‘more cagey’ and non-

committal, although he agreed to take the matter to his whānau for further discussion.1890  A meeting of 

trustees held at Wainui on 29 July 1967 resolved that the island be retained in Māori ownership.1891     

For the Cavalli Islands reservation, Piri Mōkena, trustee and chair of the reservation trust, stated he would 

not allow the islands to be sold while he was alive.  New trustee, Kira Williams, was non-committal, 

which the official took as a ‘hopeful sign’, although acknowledging that Mokena’s stance would put dead 

any sale option.1892  The trustees formally considered the sale at a meeting of trustees on the same July 

date above.  The meeting was held at Wainui with 28 attendees in addition to the six trustees.  Kira and 

Mōkena raised the department’s proposal to purchase, and the outcome was: ‘because the reservation 

were inherited through ancestors right, we consider that the Islands be retained for Muttonbirding, and 

other purposes the committee thinks fit, as did their ancestors.’   A sale of the islands was unanimously 

voted down.  Mokena advised P.J. Phillips (Māori Investigation Officer, Chief Surveyor’s Office) that the 

attitude of trustees ‘would change with younger Maoris coming onto the Committee’, and that the ‘youth 

can make up their minds on this question when it was their responsibility.’  Phillips recommended no 

further action on this matter, and this appeared to have also been extended to Panaki.1893 

A 1969 survey of all the Cavalli Islands (including Motukawanui and Motukawaiti) from a Fauna 

Conservation Officer recommended that several Cavalli Islands, Motuharakeke, Te Anaputa, and 

Motutapuku be declared a wildlife refuge to ensure the survival of the ōi and other bird species.  The 

                                                      
1887  See memorials on CT NA205/21, LINZ; and title notes re Motukawaiti and Motukawanui, 8 April 1971. On 

file BBEE A1632 15336 Box 557a NP225 part 1, Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic Park – Motukawanui 
Island, 1967-79. 

1888  Extract from Minutes of the Meeting of the Interim Committee of the Hauraki Gulf Maritime Park held on 8 
June 1967.  On ibid.  The interested islands were Motuharakeke and Te Anaputa. 

1889  John Seabrook, [Hauraki Gulf Marine Park Board], to J.H. Sinclair, Department of Lands and Survey, 
Auckland, 13 April 1967.  On ibid. 

1890  Chief Surveyor’s Office file note re Panaki from P.J. Phillips, 18 July 1967.  On ibid. 
1891  Kira Williams, Acting-Secretary, to Phillips, 21 August 1967. On file ABWN A1810 1109 Box 237 20/62 

Māori Land Blocks – Panaki Island, 1920-69, ANZ. 
1892  Chief Surveyor’s Office file note re Cavalli Islands from P.J. Phillips, 18 July 1967. On file BBEE A1632 15336 

Box 557a NP225 part 1, Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic Park – Motukawanui Island, 1967-79. 
1893  Kira Williams, Acting-Secretary, to Phillips, 21 August 1967. On file ABWN A1810 1109 Box 237 20/62 

Māori Land Blocks – Panaki Island, 1920-69; Phillips to Chief Surveyor and Commissioner of Crown Lands, 
23 August 1967; and, Commissioner of Crown Lands, Auckland, to Director-General of Lands, Wellington, 24 
July 1970.  Both on file BBEE A1632 15336 Box 557a NP225 part 1, Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic 
Park – Motukawanui Island, 1967-79. 
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Officer considered that Māori needed to be ‘weaned from visiting’ these islands, before closing the islands 

to mutton-birding.  The survey recorded that kiore were present on Motukawanui ‘until recently’, and that 

the taking of the grey-faced petrel (ōi) was possibly in excess of what the population could stand, with 

evidence of pre-season birding and burrow digging.1894 

In the early 1970s the Crown had a stated intention of preserving coastal land and consequently there was 

an underlying strategy to purchase the beachfront of Matauri Bay and the Cavalli Islands in a wider 

recreational area to be known as the Bay of Islands Marine Park.1895  It would appear that some $1 million 

dollars was set aside for Crown purchase of land for reserves.1896   Citing the 1969 survey above, the 

Internal Affairs Head Office was interested in the acquisition of both Motukawanui and Motukawaiti, 

seemingly for wildlife purposes.1897  Lands and Survey was not optimistic of success but enquires were 

encouraged.  For its part, Internal Affairs were not ‘too concerned’ if no sale prevailed as it expected to 

declare the islands wildlife refuges.1898  The Auckland Commissioner of Crown Lands considered any 

enquiries would be ‘most embarrassing’ if the Crown could not find the money for the purchase; he 

preferred to leave the matter in abeyance until a better prospect of purchase emerged.1899 

In 1980 the Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries implemented a policy to investigate and identify suitable 

areas for new marine reserves and parks.  In response, the Bay of Islands Maritime Historic Park Board 

included among its proposals a recommendation that the water adjoining Motukawanui be considered.1900  

In March 1982 the Secretary of the Whakarārā Māori Committee, P. George, wrote to the Maritime Park 

Board about a proposed Maritime Park around the Cavalli Islands.  He informed the Board that the 

islands surrounding Motukawanui were Māori Reserves controlled by Court-approved Trustees, and that 

many of those Trustees were also members of the Māori Committee.  George concluded: ‘we wish to be 

                                                      
1894  G.P. Adams, Assistant Fauna Conservation Officer, to the Controller, Wildlife Branch, Wellington, 27 

November 1969. On file BBEE A1632 15336 Box 557a NP225 part 1, Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic 
Park – Motukawanui Island, 1967-79. 

1895  Commissioner of Crown Lands to Director-General, 24 September 1974.  On ibid.  [p. 137]; ‘The Week’, NZ 
Herald, 22 February 1975, p. 5. 

1896  The $1m figure arises in some correspondence (see Note for File from Assistant Director-General, 20 January 
1975.  On ibid.  Although the true veracity of appropriations for this policy was not investigated further for 
this report. 

1897  Secretary for Internal Affairs, Wellington, to Director-General, Department of Lands and Survey, Wellington, 
23 April 1970. On file AANS W5491 6095 Box 113 22/5292, Reclamations – North Auckland Land District – 
Cavalli Islands, 1969-81, [p. 3].  For the purpose of Internal Affairs’ intentions for the islands, see Director-
General, Head Office, Department of Lands and Survey, to the Commissioner of Crown Lands, Auckland, 11 
May 1970. On file BBEE A1632 15336 Box 557a NP225 part 1, Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic Park – 
Motukawanui Island, 1967-79.  

1898  Director-General, Head Office, Department of Lands and Survey, to the Commissioner of Crown Lands, 
Auckland, 11 May 1970. On file BBEE A1632 15336 Box 557a NP225 part 1, Bay of Islands Maritime and 
Historic Park – Motukawanui Island, 1967-79. 

1899  Commissioner of Crown Lands to Director-General, 24 July 1970.  On ibid. 
1900  Internal memorandum, D.D. Millar, Land Utilisation Officer, Department of Lands and Survey, Auckland, to 

Divisional Officer, Reserves Division, 18 March 1982.  On file BBEE A1632 15336 Box 558d NP/225/1, Bay 
of Islands Park complex – Cavalli Islands, 1979-1986, DOC. 
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better informed of your intentions on Policies relating to this area.’1901  Lands and Survey reassured the 

committee that the Park Board’s proposal did not include the Māori reserved islands, although the general 

public and the trustees of these islands would be consulted on ‘any proposal’.  The department provided a 

copy of the Ministry’s circular outlining their marine reserve and park policy.1902 

In 1984 the Lands and Survey Chief Ranger in Russell advised the District Ranger about the ownership of 

the Cavalli Islands with regard to the potential liberation of flax snails.  His investigation noted that the 

islands were Māori-owned whose management committee, ‘although cooperative’, were not interested in 

Crown ownership or management.  The ranger, though, thought Panaki may be managed under section 

38 of the Reserves Act 19771903 and asked the district ranger to investigate,1904 although I was unable to 

locate any further information on this investigation, including even if it took place.  

6.2 The failed sale of Motukawaiti to the Crown and the outcome, 1970-90s 

In August 1973 the office of the Real Estate Agent R.B. Matthews & Co wrote to the Commissioner of 

Crown Lands about a proposed sale of two subdivided sections of Motukawaiti by A.L. Nisbet (later 

referred to as Peter Nisbet) for $90,000.  The agent enclosed a 1968 subdivision plan (DP 60212) showing 

the island divided into three lots.  The offer was for Lots 2 and 3, being the majority of the island’s land 

holding.1905  The agent’s plan, however, had already been superseded by a resurveyed plan (DP 67135) to 

accommodate boundary adjustments.  Nisbet had subdivided to protect himself and his family with a 

portion (Lot 1) should he be forced to sell for economic reasons.1906 

The Crown was keen, but preferred to purchase the whole island.1907  Nisbet met with a Crown 

representative in Auckland to discuss the matter.  He explained that he grazed dry stock on land at 

Moerewa, while using Motukawaiti for breeding cows.  He wanted to retain a house (which he also used 

as a ‘holiday cottage’1908) on Lot 1, although the Crown would have first option to purchase this in the 

                                                      
1901  P. George, Secretary, Whakarārā Māori Committee, Kaeo, to Secretary, Maritime Park Board, Auckland, 8 

March 1982.  On ibid. 
1902  J. Johnson, Department of Lands and Survey, to George, 26 March 1982.  On ibid.  The policy can be seen in 

a memorandum to the Park Board, D.D. Millar, Planning Officer, Department of Lands and Survey, to the 
Chairman, Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic Park Board, 17 October 1980, on same file. 

1903  Section 38 pertains, more or less, to the control of non-reserve land by the Minister of Conservation, or an 
administering body approved by the Minister, with the agreement of the land owner, controlling authority or 
Trustee of the land. 

1904  M.J. Gardiner, Chief Ranger, Department of Lands and Survey, Russell, to District Ranger, Auckland, 5 
February 1984; Chief Ranger to District Ranger, 13 March 1984.  Both on file BBEE A1632 15336 Box 558d 
NP/225/1, Bay of Islands Park complex – Cavalli Islands, 1979-1986.   

1905  R.B. Matthews & Co, Bay of Islands, to J.D. O’Brien, Commissioner of Crown Lands, Auckland, 27 August 
1973 Title notes re Motukawaiti and Motukawanui, 8 April 1971.  On file BBEE A1632 15336 Box 557a 
NP225 part 1, Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic Park – Motukawanui Island, 1967-79. 

1906  R. Fletcher, Chartered Accountant, Kawakawa, to Commissioner of Crown Lands, Auckland, 17 December 
1973, with copy of letter to District Commissioner of Taxes, Whāngārei, attached.  On ibid. 

1907  Commissioner of Crown Lands to Matthews & Co, 31 August 1973.  On ibid. 
1908  See G.P. Adams, Assistant Fauna Conservation Officer, to the Controller, Wildlife Branch, Wellington, 27 

November 1969.  On ibid. 
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future if they purchased Lots 2 and 3.  The Crown was reluctant to purchase as access to the island via 

Lots 2 or 3 was subject to favourable weather.1909 

Map 38: ‘Plan of Subdivision of Lots 1, 2, & 3 DP 60212 being Motukawaiti’, 1972 (DP plan 67135) 

 

 

A valuation of the block identified a good sheltered shingle beach and building site on Lot 1.  The island 

was covered in poor quality grass, suitable for limited grazing.  While situated in a popular fishing area, 

the island had limited value as a stop-over for small boats, and more so if the seller retained Lot 1.  A 

value of $60,000 was given for Lots 2 and 3, with negotiations to proceed to $70,000 if warranted, 

                                                      
1909  Note for file, Commissioner of Crown Lands, 12 September 1973.  On ibid. 
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including the purchase of Lot 1 in the future; although if Nisbet agreed to sell all three lots, then a value 

was given of $100,000.1910  The Crown disclosed the $60,000 value to Matthews & Co resulting in an 

offer to sell of $75,000.1911  The Crown was prepared to recommend the purchase at this price, although it 

was considered ‘a little high’, providing it received the first option to purchase Lot 1 when it came up for 

sale.1912   

A submission to the Minister of Lands (Matiu Rata) on a proposed acquisition noted that with Māori 

being unwilling to sell the smaller Cavalli Islands, the purchase of Motukawaiti and even Motukawanui 

would provide a ‘substantial base for a reserve complex’ in the Cavalli Group, that would also dovetail 

into a proposed Maritime Park complex envisaged for the area. A handwritten note on the submission 

stated that it was Crown policy to acquire the Motukawa Islands.  As the offer exceeded $50,000, the 

concurrence of the Minister of Finance was required, although the purchase price was considered 

‘reasonable’ in light of the original offer from Nisbet.  The authority for the acquisition was under section 

15 of the Reserves and Domains Act 1953, which provided for the purchase of land for a public 

reserve.1913 

By this time, Nisbet had received another private offer but preferred to sell to the Crown to ensure it 

became ‘part of a national reserve for public use’ for all New Zealanders.1914  The Crown held the option 

of compulsory acquisition up its sleeve should Nisbet decline to sell, but while this was mentioned 

internally in December 1973, it was never mentioned to Nisbet or anywhere else in the records 

thereafter.1915  While the Minister of Lands approved the proposed acquisition, the Minister of Finance 

did not in view of the high purchase price.  The main concern was around the sale of Motukawanui in 

1973 for $171 per acre compared with the $949 per acre proposed for Motukawaiti; and that the best 

recreational values of the island would be retained by the seller.1916   

As a result, Matthews & Co were advised that the offer was declined because of the high proposed 

purchase price.1917  Nisbet was prepared to reduce the price to $70,000 as well as adjust the southern 

                                                      
1910  Senior Valuer, Department of Lands and Survey, Whāngārei, to Commissioner of Crown Lands, Auckland, 5 

October 1973.  On ibid. 
1911  Commissioner of Crown Lands to Matthews & Co, 9 November 1973; file note re telephone communication 

of reduced offer, 12 November 1973.  Both on ibid. 
1912  Commissioner of Crown Lands to Matthews & Co, 12 November 1973.  On ibid. 
1913  Submission to the Minister of Lands, from Director-General, 16 December 1973. On file AANS W5491 6095 

Box 113 22/5292, Reclamations – North Auckland Land District – Cavalli Islands, 1969-81, ANZ.   
1914  R. Fletcher, Chartered Accountant, Kawakawa, to Commissioner of Crown Lands, Auckland, 17 December 

1973, with copy of letter to District Commissioner of Taxes, Whāngārei, attached.  On file BBEE A1632 
15336 Box 557a NP225 part 1, Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic Park – Motukawanui Island, 1967-79,. 

1915  Commissioner of Crown Lands to District Commissioner of Taxes, 21 December 1973, R. Fletcher, Chartered 
Accountant, Kawakawa, to Commissioner of Crown Lands, Auckland, 17 December 1973.  On ibid. 

1916  Director-General to Commissioner of Crown Lands, Auckland, 31 January 1974, with Treasury report, 22 
January 1974 attached; see also Director-General to Minister of Lands, 5 July 1974.  Both on ibid. 

1917  Commissioner of Crown Lands to Matthews & Co, 14 February 1974.  On ibid. 
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boundary of Lot 1 to provide better landing access on the main beach.1918  The Assistant Chief Surveyor 

visited the island in February to flesh out details of the boundary adjustment and sale terms.  The 

surveyor commented that the value of the island lay in the length of its coastline rather than the physical 

size of it and thus considered Treasury’s concerns invalid.  He was keen to see a ‘reserve complex’ 

encompassing the Cavalli Islands, Matauri Bay, and adjoining headland to facilitate a swathe of 

recreational opportunities including camping, boating, fishing, surfing, swimming, and diving.  He 

considered the success of this would be a caveat on the ‘entire area being in public ownership’, and that 

without Motukawaiti, ‘the existing investment in Motukawanui as a public reserve could not be fully 

realised.’1919  Lands and Survey officials promoted the purchase as part of a larger Bay of Islands reserve 

complex area.1920  The Crown was also negotiating the purchase of ‘key areas’ at Matauri Bay (see chapter 

five) which, by September 1974, were ‘well advanced’ for the ‘most promising beach purpose in the 

north.’1921  It would appear from those approaches that some Matauri Māori were fully aware of the 

Crown’s attempt to purchase Lots 2 and 3 on Motukawaiti.1922  Indeed, the Matauri X Incorporation 

wrote to the Minister of Lands in June 1974 giving its support to the completion of a Motukawaiti 

purchase ‘or such part of it as may be available so that this area together with the outlying Maori-owned 

islands in the Cavalli group may become a worthwhile reserve for all time.’1923 

A fresh submission was sent to the respective Ministers of Lands and Finance in May 1974.1924  The 

Commissioner of Crown Lands, J.D. O’Brien, considered the purchase would have a ‘beneficial effect on 

our negotiations with the Maori owners of nearby Matauri Bay’, particularly as the Crown was meeting 

with the Matauri X ‘Management Committee’ at Matauri Bay on 11 May.1925  Treasury, though, were not 

so forthcoming, again recommending that the proposal be declined.  Their two main concerns were the 

profit the seller would make from the sale and that the proposed purchase price would set a precedent for 

the Crown purchase of other islands in the area.1926  Lands and Survey found ‘it hard to appreciate 

Treasury’s reasoning’: 

We would look foolish indeed if we were to tell the vendor that the Crown could not buy his 

property because he is making too much profit.  This to my mind answers completely the 

                                                      
1918  File note concerning meeting with Nisbet on 28 February 1974.  On ibid. 
1919  Assistant Chief Surveyor to Commissioner of Crown Lands, 6 March 1974.  On ibid. 
1920  Submission to the Minister of Lands, from Director-General, 9 April 1974.  On ibid. 
1921  Commissioner of Crown Lands to Director-General, 24 September 1974.  On ibid. 
1922  For instance, see [Commissioner of Crown Lands] to Dover Samuels, 20 December 1974.  On ibid. 
1923  R. Fletcher, Chartered Accountant, [on behalf of the Matauri X Incorporation], to the Minister of Lan, 4 June 

1974. On file ABWN W5021 6095 Box 256 7/880 part 1, North Auckland Land District – Small islands or 
rocks off Matauri Bay, also Matauri X Block, 1938-75,. 

1924  Submission to the Minister of Lands, from Director-General, 2 May 1974. On file AANS W5491 6095 Box 
113 22/5292, Reclamations – North Auckland Land District – Cavalli Islands, 1969-81. 

1925  Commissioner of Crown Lands to Director-General, 9 May 1974. On file BBEE A1632 15336 Box 557a 
NP225 part 1, Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic Park – Motukawanui Island, 1967-79. 

1926  Director-General to Commissioner of Crown Lands, Auckland, 30 May 1974, with Treasury report, 20 May 
1974 attached.  On ibid. 
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specious argument put forward by Treasury and if they are to discharge adequately their role of 

critic in this matter, it is essential that they obtain a better understanding of the real issues in 

this matter of valuation.1927 

In September 1974 another approach to the Minister of Finance on the matter saw the proposal again 

declined, this time on the grounds of a ‘meagre benefit’ return ‘enjoyed by a few’ and because it was 

deemed Crown funds would be better directed to other more accessible land currently under negotiation 

for Crown purchase.1928  The Minister of Lands suggested Nisbet be asked to lease the land until a future 

opportunity arose for the Crown to purchase outright.  This suggestion was met with little enthusiasm 

from officials, although Head Office were willing to push Treasury to reverse their position.1929  The 

Auckland office of Lands and Survey considered the purchase would enable Crown control in any 

development around the Cavalli Islands: 

there is an unanswerable argument that no effort should be spared to control all the Cavalli 

Islands and Matauri Bay itself.  Truly we will not control directly the smaller islands which are 

Maori reserves, but ultimately through Maori representation on the administering body, I have 

no doubt that we will be able to exercise effective control.1930 

In the meantime Nisbet was informed that his offer to the Crown was declined.  He was advised that 

proposed Crown purchases for other coastal properties had to take priority, although he was asked about 

the option of leasing the island to the Crown.1931  After some discussion both the Crown and Nisbet were 

unenthusiastic about leasing, although Nisbet preferred to have the Crown ‘as a neighbour’ so the island 

could be kept as a reserve.1932  

Nisbet then approached Mr Murray Smith, his local Member of Parliament, on the matter and increased 

the offer by 10 percent to $77,000 in view of the protracted negotiations.1933  Smith pursued the matter 

with some urgency, seemingly because Nisbet was ‘pestering’ him ‘for a final decision’.1934  At the same 

time, the Honourable Colin Moyle was to be provided with a map of the land on offer by Dover Samuels 

(the local honorary ranger1935) in the hope that he would garner support at the Cabinet level.  A new 

                                                      
1927  Commissioner of Crown Lands to Director-General, 17 June 1974.  On ibid. 
1928  Treasury report to the Minister of Finance, 5 September 1974, with copy to Minister of Lands received 10 

September 1974.  On ibid. 
1929  Commissioner of Crown Lands to Director-General, 24 September 1974.  On ibid. 
1930  Commissioner of Crown Lands to Director-General, 15 October 1974.  On ibid. 
1931  Commissioner of Crown Lands to Matthews & Co, 24 September 1974.  On ibid. 
1932  Note for file from Commissioner of Crown lands, 15 October 1974.  On ibid. 
1933  A.L. Nisbet to Commissioner of Crown Lands, 29 October 1974.  On ibid. 
1934  Note for File from Assistant Director-General, 20 January 1975.  On ibid; M.R. Smith, Member of Parliament 

for Whāngārei, to M. Rata, Minister of Lands, 19 March 1975. On file AANS W5491 6095 Box 113 22/5292, 
Reclamations – North Auckland Land District – Cavalli Islands, 1969-81. 

1935  In February 1977, a J.R. Morris from Milford applied to replace Samuels as the honorary ranger after Morris 
advised that Samuels was now living in Australia, although it is unclear whether Morris was appointed, see J.R. 
Morris, Milford, to Commissioner of Crown Lands, received 3 February 1977. On file BBEE A1632 15336 
Box 557a NP225 part 1, Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic Park – Motukawanui Island, 1967-79.   
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Minster of Finance had informed Smith that there ‘would be no problems with the purchase’ if the 

proposal was re-submitted, however Head Office would not proceed while finance could not be 

guaranteed against other pressing financial commitments.1936   

Nisbet wrote to the Minister of Lands on 14 April 1975 commenting on how protracted the negotiations 

had been and expressing his strong belief that the island should be purchased for a reserve, otherwise he 

could have sold privately quite easily: ‘I really feel that I am being penalized for trying to act in the public 

interest.’1937  In spite of this, the Minister of Finance reaffirmed his position to decline the purchase citing 

a lack of finance.1938  Nisbet was thanked by the Minister of Lands for his gracious offer and ‘public 

spirited’ action and the Minister hoped it would be possible for the Crown to one day eventually acquire 

the island.1939 

Land and Survey, though, were still open to a purchase. In late 1976 Nisbet proposed to place the island 

on the open market adn a new Commissioner of Crown Lands, G McMillan, asked him to stave his hand 

until they met to discuss the Crown’s continual interest.1940  Nisbet then offered Lots 2 and 3 to the 

Crown for $130,000.1941  At this time, negotiations over the purchase of Matauri Bay (presumably the 

beachfront) were still ongoing as the Whāngārei Field Officer considered the bay purchase should take 

priority over Motukawaiti.1942  McMillan tended to agree, and although he had managed to negotiate 

Nisbet down to $100,000, he was going to recommend that Head Office decline any purchase.  By now, 

the Crown’s position on purchase had changed, Motukawanui was deemed to provide all the recreational 

and reserve requirements envisaged for the area, and Motukawaiti was now deemed a lower priority than 

other areas in the district.1943  Head Office’s proposal to the Minster of Lands to decline the offer was 

approved by the Minister.1944  Nisbet was disappointed in hearing of the decline.1945  He publicly placed 

Lots 2 and 3 on the open market, but had limited success.   

                                                      
1936  Respective File Notes from Assistant Commissioner of Crown Lands, 17 January 1975; and Assistant 

Director-General, 16 January 1975.  Both on ibid. 
1937  Nisbet to Minister of Lands, 14 April 1975. On file AANS W5491 6095 Box 113 22/5292, Reclamations – 

North Auckland Land District – Cavalli Islands, 1969-81. 
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1939  Minister of Lands to Nisbet, 16 May 1975 on file AANS W5491 6095 Box 113 22/5292, Reclamations – 
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1940  G Millan, Commissioner of Crown Lands, to Nisbet, 2 November 1976. On file BBEE A1632 15336 Box 
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1944  Submission to the Minister of Lands, from Director-General, 9 April 1974.  On ibid. 
1945  Nisbet to McMillan, 22 June 1977. On file Submission to the Minister of Lands, from Director-General, 9 
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471 

By 1977 the Crown was again looking at whether the island should be acquired.  At this time Lands and 

Survey were under pressure from Head Office to only acquire key properties, deferring any other 

acquisitions ‘for as long as possible’.  While sympathetic to Nesbit’s ‘very co-operative attitude’ over the 

years in giving the Crown first dibs on the island, there simply was no available money to purchase 

pending the outcome of an application for additional funding.1946  The acquisition was considered a low 

priority and this was reflected in another submission to the Minister of Lands in June 1977 who in reply 

agreed to decline any purchase.1947  By late 1978, the island had become a ‘nightmare’ for Nisbet when he 

received a 700 percent increase in rates as a result of the island’s value increasing by 82 percent to 

$148,000.  He was unsuccessful in his appeal against the increase.1948   Hence he made several enquiries 

with the Crown about whether it was still interested in purchase.1949  Unfortunately for Nisbet, the Crown 

was not because of financial pressures.1950  In December 1979, after Nisbet had refused a private offer for 

the whole island, Boys Real Estate Limited approached the Crown offering Lots 2 and 3 for $166,000 or 

the whole island for $250,000.1951  No further information on this offer was located, although by late 

1980, Broadbent Northland Real Estate Limited had been in touch with the Minister of Lands about 

selling the island.1952  In that instance the offer was declined on account of financial priorities.1953 

The proposal of a wider maritime park mentioned earlier was still alive in 1981 when Kira Williams of the 

Whangaroa Māori Executive Committee wrote to Bruce Gregory, Member of Parliament for Northern 

Māori, expressing concerns that the Committee had ‘learned’ that this proposal would encompass the 

eastern coast of Northland, including the Cavalli Islands: ‘It is feared that if this proposal becomes legal 

and operative it may restrict local people fishing and muttonbirding in the area.’  Williams sought clarity 

from Gregory on the matter.1954  The Minister of Lands advised Gregory that he had no knowledge of the 

proposal and therefore the committee had no need for concern.1955 
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Wellington, 14 December 1979. On file AANS W5491 6095 Box 113 22/5292, Reclamations – North 
Auckland Land District – Cavalli Islands, 1969-81. 
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In 1986 a Real Estate Agent raised his concerns with the District Solicitor (of the Department of 

Conservation Northland Conservancy) about a foreigner potentially purchasing Motukawaiti for a non-

negotiable $1,500,000.  The agent suggested that rather than the island falling into foreign ownership the 

Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic Park Board or the Government purchase it.  The solicitor doubted 

there would be sufficient money.  A note on the solicitor’s internal memorandum outlining the concerns 

requested that if the island had previously been offered to the Crown and declined, then no further action 

was required (inferring that if the Crown had previously declined to purchase then that position still 

prevailed).   A reply note of ‘no further action’ referred the reader to previous correspondence where the 

Crown declined to purchase.1956 

Information on the purchase of Motukawaiti in the early 1990s by the Mahimahi E5 Trust1957 came to me 

relatively late in the timeframe of this report.  As such, limited research has been undertaken on this 

transaction other than a newspaper article (kindly located by the Auckland Public Library) providing some 

background information and evidence provided by Dover Samuels before the Waitangi Tribunal.   

Image 20: Motukawaiti Island showing the jetty and floating pontoon (before it was swept away 
by Cyclone Lusi), 20141958 

 

In 1992 a mortgagee sale was initiated for Motukawaiti.  The island was purchased off Nisbet by an 

Auckland family trust that had struck financial difficulties.  The mortgage over the island was owed to a 

‘Landbase group of contributory mortgage companies’ which collapsed in 1988 with more than two-

                                                                                                                                                                     
attached. On file AANS W5491 6095 Box 113 22/5292, Reclamations – North Auckland Land District – 
Cavalli Islands, 1969-81. 

1955  Venn Young, Minister of Lands, to Gregory, 11 May 1981.  On ibid. 
1956  Internal memorandum, A.M. Weir, District Solicitor, to Reserves Division, 11 November 1986. On file BBEE 

A1632 15336 Box 558d NP/225/1, Bay of Islands Park complex – Cavalli Islands, 1979-1896, DOC. 
1957  As of 19 November 2015, it is an Ahu Whenua Trust. 
1958  Image from Stephen Western, copied from Peter de Graaf, ‘Island owners ordered to clean up wildlife threat’, 

24 April 2014, http://www.nzherald.co.nz/northern-advocate/news/article.cfm?c_id=1503450&objectid= 
11243530 – accessed 1 July 2015.  The cyclone affected New Zealand in early 2014. 
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thirds of the $75.8 million it had loaned in arrears.1959  Dover Samuel provided a brief of evidence before 

the Tribunal detailing the sale.  He was chairperson of the Mahimahi E5 Trust1960 in the early 1990s when 

Motukawaiti was advertised for sale by its then owner Mr Terry Hilson.  The trust had purchased the 

island by way of a mortgagee sale for $560,000.  Funding for the purchase of the Island was made by New 

Zealand China Clays Ltd.  Repayments came from royalties paid under the contract for clay extraction 

from the Mahimahi mine property.  Aside from purchasing the island as a ‘first step’ in returning the 

ownership to the beneficiaries of the original owners, the purchase would also provide some economic 

opportunities in the area in the form of tourism.  The purchase became a subject of proceedings before 

the Māori Land Court, which found that the Mahimahi E5 trustee did not have the authority to purchase 

Motukawaiti, that the trust was incapable of managing the asset, and that the trust was being mismanaged.  

The trustees were subsequently dismissed and independent trustees appointed to oversee the 

management and to on-sell the island to the open market.  A sale went ahead in 1998 for $1.5 million 

dollars.  Samuels considered that Ngati Kura lost an important relationship with the island from a 

customary point of view, as well as losing out on any capital gains or development opportunities.1961 

As at December 2015, the island was owned by a Chinese company subject to an ongoing Overseas 

Investment Commission investigation.   

6.3 The Crown purchase of Motukawanui, 1973 

By 1970, much of the original bush on Motukawanui was gone, except for remnant patches in a few 

gullies and steep faces, although it had little regeneration through continual animal browsing of the 

undergrowth from cattle.  It was considered that the hundreds of cattle roaming the island had 

compacted the soil to the extent that penguins were unable to use the land, although oi were still present 

in ‘small pockets on isolated headland and steep faces.’1962   

In 1967 Motukawanui was sold to American executives John Hemphill and John Schwager who had not 

even seen the land.  The island was said to have been on the market for £25,000, although, according to 

Crown officials, it possibly sold for as little as $45,000 to an ‘agent’ ‘operating on an option’, who then 

proceeded through his American counterpart to sell the option to an American, whereupon Hemphill and 

Schwager paid another $70,000 ‘for the option’, in effect paying a total of $115,000 for Motukawanui.1963  

The buyers wanted the island with a view to retiring there or developing the land into a tourist resort.  In 

the meantime the island would continue to be farmed by the previous owner.  According to a newspaper 

                                                      
1959  ‘Cavallis islands offered in mortgagee sale’, NZ Herald, 28 August 1992, p. 8, APL. 
1960  The Mahimahi Trust was set up to manage a property that was leased to New Zealand China Clays Ltd for the 

purpose of mining and extracting clay. 
1961  Brief of Evidence of Mr Dover Spencer Samuels, Wai 1040 #S17, p. 15-6. 
1962  G.P. Adams, Assistant Fauna Conservation Officer, to the Controller, Wildlife Branch, Wellington, 27 

November 1969.  On file BBEE A1632 15336 Box 557a NP225 part 1, Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic 
Park – Motukawanui Island, 1967-79. 

1963  Director-General to Minister of Lands, 23 October 1973. On file P04/006, Motukawanui Island Scenic 
Reserve, 1989-2001. 
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report, the purchase happened at a time when foreign buyers were interested in purchasing land in 

Northland.1964  Crown officials, however, were of the understanding that the two Americans had 

purchased the island with the intent of making their profit by re-selling to fellow American, but lost the 

opportunity to do so upon the passing of ‘an amendment’ to the Land Settlement Promotion Act 1952 

which restricted sales to overseas citizens.1965 

In April 1973 Schwager met with the Auckland Commissioner of Crown Lands with an unsolicited offer 

to sell the island to the Crown.  No price was given, but Schwager suggested both parties obtain 

valuations and then negotiate through his solicitor.  The Government valuation at the time gave a capital 

value of $90,000, with $3,000 in improvements.  The island was being leased for grazing carrying several 

hundred cattle.  The annual rental was $150: 

Mr Schwager also mentioned that he had been approached by a Mr Samuels a local Maori in 

Matauri Bay with the suggestion that the Maoris should purchase with loan finance from the 

Crown.  I said I doubted if the Crown would advance money in these circumstances – Mr 

Schwager himself did not appear to be seriously interested in the Maori offer.   

The Commissioner considered the island was uneconomic to farm but worthy of acquisition given the 

Crown’s policy to acquire offshore islands, while noting the ecological importance of Motukawanui.1966 

An inspection of the island was undertaken in May by a large party of Crown officials from the Valuation 

Department, Lands and Survey, and the University of Auckland.  A subsequent valuation of $140,000 

($160 per acre, or $395 per hectare) was submitted to the Commissioner.1967  At this time a member of 

the public, J.H. Waters, had written to the Minister of Lands, Matiu Rata, about a NZ Herald article of 15 

June 1973 on Schwager offering Motukawanui ‘back to’ the Māori Trust, to whom he apparently 

purchased from for $43,000, or to the Government for $250,000.  Waters considered this ‘gross 

profiteering by a foreignor [sic] who has no real love or interest in our native land.’1968  One fact in the 

article is incorrect: that Schwager purchased the island from its ‘former Maori owners’.  The article tells of 

how some three years earlier, Schwager offered to sell the island to the Matauri X Incorporation for 

                                                      
1964  Title notes re Motukawaiti and Motukawanui, 8 April 1971; ‘Colour Slides Attracted Americans: Cavalli Islands 

Sold’, NZ Herald, 31 March 1967, p. 4; ‘Those U.S. island buyers – and why’, Auckland Star, 10 April 1967.  All 
on file BBEE A1632 15336 Box 557a NP225 part 1, Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic Park – 
Motukawanui Island, 1967-79. 

1965  Director-General to Minister of Lands, 23 October 1973. On file P04/006, Motukawanui Island Scenic 
Reserve, 1989-2001, DOC.  The amendment is probably referring to the Land Settlement Promotion and Land 
Acquisition Amendment Act 1968, which placed limitations on sales to foreigners, including that a foreigner 
has to have resided for 2.5 years out of three in the country and that s/he intended to remain permanently or 
as the alternative obtain the Minister of Lands’ consent.  

1966  Note for file from Commissioner of Crown Lands, Auckland, 30 April 1977. On file BBEE A1632 15336 Box 
558c NP/225/1 part 2, Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic Park – Motukawanui Island, 1973-77. 

1967  Field Officer, Department of Lands and Survey, and Senior Valuer, Valuation Department, both of Whāngārei, 
to Commissioner of Crown Lands, 21 June 1973.  On ibid. 

1968  J.H. Waters, Kumeu, to M. Rata, [Minister of Lands], 2 July 1973. On file AANZ W5951 25421 Box 17, BOI-
0312 part 1, [Department of] Lands and Survey – Head Office – Motukawanui Islands – Scenic Reserve – Bay 
of Islands Maritime Park, 1973-98, ANZ. 
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between $200,000-250,000.  The Incorporation was given two weeks to decide, but turned it down 

because it could not afford the asking price.  Dover Samuels is quoted as saying he wanted the Crown to 

purchase the island and make it a national park.1969  A further article of 18 June 1973 denied that 

Schwager had purchased the island from Māori.1970 

Schwager’s valuation was $157,000.  Head Office was keen on the purchase, although advised the 

Minister of ‘some public reaction at a profit being taken out of the country by an overseas owner.’  This 

was weighed up against a potential one-off opportunity to purchase and Crown ‘policy to see islands 

returned to public ownership’ (when they became publicly available).1971  A proposed subdivision of the 

Matauri Bay beachfront (presumably in reference to the Matauri X plans to do so noted in chapter five) 

and the large patronage of Matauri Bay’s camping ground, saw the purchase of Motukawanui as a ‘logical’ 

choice to meet recreational needs.  Both the Minister of Lands and Minister of Finance approved the 

purchase at $150,000.1972  The Minister of Finance noted that $40,000 of the sale proceeds would go 

towards a mortgage that Schwager and Hemphill had raised against the land in 1967 but had made no 

repayments.  The Minster also noted that the two got the mortgage in breach of the Capital Issues 

(Overseas) Regulations 1965, but Treasury ‘agreed’ not to prosecute them.1973 

6.4 The scuttling of the Rainbow Warrior and subsequent Ngāti Kura marine reserve 
proposal, 1980s- 1995 

On 12 December 1987, two years after it was blown up in Auckland Harbour, the Rainbow Warrior was 

scuttled off Matauri Bay to become a dive site.  The sinking was originally proposed to take place on the 

Coromandel Peninsula but subsequently withdrawn ‘after conflicts arose among interested Maori groups 

in the area’, and the Hauraki District Council declined to give their support.  Dover Samuels explained 

how Ngāti Kura became involved in offering a site for the sinking: 

After months of indecisions by the Government, Greenpeace offered the wreck to Ngāti Hauā 

hapū to be given an appropriate burial off Slipper Island. I received a phone call in Wellington 

from Ngāti Hauā Kaumātua to say that the hapū had turned down the offer and would Ngāti 

Kura be interested. 

                                                      
1969  Extract from the NZ Herald ‘Island may be offered – For $250,000’, 15 June 1973, Section 1.  Copy on ibid. 
1970  Extract from the Northern Advocate ‘Island no on Open Market’, 18 June 1973, p. 11, copy on file BBEE A1632 

15336 Box 557b NP/225 part 2, Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic Park – Motukawanui Island, 1977-8. 
1971  Director-General to Minister of Lands, 23 October 1973. On file P04/006, Motukawanui Island Scenic 

Reserve, 1989-2001; for further mention of Crown policy on acquiring off-shore islands, see Minister of Lands 
to Director-General, 15 June 1973. On file AANZ W5951 25421 Box 17, BOI-0312 part 1, [Department of] 
Lands and Survey – Head Office – Motukawanui Islands – Scenic Reserve – Bay of Islands Maritime Park, 
1973-98.  A note on the Minister’s memorandum stated this policy was reflected or covered by Part III of the 
Land Settlement Promotion and Land Acquisition Act 1952.  Part III related to the acquisition of land by 
overseas corporations and persons who were not New Zealanders.  These restrictions on ownership by 
overseas persons and companies were introduced in 1968. 

1972  Submission to the Minister of Lands, 23 October 1973; Minister of Finance to Minister of Lands, 26 October 
1973.  Both on file AANZ W5951 25421 Box 17, BOI-0312 part 1, [Department of] Lands and Survey – Head 
Office – Motukawanui Islands – Scenic Reserve – Bay of Islands Maritime Park, 1973-98. 

1973  Minister of Finance to Minister of Lands, 30 October 1973.  On ibid. 
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I called a number of Hui on the marae of the Kaumātua and Kuia and hapū agreed to lay the 

ship to rest off the Cavallies.1974 

The meeting was held at the ‘Matauri bay marae’ (presumably Te Tāpui) in November 1985, where the 

vote for the sinking was unanimous.  A member of Greenpeace International commented that: ‘the 

sincerity of the Matauri Bay people and their obvious empathy for the Greenpeace cause had greatly 

impressed him.’  Moreover Greenpeace ‘felt honoured that the community had initiated the approach to 

have [the ship] in their area.’  The question of why the invitation to sink at the Cavalli islands was 

extended was asked in a newspaper article in December 1985; although, essentially, it was an invitation 

‘from the heart’: 

There’s money in it, there’s no doubt about it.  This thing will bring the area into economic 

viability.  But we never got money at the end of the Rainbow.  We just thought we had the 

right environment for it. 

The reservation expressed at the meeting was that the proposed (no-fishing) reserve to be 

declared around the burial site would be a foothold for bureaucracy in Matauri Bay. 

Everyone looks at the wreck as a concrete reminder to future generations of what Greenpeace 

is all about.  Eloquent Rapata is honoured by the Rainbow Warrior’s burial in Matauri Bay, 

“But I think the most important thing of all is that the sinking here should not detract from 

what the Rainbow Warrior is about, which is about things the Maori people have been 

concerned about for centuries – fishing rights, environmental [sic], pollution and now the 

nuclear issue, and I think she stood for all those things and growing hope for that sort of 

quality of life.  … 

The Maori people haven’t been vocal in their anti-nuclear stance, but that doesn’t mean they 

don’t care about the environment and what’s happening in terms of the proliferation of 

nuclear arms. 

But I think the whole issue has become so controversial and probably so technical that a lot of 

Maori people are afraid to get into a lengthy debate because of the technicalities.  But they 

relate to it very simply as some sort of desecration of the human environment and our 

planet.1975   

With the support of the local Māori community it also gained the support of the Hauraki District Māori 

Council.1976  The sinking was organised and managed by the New Zealand Underwater Association 

                                                      
1974  Brief of Evidence of Mr Dover Spencer Samuels, Wai 1040 #S17, p. 14. 
1975  ‘Rainbow Warrior finds a resting place’, Auckland Star, 26 December 1985, p. B3, APL. 
1976  Submission to the Ministry of Transport, May 1986. On file BBEE A1549 15333 Box 43b CAI 22105, Coastal 

marine advocacy – marine dumping application – Rainbow Warrior – Matauri Bay, 1986-7, DOC.  The 
Minister approved the issue of a Dumping Permit under the Marine Pollution Act 1974 for the sinking of the 
ship.  The Ministry of Transport issued a licence authorising the occupation of the seabed at the dump site 
under section 162 of the Harbours Act 1952, B.G. Smith, Chapman Tripp Sheffield Young, Auckland, to 
Regional Manager, Department of Conservation, Auckland, 8 December 1987, on same file. 
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Incorporated.1977  The Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries recorded two objections when the proposal 

to sink the ship was mooted.  One was in relation to sinking any object in navigable water; the other was 

around the wreck preventing trawling operations.  The ministry, though, did not consider that the wreck 

would interfere with such operations.1978  In mid-1990, a memorial sculpture was unveiled on the Matauri 

Pā promontory overlooking the ship’s resting place.1979   

Image 21: The Rainbow Warrior memorial sculpture on top of Matauri Pā looking out to the 

Cavalli Islands, 19151980 

 

Around the time of the dumping the Coastal Officer of the Auckland Regional Office of the 

Conservation Department discussed the idea of a marine reserve with local hapū, but this took a backseat 

with the advent of the Northland Conservancy where efforts were concentrated on establishing a marine 

reserve around the Poor Knights.  In the meantime, Ngāti Kura proposed fisheries protection 

mechanisms around the Cavalli Islands, including creating a marine reserve over the Rainbow Warrior.  

These proposals were discussed with the Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries and the Northland 

Regional Council at the Matauri Marae (presumably Te Tāpui).  (The Ministry of Primary Industries1981 

and the regional council were unable to locate any records on these proposals).  The proposals were 

passed to the ministry.  Ngāti Kura had also proposed a committee comprising tangata whenua, 

Greenpeace, and the Department of Conservation be established to look at ways of protecting the 

shipwreck.1982  It is unclear whether the committee was ever established, and if so, how successful it was.     

                                                      
1977  Allan V. Fowler, President, New Zealand Underwater Association Incorporated, Auckland, to Department of 

Lands and Survey, Whāngārei, 17 December 1985. On file BBEE A1632 15336 Box 558d NP/225/1, Bay of 
Islands Park complex – Cavalli Islands, 1979-1896, DOC. 

1978  Paul Currie, Fisheries Management Division, Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries, Wellington, to Secretary of 
Transport, Ministry of Transport, Wellington, 16 April 1986. On file BBEE A1549 15333 Box 43b CAI 22105, 
Coastal marine advocacy – marine dumping application – Rainbow Warrior – Matauri Bay, 1986-7. 

1979  ‘Tribute paid over Rainbow’s grave’, NZ Herald¸ 16 July 1990, Section 1,p. 4, APL; The sculpture was 
commissioned by Ngāti Kura and New Zealand China Clays to commemorate the sinking of the ship, 
http://www.chrisbooth.co.nz/view-works/rainbow-warrior-memorial/  

1980  Copied from http://chezphil.org/rtw/e111.html  
1981  Which hold some older records of the former Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries. 
1982  Right Honourable J.B. Bolger, Prime Minster, to Cindy Kiro, Executive Director, Greenpeace New Zealand 

Incorporated, Auckland, 23 August 1994; Gerry Rowan, Regional Conservator, Department of Conservation, 
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By July 1995, little progress had been made on the proposals, although the Conservation Department was 

willing to provide technical support to any reserve application made by the hapū.  The department, 

though, considered a marine reserve around the actual wreck surrounds could not be justified.1983  It 

preferred a larger marine reserve incorporating both Motukawanui and the Cavalli Islands, believing that 

local fishermen and divers would be more supportive while greatly benefiting the local community: 

The sustainability and conservation of the fishery and the tourist industry depends on the 

support of the community.  Bulk fishing techniques and their impacts have long been a 

publicised issue of concern to you.  The concept provides an opportunity for the local 

community [to] rethink what they want and put forward proposals which provide solutions to 

there [sic] concern of the past and aspirations for the future.… 

The attractiveness of the Cavalli Islands as a site for a marine protected area is considerably 

enhanced if the “Maori and DOC” islands are involved.     

If support was not forthcoming then the Conservation Department would drop the concept and pursue 

the current proposal of a small reserve around the ship.1984 

As for the hapū’s reserve proposal, it was reported that the Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries were 

unable to locate the maps and information, and in July 1995 Samuels was asked to send another copy to 

the Conservation Department Office in Wellington.   In the meantime, Greenpeace intended to announce 

a proposal to establish a marine reserve around the shipwreck at the Greenpeace Commemoration on 9 

July.  The proposal was supported by Samuels who represented the tangata whenua.  Support from 

tangata whenua, though, for a larger reserve incorporating the Cavalli Group was not forthcoming.  The 

Matauri X Incorporation informed the regional conservator that ‘the shareholders of the Incorporation as 

tangata whenua, and guardian of the warrior’ were supportive of a marine reserve over the wreck.  The 

incorporation also asked for representation by tangata whenua as a trustee of the reserve.1985   

The Minister of Conservation was advised that a marine reserve for the wreck alone was not possible 

under the Marine Reserves Act 1971, but would be if it covered a larger area.  As the Minister had a 

statutory role to decide upon any marine reserve application, he was unable to support the proposal 

without it first being publicly advertised and any submissions considered.1986  Samuels did not want to 

confuse the issue of a larger reserve inclusive of the Cavalli Islands with protecting the shipwreck: ‘He 

had been dealing with iwi issues on the islands themselves & wider marine protection issues over the 

                                                                                                                                                                     
to Liz Brookes, Private Secretary, Office of the Minister of Conservation, 3 July 1995.  Both on file NHE-07-
05-55 NLB-1, Natural Heritage … Cavalli/Rainbow Warrior (proposal), 1990-5, DOC. 

1983  Rowan to Brookes, 3 July 1995.  On ibid. 
1984  John Gardiner, for Regional Conservator, Department of Conservation, to Dover Samuels, 13 October 1989.  

On ibid. 
1985  Bev Stewart, Secretary, Matauri X Incorporation, Regional Conservator, Department of Conservation, 

Whāngārei, 30 June 1995.  On ibid. 
1986  Kathy Walls, Marine Reserves for Director-General of Conservation, Department of Conservation, 

Wellington, to Dover Samuels, 3 July 1995; Submission to the Minister of Conservation, 6 July 1995, with draft 
letter from the Minister to Samuels, 6 July 1995 attached.  All on ibid. 
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general area.’1987  No further information on the proposal was located, and it is presumed that it did not 

proceed further, or if so, failed.  

6.5 Administration of Motukawanui, post- 1973 purchase 

In considering what to do with Motukawanui, it was noted that former owner, Burdett, had an informal 

grazing agreement over the island, although it was reported that he used the island largely as a ‘holiday 

area’ with friends.  The Crown was interested in engaging Farmlands Development Limited to graze as 

the company had purchased the leasehold interest in Stephenson Island (Ririwha).1988  Burdett wanted to 

continue the grazing as he ‘finds it interesting and without it he would have to sell his launch and 

bach.’1989  Samuels, who was an Honorary Ranger, was informed that Burdett was not allowed to have 

people staying on Motukawanui and that it was within Samuels’ rights to move on any would-be 

campers.1990  Burdett’s tenancy expired in April 1974 but he was allowed to stay without paying any rental 

until the Crown decided the future of grazing on the island.  In August 1975 Burdett was given formal 

notice to vacate the island by 30 December along with all his stock.  By March the following year Burdett 

still had stock on the island and he was told the Crown would take possession of the remaining stock if 

they were not removed.  It was not until June when he fully complied.1991   

In March 1975 Motukawanui was gazetted as a recreation reserve pursuant to the provisions of the 

Reserves and Domains Act 1953.1992  The Crown allowed picnicking on the island but had a policy of no 

camping or lighting of fires.  Permits had to be obtained by groups wanting to stay over on the island.1993  

Access presently tends to be limited to the foreshore, open grassed areas, and one longitudinal track.1994 

In 1979, Motukawanui came under the control and management of the Bay of Islands Maritime and 

Historic Park Board.  (The Board was managed by Lands and Survey.1995)  By 1980, it was reported that 

                                                      
1987  File note from Walls, 7 July 1995.  On ibid. 
1988  Commissioner of Crown Lands to District Field Officer Childs, Whāngārei, n.d., on bottom of memorandum 

from Commissioner to Mr D. Burdett, Whāngārei, 11 July 1974. On file BBEE A1632 15336 Box 558c 
NP/225/1 part 2, Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic Park – Motukawanui Island, 1973-77. 

1989  Field Officer to Commissioner of Crown Lands, 11 December 1974.  On ibid. 
1990  Commissioner of Crown Lands to Samuels, 11 December 1974.  On ibid. 
1991  Commissioner of Crown Lands to Burdett, 15 August 1975; Note for File, Reserves Manager, 31 May 1976; 

and, District Field Officer to Commissioner of Crown Lands, 21 June 1976.  All on ibid; Commissioner of 
Crown Lands to County Clerk, Whangaroa County Council, 12 June 1975. On file BBEE A1632 15336 Box 
557a NP225 part 1, Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic Park – Motukawanui Island, 1967-79. 

1992  New Zealand Gazette, No. 19, 6 March 1975, p. 443. 
1993  For example, see Commissioner of Crown Lands to Director, New Zealand Geological Survey, 16 October 

1978. On file BBEE A1632 15336 Box 557a NP225 part 1, Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic Park – 
Motukawanui Island, 1967-79. 

1994  ‘Motukawanui Cavalli Islands Northland: Draft Management Plan’, January 2004 (updated to March 2007), 
copy on PAR-01-03-47 NLB-1, Protected Area Management … Motukawanui Island, 2001-12, DOC. 

1995  The Park Board was established in December 1978 as a development of the nationwide concept of National 
and Maritime Parks, and was, at the time, the third park to be established, following from the Hauraki Gulf 
and Marlborough Sounds parks.  The Park’s purpose is to promote the area’s recreational attractions and 
protect its special character.  The Park was administered by the Department of Lands and Survey, and now the 
Department of Conservation.  
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the main users of the island were campers at Matauri Bay.1996  Two years later the island was gazetted as a 

Scenic Reserve pursuant to the Reserves Act 1977.1997  In the same year, the Wildlife Service identified 

Motukawanui as suitable for saddlebacks and gained approval from the Park Board.1998  The first batch of 

birds released in 1983 was successful.1999 By 1985, however, the birds were in decline leaving officials 

initially baffled as to why until the discovery of stoats.2000  Brown teal also released in 1975 failed to take 

hold.2001  Today the island has no saddlebacks or teal present. The island became part of the nation-wide 

kiwi recovery programme and in 1995 kiwi were first released and by 2004 some 50-60 kiwi were present; 

by 2013 the numbers were expected to have doubled.2002   

As Motukawanui became the Maritime Park’s ‘most important reserve ecologically and could rate as a 

national asset’, the Park Board and Wildlife Service jointly drew up a working plan for the island in 1984.  

The purpose was to create an open sanctuary to enhance the wildlife resources, the introduction and 

management of selected wildlife, and to provide an opportunity for public education and recreational 

needs.  The plan was subsequently approved by Lands and Survey in late 1984.2003  The island then came 

under Department of Conservation administration upon the disbanding of the Department of Lands and 

Survey in 1987.  As at December 2015, the day-to-day management of the island under the Reserves Act 

1977 is undertaken from the department’s Bay of Islands Area Office.    

6.5.1 Burials (kōiwi) on Motukawanui, 1980s-1990 

In May 1983, the Chief Ranger reported on a meeting between the Wildlife Branch of Lands and Survey 

and Cavalli Islands Māori Trustees.  The Wildlife Branch sought to get trustee permission to liberate 

                                                      
1996  M.J. Gardiner, Chief Ranger, Department of Lands and Survey, Russell, to Commissioner of Crown Lands, 

Auckland, 19 June 1980. On file BBEE A1632 15336 Box 557b NP/225 part 2, Bay of Islands Maritime and 
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1997  New Zealand Gazette, No. 49, 7 June 1979, p. 1758; and No. 29, 19 March 1981, p. 720.   
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Whāngārei, to Research Committee, Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic Park Board, Russell, 19 August 
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1999  Chief Ranger to Commissioner of Crown Lands, 29 August 1983.  On ibid. 
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Wildlife Service, Wellington, to Regional Conservator of Wildlife, Wildlife Service, Papakura, 7 November 
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or Wildlife Refuges under the Wildlife Act – Offshore Islands – Cavalli Island, 1966-86. 
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copy on PAR-01-03-47 NLB-1, Protected Area Management … Motukawanui Island, 2001-12, p. 8. 

2002  Te Aniwaniwa Hona, Kaupapa Atawhai Manager, Department of Conservation, Whāngārei, to Peter George, 
Kaeo, 4 July 1995. On file P04/006, Motukawanui Island Scenic Reserve, 1989-2001; ‘Kiwi North’ newsletter, 
December 2013, p. 6. Copy at http://www.kiwinorth.co.nz/home/newsletters - accessed 15 September 2015. 

2003  Shaunghan Anderson, Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic Park Board, to R. Anderson, Protected Fauna, 
Wildlife Service, Wellington, 15 November 1984. On file AANS W3832 Box 21 30/3/20 part 2, Wildlife 
Colonies and Habitat which are not Sanctuaries or Wildlife Refuges under the Wildlife Act – Offshore Islands 
– Cavalli Island, 1981-7; Chief Ranger to Commissioner of Crown Lands, 26 February 1984. On file BBEE 
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flaxsnail on three of the smaller Cavalli Islands which were rodent free.  Permission was granted by the 

trustees, but they registered ‘strong complaints’ at Lands and Survey and the Department of Scientific and 

Industrial Research over the handling of a Māori burial on Motukawanui in approximately 1976: skeletons 

were removed from the beach when they became exposed during storm action: 

Approval was given on the understanding that reports would be sent to the Trustees on their 

findings and eventually the bones returned to the island after testing.  To date they have heard 

nothing and I sympathise entirely with their concern that insufficient respect has been shown 

to the situation. 

I offered to follow up the matter and would endeavour to locate the bones for re burial and 

obtain any reports written.  … 

It would do much to improve the relationship between the Department and the Trustees if 

their ancestors were to be returned …2004 

Under the Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic Park Board letterhead, the Chief Ranger enquired with 

the Anthropology Department of the University of Auckland on the matter.  He received a very terse 

response from the Auckland Regional Archaeologist claiming that, in general, any removal of bones had 

the consent of the local Māori community with final disposal of the burial collections in accordance with 

the wishes of that community.  The archaeologist also claimed that she had very cordial relations with the 

local people having carried out the excavation (on Motukawanui) at their invitation: 

This was no doubt because, as they stated, the burials were on a site that was not one of their 

urupa on the island, but clearly dated to an earlier time and an unrelated group.  They 

specifically stated that they did not want them back and that they could remain in Dunedin at 

the Medical School … 

As for the report, I had made a decision in 1978 to not make it public as the radio and press 

were chasing me about it and seemed to be to be on the verge of their usual unsavoury 

publicity about burials, and I wished to avoid this. 

The archaeologist suggested that the local Māori community be referred to her directly or through the 

Northland Regional Committee of the Historic Places Trust on the matter.2005   

After the Commissioner of Crown Lands met with the archaeologist to settle her concerns, she agreed 

that as the ranger’s concerns had been brought to her attention, ‘it was now over to her to make contact 

with the [Māori] Trustees, either through Mrs Viv Gregory’ (Māori member of the Northern Regional 

Committee) or directly through Kira Williams.2006  There was no further information located about 
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whether the archaeologist made contact, but an internal Conservation Department memorandum from 

1990 stated that the kōiwi had been sent to the Otago Medical School with the full agreement of Dover 

Samuels and his mother, and that Samuels had said the bones need not be returned as they were not from 

a traditionally known urupā or from ‘their people.’ The memorandum noted that the archaeologist had 

now agreed to finalise her report on the excavation.2007  In 2011, in a scope of possible ‘shared DOC-

Ngati Kura projects’ related to Motukawanui and outlier islands, the return of the above kōiwi was 

noted,2008 and this was reiterated by claimant Ānaru Kira.2009 

6.5.2 Tai Tokerau District Māori Council claim for the return of Motukawanui, 1984 

In August 1984, Samuels sent the Minister of Lands, Matiu Rata, several local newspaper articles, one of 

which reported the intention of the Tai Tokerau District Māori Council to ask the Government for the 

return of Motukawanui to its former owners.  The matter stemmed from a discussion at a Māori Council 

meeting on a nomination for membership of the Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic Park Board.  Peter 

George of Kaeo was concerned that if the Board created a park around Motukawanui it could stop local 

fishermen from using the area.  It was then moved that the Māori Council make preliminary 

investigations with the Minister to have the island handed back.2010  Muriel George stated that ‘her 

people were most concerned of circulating rumours that a marine reserve’ would be created in the area of 

Motukawanui and the Cavalli Islands: 

They were completely against such a proposal and would take any steps necessary to prevent 

its creation.  She said that the waters in the vicinity were not only traditional Maori fishing 

grounds but were fished on a commercial basis by the Maori residents of the district.   

George added that the return of Motukawanui would effectively prevent the Crown from creating a 

marine reserve in the area.2011 

The concerns of a marine reserve had been expressed several years earlier in March 1981 by the Bay of 

Islands Commercial Fisherman’s Association.  The association wrote to Lands and Survey in Whāngārei 

                                                      
2007  Joan M. to John G., Department of Conservation, 23 February 1990.  On file HHA-01-02-04 NL-1, Historic 

Heritage … Motukawanui, 1979-2002, DOC; A copy of the (original) Archaeologist’s report was located, 
revealing the removal of eight adult individuals, estimated from around 1600-1700, P. Houghton, ‘Report on 
the Human Skeletal Material from the Cavalli islands P04/161’, University of Otago, Dunedin, [ca.1978-9]; 
and, Houghton to ‘Stan’, [University of Otago?], 12 October 1979.  Both on file HHA 01-02-04-01 NLB-1, 
Historic Heritage … Motukawanui – Archaeological Site Records, 1978-2005, DOC. 

2008  ‘Motukawanui (and outlier islands).  Scoping of possible shared DOC-Ngati Kura projects’, [July 2011].  On 
file PAR-01-03-47 NLB-1, Protected Area Management … Motukawanui Island, 2001-12, DOC. 

2009  Responses to counsel Robyn Zwaan’s and Mr Anaru Kira’s requests and queries of 24 May 16 re: 
‘Matauri’ draft report by Wai 1040 Waitangi Tribunal commissionee Anthony Pātete – 25 May 16. 

2010  Samuels to Minister of Lands, 17 August 1984, with newspaper extract from Northern News, n.d.  On file 
AANZ W5951 25421 Box 17, BOI-0312 part 1, [Department of] Lands and Survey – Head Office – 
Motukawanui Islands – Scenic Reserve – Bay of Islands Maritime Park, 1973-98. 

2011  B. Young, IMP Division, Department of Lands and Survey, Auckland, to Commissioner of Crown Lands, 10 
September 1984.  On ibid. 
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concerned about the Cavalli lslands being turned into a marine park or reserve.2012  The association were 

informed that no plans for a park or reserve for the islands was in play, although a report by the 

Ministries of Transport and Works and Development looking at creating marine parks or reserves in 

Northland was being considered by ‘various administering bodies in the region.’2013 

Turning back to 1984, Lands and Survey investigated title and determined that Motukawanui had been in 

Pākehā hands since 1918 after the Māori owners ‘willingly sold’ their interests.  The Commissioner of 

Crown Lands advised: 

If the Press reports are anything to go by, the proponents of handing the island back to the 

Maoris misunderstand the concept of a maritime park and are confusing it with a marine park 

or marine reserve.  The concern expressed at the meeting of the Maori Council seemed to 

centre on the establishment of a marine reserve and the restrictions that may possiblly apply to 

fishing activity – this would affect local fishermen, who are primarily Maoris resident along the 

coastline adjacent to the Cavalli Group.2014   

A newspaper report on a Park Board meeting, in which the sale of Motukawanui was mentioned, stated 

that there was no basis to claims by the Māori Council to have the island returned to Māori.2015  Reporting 

on this meeting, the Commissioner noted that several board members wanted to meet with the Māori 

Council ‘to clarify their concerns and to explain the operations and objectives of the Maritime Park’, but 

he reminded the board that the matter was of land ownership ‘and this is a matter between the Maori 

interests and the Crown’.  In light of the department’s intention (in association with the Wildlife Service) 

to create an open wildlife sanctuary for the island, the Commissioner warned Head Office that: 

There is a good deal of interests in the North with our management programme and I am 

bound to say there could be considerable “feeling” generated in the area if Government shows 

any inclination to revest the island in Maori.  Certainly, I know quite a number of the Park 

Board members would want to take a very strong line publicly if such a move is contemplated 

and it is appropriate that you be aware of this. 

                                                      
2012  Lance R. Roger, Secretary, Bay of Islands Commercial Fisherman’s Association, 13 March 1981. On file BBEE 

A1632 15336 Box 557b NP/225 part 2, Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic Park – Motukawanui Island, 
1977-8.. 

2013  Commissioner of Crown Lands to Bay of Islands Commercial Fisherman’s Association, 25 March 1981.  On 
ibid. 

2014  Commissioner of Crown Lands to Director-General, 11 September 1984.  On file AANZ W5951 25421 Box 
17, BOI-0312 part 1, [Department of] Lands and Survey – Head Office – Motukawanui Islands – Scenic 
Reserve – Bay of Islands Maritime Park, 1973-98. 

2015  Extract from the Northern Advocate ‘Māori claims ‘have no basis’’, 30 August 1973, copy on file BBEE A1632 
15336 Box 557b NP/225 part 2, Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic Park – Motukawanui Island, 1977-8. 
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Nevertheless, the Commissioner suggested meeting with the Māori Council on the matter.2016  The 

Director-General concurred with this approach and sought the agreement of the Minister of Lands.2017  

No further correspondence was located on the matter. 

6.5.3 More formal joint management of Motukawanui with local Māori, 1990s-2000s 

What consultation took place with Matauri Māori over the management of Motukawanui up to the 1990s 

is not explicit in the public records.   For example, when, in 1977, the fishing boat Gwelder Jay sank about 

800 metres off Pāpātara, the Marine Department wanted to remove the wreck for navigational purposes.  

The Transport Department gained permission from Lands and Survey to have the wreck moved to the 

beach at Pāpātara to enable towage to Ōpua, with no mention of consultation with local Māori.2018  In 

another example, though, some form of consultation, or at least communication, was taking place in 

regards to Motukawanui.  In March 1984 the Chief Ranger of Russell briefly referred to a meeting with 

the Cavalli Islands Trustees about the liberation of flax snail, where the Ranger passed ‘on information 

regarding our management of Motukawanui and to note any concerns they may have.  It was a very well 

worth while meeting.  My only regret is in not making contact four years ago when the [Maritime] Park 

was formed.’2019 

From the files of the former Lands and Survey and its successor agency the Department of Conservation, 

a more concerted effort to consult with tangata whenua took place from the early 1990s.  In 1987 the 

Department of Conservation was established under the Conservation Act 1987.  The 1987 Act was the 

first measure to contain a ‘Treaty clause’, which required the measure to be ‘interpreted and administered 

as to give effect to the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi’.   

In June 1992 Kaupapa Atawhai Manager, Te Aniwa Hona (Āni Bosch), wrote about a proposal from 

Ngāti Kura to ‘work together with DOC in respect of Motukawanui and the other islands (Maori 

reserves).’  The intent was to provide hands on ‘training in wild animal and other pest control, 

revegetation, etc’, with a view towards creating ‘a recreation/tourism venture using the marae as a base, 

the lands under Matauri X Incorporation, the islands and Motukawanui’; and to ‘try and understand 

conservation values and the roles and functions of DOC’. Discussions had taken place with Dave Taylor 

                                                      
2016  Commissioner of Crown Lands to Director-General, 11 September 1984.  On file AANZ W5951 25421 Box 

17, BOI-0312 part 1, [Department of] Lands and Survey – Head Office – Motukawanui Islands – Scenic 
Reserve – Bay of Islands Maritime Park, 1973-98. 

2017  Director-General to Minister of Lands, 20 September 1984.  On ibid. 
2018  D.D. Webster, District Field Officer, Department of Lands and Survey, Whāngārei, to Commissioner of 

Crown Lands, Auckland, 12 July 1977; and, Commissioner of Crown Lands to N Connelly, Supervisor of 
Mercantile Marine, Transport Department, Whāngārei, 26 July 1977.  Both on file BBEE A1632 15336 Box 
557b NP/225 part 2, Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic Park – Motukawanui Island, 1977-8. 

2019  M.J. Gardiner, Chief Ranger, Department of Lands and Survey, Russell, to District Ranger, Auckland, 13 
March 1984.  On file BBEE A1632 15336 Box 558d NP/225/1, Bay of Islands Park complex – Cavalli 
Islands, 1979-1896.   
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(the Kerikeri Field Centre Manager for the Department of Conservation) and the respective chairs of the 

marae and the Matauri X Incorporation about setting up a management committee.2020   

On 20 January 1993 a meeting between the Conservation Department and the Matauri X Incorporation 

Management Committee met at Te Tāpui Marae to hold preliminary discussions for long term 

management arrangements for Motukawanui, whereby the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi could be 

carried out as per section 4 of the Conservation Act 1987.  A joint management committee was set up to 

establish a management plan for the island.2021   

A draft discussion document considered the future management of Motukawanui to be a partnership 

between the Conservation Department and tangata whenua.  The aim of future management was the 

continual restoration of the island’s ecosystems for endangered plants and animals, including providing 

appropriate visitor facilities such as a hut and tracks; recognising wāhi tapu sites with the support of 

tangata whenua; enhancing the flora and fauna of the islands; considering the benefits of the eradication 

of kiore; and the control of noxious plants and animal pests.2022  One Matauri X Incorporation trustee 

was interested in including Motukawaiti which he considered an important component to a joint plan.2023   

In July 1993 the Project Co-ordinator of the Whakarārā Māori Committee wrote to the Conservation 

Department with an application to manage Motukawanui for tourism purposes that would help provide 

employment to locals ‘who are in desperate need of jobs’, as eco-tourism was a ‘vision of the local Maori 

people.’  The co-ordinator also emphasised the committee’s commitment to ‘Kaitiakitanga of all natural 

resources.’  The committee wanted to meet with the department to discuss any issues that the department 

had.  The Conservation Department agreed to meet.2024  A copy of the application was not located on file.  

The department, however, could not consider a management role for the committee on account of the 

island being subject to a Waitangi Tribunal claim (Wai 234), ‘pending the outcome of the claim.’  Hona 

was asked to investigate what ‘jurisdiction’ the Committee had with the Matauri Bay people before 

discussions could take place.2025  She canvassed the Matauri X Incorporation on their support for the 

application’s ‘iwi initiative’, whereby a concession could be issued to allow for tourism or other 

                                                      
2020  ‘Proposal’, Te Aniwa Hona, Kaupapa Atawhai Manager, [Department of Conservation, Whāngārei], 15 June 

1992.  On file P04/006, Motukawanui Island Scenic Reserve, 1989-2001. 
2021  File note, author not stated, 15 March 1995 with Notes of Meeting held 20 January 1995, 3.00pm Tāpui Marae 

between Matauri X Incorporation Management Committee and Department of Conservation Staff.  On file 
HHA-01-02-04 NL-1, Historic Heritage … Motukawanui, 1979-2002.  

2022  Draft discussion document: Management of Motukawanui, [1993], from Tim Shaw, Conservation Officer, 
Kerikeri, Department of Conservation.  On file P04/006, Motukawanui Island Scenic Reserve, 1989-2001. 

2023  D. Larry Hill, Auckland, to Hona, 14 March 1995.  On file HHA-01-02-04 NL-1, Historic Heritage … 
Motukawanui, 1979-2002. 

2024  Ānaru Kira, Project Co-Ordinator, Whakarārā Māori Committee, to Mr Kearns, Department of Conservation, 
Whāngārei, 6 July 1993; and, Maurice Kearns, Conservation Officer (Statutory Management), Department of 
Conservation, Whāngārei, to Kira, 29 July 1993.  Both on file P04/006, Motukawanui Island Scenic Reserve, 
1989-2001. 

2025  Kearns to Te Aniwa Hona, 29 July 1993.  On ibid. 
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recreational and conservation purposes.2026  No further information was located on this application, 

including a response from the Matauri X Incorporation, although elements of eco-tourism were 

incorporated in the initial drafting of a management plan.  

By August 1995, however, a draft management plan for the island was expected to be completed that 

month.  At this time, North Island brown kiwi had been released by the Conservation Department for 

the first time on the island, although a ‘tiki tour’ over Motukawanui by helicopter noted the presence of 

‘protestors and placards still there.  We left before they did.’  Apparently the protests were against the 

Conservation Department’s, ‘1080 and non-consultation, but also the helicopter ride carrying kiwi.’  Hona 

stated that once the plan had gone to the Matauri X Incorporation Management Committee then the 

department should meet with the committee before releasing the plan to the Whakarārā Māori 

Committee, the Māori Reserves Committee, and Takou, Matauri, Te Ngaere and Wainui Marae 

Committees – Hona proposed a timeframe of December 1995 for this to occur.2027   

By March 1997 a draft ‘working plan’ for the island was planned to be presented to the Matauri X 

Incorporation Annual General Meeting in the following month ‘for tangata whenua approval in principle’: 

It has been brought to my notice that; if the new owners of Motukawaiti invites DOC to work 

on Motukawaiti on their behalf, then the tangata whenua principle still holds and that they (our 

partners) expect us to begin discussions on how this Island could be incorporated into this 

workplan.2028 

The main objectives of the plan were the recognition and protection of wāhi tapu sites, applying for a 

concession to operate an eco-tourism venture focusing on Waiiti; increasing plant biodiversity and 

regeneration; releasing threatened bird species and other fauna; providing educational interpretation 

signage; controlling noxious plants; evaluating the benefit of kiore eradication; supporting a proposal for a 

marine reserve, taiapure and mahinga mātaitai; and providing for customary taking of plants and ōi.2029  

The department supported an application from the Matauri X Incorporation for Pacific Development 

Trust funds so the incorporation could be involved in Project Crimson at Matauri Bay.2030  Hona was 

keen for the local Conservation Field Centre in Kerikeri to work with one of the Matauri X Incorporation 

‘trustees’ on the matter: 

This will enable us to develop a relationship with Matauri X Incorp and while we needed that 

relationship in place much earlier in our Advocacy role (kiwi) it is still never too late. … and 

                                                      
2026  Hona to Executive Meeting, Matauri Incorporation, 6 August 1993.  On ibid. 
2027  Hona to the Secretary, Matauri X Incorporation; and, Hona to the Secretary, Whakarārā Māori Committee, 

Kaeo, both 7 August 1995.  Both on file HHA-01-02-04 NL-1, Historic Heritage … Motukawanui, 1979-2002. 
2028  Hona to Adrian Walker, Field Manager, Department of Conservation, received 20 March 1997.  On ibid. 
2029  Hona to Adrian Walker, Field Manager, Department of Conservation, received 20 March 1997, with copy of 

draft working plan, 17 March 1997.  On ibid. 
2030  This Trust was established by the Government in 1989 after funding of $3.2 million was received from France 

in recognition of the events surrounding the destruction of the Greenpeace 'Rainbow Warrior' ship in 
Auckland in 1985.  The Trust distributes grants to groups and individuals in the Pacific for a range of 
development and conservation projects. 
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that part of the process and maybe offering our Nursery and those resources and finally to 

working together on Maori Incorp land and Motu Kawanui and Motu Kawaiti as well.  … 

If we service this request sensitively and ensure that all tangata whenua are informed and some 

of them actively involved, we can only enhance our Iwi/DoC relationship and satisfy our 

Section 4 obligations.2031  

Hona attended the Matauri X Incorporation Management Committee meeting on 1 March 1997 

whereupon a partnership between the incorporation and the Conservation Department in the 

management of Motukawanui was discussed.2032   

By 1998 a joint management plan ‘lost impetus’ following the death of Hona; and the Northland 

Conservator sought agreement from the Minister of Conservation to approach Dover Samuels ‘with a 

view to re-activating restoration proposals for’ Motukawanui.   

The island has great potential as an island refuge and there is wide public interest in its long-

term management.  Although there is a strong local belief that Motukawanui will eventually be 

returned to the tangata whenua via the Waitangi Tribunal, this in itself does not compromise 

interest in the management potential. 

The conservator noted that Samuels did not necessarily have unanimous support from the Matauri people 

and wider consultation would be necessary; however, an initial sounding of Samuels’ views was 

considered helpful.2033 The conservatory’s Area Manager asked Samuels to meet on the issue: 

There looked to be considerable opportunities for DOC and Tangata Whenua to progress the 

kind of ideas on the island that will benefit the conservation values, meet local people’s desire 

to be fully involved in the island’s management, offer employment and entrepreneurial 

opportunities and provide a benefit to the wider community.  What is required is the 

opportunity for DoC staff and local people to blend their ideas into an appropriately dynamic 

management package. 

A note inscribed at the bottom of the Manager’s correspondence states that no reply was received.2034 

In 2001 several members of the public proposed to the Conservation Department to form a group named 

‘Friends of Motukawanui’ to assist the department on some objectives of the island, mostly around 

restoring the hut, kiore eradication, weed control, regeneration and reintroduction of rare bird species.  

The members noted that the concept would have to be discussed with local iwi at Matauri Bay and asked 

                                                      
2031  Hona to Adrian Walker, Field Centre Manager, Department of Conservation, Kerikeri, [1997].  On file NHS-

05-03-12-02, NL-1, Natural Heritage – Species … Cavalli Islands and Others, 1993-2003, DOC.  
2032  Secretary, Matauri X Incorporation, to Hona, 19 March 1997.  On ibid. 
2033  Northland Conservator to the Minister of Conservation, approved by the Minister, 28 September 1998.  On 

file P04/006, Motukawanui Island Scenic Reserve, 1989-2001, DOC. 
2034  Beachman to Dover Samuels, 15 October 1998.  On ibid; In 2003, it was reported that Area Managers were 

responsible for engaging ‘with iwi and their local communities to generate the outcomes we are all seeking’, 
Gerry Rowan, Northland Conservator, Department of Conservation, Whāngārei, to D.J. Pankhurst, Mangonui, 
7 July 2003.  On file PAR-01-03-47 NLB-1, Protected Area Management … Motukawanui Island, 2001-12. 
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for the department to facilitate that process.2035  The department’s Area Manager referred the proposal to 

Mārara George, stating that the group’s interest stemmed from a recent planting day on the island, and 

the department accepted George’s proposal to meet at Kerikeri to ‘get going’ the ‘planning process began 

by Matauri iwi’ and the late Te Aniwa Hona.2036 

A meeting took place on 12 August 2001 to discuss the Conservation Department’s ‘desire to engage in 

consultation with Iwi’, and to address the Friends of Motukawanui grouping.  It was agreed that the old 

hut would be restored and not demolished, and that the Friends group be encouraged to work with 

tangata whenua and the department on restoring the hut.  It was also agreed that dialogue around the 

joint management plan developed by Hona be re-established, and that the department would 

‘communicate with Marara to keep the community informed of progress and actions undertaken at 

Motukawanui.’2037  

To what degree funding priorities hindered the relationship between the Conservation Department and 

local Māori is unclear, but, as reported in 2003, resources on biodiversity were limited and Motukawanui 

had to compete with other higher-ranked priorities.  This meant that the island ‘received little by way of 

resources in recent years.  This is a classic example of where community aspirations and the Conservation 

Department’s national priorities do not happily come together.’2038  At other times, offers to accompany a 

departmental-organised event to Motukawanui was not taken up by the hapū, possibly because hapū were 

too busy with other priorities.  For instance, it was reported in September 2005 that Sally Burgess had 

approached the ‘hapu via the Marae’ for anyone interested to come along on archaeology visits to the 

island: ‘While some interest has been shown, as yet the offer has not been taken up.’2039  The hapū, 

though, were keen to be informed and Burgess appeared happy to comply.  In April of the same year, she 

told ‘Mita’ [Harris] that she would like to ‘send a letter to iwi to review the outcome of last years [sic] 

work and invite participation or discussion about the upcoming [archaeological] survey.’2040  A month 

later she was concerned that hapū had not yet been involved with a planned survey of Motukawanui for 

June: ‘I feel its [sic] very important that we have good communication on the subject rather than last 

minutes invitations or “consultation” [sic].’  Burgess had a limited number of beds ‘that I am hesitant to 

give away until I know that there will not be any iwi volunteers.’2041  On other occasions, Conservation 

                                                      
2035  Rod Brown et al, Kerikeri, to Area Manager, Department of Conservation, 13 July 2001.  On file PAR-01-03-

47 NLB-1, Protected Area Management … Motukawanui Island, 2001-12. 
2036  John Beachman, Area Manager, Department of Conservation, Kerikeri, to Rod Brown, Kerikeri, 2 August 

2001; and, Beachman to Mārara George, Matauri Bay, 20 July 2001. Both on ibid. 
2037  Beachman to George, 21 August 2001 with ‘Motukawanui Minutes’, 13 August [2001,] attached.  On ibid.  In 

attendance were Mārara George, June Sale, John Beachman, Adrian Walker, Shelly Clendenon, Katrina 
Upperton, and Pat Campbell. 

2038  Rowan to Pankhurst, 7 July 2003.  On ibid. 
2039  Katrina Upperton, [Department of Conservation], to Beachman, 27 September 2005.  On file HHA 01-02-04-

01 NLB-1, Historic Heritage … Motukawanui – Archaeological Site Records, 1978-2005, DOC. 
2040  Sally [Burgess], Ranger-Historic, [Department of Conservation], to ‘Mita’ [Harris], 28 April 2005.  On file 

HHA-01-02-04-03 NLB-1, Historic Heritage … Motukawanui – Research and Assessments, 2002-4, DOC. 
2041  Burgess to Harris, 25 May 2005.  On ibid. 
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officials were hesitant over some proposed activities.  For instance, in 2007 the Northland Conservator 

was not confident of gaining ‘good Iwi support’ for a proposal to eradicate rodents from Motukawanui, 

although he considered it may change depending on the success of rodent eradication on the Eastern Bay 

of Islands and ‘resolution and progress with non-DOC, but relevant, land issues at Matauri Bay’.2042 

Turning back to a joint management plan, a 16-page Draft Management Plan was finally completed in 

2004 and was last updated in 2007.  The draft incorporated ‘material from an unratified draft’ 

management plan between Matauri X and the Conservation Department dated 1997.2043  The vision of 

the plan is to manage Motukawanui as an open sanctuary ‘following broadly the model of Tiritiri 

Matangi.’  The plan has five objectives: to maintain unrestricted public access; enhancement of the islands 

as a wildlife habitat; introduce and manage selected wildlife, provide for public education and recreational 

needs without compromise to the wildlife or other resource values; and to recognise and protect wāhi 

tapu and important archaeological sites (‘described as ‘burial places’ later in the plan).  The objectives and 

relevant policies are laid out for the remainder of the plan, except for the last objective on wāhi tapu and 

burial places which merely states that it ‘needs to be formulated’.  The plan states a ‘desirable’ outcome of 

managing the entire Cavalli Group in a ‘compatible manner’ to that of Motukawanui: ‘If there were 

favourable comment it may well be worth discussing the implications of Section 38 of the Reserves Act 

[1977].  The purchase of Motukawaiti should be fully investigated should it be offered for sale.’ 

Alongside this plan was also the development of the Conservation Management Strategy for the 

Northland Conservancy, in accordance with Part IIIA of the Conservation Act 1987.  The strategy’s 

purpose was to establish the objectives for the integrated management of the natural and historic 

resources managed by the Conservation Department, and under other legalisation such as the Wildlife 

Act 1953, the Marine Reserves Act 1971, the Reserves Act 1977 and so forth.  The strategy also identified 

and described all protected areas managed by the Conservation Department.  An introductory flyer about 

this strategy was sent to ‘iwi and selected interest groups’, and between September 1990 and July 1991 hui 

and informal meetings were held where the Conservation Department explained the scope and intent of 

the strategy.  This was followed by ‘an intense period of hui and consultation with iwi over the next four 

years’.  Submissions were called for on the draft strategy, followed by further consultation.  The amended 

draft was then handed over to the New Zealand Conservation Authority in August 1996, who gave 

approval to a final draft in April 1999.2044  The strategy acknowledges the mana whenua of Māori over 

land administered by the Department of Conservation.  No details on consultation in the 1990s with 

Matauri Bay Māori on the strategy were located.  The strategy acknowledged the mana whenua of Māori 

                                                      
2042  Chris Jenkins, Conservator Northland, Department of Conservation, to D.J. Panckhurst, Mangonui, 14 August 

2007. On file PAR-01-03-47 NLB-1, Protected Area Management … Motukawanui Island, 2001-12. 
2043  ‘Motukawanui Cavalli Islands Northland: Draft Management Plan’, January 2004 (updated to March 2007), 

copy on ibid. 
2044  Maurice Kearns, Community Relations Officer for Northland Conservator,[ Department of Conservation, 

Whāngārei], to Law North Partners, Kaikohe, 28 May 1999, with extracts from Conservation Management 
Strategy, including foreword from Sir Duncan McMullin, Chairperson, New Zealand Conservation Authority, 
n.d..  On file P04/006, Motukawanui Island Scenic Reserve, 1989-2001. 
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over land administered by the Department of Conservation.  No details on consultation in the 1990s with 

Matauri Bay Māori on the strategy were located.  The strategy was reviewed in the late 2000s.  In June 

2008 five Conservation Department officials and two members of the Northland Conservation Board 

met at Ngāpuhi (Te Tāpui) Marae with Hōhepa Ēpiha, Hera Ēpiha, Waitai Tua and Nora Rameka of Te 

Rūnanga o Ngāti Rēhia, and John Paki.2045  Paki held strong views on the consultation process: 

He believes that consultation creates the illusion that if Tangata Whenua signs a piece of paper 

something will be returned to the iwi.  It has not happened so far, and the hapū had to 

organise themselves.  They know how to do conservation but they do not have access to the 

funding.  For a long time, Mr Paki has been trying to set up a plant nursery for the islands 

without any external support. 

There was some reservation from others to the Conservation Department’s agenda.  Hera Ēpiha, for 

instance, considered that the department had a ‘hidden agenda, and not everyone in the marae was clear 

what the hui was about.  She noticed negative body language of the DOC staff.’  Hera wanted more time 

to look over the current strategy before being consulted on a new one.  Citing their environmental 

management plan accepted by the Conservation Department and local bodies, Te Rūnanga of Ngāti 

Rēhia representatives spoke in favour of the Rūnanga’s ‘working relationship’ with the department, and 

that this hui was ‘a beginning. It brought people together.’  Hōhepa considered this to be the first hui and 

invited the Conservation Department back to run a (Ngā Hau e Whā) workshop after the locals had the 

opportunity to discuss how to move forward.  He also invited the department to attend ‘their Sunday 

meetings as often as possible.’ 

A further hui on the matter was held three years later on 19 June 2011.  Held at Te Tāpui Marae, three 

officials from the Conservation Department attended along with Hōhepa Ēpiha, Nau Ēpiha, ‘Hemirua, 

Ngati Kura kaumatua, kuia’, and John Beverland.2046  Hōhepa referred to the 2008 hui about the strategy 

and the review process, and ‘now it was looking at what was implemented as a result of the last review, 

what consultation was done and what happened in last ten year period’ to ‘allow decisions into the future 

and maintain relationships.’  Hemirua was ‘not prepared to participate in a process that simply ticks the 

boxes and then goes away for another ten years.’  He wanted to see ‘active participation and ownership’; 

that they were not an iwi but a hapū working with an alliance of hapū in the area; and that they were 

actively involved in the growth of Ngāti Kura, although affected by limited resources: ‘Other impacts 

such as the foreshore and seabed, fisheries which have seen them shut out of the process and someone 

else operating in their place.’  Ngāti Kura were interested not just in a ten year period ‘but for all time.  

They want something tangible and authentic.’  Hōhepa stressed a working relationship with the 

Conservation Department ‘pertaining to the dynamics of the hapū.’  David Mules, the department’s 

Kaiwhakahaere, agreed: 
                                                      
2045  ‘Ngapuhi Marae CMS hui – Matauri Bay 8 June 2008’. On file PAR-01-03-47 NLB-1, Protected Area 

Management … Motukawanui Island, 2001-12.  There may have been other tangata whenua in attendance, but 
the minutes of the hui only record which officials attended. 

2046  ‘Notes from CMS Hui Te Tapui Marae Matauri Bay Sunday 19 June 2011’.  On ibid. 
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In the past we have tended to focus on result based science rather than considering the social 

context.  He said we are time bound by the CMS process but that doesn’t stop us aspiring to 

quality ongoing relationship.  More importantly – mutual agreement on how we are going to 

work together into the future.2047  

Mules added that the quality of Ngā Whenua Rāhui work that hapū were doing was impressive.  He asked 

what ‘barriers’ could be ‘reduced regarding the island and helping the rangatahi.’  Hōhepa replied that 

‘change’ was already occurring with the visits from, and phone communications with, the Conservation 

Department, although he noted that they had ‘expected something 3 years ago from us and nothing 

happened with regard to’ Motukawanui: ‘they want to care for their flora and fauna and to get rid of the 

stoats.  They want to ensure the mana of Ngati Kura is in place.  They have to put a line in the sand to 

continue to work together …’.  Seemingly in relation to Motukawaiti, Hōhepa asked for support from the 

department ‘in the matter of overseas ownership.’  Mules suggested a joint hīkoi later in the year to the 

island ‘in order for the reality of the mahi becomes apparent [sic].’  A sceptical unnamed kuia said she 

wanted to know what had happened since a previous hīkoi five years earlier.   

Another Conservation Department official, Dan O’Halloran, then informed the hui of other work in the 

region covering a number of reserves for which there was no funding except for track work.  Hōhepa 

replied that this was the first time the hapū were aware of the amount of work needing to be done (in the 

region).  Ngāti Kura were willing to help but the problem was resources.  Mules gave an undertaking that 

‘something will be done soon and with integrity.’  A scope of possible ‘shared DOC-Ngati Kura projects’ 

was compiled after apparent discussions with Conservation Department staff on 15 July 2011.2048  The 

scope detailed 23 projects related to Motukawanui and outlier islands including: restoration programmes; 

surveys and/or management of specific flora and fauna (ōi, lizards, kiwi, hibiscus, freshwater fish, marine 

mammals, collections of seeds, and kiore); the return of taonga held by the Department; educational 

interpretation, place names, archaeology, kōiwi, and concessions; and a joint working group whose first 

meeting is tentatively noted as 27 July, with a proposed barge trip for mid-August. 

The meeting for 27 July was initially planned to be held at a Conservation Office, but was moved to Te 

Tāpui after Hōhepa stated: ‘The pāua should come to the rock’.  As he had been unable to receive emails 

due to computer issues, Hōhepa was unaware of the hui until two days prior; nonetheless, he managed to 

gather four hapū together at short notice.  The agenda was to consider the ‘overall kaupapa of DOC 

working together in partnership with the hapū’, including a review on progress in terms of past strategy 

input, and considering the above scoping of projects.2049  Attending the hui were four Conservation 

Department officials and Hōhepa Ēpiha, Kawe Rāpata, and John Beverland from the hapū.  Apologies 

                                                      
2047  Ibid. 
2048  ‘Motukawanui (and outlier islands).  Scoping of possible shared DOC-Ngati Kura projects’, [July 2011]. On file 

PAR-01-03-47 NLB-1, Protected Area Management … Motukawanui Island, 2001-12,. 
2049  David Mules, Kaihwhakahaere Hapori Hononga, Programme Manager Community Relations, Bay of Islands 

Area Office, Department of Conservation, to Rolien Elliot et al, [Department of Conservation], 25 July 2011.  
On ibid. 
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were received from seven other hapū members.  Some of the main points of the hui were: a pledge to 

work together ‘openly and honestly so that a relationship of trust can develop and flourish’; an 

acknowledgement that Ngāi Tūpango and Ngāti Ruamahue also had interests in Motukawanui; the hapū 

were actively strengthening working relationships with other agencies and developing hapū capacity; a 

request to the Department to ‘ascertain details of past CMS discussions related to Motukawanui, 

especially in relation [to] the wishes expressed by hapu members at the time’; preliminary notice given by 

the Department, if the hapū wanted to, to help facilitate the return of the kōiwi held by Otago University; 

the shared projects list was circulated; and upcoming events were noted, along with the next proposed 

date for the working group to meet.2050 

With no more information on the public record of discussion with Matauri locals on the strategy, the 

reviewed Strategy 2014-2024 became operative in September 2014.  It states in reference to Motukawanui 

that:   

Restoration of Motukawanui Island is occurring in partnership with Ngāti Kura hapū and the 

community.  Advice and support are provided for hapū restoration initiatives, including work 

on the mainland coast adjacent to the Cavalli Islands.2051 

The strategy also states that the Conservation Department has a policy of developing positive working 

relationships with tangata whenua in the management of sites of cultural importance to them on public 

conservation land, such as Motukawanui.2052   

The strategy aside, a joint relationship, or partnership, continued to be worked at.  By December 2011 

Mules was reporting internally with Conservation Department staff that intentions to coordinate a 

working programme on Motukawanui and making opportunities for Ngāti Kura and other hapū to be 

involved had become ‘somewhat frayed in recent months.’  The reasoning was partially weather-related 

resulting in the postponement of events, and partially a result of several trips to the island without ‘any 

such communication taking place’: ‘We have all been very busy, and I take some responsibility for not 

keeping this agreed procedure alive in people’s thinking.’  Mules then reminded everyone of the 

procedure, including providing two full weeks’ notice of an event, contacting a hapū member (in this 

instance, Hōhepa Ēpiha or John Beverland as an alternate) to coordinate hapū involvement, and 

including the Kaiwhakahaere on Community Relations:   

While this may possibly be seen as presenting some additional obstacles, it’s really about good 

planning, sustainable use of resources, and being inclusive in our partnerships – all key 

components of how we should be working.  Such partnerships with hapū are increasingly likely 

                                                      
2050  ‘Motukawanui.  Notes from hui of the Hapu/DOC working group held at 1pm Wednesday 27 July 2011 at Te 

Tapui Marae’.  On ibid. 
2051  Department of Conservation, ‘Conservation Management Strategy: Northland 2014-2024, Volume 1’, 

operative 29 September 2014, p. 58. 
2052  Ibid, policy 9.2.2.1, p. 59. 
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to become a normal part of our modus operandi.  Let’s get used to it, and focus on the 

additional opportunities this way of working can offer.2053   

In August 2012, in preparation for the further release of kiwi on Motukawanui, Mules reminded staff that: 

the hapu are unlikely to be viewing this proposal primarily from a kiwi management viewpoint 

(as the proposers are), but rather in line with their kaitiaki/manawhenua role which has the 

health/integrity of Motukawanui, and their relationship to it, as its central focus. 

Mules then questioned the purpose of the release of three full brothers and their two half-sisters, and 

sought the nature of ‘consultation/discussion (if any)’ with hapū before the release of kiwi on the island 

in 1995: 

there is the potential for the case for enhanced genetic diversity of the island population to be 

found to be full of holes, and hence begging the question, ‘Are there any real/significant 

benefits to the biodiversity of Motukawanui in this proposed translocation?  Or perhaps for 

the really sceptical, ‘Is Motukawanui really just being viewed as a convenient dumping ground 

for these unwanted results of kiwi captive management programmes, under the demonstrably 

flimsy rationale of enhancing genetic diversity?  The attitude of hapu members may well be 

coloured by the degree to which they are involved (or otherwise) in agreeing to the original 

island translocation in 1995.  

Mules further argued for the consideration of other options if the Conservation Department was met 

with ‘intractable opposition from hapu’ to the proposal, ‘rather than the hapu being put into the position 

of having to make hard calls regarding the future of these birds, which find themselves in this precarious 

situation not of the hapu’s making.’2054  However, a comprehensive response on the origins of the birds 

allayed Mules’ concerns and he was happy to take the proposal to the hapū.2055   

In response to Mules request about pre-1995 consultation, he was informed that it was possibly 

undertaken by Te Aniwa Hona with the involvement of Dover Samuels; although it was also found that 

data was lacking on the exact number of releases, and birds released, onto the island.2056  Nonetheless, 

Mules was still convinced that the proposal had significant flaws including concerns around in-breeding 

between the brothers and half-sisters with the risk of importing genetic disorders into the wider island 

population.2057   

At a hui at Te Tāpui on 14 October 2012 Ngāti Kura, Ngāti Ruamahue, and Ngāti Tūpango gave support 

in principle to the release.  The hapū wanted to be involved in the ‘translocation process itself, in line with 

                                                      
2053  Mules to Clinton Lyall et al, [Department of Conservation], 15 December 2011.  On file PAR-01-03-47 NLB-

1, Protected Area Management … Motukawanui Island, 2001-12. 
2054  Mules to Suzy Barlow, [Department of Conservation], 20 August 2012.  On ibid. 
2055  Hugh Robinson, [Department of Conservation], to Mules et al, 30 August 2012; and Mules to Roberston et al, 

31 August 2012.  Both on ibid. 
2056  Hugh Robinson to Cinzia Vestena et al, [Department of Conservation], 27 August 2012.  On ibid. 
2057  Mules to Rogan Colbourne et al, [Department of Conservation], 30 August 2012.  On ibid. 
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the exercising of their manawhenua, and to give effect to their mahitahi/cooperative working relationship 

with the DOC in relation to Motukawanui.’2058 In 2011 the Department of Conservation released a 

historic heritage assessment of Motukawanui and noted the significance of the island to local Māori, with 

a recommendation that oral traditions of the island be sought from the ‘appropriate iwi 

representatives’.2059 

Image 22: The former Motukawanui hut at Pāpātara, n.d.2060 

 

The old Motukawanui hut (also referred to in documentation as a cottage or homestead), located at the 

top or northern end of Pāpātara adjacent the beach, had been built somewhere between the 1920s and 

1940s.2061  When Lands and Survey took over the management of the island the cottage provided eight 

bunk beds and became available for public use by prior arrangement at a nightly charge.2062  The 

following image shows the location of the old hut, and smaller buildings and a large wool shed which are 

no longer present. 

In 1993 an assessment of the old hut was undertaken; and following an engineering report the following 

year, in which the hut was described as deteriorating rapidly, it was closed to the public.2063  By the 2000s, 

                                                      
2058  Mules to Cinzia Vestena et al, 27 August 2012.  On ibid.  [p. 162]. 
2059  Goddard, p. 17. 
2060  Copied from Goddard, p. 11, citing ‘MacDonald family album, DOC’.   
2061  Salmond Reed Architects, ‘Motukawanui Hut, Motukawanui Island, Northland’, [2002], p. 2. On file HHA-01-

02-29 NL-1, Historic Management … Motukawanui Hut, 2002, DOC; Back Country Accommodation, 
Baseline Inspection Report re Motukawanui Hut, 25 May 1999. On file HHA-01-02-04 NL-1, Historic 
Heritage … Motukawanui, 1979-2002, DOC;  Goddard suggests that the hut comprised three small buildings 
brought to the island in the mid-1940s and may have been army surplus from World War Two, Goddard, p. 9.  

2062  See notice of Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic Park Board re Motukawanui Hut, from M.J. Gardiner, 
Chief Ranger, n.d.. On file HHA-01-02-04-02 NLB-1, Historic Heritage … Motukawanui – Historic Research 
and Background, 1977-2003, DOC. 

2063  Ibid, p. 16. 
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it was proposed to construct a new hut to replace the old one.  In 2001 a Conservation Department Area 

Manager noted that the attachment to the island by local Māori was ‘partly expressed through regard for 

the hut’ as they strongly preferred to see it restored than removed: ‘We have been getting this feedback 

locally after quite a few attempts to re establish [sic] the quite good dialogue which existed in the past.’  

Furthermore, the restoration ‘exercise will build trust needed for community support for constructing the 

hut.’  The Manager also noted support for the restoration from visitors who had previously used and 

stayed at the hut ‘and also for the farming families whose descendants are still around.’2064  Goddard 

summed up the importance of the hut: 

The hut represents the stories of people who lived here for a time and also a part of the 

continual use of this landscape from early Maori times until its European farming years. The 

island is an example of the damage that stock and other forms of erosion that can affect rare 

and important archaeological landscapes.2065 

Dover Samuels was an ardent supporter of the old hut being restored as the ‘Matauri people were very 

attached to the building’ but, as he told the Conservation Department in 2001, if it was to be demolished 

the ‘locals’ would be keen to move the hut to Matauri.  The Area Manager asked Samuels to ‘canvas the 

views’ of Ngāti Kura on the hut restoration and Samuels agreed to place the matter before the Matauri X 

Incorporation Annual General Meeting.2066    

After consulting with ‘tangata whenua’ it was initially agreed to locate a new hut at Waiiti, although 

following further consultation it was agreed to site it near the original hut at Pāpātara.2067  In February 

2002, Mārara and Peter George were taken on a site visit to see the old hut and the new proposed hut site 

at Waiiti: 

Marara and Peter reminisced of trips in their childhood and commercial fishing days and 

discussed the name of various headlands, islands and bays.  James [from the Conservation 

Department] offered to record these and change the maps and signs where possible.  The 

island is Motukawa, while ‘Step Is’ is Motukawaiti.  Papatara Bay … refers to the rumbling of 

stone rolling in the surf.… 

David [Williams of Te Rūnanga o Whangaroa] commented on the burial preparation area 

down the [Pāpātara] beach.  When asked if he thought it would benefit from some means of 

protection he thought it was better left hidden by the vegetation.  He was quite emotional 

during the visit, reconnecting to Wai-iti Bay.  Marara also mentioned some bone fragments that 

                                                      
2064  Beachman to Brian Dobbie, ‘Central RO’, 13 August 2001.  On file PAR-01-03-47 NLB-1, Protected Area 

Management … Motukawanui Island, 2001-12. 
2065  Goddard, p. 14. 
2066  Beachman to Adrian Walker et al, 6 June 2001. On file HHA-01-02-04 NL-1, Historic Heritage … 

Motukawanui, 1979-2002. 
2067  James Robinson, ‘TSO (Historic)’, Northland Conservancy, Department of Conservation, to Katrina 

Upperton, [Department of Conservation], 12 November 2002. On file HHA-01-02-04-02 NL-2, Historic 
Heritage … Motukawanui – Historic Research and Background, 2002-06. 
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erosion has exposed over the last 30 years.  She said they didn’t worry her parents and would 

not worry her.    

Image 23: The Motukawanui hut at Pāpātara, 20112068 

 

 

David, Mārara, and Peter George expressed support for the proposed new site for the hut.2069  A new 12-

bed hut was constructed in Waiiti and opened to the public in September 2003, to act as a shelter for 

working parties, study groups, and as a small-scale eco-lodge for the public at large.2070  Dover Samuels, at 

                                                      
2068  Copied from ibid, pp. 13-4, citing ‘DOC’.   
2069  ‘Site Visit Motukawanui’, 20 February 2002.  On file PAR-01-03-47 NLB-1, Protected Area Management … 

Motukawanui Island, 2001-12.  
2070  ‘Motukawanui Cavalli Islands Northland: Draft Management Plan’, January 2004 (updated to March 2007), p. 

9, copy on ibid [pp. 130-8]; R.E. Brown, Forest & Bird Far North Branch, Kaeo, to Conservator, Department 
of Conservation, Whāngārei, 1 August 2004.  On ibid. 
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the time, was offering a ‘water taxi’ to take people to the island.2071  As for the restoration of the old hut, 

in 2011 it was reported that restoration was ‘not likely to occur in the near future’, and the building is 

deemed unsafe and hazardous for people to enter.2072 

6.6 Conclusion 

By the second half of the twentieth century, the Crown recognised the Motukawa and Cavalli Islands for 

their unique flora and fauna and natural, scenic, and recreational values, and ultimately saw a goal of a 

large maritime park encompassing the Cavalli Group.  The Crown was keen to acquire the Cavalli Group 

and in the 1960s it made tentative approaches to Matauri Māori, which ultimately failed, to purchase 

Panaki and several Cavalli Islands.  Matauri Māori were resolutely opposed to the Crown including the 

Motukawa and Cavalli Islands in any maritime or marine park. In the 1970s, as the Crown was 

investigating the purchase of the Matauri Bay beachfront, it took a keen interest in purchasing both 

Motukawanui and Motukawaiti.  It was able to purchase Motukawanui from its American absentee 

owners after the Matauri X Incorporation declined to purchase it.  Motukawanui became a sanctuary, of 

sorts, for rare fauna, although it met this goal with limited success.  Crown attempts to purchase 

Motukawaiti eventually fell flat due to a lack of Crown finance, in spite of local Crown officials strongly 

advocating for its purchase.   

What consultation took place with Matauri Māori over the management of Motukawanui pre-1990 is not 

clearly revealed in the public records, other than the impression that communications were more ad hoc 

in nature and limited to discrete issues, such as kōiwi.  With the establishment of the Department of 

Conservation, work began on an overarching Conservation Management Strategy for the Northland 

Conservancy in accordance with Part IIIA of the Conservation Act 1987.  The strategy’s purpose was to 

establish the objectives for the integrated management of the natural and historic resources managed by 

the Department.  The development of that strategy in 1990-91 involved consultation with tangata 

whenua, although it is unclear whether this included Matauri Māori.  The strategy, though, appeared to be 

supported by Māori, and it signalled from the Crown the need for a more integrated partnership with 

local Māori.   

It was only at the behest, however, of Matauri Māori that a more constructive relationship with the 

Crown over Motukawanui began to develop.  A joint management committee between Māori and the 

Department of Conservation was set up in early 1993 to begin work on an overarching management plan.  

For the Department, the work relied heavily on its Kaupapa Atawhai Manager, Te Aniwa Hona, whose 

death in the late 1990s severely retarded progress.  A hiatus of several years of inaction followed before a 

further attempt was reignited by the Department of Conservation in 2001.  A draft management plan was 

finally completed in 2004. The vision of the plan was to manage Motukawanui as an open sanctuary 

                                                      
2071  Upperton to Janet White, United Kingdom, 10 February 2004.  On file HHA-01-02-04-03 NLB-1, Historic 

Heritage … Motukawanui – Research and Assessments, 2002-4. 
2072  Goddard, p. 13. 
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following broadly the model of Tiritiri Matangi.  It is unclear how, though, the joint management of the 

island is progressing.  The intent of officials in Department of Conservation files reviewed for this report 

appears sincere and genuine.  When the Conservation Management Strategy was reviewed in the late 

2000s, Conservation Department officials met with Māori at Te Tāpui where concerns from Māori were 

expressed at the Department’s agenda.  Further meetings were held in 2011 where Māori commented that 

they wanted a more collaborative relationship.  A scope of possible ‘shared DOC-Ngati Kura projects’ 

was compiled.  Further meetings noted the need for a closer working relationship.  The reviewed Strategy 

2014-2024, which includes a policy of developing positive working relationships with tangata whenua in 

the management of sites of cultural importance to them on public conservation land, such as 

Motukawanui, became operative in September 2014.  This suggests that goodwill is apparent, but it comes 

down to commitment of partnership, time, energy, and more importantly, funding.  To what extent 

officials were, and still are, restrained by the legislative and policy framework and/or financial restraints 

under which they work (particularly as the Departmental budget has been cut over the years along with 

much restructuring) is unclear.  On my site visit to Matauri in March 2015, some claimants were 

ambiguous on whether a genuine working partnership existed, or if so, some gave the impression of 

tokenism or at best that it was very ad hoc in nature.   
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Chapter Seven – customary and commercial fisheries 

7.1 Introduction  

Customary fishing around the Cavalli Group has been part and parcel of everyday life for Matauri Māori, 

particularly in the earlier days when the area was more isolated.  The unique marine ecosystem of the 

Northland eastern coastline is encapsulated in the following summary from two marine scientists in a 

local study prepared for the James Henare Māori Research Centre: 

Offshore islands in eastern Tai Tokerau (such as the Poor Knights and Cavalli Islands) and prominent 

coastal headlands (e.g. Karikari Peninsula and Cape Brett) lie in the path of sub-tropical water from the 

East Auckland Current during summer, and are characterised by the presence of algae, corals, mollusca, 

urchins and fish that are rare or absent elsewhere around Northland and the rest of New Zealand.  This is 

one of the very special features of Tai Tokerau, and attracts divers and snorkellers to the area.2073 

The islands’ waters host hāpuka, tarakihi, snapper, scallop, and crayfish, and also offer several safe 

anchorages.  The islands also offered gems of kaimoana.  In her archaeological assessment of 

Motukawanui, Melina Goddard stated that the environment of the island was similar in many respects to 

that of Polynesian homelands as it offered a warm climate with plentiful fishing grounds in relatively 

sheltered waters, and bays where waka could be safely beached.  A variety of shellfish were available on 

the sandy beaches and along the rocky coast, while kūmara, taro, yams and gourds were cultivated on the 

land and bracken root would also have been a large part of the diet.2074   

Terry Hearn stated that Māori communities in Northland were sustained during the early twentieth 

century times of economic downturn by subsistence, fishing, collection of shell-fish and other sources of 

mahinga kai, among other things.2075  Local historian Nigel Hayes described how for this period fishing 

was undertaken for local consumption as the fishers had no way of disposing of their catch.2076  This 

chapter deals first with how Matauri Māori utilised the marine resources of the Cavalli Group for 

customary purposes; it is divided into two sections: customary (non-regulatory) and the regulatory regime 

of non-commercial fisheries. The first section outlines how customary fishing was part and parcel of 

everyday life for Matauri Māori, with kaimoana a staple of their diet.  This includes whaling (albeit 

                                                      
2073  Brenda Hay and Coral Grant, ‘An Introduction to Marine Resources in Tai Tokerau, with examples from the 

Kaipara Region’, prepared for the James Henare Māori Research Centre, Auckland, 2004, p. 12.  The study is 
part of the Centre’s ‘Research Programme on Sustainable Māori Development in Taitokerau.’ 

2074  Melina Goddard, ‘Motukawanui Islands Scenic Reserve: Historic Heritage Assessment’, Bay of Islands Area 
Office, DOC, 2011, pp. 6, 8-9. 

2075  Hearn, Wai 1040 #A3, pp. 830-1. 
2076  Healy, ‘Early History of European Settlement in Whangaroa County’.  Mail day was a Tuesday where ‘clusters 

of Maori would gather round, see F.P. Maddox, Whangaroa, to Director-General, General Services Division, 
General Post Office, 12 November 1964.  On file AAMF W3327 6101 Box 239d 30/2769;  The flats once 
held large cultivations of kūmara, potatoes, taro, watermelons, sugar cane, and even fruit trees, Moira Jackson 
and Angela Middleton, ‘An Archaeological Survey of Matauri Bay, Northland’, p. 5;  The extensive cultivations 
on the beach flats are noted on plans ML 8502 (1912), 9451 (1914), and 10029 (1915). 
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fleetingly due to a lack of information specific to Matauri) and the use of rāhui.  The second part looks at 

what non-commercial resources around the Cavalli Group came under the regulatory regime, including 

fishing reserves and muttonbirding. It also considers those regulations that evolved from the division of 

non-commercial fishing from the Treaty of Waitangi (Fisheries Claims) Settlement Act 1992, which made 

a distinction between Māori commercial and non-commercial fishing.  Māori commercial fishing was 

placed under the Quota Management System (QMS) while non-commercial fishing was to be governed 

by regulations aimed to formalise the customary management practices of individual whānau and tribal 

groups.   

Commercial fishing around the islands has also been undertaken by Matauri Māori since at least the early 

twentieth century.  The high quality rich marine environment of the Cavalli Group are recognised by 

most fishing amateur and commercial fraternities.  While commercial interests were examined, time 

constraints limited a more in-depth analysis of those interests.  From the evidence considered, though, 

this part of the chapter looks at the affects commercial fishing had on Matauri Māori utilising the islands 

for customary fishing practices.  It is evident that ccommercial fishing took a heavy toll on customary 

fishing as a result of two main events, the advent of trawling from the 1930s, and the introduction of the 

QMS in the 1980s.     

Much of the evidence for this chapter is pre-1990s.  As noted in the methodology section, the Ministry of 

Primary Industries reported they held no relevant historical or contemporary information.  More post-

1990s evidence may be recorded on other general files at Archives NZ, although that would require more 

time and energy in searches that may not prove overly productive.  A number of claimants have given 

evidence to this inquiry on customary fishing practices, and while I have cited some of this I have also 

used magazine and newspaper articles and other archival material to supplement the subject.  This 

material provides good descriptions of the continuation of fishing practices although with a noticeable 

decline in fishers and catches from the mid-twentieth century. 

7.2 Customary (non-regulatory) 

7.2.1 The importance of customary fishing to Matauri 

During the informal site visit to Matauri in March 2015, the importance of the marine ecosystem of the 

Motukawa and Cavalli Islands to Matauri Māori was heavily emphasised; the people saw this ecosystem as 

one with the land and intertwined with who they are as a people.  I was informed that traditional fishing 

grounds adjacent coastal tribal lands and islands were managed by tribal groups who enforced complex 

sets of rules regarding which species could be taken, from where, and at what time of year.  These rules 

had the power to close grounds when they were depleted.  Coastal tribes also traded kai moana with 

inland tribes.  This section lays out the lifestyle of the Matauri community with respect to utilising their 

customary rights to the resources of the Cavalli Group as a means of self-subsistence.  The importance of 

these rights is reflected in the story of Kupe and how from his actions in the area, two landmarks 
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associated with his arrival to New Zealand dictate known fishing grounds.  When Kupe travelled to New 

Zealand from Hawaiki, he made landfall in his waka Matawhaorua at a place called Te-au-kanapanapa 

(The Flashing Current), otherwise known as Opounui Point, located at Matauri.  Kupe gave a great feast 

inland from Opounui where he used tall stones rather than poles to ‘build his pyramids of food.’  The 

stones were Ngā Whakarārā or Te Whakarārā-o-Kupe.  Whakarārā is the dominant peaked hill above 

Matauri from which a ridge runs down to Opounui Point.2077  Tradition also identified Opounui Point as 

a place from which other waka would make their return to Hawaiki.2078  This point and the maunga 

Whakarārā are used by fishers to fix a line on known fishing grounds, including tarakihi fishing 

grounds.2079   The Motukawa and Cavalli Islands themselves are used as bearings for the hāpuku grounds 

on Taheke reef (located north-east of Motukawanui).2080  

On 4 March 1987, Mārara George gave an oral submission at Matauri Bay to the Waitangi Tribunal for 

the Muriwhenua Fishing inquiry.  George outlined the importance of fishing as a means of sustenance 

and tradition that had sustained Matauri Bay Māori for generations, where fishing took place at Matauri, 

‘extending from Whangaehe to the north, Te Wiriwiri the seaward, and Te Ruatuapura in the south.’  He 

described it as a way of life has ‘handed down from father to son over many generations.’  George 

referred to the ownership his people had over the Cavalli Islands:  

With this background we feel that our private rights, as distinct as from our public rights, are 

being abrogated without the full appreciation of the social and economic impact on our 

environment.  We consider our area to be traditional fishing ground, endorsed and guaranteed to 

us under the Treaty of Waitangi, or the same area to be traditional Maori fishing ground by 

virtue of common law.  We know this was an economical way of life way before the introduction 

of fishing licences.2081 

In evidence before the Waitangi Tribunal in August 2015, Dover Samuels described the self-sufficiency of 

Matauri in the early days and the heavy reliance of the sea and Cavalli Group connected with land-based 

activities; it was a seaside community that was almost completely self-sufficient: 

The sea (Moana) and our gardens (Mahinga Kai) provided the necessities of life for our family. 

The need for money was not crucial to our way of life.  It certainly was a luxury when our 

parents could afford to buy extras like flour, sugar and tea.  

The preparation of food both from Tangaroa (sea) and Papatūānuku (land) required following 

traditional ritual of seasons. 

                                                      
2077  Sale, Whangaroa, 1986, p. 29; Te Uira Associates, Wai 1040 #E32, pp. 22-3. 
2078  Te Uira Association, Wai 1040 #E32, p. 23.  
2079  Sale, Whangaroa, p. 29; see also ‘This small Maori Community leads an idyllic life’, NZSB, September 1964, p. 

221. 
2080  ‘Korero Wiki’, 12 December 1939, Vol 3 Issue 33, [p. 1]. Copied provided by claimants. 
2081  System ID 40420, ‘Waitangi Tribunal Muriwhenua Claim, n.d., [Oral submission of Mārara George, Matauri 

Bay], Sounds Archives NZ; The date of George’s submission is given in Waitangi Tribunal, Report of the 
Waitangi Tribunal on the Muriwhenua Fishing Claim, Wai 22, 1988, p. 267. 
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We had a calendar of planting, fishing and gathering. At certain times of the year we would 

collect mutton birds.  At others we would fish for specific types of fish or gather certain types 

of shellfish.  We would also have planting and gathering Kaupapa for kumara, piopio, 

watercress etc. … 

We used row boats of clinker construction with sails.  This allowed us to travel 10 or 12 miles 

out to sea beyond the Cavallies to catch hāpuka and other deep water fish, and we would often 

sleep on the Islands to gain an early morning start.2082 

Samuels also described how the people from Whangaroa, Mahinepua, Te Ngaere and Matauri Bay would 

sail in their boats as an armada to go fishing.  If there was an easterly, they would camp on Panaki until 

the weather changed.  The catch was often away, although they would also sell some to local buyers.2083 

Audrey Leslie described the importance of fishing and sea to Matauri in the early days of her life (1930-

40s).  Here, fishing was a major source of food ‘and those with boats were eagerly awaited for a share of 

the catch at day's end.’  Leslie described how kai moana of every kind was harvested: paua, kina, crayfish, 

pupus, pipis and so on: ‘There was no diving equipment, therefore men and women were expert divers. 

Fishing nets were also used to catch fish near the shore.’2084  In his evidence, Michael John Williams 

stated that when he grew up in the area every whānau had a boat, ‘so we would be on the sea as much as 

we were on the land.’2085  Ānaru Paratene Kira described how fishing was an obligation for the hapū, with 

harvesting undertake according to weather and the needs of the whānau and hapū. 

In a 1974 magazine article it was reported that some 30 local whānau harvested the sea for a living, but 

that now only six remained.  The article noted that there were some 400 varieties of fish to sample from 

the sea.  At 65 years of age, Samuels mother, Kuini Āpiata, said ‘to be Matauri Bay’ [emphasis in text], still 

fished every day on her own, ‘lifting her own crayfish pots and bringing back a load of wet slippery fish to 

gut and scale on the beach, ready for sale.’   The article noted that fishing was not the major industry it 

once was, and the bay had ‘entered into a new phase’ as those who had made homes there left for the 

city.  Many left for lack of opportunity for work in Northland.2086   

According to Samuels, the imposition of rates levied against owners’ properties ‘forced’ a change in 

fishing practices.  There was a need to earn more cash to meet rate demands that moved away from 

sustainable fishing practices where it became necessary to fish more frequently to obtain what was 

necessary on an ongoing basis, and also to look at making larger catches.2087  No other evidence came to 

light on this forced change, although such a change would have undoubtedly placed a greater strain on 

                                                      
2082  Brief of Evidence of Mr Dover Spencer Samuels, received August 2015, Wai 1040 #S17, p. 2. 
2083  Oral communication, Dover Samuels, 15 March 2015. 
2084  Brief of Evidence of Audrey Nelson Leslie, 1 September 2014, Wai 1040 #N13, [p. 5]. 
2085  Brief of Evidence of Michael (Mickey) John Williams, 26 August 2015, Wai 1040 #35, p. 5. 
2086  ‘Matauri Bay – poised for progress’, [1974], NZ:R 052k T53, APL. 
2087  Brief of Evidence of Mr Dover Spencer Samuels, received August 2015, Wai 1040 #S17, p. 7. 
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resources than normal, where self-subsistence was extended from sating the body’s need for feed to 

sating the local council’s need for rate payments. 

7.2.2 Whaling 

Whether whaling was undertaken on a customary basis by Matauri Māori is not clear.  However, there is 

evidence that whaling occurred at Matauri in the early nineteenth century.  The whaling trade in New 

Zealand waters did not really take off until after 1800, before it declined in the 1840s.  Dr Grant 

Phillipson reported that several hundred Māori from the northern districts were employed on board 

whalers.2088   Shore-based whalers tended to hunt the black or right whale which followed established 

migration routes around the New Zealand coast.  Early whaling stations were usually located on whale 

migration routes or in sheltered harbours where whales had their calves.2089  The whaling operations were 

probably seasonal, which meant that whalers did not depend entirely on their catch for a living.  Whaling 

was probably a supplement to farming or other activities during the rest of the year.  For this reason small 

stations could exist on catches as low as two or three right whales per season and still find the venture 

worthwhile.2090  Much of the on-shore processing of the whale product from the initial kill was probably 

undertaken on the foreshore.  This involved the floating of the whale as far up the beach as possible 

before flensing and the rendering of the blubber in cast-iron tri-pots into whale oil.  The oil was usually 

put into barrels before shipping to the market (probably Auckland).  It is also possible that some of the 

whale meat was enjoyed by the local community, in much the same way, as Samuels described above, that 

local fishing catches were given away to the community.   

Nigel Hayes ascribed a whaling station at Matauri where many Māori were engaged in the industry.2091  An 

editor’s note in the ‘Xmas Issue’ of the 1938 Matauri bay School magazine, ‘Korero Wiki’, provides a 

brief history of whaling at Matauri.  Referring to Matauri Bay (the beach and flats), the editor claims that 

more whales were caught around the Cavalli Islands than anywhere else in the north.  He added there was 

no whaling station located at the bay but there were at Te Ngaere (which is possibly what Hayes was 

referring to), Wainui and Whangaroa.2092  There was also a ‘main base’ for whalers on the small Cavalli 

island of Motuekaiti.2093 

At least two Matauri individuals are identified as having engaged in whaling.  One individual as named by 

Nigel Hayes was ‘Mr Tom Toms’.2094  This is Tāmati Tame (Thomas Toms) who married Rāwinia Tāmati 

                                                      
2088  Phillipson, Wai 1040 #A1, pp. 52, 54-5. 
2089 Phillips J, 'Whaling', Te Ara - the Encyclopaedia of NZ, updated 6-Nov-2007, URL: 

http://www.TeAra.govt.nz/EarthSeaAndSky/HarvestingTheSea/Whaling/en   
2090  'Whaling in New Zealand Waters 1791–1963', from An Encyclopaedia of NZ, edited by McLintock AH, 

originally published in 1966.  Te Ara - The Encyclopaedia of NZ, updated 26-Sep-2006, URL: 
http://www.TeAra.govt.nz/1966/W/WhalingInNewZealandWaters17911963/en  

2091  Healy, ‘Early History of European Settlement in Whangaroa County’.   
2092  ‘Korero Wiki’ Xmas Issue, 1938, p. 2.  Copied provided by claimants.  
2093  ‘Korero Wiki’, 12 December 1939, p, Vol 3 Issue 33, [p. 1]. Copied provided by claimants. 
2094  Healy, ‘Early History of European Settlement in Whangaroa County’.   
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Hō in 1876.2095  A 1964 news article mentions a whaling station at Matauri set up by early Pākehā where, 

at Te Ngaere, old iron pots in which whales were boiled down for oil could still be seen.2096  In the 

Tokerau Māori Land Council 1902 hearing into Matauri, Rāwinia Tāmati Hō testified that she had been 

involved in mahi tohora (whaling) at Parengarenga.2097  

7.2.3 Rāhui 

A rāhui is a temporary ritual prohibition such as a closed season, ban, or reserve.  It can be placed on an 

area, resource, or stretch of land or water as a conservation measure or as a means of social and political 

control for a variety of reasons.  The rāhui separates people from the area or the taking of products from 

there.  It often is marked by a visible sign, such as the erection of a pou rāhui (a post), and is placed by 

someone of rank.  After an agreed lapse of time, the rāhui is lifted.  While there is limited evidence on 

rāhui at Matauri, the evidence suggests that it is practiced and can be seen as a recognition of customary 

rights.  For instance, Ānaru Paratene Kira described rāhui as the natural exercise of customary rights 

rather than one imposed for other reasons, such as a drowning: 

Our tupuna would trade in large quantities.  Each whanau would trade around 20 tons per 

season. Even then, certain families can only harvest in particular areas so that they can sustain 

the resources for future generations, for instance summer and winter conditions.  It was a 

natural form of rahui.  If anyone was to drown it would affect the sustainability of our whānau 

and hapu.2098 

There was only one example located in the public record of a rāhui covering the ocean off Matauri Bay, 

and that it is from 1946.  This is not to say that rāhui in this area were few and far between, but this 

example does demonstrate the remarkable restraint of the fishing industry to abide by a rāhui, perhaps 

accentuated by the predominant Māori population of Northland and support of officials.  

In August 1946 the Superintendent of Mercantile Marine in Auckland, Captain Davies, advised the 

Marine Department in Wellington that he had been approached by the Police Department concerning a 

tapu placed over a coastal area by local Māori in response to the drowning of Arthur Spencer Samuels on 

3 August.  The affected area was bounded in the north by Flat Island and in the south by the Ninepins.  

The tapu had been imposed for 12 months but could be reduced to three if ‘rigidly observed’ ‘on account 

of its hardship on local Māori community, who regard the fish from local grounds as their main food 

supply.’  The Superintendent stated that Māori would respect the tapu, and that local Pākehā ‘have 

consented to do so at the request of the Police’, although he was concerned that licensed fishermen from 

other localities would not observe it, whether in ignorance or in spite.  He added that: 

                                                      
2095  Northern Minute Book 43, p. 61. 
2096  ‘This small Maori Community leads an idyllic life’, NZSB, September 1964, p. 221. 
2097  Papatupu Block Committee Minute Book 8, pp. 125-6. 
2098  Brief of Evidence of Anaru Paratene Kira, 7 August 2015, Wai 1040 #S7, p. 10. 
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the local Native population depend very considerably on their fish supply for sustenance and 

its being closed to them for twelve months is a serious matter.  “Tapu” is imposed by the older 

members of the Native community, but it is observed by all, to the extent of depriving 

themselves of food, if such is forbidden by the “Tapu” and the Police are concerned as to the 

possible effect on local Natives 

It is therefore desirable to have the ban removed as early as Native custom will permit, and this 

seems possible only by the rigid adherence by all, Maori and Europeans, to the conditions for 

the stated three months. 

The Superintendent had requested the ‘Auckland Fishing Boat owners’ refrain from working in the tapu 

area.  He considered that the only ‘certain way of respective this traditional Maori rite’ was for the Marine 

Department to declare the tapu area closed for all fishing operations for three months.2099 

The Marine Department responded that it could not invoke the Fisheries Act to prevent fishing on 

account of a tapu.  It had written to the Seaman’s Union for help, and written to an Inspector to visit 

Russell and Whāngārei to seek the co-operation of ‘fisherman with large boats’ who would normally fish 

in the tapu area.2100  Along with a copy of Davies’ letter, the Department wrote to the Seamen’s Union in 

Auckland asking that its members respect the tapu.  The Auckland Federated Seamen’s Union advised the 

Marine Department that local fisherman had been advised of the department’s letter and that they would 

do ‘everything possible to ensure that the “tapu” is respected.’2101 

Several newspapers reported on the tapu.  One from the New Zealand Herald reported two other 

comparative examples, one of the drowning of a returned solider at Ōpononi, in which the Hokianga 

Harbour was closed by ‘tapu’ for three months, and another on the drowning of a Maori ‘at Rangiahua’, 

in which ‘the river down to the outlet into the harbour was tapu for three weeks.’   The article noted that 

the Matauri Bay Māori provided the bulk of fishing supplies for Kaikohe.2102  Another newspaper report 

noted that Davis had expressly sought support for the rāhui from W.M. Fraser, the Whāngārei Harbour 

Board’s superintendent and engineer, who had an interest in Māori ‘lore and customs’: 

In replying to this request, Mar Fraser stated that good fishermen were somewhat superstitious 

and he felt that they would in this instance not risk the wrath of the “Taniwha” or 

consequences of “Makutu.”  

                                                      
2099  Superintendent, Mercantile of Marine, Auckland, to the Secretary, Marine Department, Wellington, 23 August 

1946.  On file ADOE 16612 M1 225 2/12/621 part 1, Sea Fisheries – Cavalli Islands-Matauri Bay area – 
Fishing ground declared “Tapu” by Maori, 1946, ANZ. 

2100  Secretary, Marine Department, to Superintendent, 29 August 1946.  On file ADOE 16612 M1 225 2/12/621 
part 1, Sea Fisheries – Cavalli Islands-Matauri Bay area – Fishing ground declared “Tapu” by Maori, 1946, 
ANZ. 

2101  F.T. Anderson, Secretary, Auckland Federated Seamen’s Union, to Secretary, Marine Department, 5 
September 1946.  On file ADOE 16612 M1 225 2/12/621 part 1, Sea Fisheries – Cavalli Islands-Matauri Bay 
area – Fishing ground declared “Tapu” by Maori, 1946, ANZ. 

2102  ‘Tapu Imposed: Maori Fishing Grounds’, NZ Herald, undated, copy on ibid. 
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The northern boatmen were of a good class and would observe every respect towards the 

wishes of their Maori friends, concluded Mar Fraser’s letter. 

The report gave further details on how the rāhui would be managed: 

The tapu, which applies to all fishing, will be reviewed by the elderly women of the 

sub-tribe in about three months’ time.  If they decide that no one has trespassed 

during that period they may consider lifting the ban.  On the other hand, if the tapu is 

not observed and an unwitting breach has occurred, they will adjourn for a further 

three months.  At the end of the six, nine and 12 months similar meetings will be held 

unless the tapu is lifted by that time.   

The report further noted that if the drowned person had been recovered, then the tapu would have lasted 

just three weeks ‘but, in accordance with the ancient custom, the elderly women of the tribe have the 

right to impose such a tapu as this when the body is not recovered’.2103   

A further report in October noted that the rāhui had been ‘scrupulously observed by everybody’ even 

though it was not popular with either Māori or Pākehā.  The report noted that the while Māori from 

Wainui, Te Ngaere, Matauri, Takou and Otaha bays had observed the tapu, there was much ‘grumbling’ 

‘on occasion, particularly from the younger and more Europeanised people.’  The report concluded that 

Māori had been ‘deprived of a staple food commodity’ that could have been extended ‘through the 

actions of uncaring Europeans.’2104  The ban extended to the collection of shellfish from the Cavalli 

Islands.  Coastal Māori, therefore, had to rely on fish procured from Kaeo, from fishing grounds of 

Mangonui and Whangaroa Harbour, and on ‘ordinary butcher’s meat and other pakeha foods’.2105   

After the ban was lifted on 1 November,2106 James Paul, Pāora Kira, and Tāmati Tame (Tom Toms) the 

‘Elders’ of Ngati Kura, Ngati Miru, Ngāitūpango, and Ngāti Ruamahue wrote a letter to the Northern 

Advocate, which was then published, thanking Pākehā of Northland and Auckland City for strictly 

observing ‘our ancient custom of tapu’.  

We realise that you were not bound by our customs and we are all the more 

appreciative of your observance of our wishes.  It has meant much to the peoples of 

the coastal tribes and we shall not forget your action.   

The elders further thanked the Marine and Police Departments for their assistance.2107  The three elders 

also commended the Minister of Marine for the actions of his officials in closing the fishing grounds.  

The elders saw such actions as bringing ‘about a better understanding between Maori and Pakeha.’2108   

                                                      
2103  ‘Department Seeks Respect For Tapu’, Northern Advocated, 28 August 1946, copy on ibid. 
2104  ‘Ban Supported By Marine Officers’, Auckland Star, 19 October 1946, copy on ibid. 
2105  ‘Fishing Tapu To Be Lifted On Nov. 1’, Northern Advocated, n.d., copy on ibid. 
2106  ‘Ban Supported By Marine Officers’, Auckland Star, 19 October 1946, copy on ibid. 
2107  ‘Maori Thank Europeans For Respecting Tapu’, Northern Advocated, 2 November 1946, copy on ibid. 
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It is unclear why commercial Pākehā fishers strictly observed the rāhui.  It appears that officials, or an 

official, possibly had a strong influence.  It is unclear whether the adverse effects of trawling in the area 

(see further below) influenced the commercial fishers, even though by the late 1930s the detrimental 

effects trawling was having along the coast had become patently clear to many, not just Māori. 

In the same month the rāhui was lifted correspondence Frank Molesworth did a feature on rāhui.  He 

met with Tāmati Tame, Pāora Kira and Jimmy Paul at Matauri with.  Tame described to Molesworth how 

the tūpuna Kahurauta, some ‘eight generations back’ from Tame, discovered the deep-sea fishing ground 

of Taheke, some five miles off Motukawanui.  Kahurauta kept the location of the fishing ground ‘a family 

secret within the tribe for many years’, and placed a tapu over it, ‘to be observed by all fishermen using it 

at any time.’  The tapu restricted what could be thrown overboard, and the handling of scraps and bodily 

excrement: 

It was about 40 years ago that Rena Haara, who later married Wiremu Weka, by whose name 

she is better remembered today, went out to the Taheke reef to raise the tapu.  She was a direct 

descendant of Kahurauta and was alone acknowledged to have the power to lift it. 

Rean, as Kahurauta had done, paddled out there at the fishing hour.  She spoke the proper 

words, which are not known today, and put down her line of plaited flax, with its carved bone 

hook.2109 

While this was the only documented rāhui at Matauri located, rāhui appeared to be a practice that has, 

according to Ānaru Paratene Kira, continued: 

Respect for tangaroa was a process that was strictly maintained by our tupuna at all times.  The 

tikanga of rahui was not something I have experienced generally because we only harvested by 

season as I have said.  The only time a rahui would be put in place was when a life was lost at 

sea. 

This has happened once in my lifetime.  A young gentleman, who was not from our community, 

was going diving late at night.  He was warned by our people not to go diving in that area 

because large sharks frequented it.  This man ignored our pleas and sadly lost his life.  This had 

an impact on our whanau and hapu because we placed a rahui over the area.  This meant we had 

to source fish from other hapu, or seek permission to fish in their areas.2110 

Ānaru Paratene Kira further described a ‘natural’ rāhui: 

Fish and seafood was a staple of our diet. However, it was a customary method of trade as well.  Our 

people would trade fish when they got back to the mainland.  Fish traders would travel to us, because we 

did not have transport, and they would purchase and trade fish and crayfish.  Our tupuna would trade in 

                                                                                                                                                                     
2108  James Paul, Pāora Kira, Tāmati Tame, to Minister of Marine, 1 November 1946.  On ibid.  The Marine 

Department Secretary sent a copy of the letter to the Auckland Federated Seamen’s Union, 15 November 
1946. 

2109  ‘Fishing Tapu Of Two Hundred Years Ago’, Northern Advocate, 26 November 1946, copy on ibid. 
2110  Brief of Evidence of Anaru Paratene Kira, 7 August 2015, Wai 1040 #S7, p. 10. 
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large quantities.  Each whanau would trade around 20 tons per season. Even then, certain families can 

only harvest in particular areas so that they can sustain the resources for future generations, for instance 

summer and winter conditions.  It was a natural form of rahui.  If anyone was to drown it would affect 

the sustainability of our whānau and hapu.2111 

As an aside, the 1996 Fisheries Act provides provision for rāhui to be put in place for two years.2112  

Within these areas fishing is prohibited so that local fish stocks can recover from fishing pressure.  Rāhui 

may be requested by local Māori through their Tangata Kaitiaki.2113  On application, these closures can be 

extended for an additional two years. I did not come across any information recording rāhui in the 

Matauri Bay area under the 1996 Act.   

7.3 Non-commercial regulatory regime 

This part looks at what non-commercial resources around the Cavalli Group came under the regulatory 

regime, including fishing reserves, muttonbirding, and other regulations.  It also considers those non-

commercial fishing regulations that evolved from the Treaty of Waitangi (Fisheries Claims) Settlement 

Act 1992, which made a distinction between Māori commercial and non-commercial fishing. The non-

commercial fishing regulations were to be governed by regulations aimed to formalise the customary 

management practices of individual whānau and tribal groups.  The site visit of March 2015 saw little 

mention of regulations in relation to non-commercial fishing.  Often the discussion was around how 

Matauri Māori managed their own resources in a careful and sustainable way.   At a higher level, the 

evidence does not indicate whether Matauri Māori were supportive of implementing any fishing reserves 

although, as discussed under chapter five, Ngāti Kura had proposed a marine park for the area in the mid-

1990s, and indeed, there is reference in the 2000s of a customary fishing plan, a copy of which I was 

unable to obtain.  This is not to state that Matauri Māori ignored any regulatory regime.  For instance, 

local Māori were very supportive of the regulatory regime for the harvesting of muttonbirding.  They 

recognised that this regime would assist them in managing a prized resource.  The section looks at 

muttonbirding and how they are harvested in the Cavalli Group, and then looks at various regulatory 

provisions allowing for fishing reserves (such as mahinga mātaitai and taiāpure) and other customary 

fishing regulations, including those under the 1992 Fisheries Settlement Act.  Overall, though, there is 

little evidence showing how Matauri Māori were affected by these regimes or frameworks but that they 

also had their own customary fishing plan.   

                                                      
2111  Brief of Evidence of Anaru Paratene Kira, 7 August 2015, Wai 1040 #S7, p. 10. 
2112  Sections 186A and 186B of the Fisheries Act 1996 provide the provision for the creation of rāhui. 
2113  The Tangata Kaitiaki are appointed by the Ministry of Fisheries based on the recommendations of local 

tangata whenua.  These positions are voluntary.  S/he can issue permits to allow the harvest of aquatic life for 
customary gatherings and can also put in place additional bylaws to influence the use of the resource.   These 
bylaws apply equally to Māori and non-Māori. 
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7.3.1 Muttonbirding (Ōi) 

The muttonbird harvested in northern New Zealand is the grey-faced petrel (Pterodroma macroptera), or ‘ōi’ 

as it is locally known to Māori.  This differs from the muttonbird of southern New Zealand and the 

islands off Stewart Island, which is the sooty shearwater (Puffinus griseus) or tītī.  The ōi is found on most 

offshore islands, including the Cavalli Island group.  They originally could also be found on the mainland 

too, although only in very limited numbers today.   

The concentrations of oi on the offshore islands have always attracted attention from Maori. 

Originally probably every offshore island was harvested, because the protein obtained for the 

effort expended made muttonbirding an attractive activity, and because of the role that 

preserved muttonbirds could play in providing sustenance during periods of the year when 

other food sources were in short supply.2114   

The Motukawa and Cavalli Islands were largely unmodified in pre-European times, although used for 

birding where, according to Cochrane, the vegetation was left ‘virtually untouched’.  This changed post-

European contact where it became common practice on many islands to set fire to the undergrowth since 

the latter half of the nineteenth century.  This was to facilitate movement over the island by birding 

parties.2115 

Early documenting of the harvesting of ōi on the Cavalli Islands group in the public record is sparse at 

best, and I have relied on the extensive research undertaken by David Alexander in 2006.  He noted that 

such references on muttonbirding resided in ornithological papers or in reports on the various islands.  

Alexander cites a number of examples, including a 1934 paper by Robert Falla which recorded November 

as the season for gathering the northern mutton-bird: ‘the only one now collected at all regularly for food 

by North Island Maoris’, as confirmed by the claimants.2116  Another example specific to the Cavalli 

Islands is that of R.B. Sibson, who commented in 1953: 

 [The ōi] is (or was) the most generally distributed of the petrels in the Cavallis, and its burrows 

may be found on most suitable headlands and slopes. Mutton-birding has much reduced its 

numbers. We learnt that about 200 were taken in November [1950]. Only those which breed in 

inaccessible places have much chance of escaping the attentions of the mainland Maoris.2117 

One further example is for a 1953 visit by a local wildlife officer to the Cavalli Islands: 

                                                      
2114  David Alexander, ‘Land Based Resources, Waterways and Environmental Impacts,’ Northland Research 

Programme, November 2006, Wai 1040 #A7, p. 731. 
2115  Cochrane, p. 28; The burning of the Cavalli Islands (excluding the two Motukawa islands) was reported on in 

1953: Māori ‘do very little with [these islands] except burn them regularly, L.C. Bell, Senior Filed Officer, 
[Wildlife Division], Russell, to Senior Field Supervisor, Wildlife Division, 3 September 1953.  On file AAAC 
W3179 Box 17 46/29/139, Wildlife Service – Sanctuaries – Cavalli Islands, 1953-66. 

2116  RA Falla, ‘The Distribution and Breeding Habits of Petrels in Northern New Zealand’, Records of the Auckland 
Institute and Museum, Volume 1(5), 1934, pages 245-259, at page 255, cited in Alexander, Wai 1040 #A7, p. 731. 

2117  RB Sibson, ‘A Visit to the Cavalli Islands’, Notornis, Volume 5, 1953, pages 110-114, cited in Alexander, Wai 
1040 #A7, p. 732. 
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Maoris from Matauri Bay and Wainui visit the group each year in November or early 

December for the purposes of taking the young of the grey faced petrel for food. They also go 

on Motukawanui and Motukawaiti with Mr McDonald’s [the Pākehā owner’s] permission. I 

gained the impression that the petrel colonies are greatly reduced in numbers due to burning 

and grazing.2118 

The officer recommended that ‘something’ be done to stop the burning of the islands. 

The Crown’s treatment of ōi harvesting since 1953 recognised both traditional rights and traditional tribal 

authority within a framework of legislation and regulation under Government authority.  This partnership 

regime has generally proved itself as a workable model insofar as Matauri Māori were actively engaged in 

it and diligently reported their catches while giving the birds a protection that otherwise may have been 

exploited.  

The grey-faced petrel was one of the absolutely protected species under the Animals Protection and 

Game Act 1921-22.2119  Despite this, both were harvested by Māori in continuation, as they saw it, of a 

traditional right.  Over time, the Crown became aware that such absolute protection clashed with the 

Māori traditional muttonbirding practice: 

When the Animals Protection and Game Act 1921-22 was framed, provision was made for the 

continued recognition of the traditional right of descendants of the early Maori owners of 

Stewart Island to take the southern mutton bird, the sooty shearwater, from the islands lying 

off Stewart Island, and to make legal provisions relating thereto.  Those framing the Act 

however, apparently overlooked the fact that descendants of previous Maori owners of certain 

islands lying off the east coast of the North Island year after year had taken the grey-faced 

petrel, the northern mutton bird, from those islands, and regarded it as their right to do so. 

Because of this oversight the northern mutton bird was placed on the absolutely protected list 

– this, however, did not deter the Maoris from continuing their ancient practice of taking the 

young birds from the islands each year.2120 

The passing of the Wildlife Act 1953 put muttonbirding from certain islands lying off the east coast 

between North Cape and East Cape on a legal basis under the provision of Section 6 of the Act.  The 

Third Schedule of the Act identified grey-faced petrel as a species that was capable of being hunted under 

terms and conditions set by the Minister of Internal Affairs in a notification.  The Act came into force on 

1 April 1954 and remains in force today.  Section 6 provided for the Minister of Internal Affairs, at his 

discretion, to declare any wildlife to be hunted/killed subject to certain conditions, including identifying 

who, when, and how the hunting/killing may occur. 

                                                      
2118  L.C. Bell, Senior Filed Officer, [Wildlife Division], Russell, to Senior Field Supervisor, Wildlife Division, 3 

September 1953.  On file AAAC W3179 Box 17 46/29/139, Wildlife Service – Sanctuaries – Cavalli Islands, 
1953-66. 

2119  See the First Schedule of the Act.  
2120  Assistant Secretary for Internal Affairs to Minister of Internal Affairs, 30 September 1957 on file ACGO 8333 

W2578 64 46/5/4, ‘Wildlife Act – North Island Mutton Birds’, 1952-62, ANZ. 
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The first policy formulation work on this recognition began in March 1954 by the Department of Internal 

Affairs. Here an inspection of ‘some [mostly Māori-owned] islands in the north, getting details of 

ownership, origin of birding parties, and the birds’ population’.  The Department also relied on the 

development and structure of the birding regulations for Stewart Island.   

The Department then proposed a regulatory regime, including a set starting date in November, a permit 

system authorising birding (of grey petrel species only), a bag limit on the take, working with Tribal 

Committees and Māori Welfare Officers (including at Matauri), barring Pākehā from taking birds, barring 

the use of dogs, a possible permit fee structure, and use of traditional methods of taking by prohibiting 

digging implements.  It was acknowledged that birding had to be limited to ‘those descended from the 

groups who once owned or still owned the islands’ as determined by tribal committees (similar to the 

arrangement for the islands off Stewart Island), and that the harvested birds be used for customary use 

only, and not for commercial sale.2121 

The Department was aware that birding operations had increased over recent years in the 1950s, that 

complaints had been received relating to the taking of protected birds with the ‘time of taking being the 

point at issue’, and that further pressure was exerted on the activity with population growth and improved 

means of access to islands.  The intent of the 1953 Act, therefore, was to have ‘at least some degree of 

control’ on the birding activity that had previously been lacking, but that any such control had to be 

discussed with the ‘various Maori groups so that they may know what we are trying to do, and in that way 

we hope at least to get some degree of cooperation from them.’2122   

The proposals for consultation with Māori were taken up by the Wildlife Branch of Internal Affairs, and 

subsequently facilitated by the Department of Māori Affairs.  Consultation meetings with Māori occurred 

in October and November 1954.  At each meeting, an official outlined the reasons of the meeting and an 

historical background to the birding issue.  Copies of the proposed regulations were then handed around 

and discussed.  The first meeting was held at Kaeo with the Whangaroa Tribal Executive.2123  There, three 

                                                      
2121  File note, unsigned and undated (March 1954), Internal Affairs Head Office; file note by Senior Field Officer 

Bell, 18 March 1954; and file note by Senior Field Supervisor, 14 July 1954. All on file 46/5/3, cited in 
Alexander, Wai 1040 #A7, p. 736-7. 

2122  Senior Field Supervisor to HR McKenzie, Clevedon, 19 March 1954, Internal Affairs Head Office.  On file 
46/5/3, cited in ibid, p. 737. 

2123  Clauses in the regulations included: the taking of grey-faced petrel chicks only; limit takings to islands from 
where birds can be taken between East Cape and North Cape (except on Crown-owned islands, whose 
primary use is as a reserve for preservation of flora and fauna, wildlife refuge, or sanctuary); limit the taking to 
‘authorised Maoris’ appointed annually by a Māori organisation; fix an open season commencing on the 
Saturday nearest to 15th November and fix a terminating date after discussion with Māori; limit the taking of 
the birds by stating persons not to land without consent; official recording of take and general supervision of 
conduct of operations by a supervisor appointed annually; the buying and selling to be prohibited; limiting 
damage to burrows; taking of birds by stick method or a hole dug in burrow roof; prohibition of dogs, 
liberations of any forms of wildlife, or intentional disturbance or interference with other protected wildlife and 
grey-faced petrels, except that authorised; taking reasonable precautions against introduction of pests; and 
immediate disposal of offal and refuse; penalties for breaches; and random inspections from ‘Department’s 
officers’, see file note by Senior Field Supervisor, 14 July 1954, Internal Affairs Head Office file 46/5/3, cited 
in ibid, pp. 739-40. 
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officials from the Department of Māori Affairs and 12 local people attended, with the meeting apparently 

being well received: 

These people were very pleased to know the Department had considered their opinions worth 

hearing before the issue of the notification, and stated this was the first time anything like this 

had happened to them. 

Part of their pleasure may have been because, when asked to attend a meeting about 

muttonbirding, their first thoughts had been that they would be told to cease taking the 

birds.2124 

Attendees were generally in agreement with the proposed regulations.2125   

The next step was to draw up the legal notification that would cover the management of the Māori 

harvesting operations.  Alexander details this process and the delay in finalising a notification on account 

of technicalities, legal drafting, and identifying what islands should be, or not, included under the 

regulations.  This also included providing for an explanatory pamphlet about the ōi and 

muttonbirding.2126  During the course of those discussion, the Wildlife Branch set out its reasons why it 

was considered appropriate for the Crown to involve itself in the traditional harvest of ōi, and why the 

regulations were necessary, including that the resource was limited by numbers and areas located, which 

was considered a different position to the birding on Stewart Island.  Moreover: 

In the south the principle has been established of restriction to those persons descended from 

ancestors who took the birds.  Here we are trying to carry out the same principle and conserve 

for the peoples concerned a special privilege, which by the nature of it, is not suitable for 

liberalization…. 

I would point out here that any understatement as to number of birds taken would be likely to 

increase the likelihood for restrictions.  It is for conservation purposes that these statistics are 

required so that we will know both from the view point of conservation of a species and from 

the interests of the Maori people themselves, that the taking of the birds can be kept going on 

a permanent basis.  In the meantime there is no intention to impose restrictions as to the 

number which should be taken unless it should be found necessary in the future to ensure the 

permanency of this privilege.  On the other hand, if the temptation is to record greater 

numbers of birds taken than was actually the case to hide the facts of a decline, then the Maori 

people ultimately can look forward to virtual extinction of this privilege…. 

It is not a question of easing restrictions as there have been no restrictions up to the present.  

What is intended now is to impose restrictions so that the number of persons which are able to 

take part in this special privilege can be put within limits and held at a reasonable figure, which 

will be more likely to permit conservation of the species in perpetuity.  I would emphasise 

                                                      
2124  Alexander, Wai 1040 #A7, p. 741. It is unclear what the source to this citation is. 
2125  Ibid, pp. 742-3. 
2126  Ibid, pp. 745-7. 
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again, that it seems unwise to liberalize the taking of something which is so limited in 

extent.2127 

It was not until late 1957 when regulations (or a ‘Notice’) were first officially notified.2128  They allowed, 

among other things, the Matauri Bay Tribal Committee to issue permits for the Cavalli Islands.   Along 

with the regulations, the Wildlife Branch also produced a pamphlet about the muttonbirding entitled, ‘A 

Message to the Māori People of the North-East Coast’.  It explained why the Notice was necessary, what 

the Wildlife Branch was doing to protect wildlife, why the offshore islands were so important for wildlife, 

and what could be done to ensure the protection of the islands.2129  It also spoke of partnership, albeit in 

a mildly paternalistic way.2130  Alexander’s comments with respect to the new regulatory regime, are 

applicable and worth including here: 

The Crown, in passing the Wildlife Act 1953, had imposed its ultimate authority on all matters 

to do with wildlife populations, whether on Crown, private or Maori land.  Within the 

envelope of its kawanatanga authority, it then established a sub-regime specifically for oi. This 

sub-regime was at the tribal authority end of a possible spectrum from complete tribal 

authority to complete Crown authority, though it did not pass control over totally to tribal 

authorities. The Crown retained the right to appoint honorary rangers, albeit on the 

recommendation of the tribal authority, and retained the right for its own wildlife ranger staff 

to intervene as muttonbirding proceeded each season. It required the tribal authorities to abide 

by the provisions of the Ministerial notification, and to report the tallies of birds taken at the 

end of each season. The notification was generally silent on the type of supervision of a tribal 

authority and its members that the Crown might engage in if it chose to do so.  It offered the 

Crown the scope to take either a heavy-handed or a light-handed approach. 

… the Crown seems to have taken a light-handed approach, but that had not been determined 

in advance.2131 

Administration of the regulations became an annual pattern.  Prior to a season the tribal committees 

would ask to forward a nominated individual who could be the honorary ranger to supervise that season’s 

activities.  The ranger would be asked how many books of permits would be required.  The permit books 

(containing 20 permits per book) would then be sent out and the honorary ranger’s warrant issued.  At 

the close of the season, the unused permit books would be returned, information would be received 

about how many birds had been taken, and the honorary ranger’s warrant would be returned and 

                                                      
2127  Secretary for Internal Affairs to Secretary for Māori Affairs, 3 May 1956, Department of Māori Affairs Head 

Office.  On file 43/1/4, cited in Alexander, Wai 1040 #A7, p. 747. 
2128  The first Notice was ‘The Grey-Faced Petrel (Northern Muttonbird) Notice 1957’. Regulations 1957/233.  In 

addition to being bona fide members of an affected tribal group, they also had to permanently reside in the 
district of the Tribal Committee.  The regulations were replaced in 1958 and in 1964, with amendments since. 

2129  ‘Message to the Maori People of the North-East Coast’, undated (received 10 November 1958), Wildlife 
Service, Rotorua.  On file 5/1/8, cited by Alexander, Wai 1040 #A7, p. 749. 

2130  See Alexander, Wai 1040 #A7, pp. 749-50. 
2131  Ibid, p. 749. 
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cancelled.  ‘The correspondence received from the tribal committees would be rather cursorily vetted, and 

advice provided if that appeared to be appropriate.  This advice was, however, provided only rarely.’2132   

Alexander states that officials took a relatively lax attitude to collection of tallies, whose intended purpose 

being to assess the overall health of petrel populations.  He demonstrates this by inconsistent collection 

of returns for the period 1957 to 1985 for Stephenson (Ririwha) Island (a 72 percent return rate) and 

Mokohinau Islands (70 percent).  The Cavalli Islands, though, had a 100 percent return rate for this 

period, with an average annual harvest of 274 birds.  For four years no birds were taken.2133  This type of 

consistency may reflect the diligent nature of the local Māori committee member Kira Williams. 

Upon the establishment of the Department of Conservation in 1987, it took over the harvesting 

responsibilities of the Wildlife Service.  Alexander commented that while the Department of 

Conservation had a legislative requirement that acknowledged the Treaty of Waitangi, any changed 

official attitudes towards ōi harvesting, was not apparent: ‘Most staff appear to be uninformed, and the 

organisation appears to be apathetic.’2134   He also made the following footnoted comment: 

I was informed in March 2006 that the Northland Conservancy file about the Grey-Faced Petrel 

(Northern Muttonbird) Regulations has been missing for some years.  No temporary replacement file has 

been created, suggesting an absolute lack of activity on the subject.  An Official Information Act request 

to the Head Office of the Department of Conservation in May 2006, for all paper records about 

administration of the regulations held by that office since 1987, produced a reply that there were “no 

relevant records”.2135 

My visit to the Whāngārei and Kerikeri offices of the Department of Conservation in 2015 does not 

dissuade me from Alexander’s comments.  The two offices had no current files on the subject, and no 

one was able to inform me on the subject and what the current managed situation was. 

Alexander concluded that the ‘absence of consultation makes it impossible from the Crown’s records to 

divine what Maori would like to see happen.’  He suggested that there may be better models of 

management, but these have neither been considered by the Crown, nor have Maori been canvassed for 

their own thoughts.  Alexander noted that the Department of Conservation had not undertaken any 

scientific study of the ōi in Northland (as it has done for some of the islands off the Bay of Plenty), and 

had ‘not provided any information to the Maori communities to assist them in their management 

decisions.’2136 

Today, the islands are managed by the islands’ Trustees.  In August 2015, Harata Toms advised that 

birding occurred in November; that only men, and not women, bird; that the practice is becoming less 

                                                      
2132  Ibid, p. 751. 
2133  See table of annual returns at ibid, pp. 751-2. 
2134  Ibid, p. 781.   
2135  Ibid, p. 781, fn 2241. 
2136  Alexander, Wai 1040 #A7, p. 783. 
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prominent with each passing year as fewer people over time participate, either because they do not live in 

the area, take an interest, or do not have a boat; and that the Department of Conservation has no 

involvement in birding management.2137  

7.3.2 Fishing reserves 

While statutory provisions to reserve fishing grounds were on the statute books from the latter half of the 

nineteenth century, no customary reserves or fishing grounds are known to have been made at Matauri 

aside from an attempt from Ngāti Kura in the mid-1990s for a marine reserve (as discussed in chapter 

six).2138  I was unable to locate any information in the official record of any fishing reserves being 

requested by the Whakarārā Māori Committee. 

Pāua, kina and crayfish are also abundant, and scallops are found inshore of the Cavalli Islands.  

Customary (non-commercial Māori) and recreational fishing are not directly governed by the QMS (noted 

further below); instead they are regulated using input controls, such as the Kaimoana Customary Fishing 

Regulations 1998.2139   These regulations let tribal groups manage their non-commercial fishing in a way 

that best fits their local practices, without having a major effect on the fishing rights of others.  When the 

Government sets the total catch limits for fisheries each year, it allows for this customary use of fisheries.  

To use the customary fishing regulations, tribal groups must decide who has tangata whenua status over a 

fishery, and a person(s) is chosen to act as guardians for the area.  The guardians are then appointed by 

the Minister of Fisheries.  Guardians can issue anyone a permit to catch fish in their area for customary 

use.  In 2003, there were 12 kaitiaki appointed between Waitangi to Takou Bay, with 30 outstanding 

kaitiaki notifications pending.2140  

Larger areas important to customary food gathering (mahinga mātaitai) can be established where 

commercial fishing is generally excluded.  No customary fishing may take place in the reserve without the 

                                                      
2137  Notes from telephone conversation with Harata Toms, 21 August 2015 (19:00). 
2138  Waitangi Tribunal, Report of the Waitangi Tribunal on the Muriwhenua Fishing Claim, p. 100.  In light of the 

establishment of the Māori Committees in 1947 under the Maori Social and Economic Advancement Act 
1945, section 33 of this Act provided for the creation of Māori fishing reserves on the recommendation of the 
Minister of Marine.  This reserve was for ‘any pipi-ground, mussel bed, other shell-fish area, or fishing ground 
or any edible seaweed area for the exclusive use of Maoris of any tribe or section of a tribe of Maoris’.  This 
reserve could be vested in a Tribal Executive or Tribal Committee who could take any necessary steps to 
protect the shellfish or fish.  The policy also included that ‘where Maori settlements were situated along the 
shores of coves and bays the fishing grounds generally are protected by the total prohibition of all forms of 
power drawn nets’.  Secretary, [Marine Department], to Under-Secretary, Department of Māori Affairs, 
Wellington, 19 April 1948 on file ADOE 16612 M1 221 2/12/517 part 1, Sea Fisheries - Maori (Native) 
Fishing Rights generally, 1932-49, ANZ.    

2139  The controls used are bag limits (restricting the number of fish recreational fishers may catch), size limits 
(under-sized fish must be returned to the sea), closed areas, gear restrictions, prohibited species (such as 
toheroa) and closed seasons.  Both customary and recreational catch levels are estimated before setting the 
total allowable commercial catch for each quota species under the QMS.  Provision for management of 
customary areas was first recognised by the Māori Fisheries Act 1989 and then reaffirmed by the 1996 Act. 

2140  Ministry of Fisheries, Review of Sustainability Measures and Other Management Controls for the 2005−06 (1 October) 
Fishing Year Initial Position Paper, 30 June 2005, p.132; http://www.beehive.govt.nz/foreshore/docs/facts-
customary-fishing.pdf  
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authorisation of Tangata Kaitiaki2141.  These kaitiaki are nominated by the hapū and can manage the 

mātaitai reserve by recommending by-laws to the Minister of Fisheries.  By-laws may restrict or prohibit 

the taking of fish from within the whole or any part of a mātaitai reserve for any purpose the kaitiaki 

considers necessary for the sustainability of the resources in the reserve.  No by-laws are in place for the 

Cavalli islands group.  At a meeting in June 2008 between Department of Conservation officials and local 

Māori on a review of the Department’s Conservation Management Strategy, John Paki mentioned that the 

views of Ngāti Kura on conservation were contained in their customary fishery management plan2142 – 

this reference only came to light late in my commission and while I asked the claimants’ office for a copy, 

a copy has not been forthcoming.  

The Fisheries Act 1996 and related regulations contain a variety of provisions to enable participation by 

Māori in fisheries use and management.  The Act provides for the establishment of Taiāpure (Local 

Fisheries) under section 174, and temporary closures under section 186A (Section 186A enables the 

Minister of Fisheries to temporarily close any area of fisheries waters, excluding the South Island fisheries 

waters, in respect of any species of fish, or aquatic life or seaweed.  Such closures generally occur in 

response to shellfish depletion concerns and have often been accompanied by rāhui.).  No taiāpure were 

established for the Cavalli Group, and I am unaware of any temporary closures under section 186A.2143  

7.3.3 Regulations on Māori non-commercial fisheries 

A number of regulations have been implemented over the decades to regulate Māori non-commercial 

fisheries.  This section outlines some of the main ones, although there is limited evidence noting the 

effect they had on Matauri.  An in-depth analysis into how extensive shore fishing licensing systems and 

regulations were applied to the Cavalli Group has not been undertaken within the timeframe of this 

                                                      
2141  Once a rohe moana is established, Tangata Kaitiaki may be appointed under regulation 5 of the Fisheries 

(Kaimoana Customary Fishing) Regulations 1998.  Tangata Kaitiaki may issue permits for customary fishing 
which enable holders to take fish for customary purposes outside the confines of the amateur fishing 
regulations/   

For those tribal groups who have not yet gazetted their rohe moana or appointed tangata kaitiaki under the 
customary regulations, the customary right is exercised through other provisions available under the amateur 
fishing regulations and the Fisheries Act.  In particular, Regulation 27 and 27A of the Fisheries (Amateur 
Fishing) Regulations 1986 provide for customary take outside the general provisions for amateur take.  
Regulation 27 provides for customary take, except for the purposes of hui or tangy, whereas regulation 27A 
provides for customary fishing for hui and tangi only.  Such permits may be issued by specified persons only. 

2142  ‘Ngapuhi Marae CMS hui – Matauri Bay 8 June 2008’.  On file PAR-01-03-47 NLB-1, Protected Area 
Management … Motukawanui Island, 2001-12, DOC.   

2143  Fishery Management Plans were legislated for in both the Fisheries Acts 1983 and 1996.  The objectives of the 
plans were to take into account the impacts of fishing on specific species or areas and identify additional 
actions that may need to be taken.  While legislation does not specify who may develop a plan, the intention is 
that they be developed by commercial, recreational, and customary rights holders groups.  The Fisheries Plans 
detailed in the 1996 Act differ to the Fisheries Management Plans as outlined in the 1983 Fisheries.  Early 
drafts of the plans were produced in 1984-1985.  These focused on the inshore finfishery and did not include 
other fisheries or a Māori dimension.  Development of these plans was largely halted in late 1985 while the 
QMS was developed, but it is unclear whether they were ever eventually formulated, see Waitangi Tribunal, The 
Ngai Tahu Sea Fisheries Report 1992, Wai 27, Waitangi Tribunal Report 5, sec 7.3.3. and 7.3.4. 
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report.  Furthermore, the permit or licensing regime for the gathering of shellfish or other kaimoana for 

hui and tangi has not been extensively canvassed.   

Up until the 1970s, shore fishing permits for the taking of shellfish were freely available to any New 

Zealand resident over the age of 15 years.2144  In February 1973, an amendment to the Fisheries (General) 

Regulations 1950 allowed seafoods to be gathered for certain Māori hui came into force.  The amendment 

to the 1950 regulations was the Fisheries (General) Regulations Amendment (No. 20) 1973.  This 

amendment was extant until 1985. The Department of Māori Affairs was responsible for processing 

shellfish permits for hui and tangi under Regulation 106K(5a) of the Fisheries (General) Regulations 

1950.  The Department issued a circular letter outlining the procedures for issuing a permit.  The process 

allowed for a Māori Committee or District Māori Council to make an application to the departmental 

welfare or community officer on behalf of an individual(s) to gather shellfish for a hui or tangi.  The 

application would specify the type and quantity of shellfish required together with the date of gathering 

and area where the shellfish are to be taken.  The local Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries’ fishery 

officer was consulted before for the final issuing of the permit.2145  The extent that this permit system 

worked at Matauri is not shown in the evidence located.  There are snippets of information relevant to 

the area.  For instance, at a meeting held at Matauri on 5 March 1983, the Tai Tokerau District Māori 

Council confirmed that the maximum number of shellfish that Committees could apply for was limited to 

four bags or a total of 104 kilogrammes.  The Māori Affairs District Officer stated: 

Committees are reminded that the above provisions for Maori hui were made available to the 

Maori people only after long discussions between the Government and the New Zealand 

Maori Council.  We must administer the requirements responsibly otherwise there is a risk of 

the arrangement being discontinued.2146   

The provision under Regulation 106K(5a) is now contained in Regulation 27 of the Fisheries (Amateur 

Fishing) Regulations 1986.  The new system was cumbersome, impracticable and overly restrictive in its 

application.  For instance, death did not always occur at a convenient time which allowed use to be made 

of the exemption provided in the regulation; it was not always easy to find a Māori welfare or community 

officer or a fisheries officer, particularly at weekends; and licences were issued for particular days 

irrespective of weather and tide conditions.2147   

A meeting of officials from the Department of Māori Affairs, the Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries, 

and the New Zealand Māori Council was held on 22 June 1973 to discuss, among other matters, the new 

                                                      
2144  This information was taken from Minister of Marine to P. Ryland, 27 January 1967.  On file AAFZ 7910 

W2253 60 42/24/5, General Fisheries Matters - Trawling - Hawkes Bay, Poverty Bay, 1950-71, ANZ. 
2145  District Officer, Department of Māori Affairs, Gisborne, to [Māori Committees and Executives], 2 April 1973, 

and Circular 1973/26 from Deputy Secretary, Department of Māori & Islands Affairs, Wellington, 30 October 
1973, R.D. Ria, Department of Māori Affairs, Gisborne, to Community Officer, Wairoa and Ruātoria, 2 April 
1980.  Both on BBFZ A1115 32a 18/74/1 part 1, Fishing permits (shellfish), 19862-88, ANZ. 

2146  T. Parore, District Office, Department of Māori Affairs, Whāngārei, to Charlie Pōmare, 5 March 1983.  On file 
BBDL A1201 4996 Box 13b 31/1/8 part 1, Shellfish Permits, 1974-88, ANZ. 

2147  See Waitangi Tribunal, Report of the Waitangi Tribunal on the Motunui-Waitara Report, 1983, sec 4.8. 
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amended regulations, including the interpretation of tangi and hui.  One official claimed that Fishery 

Inspectors had a good local knowledge of the shellfish beds and were conscious of the conservation of 

these beds.  The Māori Council representative requested Fishery Inspectors provide Māori Welfare 

Officers with a list of shellfish beds available for gathering, but was told that this was difficult to do ‘since 

the size and density of some shellfish beds could change’.  A question concerning the taking of shellfish 

from outside the area where a tangi or hui is to be held was answered with the need for greater 

consultation and involvement between the Fishery Inspectors.2148  A six-monthly return from each district 

showing the number of permits issued for tangi or hui, including species taken, quantities and the areas 

gathered from, was to be submitted to Head Office, with the first return for 31 December 1973.2149  

Details of the permit returns have not been located for the Matauri area.   

The instructions under the above circular letter were revoked with the enactment of the Fisheries 

(Amateur Fishing) Regulations 1983.  These regulations specified that the Director-General of Fisheries 

(ostensibly the Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries) was responsible for conferring ‘special rights of 

privileges for the gathering of shellfish and fin fish’.  Community Officer no longer had the right to issue 

permits.2150  Instead, the procedure was that only ‘kaumatua, the Chairperson or Trustee’ could make an 

application for a shellfish permit, with the written authorisation from the relevant rūnanga, marae, Māori 

Tribal Committee/District Council or Māori individual(s) on whose behalf they are applying, before a 

permit could be issued by a Fishery Officer.   There were no restrictions except that the ‘picking area 

should relate to respective tribal fishing area as identified by applicant’.2151  The regulatory regime has not 

been examined for the more contemporary post-1990s period. 

How compliant Matauri Māori were and are to such prescribed regulations, and the degree of 

consultation with them on such regulations has not come out of the evidence searched.  What was made 

clear to me on the site visit of March 2015, though, was that the regulatory regime restricted the ability of 

local Māori to exercise their customary rights.  No specific examples were provided, although there were 

strong concerns about the use of trawling along the coast.   

7.3.4 The 1992 Fisheries Settlement Act and non-commercial fishing regulations 

As noted above, the 1992 Fisheries Settlement Act assigned Māori non-commercial fishing to be 

governed by regulations.  They would ensure that depleted areas would be notified, closed and allowed to 

recover.  Permission to take in excess of the amateur take from an area for Māori customary purposes 

                                                      
2148  E.D. Dovey, Fisheries Management Division, Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries, to the Secretary, 

Department of Māori Affairs, Wellington, 19 July 1973, with the minutes of ‘a meeting to discuss tangis and 
huis’, 22 June 1973 attached.  On file AAFZ 7910 W2253 Box 70 42/28/35 part 3, General Fisheries Matters - 
Fishing Industry: New Zealand – Shellfish, 1972-4, ANZ. 

2149  Circular 1973/26 from Deputy Secretary, Department of Māori & Islands Affairs, Wellington, 30 October 
1973.  On file BBFZ A1115 32a 18/74/1, part 1, Fishing permits (shellfish), 1962-88, ANZ. 

2150  Assistant Director, Administration, Department of Māori Affairs, Rotorua, to offices of Whakatāne, Ōpōtiki 
Tokoroa and Taupō, 18 October 1985.  On ibid. 

2151  Supervising Fishery Officer, MAF, Tauranga, received by the Ōpōtiki office 27 May 1988.  On ibid.  Although 
the letter is directed to the Tauranga area its intent is clearly related to the rest of the country. 
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required the express permission of an appointed tangata kaitiaki of the tribal group of that area.  

Outsiders taking without permission would be prosecuted according to the law.  The idea was for 

information on catches and the state of fish stocks be fed into the national fisheries management system.  

The regulatory regime envisaged a cooperation between government fisheries officers and scientists and 

tribal groups.2152  Whether this utopia of fishing harmony has evolved at Matauri has not been fully 

examined here.2153  Section 10 and 34 of the Treaty of Waitangi (Fisheries Claims) Settlement Act 1992 

sets out how the regulations were to be developed; that is, 

a. recognition of and provision for existing Māori use and management practices 

b. continuance of the Crown’s obligations to Māori under the Treaty of Waitangi 

c. consultation with tangata whenua 

d. priority of these regulations over other fisheries regulations 

e. declarations of mātaitai reserves 

f. the making of by-laws restricting or prohibiting the taking of fish in particular area 

g. allowing the properly authorised taking of fish to sustain the functions of marae. 

A Crown-appointed Treaty of Waitangi Fisheries Commission was established and charged with 

allocating commercial quota for Māori.  The Commission had prepared a draft set of regulations.  While 

Māori generally supported them, they considered that it was for themselves, rather than the Commission, 

to prepare the regulations in negotiations with the Crown.  In July 1994, tribal representatives around the 

country appointed their own negotiators, and other specialist, including experienced fishermen, ‘All from 

coastal iwi with experience in local fishing’.  According to Margaret Mutu, ‘the Crown kept delaying or 

refusing to engage properly’, apparently on account of a lack of knowledge or experience of Māori 

customary fishing.  It was not until 1997 that after further consultation, the Māori negotiators confirmed 

that the Kaimoana Customary Fishing Regulations approved by all tribal groups in 1995 were the 

‘authorised regulations.’  The Government, however, gazetted its own Fisheries (Kaimoana Customary 

Fishing) Regulations in 1998, amid strong Māori opposition.2154  These regulations are still in place.  How 

these regulations have affected Matauri has not been revealed in the sources searched. 

7.4 Commercial Fishing  

Matauri Māori did use fishing as for economic means.  This section outlines how this was undertaken and 

the effects certain commercial fishing have had on the Matauri community.  Within the timeframe of this 

report, an in-depth historical analysis of the licensing of commercial fishers operating in the Cavalli 

Group has not been undertaken except for information gleaned from the historical public record through 

researching other topics (e.g. reservation of the Cavalli Islands).   

                                                      
2152  Margaret Mutu, ‘The sea I never gave’, in Nicol R Wheen and Janine Hayward (eds), Treaty of Waitangi 

Settlements, Oxford University Press, Melbourne, 2002, p. 101.   
2153  This would probably require conversations with local Matauri fishers. 
2154  Wheen and Hayward (eds), pp. 102-3. 
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The focus of this part of the chapter looks is on the impacts of commercial fishing on Matauri utilising 

the islands for customary fishing practices.  What is evident is that ccommercial fishing took a heavy toll 

on customary fishing as a result of two main events: the advent of trawling from the 1930s, and the 

introduction of the QMS in the 1980s.2155     

7.4.1 The importance of commercial fishing to Matauri 

Evidence of commercial fishing in the Matauri area first came to light when, in 1938, the Native Land 

Court was deciding on the best route for the Te Ngaere-Matauri Bay roadline.  Local Māori initially 

advocated a shorter route up the Te Ngaere Valley, past the Te Kiripaka Block.  This was considered too 

steep, with the Crown advocating for a longer route to enable the local fish truck to access both Te 

Ngaere and Matauri Bay.2156  This suggests that fishing was being used for commercial purposes.  

Claimant Michael John Williams stated that in previous days (1930s) some 800 pounds of fish would be 

caught and traded with ‘Campbell who would come from Kaikohe for our fish’.2157  In her evidence 

before the Tribunal, Leslie stated: 

The fishing off the coast of Matauri, Te Ngaere, and Wainui and Takou Bay was the mainstay 

for some families in the area who supplied the fishmongers from as far away as Whangarei. At 

its peak, the men would sell up to three tons of fish a week according to reports in the Matauri 

School Newsletter (Korero Wikiri, July 22 1938). Our local fishermen camped on the Cavalli 

Islands working long hours – ‘all day until 11pm’. After fish numbers reduced in 1935 due to 

trawling within the three-mile limit and dynamiting which killed and scared fish far away from 

their feeding grounds, the ‘Wikiri’ reported that the fish numbers seemed to be increasing 

again. There were willing buyers of the local fish in large numbers of up to ten tons a week. In 

1936 they received a penny a pound of fish cleaned and headed by 1938 the price had 

increased to 1½ pence a pound for whole fish. The Wikiri reported the fishing industry to be 

worth over £100 a week to a local fisherman.2158 

Samuels describes engagement with fish dealers in the 1950s: 

In the early 50s the fish dealers would arrive in Model A trucks at the top of the hill.  All the 

children would help clean and bundle the fish with flax.  We would then load the sledge and 

with the horse take it to the top of the hill to meet the fish buyers.  We would provide flax 

bundles of fish on the sledge and they would be weighed and taken away.  This had to be a 

coordinated almost daily process as there was no refrigeration as there was no power.2159 

A news article from 1964 provides details into the Matauri Bay commercial fishing activities: 

                                                      
2155  Just a quick mention on scallops, though, the Tribunal Muriwhenua fishing report noted the commercial 

fishing of scallop in the ‘Cavalli Passage’ but this has not been investigated further, Waitangi Tribunal, Report of 
the Waitangi Tribunal on the Muriwhenua Fishing Claim, p. 124. 

2156  Northern Minute Book 69, p. 255. 
2157  Brief of Evidence of Michael (Mickey) John Williams, 26 August 2015, Wai 1040 #35, p. 5. 
2158  Brief of Evidence of Audrey Nelson Leslie, 10 August 2015, Wai 1040 #S8, p. 15. 
2159  Brief of Evidence of Mr Dover Spencer Samuels, received August 2015, Wai 1040 #S17, p. 7. 
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The Maori live in a pa on the hilltop [Te Tāpui], but they also own baches at the beach, where 

they take residence in the summer. 

Their fishing is their life.  They have trained horses to launch their fishing boats and haul them 

in again.  It is an interesting sight to see these operations going on at Putataua … 

At the start of each fishing expedition, two horses are attached to the wooden sledge in which 

the boat rests.  They haul the boat, with all its fishing gear and the men in it, out into deep 

water.   

Then, when they are almost submerged, the animals [come back in?].  The horse are waiting 

there when the fishermen return.  With clockwork precision they tow the sledge back into the 

waves and, once the boat has been driven on to it, they start to pull.  Boat, men and a weighty 

load of fish are soon on dry land.   

These Maori commercial fisherman rely on landlines and octopus bait for a haul which may 

include hapuku, snapper, maumau, terakihi, trevally and cod. … 

The catch is sent to Hikurangi, Kaeo, Kaikohe and Ohaeawai for sale.  … 

After storms the Maoris today rush to the beach to gather up scallops which are washed up in 

large numbers.  The sea also provides pipis, paua and oysters, and large turtles have been 

caught in the area. 

The article also mentions the massive packhorse crayfish with an average weight of 15 pounds (ca.7 

kilogrammes).2160 These are caught in pots: 

The fishermen empty the pots when they go out in their boats.  All the old fish left for bait is 

thrown away and new bait put in, for they say that stale fish taints the crayfish flesh.  The crays 

are transferred to wooden cages anchored about 10 yards off shore. 

There they are kept alive and fed with fresh fish each day, until buyers arrive from other parts 

of northland.2161   

7.4.2 Trawling 

It was the advent of commercial trawling in the 1930s that saw a marked change in the numbers of 

catches.  It was a major concern for Matauri Māori for its direct and notable effects on the local fishing 

stock.  Prior to this, fishing, and its then local abundance, was one extractive industry that Matauri Māori 

could and did seem to exploit.  In the early twentieth century, almost half of New Zealand’s catch was 

                                                      
2160  The Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries initially planned to bring rock lobster into the QMS in 1988, but 

Treaty of Waitangi fishery claims put a temporary hold on the introduction of new species into the system  
Rock lobster was finally brought into Individual Transferable/Tradeable Quotas management as part of the 
1989 Māori Fisheries Act for implementation in the 1990 fishing year, see T. Yandle, ‘Understanding the 
Development of Co-Management in a Modern Fishery: Rock Lobster Management in New Zealand’, 
Workshop #3, Emory University, 2004, passim.   

2161  ‘This small Maori Community leads an idyllic life’, NZSB, September 1964, p. 221. 
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landed at Auckland and Thames.2162  Later, the introduction of the QMS (see further below) further 

limited Matauri Māori in the exercise of their customary rights.  This would have led to further absentee 

owners as people sought better opportunities to fend for themselves and their whānau.   

The first thing to consider is when trawling arrived to the Cavalli Islands and off the Matauri coast.  In 

1920 Chief Inspector of Fisheries L.F. Ayson reported that he was a strong supporter of trawling and 

noted that there was fine trawling to be had from Cape Runaway around the Northland peninsula and 

down the West Coast.2163  By the turn of the twentieth century, Ayson was instrumental in encouraging 

the Government to engage in experimental trawling.2164 Instead, though, the Government directly and 

financially supported the fishing industry under the Fisheries Encouragement Act 1885.  With this 

encouragement, trawlers began to fish the New Zealand coast.  By the turn of the twentieth century, 

Māori and Pākehā alike were complaining about overfishing in the Hauraki Gulf and Bay of Plenty.  

Ayson appeared dismissive of such claims; instead he advocated for a national trawling industry whose 

interests would override local concerns.2165 

While fishing vessels had been obliged to register and obtain licences from as early as the 1880s, licensing 

was intended only as an aid to enforcement and administration. Fishing licences were issued by the 

Superintendent of Mercantile Marine for the taking of fish and shellfish or the purposes of sale.  Fees 

payable for the registration of fishing boats and for the boat fishing permit depended on the proposed 

length of boat to be registered, and the proposed fishing methods to be used.2166   

According to David Johnson, in 1929, Danish seining limits were extended as this recently expanded 

method of trawling took hold.2167  By the mid-1930s the Auckland seine fleet had increased ‘considerably’ 

in number, tonnage, power and efficiency.2168 

                                                      
2162  David Johnson (completed by Jenny Haworth), Hooked: The Story of the New Zealand Fishing Industry, Hazard 

Press Limited for the Fishing Industry Association, Christchurch, 2004, p. 110. 
2163  ‘Auckland’s Fishing Future: The West Coast Ground, Full of First Class Fish’, Auckland Star, Volume LI, Issue 

193, 13 August 1920, p. 5. 
2164  ‘New Zealand Fisheries and Acclimatisation, Report of L.F. Ayson’, AJHR 1899, H-27, pp. 2-3.  Deep sea 

trawling technology was developed in the North Hemisphere in the early 1880s, and the Government sent 
Ayson to investigate this new technology to see how viable it was for New Zealand waters. 

2165  Robert McClean, ‘Eastern Coromandel Foreshore, Fisheries, and Coastal Issues Report’, Report on the Wai 
110 claim, April 1999, Wai 68 #G2, p. 68.  Ayson appeared a strong advocate of the development of the 
fishing industry, seemingly at the expense of Māori customary rights and recreational fishers. 

2166  This information was taken from Minister of Marine to P Ryland, Ōmāio, 20 March 1967.  On file AAFZ 7910 
W2253 60 42/24/5, General Fisheries Matters - Trawling - Hawkes Bay, Poverty Bay, 1950-71, ANZ. 

2167  David Johnson (completed by Jenny Haworth), Hooked: The Story of the New Zealand Fishing Industry, Hazard 
Press Limited for the Fishing Industry Association, Christchurch, 2004, p. 115. Trawling worked on the 
principle of dragging a net behind a fishing vessel.  Danish seining caught fish by pulling a net towards a 
stationary vessel.  It was considered to be more fuel-efficient, the gear was cheaper, and it took less time to 
fish. 

2168  ‘Marine Department: Annual Report for the Year 1934-35’, AJHR 1935 H-15, p. 12. 
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Recorded evidence suggests that trawling may have only appeared in the waters of the Cavalli Island 

group in late 1938; or at least it appeared to be having a noticeable effect around this time.  In July 1938, 

the following was reported on the fortunes of local fishers:  

Two years ago, our fishermen received a penny a pound for the fish cleaned out and headed.  

Today they get a 1½d a pound just as the fish is!  And when the catch is being cleaned on the 

launch, anyone who wants them may have the heads back!  So they are doing really well. We 

have heard that H. Murray is giving a 1¾d a pound for uncleaned fish.  This is a good chance 

for all to make big money.  We hope prosperous times for Matauri, Wainui, Takou and Te 

Ngaere are coming.2169 

Five months later, however, the optimism had quickly faded as concern was expressed by the Matauri Bay 

School Headmaster about the effects of trawling: 

A trawler from Auckland … is now trawling around the coast.  It has been working near 

Takou Bay and anchors during the day at Putataua.  The trawling is done at night.  Over 2 tons 

of fish were taken last night. 

N.B. You Maori fishermen all know about trawling law and the limit fixed for this activity.  It 

is natural that the trawling captain should run as close in to the shore as possible – he will 

obtain more fish there – but is definitely a breach of Marine law to cross the ‘boundary’ line.  It 

is your duty to see that the law is not broken and you should protect your own interests.  

These are your fishing grounds, in a fortnight one trawler could do incalculable damage to 

them.2170 

Ānaru Paratene Kira commented on how trawling devastated this traditional way of life: 

This method of fishing continued until 1939 when trawlers started to be used in the area.  The 

trawlers would only come at night time from 1939- 1953.  This impacted hugely on our 

whanau and hapu's ability to sustain themselves. But equally as important was the damage 

caused to the foreshore and seabed.2171 

Mio Wiremu on local fishing grounds from Te Ngaere to Matauri, including Motukawanui, stated how 

trawling was occurring (although the date of this trawling is not stated): 

While these grounds have been fished out, most of our others are still there today.  They are 

pretty close in which probably saved them from the trawlers. 

The trawlers have had a huge impact on our fish.  They would come in the middle of the night 

and they would put a bag over their names and numbers so we wouldn't know who they were. 

                                                      
2169   N. Hayes, pp. 43-4, citing (unreferenced) extract form ‘Korero Wiki’, the Whakarārā/Matauri Bay Native 

School. 
2170  Ibid, p. 44.  The ‘Marine law’ mentioned has not been investigated further. 
2171  Brief of Evidence of Anaru Paratene Kira, 7 August 2015, Wai 1040 #S7, p. 10. 
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Local's [sic] used to be criticised for shooting at the trawlers, but really, there wasn't anything 

else for us to do.2172 

Ānaru Kira claimed that up to 1965 his whānau and hapū were able to rely on fishing to sustain 

themselves. 

After that time it was impossible to do so because of the commercial fishing practices that 

were being used in the area.  Because of the trawlers we are unable to collect any more 

scallops. Because of the trawlers we are unable to fish in the spot that my tupuna traditionally 

fished in.  Because of the commercial fishing practices Kahawai are now highly sought after 

because they are like gold; they are getting harder and harder to find.  … 

My Grandfather shared with Haare Williams, who was the principal of the local school 

predicted that if we did not manage our resources in the sea, they would be lost.   This became 

apparent when trawling started in the area and the families had to leave as their main 

customary food source was being depleted.2173 

According to a Bay of Islands’ claimant, trawling was still occurring in the Bay of Islands in the 1960s-70s, 

which may be applicable to the Motukawa and Cavalli islands: 

The depletion of fish was contributed to by the trawlers that were allowed to come into the 

inner Bay of Islands, I remember the trawlers in the 1960’s and 1970’s and over a short period 

of time, they fished this place out.  Our parents and grandparents had to go further out sea to 

get their kai moana, as they couldn’t catch it in here.  It was years and years and years before 

the fisheries were able to replenish long after the trawlers were stopped from coming in.  So 

there again, you take the economic value out of access from our tupuna’s point of view.  The 

decimation of the fisheries had a detrimental effect on our people.2174  

Objections to the Government about trawling from Matauri Māori were not located, although reference 

is made in the ‘Korero Wiki’ from 1939 in which more trawling was reported and that ‘more than once 

have they been reported but the authorities have not done anything.’  It is not clear who had reported 

what, and to which specific authorities.2175  McClean outlined the way objections from the Coromandel 

and Bay of Plenty were dealt with by the Government around this period, which may be reflective of how 

the Government may have treated Māori objections, if any, from Matauri Māori:   

Effective Government action in regard to protecting Maori fisheries is also undermined by a 

touch of overt racism exhibited by fisheries inspectors.  This racism was expressed in the use 

of terms such as 'Try Fluke', 'mere handful of natives', and 'natives are too tired'.  Such 

expressions were used to devalue Maori value systems and knowledge.  As a result of this and 

                                                      
2172  Brief of Evidence of Mio Wiremu, 31 August 2015, Wai 1040 #S39, p. 2. 
2173  Brief of Evidence of Anaru Paratene Kira, 7 August 2015, Wai 1040 #S7, p. 11. 
2174  Brief of Evidence of Hugh Te Kiri Rihari, 21 May 2015, Wai 1040 #R7, p. 22. 
2175  ‘Korero Wiki’, 25 May 1939, Vol 3 Issue 9, [p. 1]. Copied provided by claimants. 
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other factors, little effective action was taken to address Maori (and settler) petitions about the 

steady erosion of fishing grounds and food supplies.2176 

There were few restrictions on entry to the fishing business before 1937, and there were competing 

interests at, for instance, Matauri.  For example, D.B. Smythe wrote to the Tokerau Māori Land Board in 

November 1943 enquiring about access to the Matauri Bay beach: 

In the course of earning my living I have to travel through native property to get to the beach 

to collect the fish caught at Matauri Bay. 

Some two years ago Matauri Bay fishermen were approached, and an agreement was reached 

between the fishermen, The Auckland Provincial Fisheries, and myself that all the fish caught 

at Matauri Bay was to be sold to me, and to me only, other localities being allotted to other 

buyers. 

I would like to mention that should the fishermen catch only 100lbs I had to lift the catch or if 

they caught a ton a day I had to accept responsibility as to lifting same [and] this I have 

continued to do. 

Some two or three weeks ago a buyer from the Keri Keri district has cut in on my territory and 

offered a higher price for the fish and has managed to get on fisherman to fall for the fancy 

price, I have reported this other buyer to the Auckland Provincial Fisheries Sector and he has 

advised this man to stop buying in my territory.  Now it appears that this Keri Keri man is a 

son-in-law of the recognised elder of the Matauri Bay settlement and he has threatened to lock 

the gate on me should I stop his son-in-law from buying fish at Matauri Bay. 

I am told that on the Matauri Bay beach there are two Boat reserves which are stationed at 

Matauri Bay Blk I and face the Cavalli Islands[.]  I would be very grateful if you could advise 

me whether there is access to these reserves, and I would also be pleased if you could give me 

any information as to whether I can be stopped from getting to these reserves to collect fish.  I 

would suggest that this attitude is interfering with Industry.2177 

Smythe referred the Board to the Secretary of the Advisory Committee to the Bureau of Industries for 

verification of his statements.  Smythe was informed that the two reserves of Matauri 1H6 and 7 were 

reserved for the owners with no apparent access to them.  He was advised to ‘obtain the consent of all 

the owners of the land before you could collect fish from these reserves.’2178 

This loosening of restrictions, though, changed after the release of the report of the Sea Fisheries 

Investigation Committee of 1937.  The report noted, among other matters, that the Danish-seine trawling 

had been limited to Hauraki Gulf waters up until the early 1930s when a shortage of fish in the Gulf and 

more modern seine boats designed to extend their range drove seine fleets to more distant fishing 

grounds, including in the Far North.  This resulted in numerous complaints from: 

                                                      
2176  Robert McClean, Wai 686 #G2, p. 87. 
2177  D.B. Smythe, Kaeo, to Secretary, Tokerau MLB, 29 November 1943.  On file ‘Matauri – corres’, [1903-67].   
2178  Registrar to Smythe, 7 December 1943.  On ibid.   
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fishermen, fish-merchants, boat-owners, settlers, Natives, and local bodies and associations, 

such as Harbour Boards, County Councils, Borough Councils, Hospital Boards, Chambers of 

Commerce, Civic Leagues, and Progress Leagues.  Hence it may be taken that the grievance is 

general, and is not confined to any one section of the community.  Further, the available 

statistics bear out the statements that the fisheries at these outports have declined to such an 

extent as make it almost impossible for the local fishermen to obtain a livelihood.2179 

The report outlined a new form of restricted licensing which was subsequently incorporated in the 

Fisheries Amendment Act 1945.  Shortly before the Committee began its work, the taking of fish for sale 

was licensed under the Industrial Efficiency Act 19362180 as a holding measure.  In its final report the 

Committee recommended that this restricted licensing regime remain in place by an amendment to the 

Fisheries Act 1908.  This amendment was eventually included in the Fisheries Amendment Act 1945.  

This Amendment Act also established a Sea-fisheries Licensing Authority to regulate the licensing of 

vessels and fishers to three-miles offshore.  By 1940, all persons who wanted to, or wanted to continue to, 

engage in the fishing industry were required first to obtain a licence, which was apparently gazetted.  

Thereafter and until 1963 restricted licensing applied.2181  

In November 1972, the NZ Herald published an article on Matauri Bay fishermen frustrated about seine 

trawling boats threatening their livelihood.  The trawling was depleting fish and crayfish along Matauri 

Bay as the boats fished close to the beaches and breeding grounds: ‘Fishing is the only means of making a 

living in the bay and, as the fish become scarcer, so families over the years have been compelled to move 

away to seek other employment.’  Several fishermen are quoted.  The first is Shep Toms.  The article 

noted that Toms had for 25 years in the area and stated that fisherman went out during the day, but if 

they did not get a decent haul they had no alternative but to go out again all night, ‘so they were virtually 

working 24 hours a day, often in rough seas.’  Toms further noted that a haul of 200 pounds of fish, 

which realised £24, was needed ‘for a buyer to come in.  Lately this has taken a week of more to catch.’  

He added that as the crayfish season had begun, fishermen hoped to make up the income lost on the fish 

shortage; although crayfish too were also becoming scarce so the normal use of 20-25 pots has to be 

increased to 50 pots.2182  

Second is P. George.  He expressed concerns over ‘insinuations’ that ‘nets from larger boats’ were 

‘disappearing’ and that the fishermen were ‘gun-toting’.  He was more concerned that he would not able 

                                                      
2179  ‘Report of the Sea Fisheries Investigation Committee’, AJHR 1937 H-44A, p. 18.   
2180  The Industrial Efficiency Act gave the Government power to guide the development of industry. 
2181  The restricted licensing system was seen by one critic to under-exploit the fish, see GD Waugh, ‘Fish and 

Fishery Resources’ 1979, RD Elder & JL Taylor (eds), ‘Prospects and Problems for New Zealand’s Demersal 
Fisheries. Proceedings of the Demersal Fisheries Conference October, 1987,’ Fisheries Research Division 
Occasional Publication No. 19, p. 17; see also Waitangi Tribunal, The Ngai Tahu Sea Fisheries Report 1992, sec 
6.3.  

2182  ‘Our Living At Stake Say Bay Fishermen’, NZ Herald, 22 November 1972.  Copy on file BBDL 1030 Box 
2451c 11/4/36 part 1, Maori Housing – Matauri Bay Housing, 1970-89, ANZ. 
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to meet his creditors because his income had been drastically reduced.  Third is Dover Samuels.  He laid 

the blame squarely at the feet of the Government, with its: 

typical … attitude towards the exploitation of all country communities. 

Here we have a small predominantly Maori community dependent entirely on the sea for its 

livelihood – a community which 10 years ago totalled about 30 families.  Today there would be 

only 10 families left. 

Samuel’s mother, Queenie Āpiata, who had lived all her life at Matauri Bay, spoke of fishing in her day 

where up to 800 pounds was an average day’s catch; today she barely caught 20 pounds: ‘It has never 

been as bad as it has been since the trawlers and the seine fishing boats have been coming in.’2183 

For its part, the Whangaroa County Council were ‘most sympathetic’ towards the fishermen, and had 

been ‘trying for 18 months to persuade the Government to make the area between Taupo Bay and Flat 

Island ‘near Matauri Bay’ a restricted area for trawling.  (Taupō Bay lies west of the head of Whangaroa 

Harbour while Flat Island, or Motueka Island, lies off the Mahinepua Peninsula, around five kilometres 

northwest of Te Ngaere.)  The Northern Māori Member of Parliament, Matiu Rata, had made several 

representations to the Minister of Marine two years prior, but no action had been taken.2184  A 1974 

magazine article tells of trawlers, both Japanese and New Zealand, spoiling the ‘locals’ catch as they swept 

into Matauri Bay scooping up tons of fish in one go and quickly departing.’  The trawlers would ‘break all 

lines and kon tikis in their way.  They throw back dead those fish too small to count as part of their 

catch.’2185 

During the 1970s and 1980s, increasing stress was being placed on New Zealand inshore fisheries with 

catches exceeding sustainable levels and declining economics.2186  In 1983 the Minister of Fisheries 

declared a general moratorium on the issuing of fishing permits in an attempt to limit over-capitalisation 

and depletion of the inshore fishery resource. 

7.4.3 Quota Management System 

The Fisheries Act 1983 consolidated the country's fisheries management and policy proposals, and 

initiated the QMS for the deepwater and inshore fisheries.2187  The Government undertook a ‘substantial’ 

                                                      
2183  ‘Ibid. 
2184  Ibid. 
2185  ‘Matauri Bay – poised for progress’, [1974], NZ:R 052k T53, APL. 
2186  Policy changes were proposed, including sustainable harvest levels for deepwater species (especially orange 

roughy and hoki), large catch reductions for high value inshore species, such as snapper and tarakihi, allocating 
harvest rights, and additional control measures in threatened fisheries (regulating size, species, methods and 
areas of harvest) in an effort to ensure long-term sustainability, see B. Sharp, ‘From Regulated Access to 
Transferable Harvesting Rights: Policy Insights From New Zealand’.  Marine Policy, 1997, Vol 21, pp. 501-517. 

2187  This Act also introduced significant and comprehensive changes to fisheries resource management in NZ.  It 
legislated for fisheries management plans as the way to conserve regional commercial inshore species’ stocks 
(although these were never implemented), detailed commercial and foreign licensing, vessel and fishing 
restrictions, established a fisheries authority in 1978, which was to supersede the Fisheries Licensing Authority, 
and listed offences and their penalties, Straker G, Kerr S, Hendy J ‘A Regulatory History of New Zealand’s 
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consultation process before finalising the allocation process in legalisation, although, according to a 

Ministry of Fisheries 2007 report, this process ‘lacked effective consultation with Maori despite 

systematically including all other stakeholders.’2188    

A decision was made to place a moratorium on issuing new licences, and to cancel the licences of those 

not then in use.  From 1984, the small and part-time fishermen, those whose catches were under a certain 

amount, or whose income was mainly from other sources, had their licences removed.2189   

Under the amended 1983 Act, quota was to be allocated to vessel holders based on their 

commitment to, and dependence on, the industry.  Based on these requirements two key 

groups were ineligible for quota: part-time fishers and people who were involved in the fishing 

industry, but who did not own boats. Both of these groups failed to obtain any compensation 

for their loss and, in the case of part time fishers, often lost a major or their only source of 

income.2190 

Many Māori living in rural areas were effectively removed from the fishing industry.2191 

In a September 1985 report on the Northland Fishing Communities prepared for the Ministry of 

Agriculture and Fisheries, it was noted that the inshore fishing industry for the area had undergone major 

changes with the area’s fishing fleet had grown substantially in size and sophistication during the late 

1970s and early 1980s, particularly in the harvesting of snapper and hāpuku.  The northeast coast of 

Northland was being heavily exploited with marked depletion in resources along the coast.  When the 

snapper resource of the Hauraki and Bay of Plenty were exploited heavily, the Auckland and Bay of 

Plenty fishing fleets headed north, combining with the Northland fleet to heavily exploit the eastern 

seaboard.2192  Indeed, at the same time this report was being released, a petition calling for the banning of 

trawlers from inshore waters of the Far North coast to protect the snapper fishery was reported in a local 

newspaper.  Some 8,500 petitions had been received.2193 

                                                                                                                                                                     
Quota management System’, Motu: Economic and Public Policy Research Trust, 19 August 2002, Draft, p. 22;  
Martin ER, Marine Department Centennial History, 1866-1966, Marine Department, Wellington, 1969, pp. 116-117. 

2188  Kelly Lock and Stefan Leslie, ‘New Zealand’s Quota Management System: A History of the first 20 years’, 
Motu Working Paper 07-02 Motu Economic and Public Policy Research, Ministry of Fisheries, April 2007, p. 
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The September report revealed that some 15 percent of Northland fishing boats were no longer actively 

involved in fishing since 1983, although the Whangaroa sub-region had one extra boat.  Some four boats 

operated out of (or around?) Matauri Bay with 49 tonnes of finfish being caught around Matauri worth 

some $171,000.2194  Special mention is made of the Matauri Bay ‘traditional Maori fishing settlement’, 

noting that of a population of 142 (up five percent from 135 in 1981), five (or 11 percent of the local 

labour force) were involved in fishing-related employment.  The settlement was closely involved in 

commercial longlining.  The four aforementioned longline boats operated ‘from a beach in the lee of 

Motukawanui.  One boat had a crayfish licence and snapper was the predominant catch by volume and 

value.  The report further noted that fishing in the settlement had a subsistence and social function with 

the ‘distribution of catch particularly among older residents being an important social responsibility.’  

While it was noted that fishing was ‘significant in the local economy, statistics could not demonstrate its 

social and cultural importance to the community.’2195 

In 1986, the government created the first comprehensive commercial fisheries management system, with 

the introduction of the QMS based on the concept of Individual Transferable/Tradeable Quotas 

(ITQ).2196  In his evidence before the Tribunal in 1987, Mārara George was highly critical of the ITQ 

which he considered had not taken into account tangata whenua:   

Fishing used to be the main source of sustenance of life to our people; it is now the dole.  At 

present we have two licenced people fishing; two who have lost their right as a direct result of 

the ITQ; and five that are trying to get into the industry and so claim their rights as defendants 

of Maori traditional fisher people.  Fishermen in our area fish in the main for only one species: 

snapper.  Because of the traditional nature of our area the fishermen not only fish for their 

own sustenance, they also have to supply all the hui and for our kaumātua that are unable to 

get out, and all the disabled in our community.  Should our fishermen opt out to sell, there is 

no guarantee that they will be able to re-enter the industry.  Or for that matter no such 

guarantee or consideration is extended to the children, or the descendants to enter this 

traditional way of life; in fact, they will be disinherited.  I am amazed at some of the statements 

made by the Ministry [of Fisheries?] in relation to the depletion of fish stock, conservation of, 

and the likes.  We are the experts in this field.  Conservation wasn't a periodical study; it was a 

way of life, and it is still a way of life.   It's interesting to note that as recently as 1976, in reply 

to some of the correspondence that we've had with Ministry [sic], quote, after a survey there is 

                                                      
2194  J.D.M. Fairgray, McDermott Associates, p. 3, pp. 28-9, 31-2.  Copy on ABRS W4552 21471 Box 30 A39, 

Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries Fishery Management Planning.  Implications Study …, 1984. 
2195  Ibid, p. 45. 
2196  The QMS is quota that is allocated to fishers in perpetuity, and can be freely bought, sold or leased.  The right 

to fish commercially belongs to the fishing industry (not to the public at large).  An Individual Transferable 
Quota system sets a total allowable catch for each fish stock for each year.  The Fisheries Amendment Act 
1986 provided for the Minister to specify Quota Management Areas when establishing quota for each species.  
The QMS was administered by the Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries between 1986 and 1995, when the 
Ministry of Fisheries took over the administration.  Recreational fishing is not subject to the QMS, which 
applies to commercial fisheries.  Instead, the Ministry estimates the recreational catch for certain popular 
species before setting the total weight of fish to be caught commercially each year.   
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no evidence of fish stock being depleted.  And may I read an extract from one of their 

correspondents; and it's stated, in 1976, June 1976; quote, "From our observations, there is no 

indication that apart from natural fluctuations there has been no significant decline in stocks in 

the area. Conservation in terms of a renewal resource like fish means not protection but wise 

use; it means determining a level of exploitation that will not progressively deplete the source."  

We have been saying this for generations.  We do not see that as good management but 

mismanagement of the resource.  Nga uri of Ngati Kura, Ngai Tupango, Ngāti Ruamahoe, 

Ngati Miro, Ngati Kahu ki Whangaroa support wholeheartedly the claims lay down before you 

by our whanaunga of the Far North.2197 

I was unable to track down the Ministry of Fisheries correspondence that George mentions.  Aside from 

the comments above from Mārara George at the Muriwhenua Tribunal hearing at Matauri, research has 

not been undertaken as to the effects the QMS had on fishing of the Motukawa and Cavalli Islands, 

particularly on the inclusion of several fish species, but some general conclusions can be drawn.  For 

instance, the Government assumed that Māori and their rights under the Treaty would not be affected 

since this system was put in place to manage commercial fisheries: 

Through the legislation, two key assumptions have been made regarding Maori and their 

fishing practices …. These are, firstly, that Maori never had a system for managing fisheries 

and, secondly, that their fishing activity should be limited to subsistence use.  But in actual fact, 

Maori had a well developed property rights based system in place well before settlers arrived in 

New Zealand and fish played an important role in trade between tribes and subsequently with 

settlers. 

Further: 

Maori did not object to the introduction of the property rights based system for managing 

fisheries and they could see the distinct advantages that it had for the environment.  In fact, the 

QMS has all of the characteristics that Maori would want to see in a fisheries management 

system.  But they were concerned about the impact that the system had on their customary 

rights.2198 

The effect on coastal communities like Matauri Bay was devastating: ‘the licences of fishermen who 

earned less than $10,000 a year or less than 80 per cent of their income from fishing were revoked 

without consultation, wiping out livelihoods.’  In Northland, some 300 mostly Māori fishermen lost their 

fishing licences in two years.2199   

                                                      
2197  System ID 40420, ‘Waitangi Tribunal Muriwhenua Claim, n.d., [Oral submission of Mārara George, Matauri 

Bay], Sounds Archives NZ; The date of George’s submission is given in Waitangi Tribunal, Report of the 
Waitangi Tribunal on the Muriwhenua Fishing Claim, Wai 22, 1988, p. 267. 

2198  Kelly Lock and Stefan Leslie, ‘New Zealand’s Quota Management System: A History of the first 20 years’, p. 
28 and fn. 37.  

2199  ‘Fishing Furore: Customary Rights or Deep Sea plunder’, North and South, March 1998, p. 36. 
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In 1985, two Government-commissioned reports on the effects of the QMS on Northland fishing 

communities were apparently buried.  While I was unable to locate copies of these reports, a North and 

South article from 1998 provided some details of the reports’ conclusions: 

The QMS, which by its nature commercialised the fisheries, ran roughshod over their notion 

of communal guardianship of the fisheries.  In a kind of post-mortem, [the reports’ author] 

concluded that the loss of fishing jobs, with few other employment prospects in the North, 

would “result in population loss, with the consequent decline in living standards of those 

remaining in the depleted communities … the decline in spending power contributing to the 

gradual attrition of services and facilities in rural areas.”2200 

Ānaru Kira described the effect that the QMS had on the local whānau and hapū: 

The introduction of the quota fishing system had a huge impact on our whānau and hapu.  To 

the annoyance of our tupuna, the quota system did not affect the commercial fisherman's 

ability to make a living, it only affected our whanau and hapu's ability to sustain themselves.  

Because our hapu was unable to sustain themselves in the manner they were used to, through 

fishing, they were forced to leave the area to find other forms of occupations. 

… 

Our people had no way of addressing the impact of the quota system in the political arena.  

Our tupuna spoke to Matiu Rata, who was a Member of Parliament at the time and nothing 

changed.  The Crown never informed our people of what was happening to them, nor did they 

inform our people of what was going to happen.2201 

In a submission to the Tai Tokerau District Māori Land Council of August 1985, the Whangaroa Māori 

Executive Council sought the support of the Land Council for their concerns on the matter of Individual 

Transferable/Tradable Quotas.  The Executive wrote almost exclusively about Matauri Bay, noting that 

fishing was the ‘main support’ for the sustenance of the local people.  It also noted that prior to 1985 

there were ‘considerably more’ than the three extant or current fishing licences: ‘we feel that our private 

rights as distinct from our public rights are being abrogated without full appreciation of the social and 

economic impact on our environment.’  The Executive then made the following points: the annual 

tonnage (of finfish?) taken by Matauri Bay fishers from an area ‘from the Pins to Flat Island’ was 30 

tonnes, but that one trawler making one sweep through the same area would ‘take what it takes our 

people to catch in one year’; this area was a traditional Māori fishing ground’ guaranteed under the Treaty, 

‘by virtue of common law’; and that the size of the boats used by the local fishers means their use is 

limited in adverse weather.  Moreover, there was no guarantee to existing fishers or their descendants, 

who chose to ‘opt to sell out’, that they would be able to re-enter the industry ‘should the industry 

                                                      
2200  Ibid. 
2201  Brief of Evidence of Anaru Paratene Kira, 7 August 2015, Wai 1040 #S7, p. 11. 
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recover.’  In conclusion, the Executive noted that: ‘Because of the traditional nature of the Matauri 

situation, the children or descendants of the fishermen will be disinherited.’2202 

At the same time, the Whakarārā Māori Committee made a submission to the Fisheries Committee 

outlining similar concerns.  The Committee stated that the people were not out to become rich ‘through 

over-exploitation’ of the fish resource: 

Traditional fishing grounds, some of which are known only to specific families, are regarded as 

a taonga which has been handed down through the [years?].  These are a closely kept secret.  

They will never be divulged to any Tom, Dick or Harry.  … 

[Some of?] these grounds, where they have been made known to the public have been abused 

through ignorance.   

The Committee laid out the ‘specific rules’ to be adhered to when fishing the traditional grounds, 

although it considered that in traditional areas ‘licences should be retained or made transferable to 

another member of the family as of right, providing the necessary fee is paid to the Department of 

Fisheries.’  The Government came in for severe criticism stating that they were the ‘biggest offenders’ 

after policies of successive Government exploited resources with ‘one aim only – to earn overseas funds’ 

with little regard for the small fishermen: ‘Why should these people be denied the right to earn a living 

through traditional means?  They are now being asked to give up a way of life.’2203 

By the turn of 1990, New Zealand’s largest seafood firm, Sealord Products Ltd., was offered for sale.  

This was an opportunity to obtain the large amount of quota required to settle Māori fishing claims.  

Negotiations took place between Māori and the Crown, which culminated in 1992 with a Deed of 

Settlement. In turn the deed became the basis of the Treaty of Waitangi (Fisheries Claims) Settlement Act 

1992.  This Act provided a full settlement of all Māori commercial fisheries claims in accordance with the 

Treaty of Waitangi.  The passing of this Act extinguished all rights of Māori to commercial fisheries no 

matter what system was being used to manage the species.  The 1992 settlement did not have the support 

of all Māori. A Court of Appeal injunction against the 1992 Deed was attempted and an inquiry was 

carried out by the Waitangi Tribunal.  However, these appeals were unsuccessful and the objections from 

Māori towards the QMS are now largely resolved. 

 

                                                      
2202  ‘Whangaroa Māori Executive Council to Tokerau District Māori Council, 30 August 1985.  On file ABRS 

W4552 21471 Box 31 B21, ‘(r) Whakarara Maori Committee to Fisheries Committee, 30.10.87’, 1987, ANZ.  
2203  Whakarārā Māori Committee to Fisheries Committee, 30 August 1985.  On file ABRS W4552 21471 Box 31 

B21, ‘(r) Whakarara Maori Committee to Fisheries Committee, 30.10.87’, 1987, [p. 6].  The index on file to this 
reference gives the date of 30 October 1987, the submission itself is dated 30 August 1985.  Both the 
Executive Council and Māori Committee submissions were recorded in the Record of Inquiry for the 
Muriwhenua Fishing Tribunal hearings. 
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7.5 Conclusions 

Customary fishing has been and still is a part and parcel of everyday life for Matauri Māori, with kaimoana 

being a staple of their diet.  Matauri Māori see the marine ecosystem as one with the land and intertwined 

with who they are as a people.  Traditional fishing grounds adjacent coastal tribal lands were managed by 

tribal groups who enforced complex sets of rules regarding which species could be taken, from where, 

and at what time of year.  These rules had the power to close grounds when they were depleted.  Coastal 

tribes also traded kai moana with inland tribes.   

Up until the advent of trawling in the late 1930s, customary fishing for Matauri Māori appeared relatively 

unscathed.  Fishing was an extensive everyday use and practice as a means of self-sustenance and a 

supplement to the extensive cultivations that once existed on the coastal flats.  Whether whaling was 

undertaken on a customary basis by Matauri Māori is not clear.  However, there is some evidence that 

whaling occurred at Matauri in the early nineteenth century, although exactly for how long is not shown.  

At least two Matauri individuals – a married couple – were involved, one of whom was Pākehā.  By the 

1970s, fishing in the area was not the major industry it had been as many locals had left for the cities.  

There is a suggestion that local body rates changed the way fishing was undertaken by increasing the 

number of fishing expeditions putting a greater strain on the fishing resource.  No other evidence 

supports this, although such evidence may not necessarily find its way onto a public record.  The 

customary practice of rāhui is still evident, if infrequent.  The earliest recorded evidence of this practice 

was in the 1940s when the Marine Department notified and asked commercial fishers to respect a year-

long rāhui at Matauri.  From all accounts, the rāhui was complied with, which Matauri Māori saw as an 

encouragement of understanding between Māori and Pākehā.   

There is little local evidence of Matauri Māori embracing the regulation of non-commercial fishing 

resources, such as fishing reserves, although Ngāti Kura had proposed a marine park for the area in the 

mid-1990s, and drew up a customary fishing plan in the early 2000s.  One area, though, where Matauri 

Māori supported a regulatory regime was around muttonbirding where they actively engaged in the system 

reporting diligently on their catches.  The Crown widely consulted on the regime.  This was a sort of 

partnership of mutual interests; of the Crown who wanted to protect wildlife for conservation purposes, 

and Māori who wanted to manage the harvest of a traditional food source in a sustainable way.  By the 

1990s, the partnership appears to have dissolved, not on the part of Matauri Māori, but seemingly by a 

lack of resources within the Department of Conservation.  Today, this resource is managed by Māori 

without any input from the Conservation Department.   

Matauri Māori were able to supplement or make an income on using their fisheries for commercial 

purposes.  The area was also important to outside commercial fishing interests.  It was the advent of 

commercial trawling in the 1930s that saw a marked change in the number of catches.  Trawling was a 

major concern for Matauri Māori for its direct and notable effects on the local fishing stock.  Prior to this, 

fishing, and its then local abundance was one extractive industry that Matauri Māori could and did readily 
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exploit as they had been doing for generations.  The trawling occurred after the fisheries of the Hauraki 

Gulf and Bay of Plenty were under intense pressure from seine trawling fleets. By the 1930s, the 

Auckland seine fleet expanded north. The trawling limited where whānau could traditionally fish.  Matauri 

Māori had the support from the Whangaroa County Council and the local Northern Māori Member of 

Parliament.  While the aforementioned rāhui was observed by the trawling industry, the effects on the 

commercial fishing by local Māori is not altogether clear.  However, evidence from the 1940s suggests 

strong competition between commercial fishers in the Matauri area leading to Matauri fishers entering 

into an agreement to sell the fish to one commercial dealer who, in turn, attempted to gain access to the 

Māori-owned landing reserves (the success of the attempt is unclear).   

Trawling in the Northland area resulted in numerous complaints from Māori and Pākehā alike, although 

complaints from Matauri Māori were not located.  Despite the new licensing regime under the Fisheries 

Amendment Act 1945, Matauri Māori continued to practice their traditional customary fishing, although 

by the 1970s seine trawling was causing much consternation among Matauri Māori who were recording 

smaller and smaller catches.  The effects this was having on the Matauri community may have been partly 

responsible for owners moving away from the area, particularly as the community was heavily reliant on 

the sea for sustenance.   

The Fisheries Act 1983 consolidated the country's fisheries management and policy proposals, and 

initiated the Quota Management System for the deepwater and inshore fisheries.  This system severely hit 

the Northland community with some 300 mostly Māori fishermen losing their fishing licences in two 

years. Some 80 percent of the Matauri community’s income from fishing was revoked without 

consultation.  The Government appeared ignorant of Māori fishing rights; instead they assumed that 

Māori and their rights under the Treaty would not be affected by the system.  Complaints from the 

Whakarārā Māori Committee were, seemingly, not responded to.   

Māori and the Crown eventually came to an agreement to settle all Māori fishing claims with the 

enactment of the Treaty of Waitangi (Fisheries Claims) Settlement Act 1992.  Today, Matauri Māori still 

practice their traditional right of customary fishing although how compliant they are with any regulatory 

regime imposed by the Government is not clear.      
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Chapter Eight - CONCLUSION  

Initial engagement between Matauri Maori and the Crown, late nineteenth century 

Well into the twentieth century Matauri was relatively physically isolated, with the sea being the preferred 

means of access.  The Matauri Maori community lived a self-sufficient lifestyle off the sea and gardens for 

their immediate needs.  As a result of this isolation, central and local Government took little interest in 

the area, and no Crown purchases took place during this period.  By the second half of the nineteenth 

century, kauri timber and gum were a major source of income and employment for Matauri Maori.  

Several settler families had moved into the wider Waiaua and Matauri district, including the Leslie and 

Murray families who feature in the early leasing and later purchases of Matauri.  At this time, leading 

Matauri rangatira seemed willing to engage with the Crown and Pākehā.  This is demonstrated by the 

actions of Kīngi Hōri Kira in two ways: when he gifted to the Crown a Native School site at Te Kiripaka 

in 1875; and being involved in the informal leasing of Motukawanui to Murray around the same period.   

Kira, though, did not seek to have title to Matauri investigated by the Native Land Court even though he 

was very familiar with the court system, having been involved in the title investigations for the adjoining 

Mahinepua and Paihia blocks in 1867.  This may be because Kira had become a strong advocate for the 

protection of Maori land and greater recognition of the Treaty of Waitangi and He Whakaputanga.  This 

can be seen in 1884 by his assertion of mana over Matauri before the Treaty of Waitangi Committee, a 

committee established in 1881 by Northland Maori to represent their rights and interests.  Motukawa 

would come before the Committee in 1890 to resolve its ownership.   

This Waitangi Committee demonstrated that Kira and the Motukawa claimants preferred engaging under 

this forum where they got to set the rules for engagement rather than the Native Land Court forum 

where the Crown imposed the rules.  The Committee may have resolved and identified ownership, but it 

did not produce security of ownership through a land title much needed in a new economy focused more 

on individual rather than traditional communal rights.  This meant Matauri Maori had to engage in the 

Native Land Court system. 

 

Engaging with the Native Land Court system for the initial title investigations of Matauri and Motukawanui 

By the turn of the twentieth century the Matauri Maori community became active participants in the 

Native Land Court system by submitting applications from as early as 1900 to have title to Matauri 

investigated.  Matauri Maori wanted security of title as a result of several disputes that related to economic 

and cultural activities, including two timber disputes: one from Pāora Kira who wanted to stop Hōne 

Hapa from cutting timber on the block; and the other between a local Pākehā sawmiller who sought 

access over Matauri and local Maori, including Hōne Hapa, who were blocking access.  There was also a 

fencing dispute between Tāmati Hoori and Pāora Kira which may have arisen because Kira wanted to 
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manage an area for a farming opportunity.  A third dispute was highlighted by Pāora Pene who wanted to 

stop the abuse of rāhui of native birds by trespassers.  A fourth dispute was later raised by Rāwinia 

Tāmati Hō in her 1906 appeal where she sought confirmation of ownership of improvements she had 

placed over Matauri No. 1.   

It was clear that Matauri Maori wanted security of title to engage in the economy and also to ensure their 

own survival. The rāhui dispute may also demonstrate how maintaining cultural or traditional activities 

was becoming challenging with the rapid disappearance of the kauri forests and the effect this diminishing 

traditional food resource would have had on the Matauri community if unwelcome individuals were 

encroaching on those limited resources.  While the ethnicity of the trespassers are not identified, it is clear 

that land without title was unable to be managed as efficiently as land with a secure title, which would 

allow landowners recourse to justice over trespassers.  The timber and rāhui disputes effectively meant 

that engagement with the court system was an inevitable outcome in order for the Matauri Maori 

community to assert their ownership and engage or survive in a new economy.  It is also apparent at this 

time that the end-game for those who applied for title investigation in the early 1900s was not the 

alienation of land by sale or lease.  This may be because at the time the first title investigation applications 

were submitted, there was sufficient timber and gum on the land to provide economic gains for a number 

of years.   

The applicants were split along two lines; those who had interests in the Te Ngaere settlement and 

surrounding lands (which would later become Matauri No. 2), and those who claimed interests in the 

Matauri Bay settlement and coastal flats (No. 1).  The willingness to engage in the court system by the 

Matauri Bay applicants was tempered by their confidence in the system when they petitioned the Native 

Minister in 1902 against the Tokerau District Maori Land Council, fearing that the Council would make 

decisions according to conquest only.  The evidence suggests at that time that the petitioners were 

probably not fully aware that the Council and Papatupu Block Committee would offer a Maori forum on 

Maori terms to have their claims investigated.  In the end the eventual findings for Matauri and 

Motukawanui in support of occupation and ancestral right may have initially alleviated the concerns of 

the petitioners, although some were not pleased with the Council awards and were subsequently involved 

in appealing those.   

The Papatupu Block Committee and Maori Land Council hearings between 1902 and 1905 were robustly 

contested.  The Committee’s work was thorough, averaging some nine hours a day for 13 days in their 

investigations, and essentially doing much of the evidential leg work for the later Land Council and 

Native Land Court hearings.  Holding the Committee hearings at Matauri Bay provided a direct on-the-

ground presence for the claimants.  Given the length of the committee hearings, it probably minimised 

claimant costs of travel and accommodation, and, as there were no lawyers involved, it would have 

significantly reduced costs to the claimants.   

For Matauri and Motukawanui, the findings of the Block Committee and Maori Land Council were 
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upheld by the Native Land and Native Appellate Courts, although the awards were altered.  The 

Committee found in favour of continuous occupation for those situated at Te Ngaere (Matauri No. 2); 

and through the ancestral right for those situated at Matauri Bay (No. 1) and Motukawanui.  The findings 

along the lines of occupation and ancestral right were similar to the lines followed by the Waitangi 

Committee for Motukawanui in 1890.  This may reflect why claimants were mostly satisfied with the 

findings.     

 

How well did the Native Land Court system meet with claimant expectations? 

The success of the Papatupu Block Committee’s work can be seen in the general acceptance of much of 

the evidence, and that the award for Matauri No. 2 was generally accepted by all parties.  There is no 

suggestion in the evidence that individual title was not what claimants wanted, and although it may be 

argued that the individualisation did not take into consideration the collective or hapū-based management 

of the land, the resulting ownership lists for Matauri No. 1 and 2 appeared split among whānau and tribal 

lines.  

The awards for Matauri No. 1 and Motukawanui, however, were rejected, as demonstrated by the 

universal agreement from all parties at the 1905 Maori Land Council hearing to have the Native Land 

Court investigate title.  The subsequent appeals for Matauri No. 1 and Motukawanui were around court 

processes; what actually happened in the out-of-court arrangements, and how awards were made.  The 

appeals demonstrate how the system benefited claimants by providing the opportunity to appeal.  

The appeal process, however, also frustrated some participants, such as Rāwinia Tāmati Hō whose appeal 

concerning Matauri No. 1 appeared to reflect frustration and some uncertainty over the court process.  In 

his appeal over Motukawanui, Hōne Hapa stated that he simply did not know what course of action to 

take over his concerns.  The appellants claimed that the award decisions of the Block Committee and 

Council were said to have prejudiced the rights of the permanent occupiers when out-of-court 

arrangements were made before the Maori Land Council.  Out-of-court arrangements were used by both 

the Council and Court to cater for a Maori response to competing claims rather than the bodies ruling 

arbitrarily.  They were certainly convenient for the court but they were also frustrating to some claimants 

because the details of what happened during those arrangements were not generally recorded in the court 

minute of the hearing they occurred at, only the decision or outcome was. 

Further frustration in the appeal process came down to the costs of prosecuting the appeals and the 

inconsistent way costs were applied.  In 1910, Tāmati Hōri claimed not to have received notice of the 

appeal hearing of Matauri No. 1.  This was injurious to his case as he had struggled to come up with a 

£20 security deposit to process his appeal, and now found his case dismissed for non-appearance.  He 

lost 35 percent of his deposit as a consequence.  Two other appellants from the 1906-07 Native Appellate 

Court hearing concerning Matauri No. 1 had their appeals referred to the Native Appellate Court, but for 



 

538 

reasons unclear a security deposit was not imposed upon them.  

In response to the appeals, the Native Land and Native Appellate Courts appeared to apply a broader 

interpretation to the question of occupation by dividing it into three classes: those claimed by some to be 

itinerant or recent occupants and possibly having no ancestry to the block; those who had married into 

the area; and those deemed to have been in permanent occupation.  For Motukawanui, the Maori Land 

Council award of the island to 91 owners was annulled upon appeal and replaced with an award to 12 

individuals on the basis that only some of the 91 individuals had bothered to go and exercise their rights 

by physically moving to the island.  This seemed to ignore the potential rights and interests of the 

remainder of the 91 whose rights had not yet gone cold, although only one of the 91 appealed for his 

inclusion, in which he was successful. 

While generally the community wanted to engage in the court system for security of title, once engaged in 

the system it would have been difficult to withdraw from it.  The stresses and inconvenience of applicants 

having to wait several years before their applications were considered is borne out, for instance, for the 

1907 appeal of Matauri No. 1, in which tensions in the Matauri community were recorded as a result of 

uncertainty or in dispute of title, and, while not clear in the evidence, possibly because of the ongoing 

litigation and court-related costs.  Court-related costs were often not disclosed in the evidence but 

certainly would have been borne by claimants, particularly as the initial title investigation of Matauri 

occurred over a decade from 1900 until 1910; for example, when Matauri Maori were unaware that a 

Block Committee hearing had been cancelled for April 1903 after they had expended some costs in 

acquiring food products for the hearing.   

Overall, most objections, appeals, or protests from dissatisfied Maori over Committee, Maori Land 

Council, or Native Land Court decisions were generally responded to by the Government or the court; 

although several appeal applications were not located in court minutes, meaning it is unclear what their 

outcome was.   

 

The initial partitioning of Matauri and wave of alienations 

Once the title investigations and appeals had finally been concluded in 1910, there immediately followed 

the partitioning of the parent block into Matauri No. 1 and No. 2, resulting in ten No. 1 blocks and 11 

No. 2 partition blocks.  Except for a dispute around the occupation of Waiaua (part Matauri No. 1) and 

discussions around a fenceline on Motukawanui, both of which were quickly and amicably resolved 

among the parties, the partition hearings for Matauri and Motukawanui were relatively uncontested.  At 

the same time, an uncontested title investigation of Motukawaiti was also held. 

From the 1910s and into the 1920s, there were a number of private leasing and purchasing activities, 

mostly over Matauri No. 2.  During 1910s and early 1920s, some 74 percent of Matauri No. 2, including 

all the coastal lands except Matauri 2C and 2J, were permanently alienated from Maori ownership.  The   
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Matauri coastal blocks 2B and 2J sold in 1911 and 1969 respectively; the sale of the other land blocks 

began in the late 1910s and into the early 1920s.    

While there is no direct evidence of why these alienations occurred, they did so at a time when the local 

economy was switching from the extractive-based industry of timber and gum, among other products, to 

a farm-based economy.  Thus, without a timber resource to exploit, money was required to survive in the 

new farming economy for meeting sustenance needs and obtaining much needed finance and capital to 

develop lands – and the local settlers had the money.  To this end, Matauri Maori possibly favoured the 

retention of the No. 1 block – except for the coastal block of Matauri 1B1 – as it had greater owner 

occupation and economic potential and access than the No. 2 block.  Part of Motukawanui had been 

utilised seasonally for crops but this appeared to stop in the 1900s presumably as Matauri Maori began 

engaging in new economic ventures that required less reliance on using the Motukawa islands.  Moreover, 

both islands had been leased, informally and formally, for some years prior to the Native Land Court title 

investigations of the 1900s.  After title to the islands was settled by 1910, most of the Motukawa owners 

quickly alienated their interests in the two islands but not their interests in the Matauri No. 1 block.  

Furthermore, owner absenteeism did not play a factor in the early alienations as evidence shows that in 

signing receipts and alienation documents, most owners identified their residence as at or nearby Matauri.  

The owners in Matauri No. 2 did not have an interest in No. 1, which suggests that they relied on land 

interests elsewhere to sustain themselves, and may therefore have wanted to alienate in order to secure 

capital and finance to develop those other lands. 

This pattern of alienation of the No. 2 block and Motukawa islands for money to support other land 

holdings or immediate needs does not suggest pressure to alienate because of fees or costs imposed on 

owners for determining or administering title.  Alienation did not appear to be because of survey charges, 

although, except for the purchase of Matauri 2B, survey fees were deducted from either the consideration, 

at an average 26 percent across the purchases of Matauri 1B1, 1H8B, 2A-C, 2E, and the two Motukawa 

islands, or paid in lieu of leasing rentals for Matauri 2A and 2H.  Rate arrears for Matauri 2C were 

deducted from the consideration but rates in general were also not apparently a direct driver for alienation 

except for Matauri 1F, where the owner appeared to concede a lease to Katherine Leslie so outstanding 

rates over the block could be paid.  While rates featured in other alienation transactions, they were not a 

pivotal factor in alienation for this period.   

All alienations during the 1910s-20s were to three local families; Hows, McKeown (later transferred to 

Yerkovich), and Leslie.  McKeown was related to Leslie by marriage.  There was only one instance in this 

early alienation stage where, in 1915, one of two Maori owners in Matauri 1B attempted to buy the other 

owner out, but this never went through.  Out of the ten registered lease arrangements, only five went 

through to full term.  The five remaining leases were a precursor for purchase. 

Why a lessee chose to enter a purchase soon after or even during securing a lease is not disclosed by the 

evidence.  These types of lease-to-purchase transactions, however, appeared to create confusion among 
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some Maori owners.  This is most notable for Motukawanui and Motukawaiti where George Hows had 

applied for leasing, followed immediately by purchasing.  He was competing against Katherine Leslie who 

also had applied to lease and purchase.  Hows may have seen leasing as a foot in the door, and certainly 

he was to prevail over Leslie in both Motukawa islands. The Maori Land Board’s actions only appeared to 

cause further confusion with leasing to purchase, including the approvals for both leasing and purchasing 

for the two protagonists.  Confusion was further exacerbated by lengthy purchase processes, such as 

some five years for Motukawanui (although not necessarily all of the Board’s making).  Owners further 

complained of pressure to sign competing leases; one alleged coercion in signing a lease document by the 

interpreter; and there were further complaints about unpaid rentals.  The Board appeared unwilling to 

deal with such complaints seriously, leaving lessors to largely fend for themselves. 

 

How effective were the protection mechanisms in the alienation of land 

The Government provided protections governing the alienation of Maori land.  One such protection was 

through the role of the Maori Land Boards who were required to investigate alienations of Maori land to 

ensure fair dealing for Maori and that they retained sufficient lands.  The Tokerau District Maori Land 

Board was closely involved in the alienation transactions for Matauri and Motukawa islands.  For most 

alienations, the Maori Land Board appeared resolute in ensuring that all the necessary documentation was 

submitted to show that the minimum standards of care were being taken without necessarily looking 

behind what the documents claimed.  Often this meant giving conditional confirmation upon the 

submission of certain documents, as in the alienations for Matauri 1B (subject to a schedule of other 

lands) and Motukawanui in 1912 (subject to statutory declaration, schedule of other lands, and a 

valuation).  The Tokerau District Maori Land Board was also resolute with these blocks in  ensuring that 

the consideration for any sale (sale price) at least matched the government valuation, although it is not 

apparent that the Board took into consideration the market value or the value of standing timber (if any). 

For example, in 11 of the purchase transactions considered, five purchases were over the government 

valuation (Matauri pt 2H and 2J), while the remainder were equal to the valuation (1B1, 1H8B, 2A-C, 2E, 

pt 2H).   

Other alienation transactions for Matauri and the Motukawa islands suggest deeper problems with the 

adequacy of Maori Land Board protection for owners.  One problem appears to have been  the under 

resourcing of land boards inundated with a multitude of applications, resulting in little more than rubber 

stamping of many transactions as long as documents were received.  Six purchases (Matauri 1B1, 2A, 2C, 

2E, 2H, and Motukawanui) raise issues on the adequacy of the practical implementation of protective 

measures for owners, including confusion over payments, delays in making board distributions to owners, 

problems around notice to owners, and challenges to purchases.  The only uncontested purchases were 

that of Matauri 1H8B, Matauri 2B (the first block to be alienated), and Motukawaiti.  The five leases that 

went through to full terms (Matauri 1F, 2D, 2J) were all contested; all other lease arrangements were 
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relatively uncontested.   

The diligent attention the Tokerau District Maori Land Board afforded to valuations was not necessarily 

afforded to the schedule of other lands or who was witnessing receipts.  In these two areas, the Board’s 

oversight appeared to be wanting.  Land boards were required to ensure that owners were left with 

sufficient land following an alienation.  There was little evidence of checks, however, being done on the 

land’s quality, the revenue it yielded, the debts it carried, or the needs of the whānau of the owner 

alienating.  Faced with a multitude of applications, checking every land schedule may have been 

impracticable without greater resources.  For Matauri and the Motukawa islands, the Board took schedule 

information provided by the purchaser at face value.  The one time the Land Board questioned the 

schedule was with respect to Tāmati Hōri in the purchase of his interests in Matauri 2H.  The schedule 

showed he had no other land interests but those in 2H.  While Hōri testified that he had other lands at 

Waikare, and that he had planned to live elsewhere as there was no work at Waikare – inferring that he 

was either not employed or a transient worker – he was also receiving his share of rentals from 2H, the 

very interests he was now selling.  Seemingly based on this testimony without further checks, the Board 

confirmed the purchase.   

The Motukawanui transactions highlighted other deficiencies in the Board’s investigations.  The lack of 

receipts that were witnessed for these transactions, and one that was witnessed by a relative of George 

Hows, suggest that these were given scant attention by the Board.  There were also apparent  conflicts of 

interest occurring with  the leasing of Matauri 1F and 2D in which the Postmaster, Henry Leslie, was 

witnessing the lease documentation for Matauri 1F (in which the Postmaster was the lessor’s brother, and 

whence the ‘fraudulent’ nature of the lease was heavily contested over some three decades), and 2D (he 

was the lessor’s brother-in-law).  Granted, the relative isolation of the area would have limited the 

availability of a suitable official able to witness such documents, however the documentation and covering 

letters to the documentation do not declare any conflicts of interest.   

There were also apparent inequities in the process of deducting survey charges from sale prices whereby 

some owners had survey charges deducted from their share, while others did not.  The varying payments 

and apparently unsystematic approach to the deduction of survey charges might reflect the complex and 

bureaucratic nature of records held by the land board and land court at the time and, again, resource 

issues.  In addition, the Board’s checks on what land was actually involved in a transaction were at times 

deficient.  Matauri 2H was purchased between 1918 and 1924 with some six percent of the block not 

purchased but treated as if it had been.   

Another protection from 1909 was the move to enable owners to agree to alienations more collectively in 

some circumstances, through the assembled meeting of owners process. This gave some semblance of a 

due process to the Maori owners to come together to discuss any alienation.  This process was subject to 

potential abuse, however, such as by taking advantage of confusing resolutions, the weighting in favour of 

shareholding, and the use of proxy votes for owners. The lawyer for Katherine Leslie used such tactics in 
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support of her efforts to lease or purchase Matauri 2H in 1916, for example.  Other alienations involving 

the meeting of owners system included Matauri 2J in the 1950s and 1960s.  In the early 1950s, the District 

Maori Land Boards were abolished and their remaining protective functions passed over to the Maori 

Trustee.  Matauri 2J was the only Matauri block administered by the Trustee.  Issues arise of both the 

Maori Land Court and Trustee efforts to protect the best interests of owners in Matauri 2J.  In two 

respective meetings of owners called for the leasing and sale of Matauri 2J in 1959 and 1969, a small 

minority of absentee owners held sway by proxy over a majority in attendance of mostly local owners but 

who had a small minority shareholding.  The minority wanted the owners and their descendants to use 

the land.  The resulting decisions were passed by the majority shares of the proxy holders who also gained 

most of the sale money.  This was in spite of the vocal support from mostly local owners wanting to use 

the land. Although they held a minority shareholding, they made up some 62 percent of owners by 

numbers but received just 4 percent of the sale proceeds.    The sale of Matauri 2J may not have gone 

through if the Trustee had acted earlier on such issues as the block’s deteriorating state, the rent arrears, 

breaches of lease covenants, and outstanding rates, all of which came to a head by late 1966.  Although 

perhaps hampered by limited legal powers, after finally  re-entering the block the Trustee reported on its 

poor condition, then recommended the owners find some way to make it revenue-producing but  

declined to assist the owners organise a meeting to discuss the matter.  In such a deteriorated condition, 

unless the owners were able to inject capital to improve the condition, then they may have had little 

option but to further lease or sell; options that the majority of interested owners (holding only a minority 

of shares) opposed.   

 

How did the Crown respond to concerns from Matauri owners over alienations? 

The Crown’s investigations into Matauri Maori complaints over the process and its oversight often 

showed a degree of indifference, or lack of urgency. This was in spite of petitions and objections over 

several decades and evidence suggesting concerns had an element of validity.  In the case of Matauri 1F, 

the Land Board withheld some eight years of rentals as it waited for successors to be appointed while also 

investigating persistent complaints about unpaid rentals.  In the case of McKeown’s leasing of 2A, and 

2C-D in 1918, and the subsequent purchase of 2A and 2C in 1919, the owners complained for many years 

that they were unaware of the lease terms and conditions, and that the land was fraudulently sold as they 

had no intention to sell.  The complaints over 2D spanned some 25 years.  The government, however, 

was content to rely on the face value of the Board confirmation of the alienation, and the formality of 

alienation instruments being witnessed by the Postmaster. There was no willingness to take the 

complaints more seriously or inquire more thoroughly, even though this would have revealed that the 

Postmaster was also McKeown’s brother-in-law, and McKeown was sub-postmaster who, presumably, 

worked with the Postmaster.  Finally, in 1938, the Native Land Court acknowledged that there were 

‘several exceedingly unsatisfactorily features’ revealed by the land board files but would give no details; 



 

543 

suggesting instead that the objectors seek a remedy by petitioning Parliament – even though they had 

already done exactly that, unsuccessfully, in 1921.   

 

The effects of other title reforms in the twentieth century 

The physical isolation of Matauri proved a major natural protection against greater alienation, but it also 

hindered development by owners, particularly for dairying.  Maori landowners were able to engage in this 

new industry near Te Ngaere and the coastal flats of Matauri No. 1, but they were severely limited by a 

lack of land-based access. Their efforts were further limited by the Depression of the early 1930s in which 

local Maori took up road construction work and any unemployment relief work they could find.  The lack 

of adequate land-based access limited the transport of fish and cream supplies to the markets and 

economic opportunities for land owners to develop idle lands, including enticing absentee owners back to 

the land.   

Maori efforts to develop the less valuable lands left to them were frustrated by government and local 

authority refusal to assist with development of areas considered to have only limited development 

potential. Maori owners wanted a ring roadline connecting the No. 1 and 2 blocks.  However, the 

government was unwilling to consider a roadline for the No. 2 block, based on what was considered the 

limited potential production of that area.  The Whangaroa County Council also refused to support the 

No. 2 roadline until affected Maori lands were rate-paying, even though making those lands rate-paying 

was inhibited by a lack of access.  It was only through the perseverance and initiative of the Wainui Tribal 

Committee and local Maori in the 1940s-50s that any progress was made with the roadline in this area.  

Owners of Matauri 2F were then refused compensation for the land taken for the road based on having 

previously agreeing not to seek compensation, although the owners had been paying rates on land that 

was effectively used as a road for some years before it was fully legalised in the 1970s.  The government 

was more supportive of the No. 1 roadline, on the basis that a road from Kaeo had already been 

constructed and the bay was important for providing local fish and cream supplies.  However, that meant 

that Maori plans for a ring road only came to fruition in the 1970s, finally opening up Matauri to 

potentially greater economic, recreational and tourist opportunities. 

By the second half of the century, the government remained determined that title reform and even further 

individualisation was the major answer to what were seen as problems of communal ownership hindering 

the more productive use of Maori land. Matauri land owners embraced some of the reforms offered in an 

attempt to best utilise their land. These included attempting further subdivisions to better enable owners 

to occupy and use the land, and in some cases the use of exchanges, gifting, trusts, Europeanisation, and 

incorporation to overcome problems created by the title system provided. Some of these efforts met with 

success and in some cases appear to have enabled greater retention of land than perhaps otherwise would 

have resulted.   
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Exchanges were focused around mutually-beneficial whānau arrangements in which the Maori Land 

Court accommodated them without much ado.  The gifting of shares by way of vesting orders appeared 

to be a popular mechanism used by Matauri land owners in the 1940s to allow for some practical 

solutions.  Here, owners were able to gift their interests in a way that suited their aspirations that the 

normal land court bilineal succession would not have allowed.  This helped mitigate title fragmentation 

that would otherwise have been broken down into smaller more uneconomical interests. Conversely, such 

gifting had the potential to disenfranchise some potential owners of successors, but no dissent or 

objections to the giftings were located for the blocks studied.   

The section 438 trust model was actively used by owners to provide for their aspirations to develop land 

for residential settlement, focused around the Te Tāpui marae reserve.  The trust enabled owners to 

manage the subdivision of land around Te Tāpui settlement by centralising the negotiation process to a 

board of trustees elected by the owners who decided on how sections were to be allocated to interested 

owners.  There appeared no notable dissent to the establishment or management of these trusts, or to the 

allocation method.  Owners also used section 439 trusts to ensure the long-term protection of wāhi tapu 

reserves and sites of significance, and these all were relatively uncontested.  Europeanisation occurred for 

some blocks under the Maori Affairs 1953 Act and its amendment 1967 Act.  The Europeanisation of 

land under the 1953 Act was undertaken for practical purposes, such as an owner’s aspiration to 

subdivide Matauri 1H1B, or for Matauri 3J where the owner needed to borrow against the land.  Most of 

the Europeanised blocks remain Maori owned. 

 

The incorporation of part Matauri No. 1, 1960s-1990s 

The ability for the owners to use the incorporated model probably helped the retention of Maori land 

over Matauri No. 1.  This model mitigated the situation of ever-increasing numbers of owners in a block 

by providing for the land to be collectively managed by owners.  The Matauri X Incorporation was 

created in the late 1960s.  Its asset, the Matauri X Block, was created by amalgamating 19 land blocks that 

made up a significant portion of the former Matauri No. 1 block.   The former owners became the 

original shareholders in the incorporation.  Incorporation may have helped mitigate title fragmentation for 

the Maori Land Court, but it did not halt the interest or share fragmentation as succession continued to 

occur which had the effect of increasing the number of owners in the incorporation, with each new 

shareholder having a smaller and smaller share. 

Those who ultimately gave support to incorporation only made up 30 percent of the total shareholding in 

the block, although the provisions of the Maori Affairs Act 1953 provided for a majority vote of those 

present, not a majority of the aggregate or total shareholding in the block.  Overall, though, incorporation 

was readily acceptable to owners and only once, in 1969, was it challenged where, in the end, the 

shareholders decided to overturn the committee and start afresh.   
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The Matauri X Incorporation Management Committee was able to successfully raise finance though the 

Maori Trustee, although there was friction between the interests and aspirations of local owners versus 

outside interests, or absentee owners, who wanted to limit public access and negotiations with the Crown.  

The Committee attempted to find or create income streams in three ways: small-scale leasing, a camping 

ground, and subdivision proposals, of which the first two were relatively successful.  The purpose of the 

subdivision proposals from the 1960s to the 1980s was to provide much needed capital for paying off 

liabilities and provide for development opportunities, but also meeting (mostly) local owners’ concerns 

for unfettered public access to the beach.  These proposals failed to materialise for a variety of reasons, 

including lack of shareholder interest, shareholder opposition, and in some cases constraints on the 

powers provided to the trust by the Crown.   

The Matauri X Incorporation achieved some success in  managing the competing tensions between 

commercial development, retaining land, providing community, cultural, and individual benefits; coming 

up with innovative ideas, and merging Maori values with successful business practices.  The 

Incorporation’s papakāinga scheme of the late 1980s not only provided cultural and social benefits in 

addressing housing needs, but also sought to entice absentee owners back to Matauri whose skills could 

then be used in the development of the block.  The incorporation, though, did not support the 

establishment in the 1980s of a shanty-town at the southern end of the Matauri beach.  That township 

seemed to be an assertion of ownership and mana against local government rules and regulations around 

subdivision, and a snub to the Incorporation. 

Ironically perhaps, incorporation brought the land status situation back to the pre-partitioned days of 

Matauri No. 1 as a communally-owned block.  The owners were fortunate that in the intervening years 

only a small portion of No. 1 was ever alienated, though it did not necessarily mean that they were 

materially enriched from utilising their lands.  Incorporation was seen as one aspirational way of lessening 

the burden of rates and other liabilities even though these liabilities did not go away; they simply became 

the responsibility of the new body corporate.  Incorporation centralised the decision-making by way of a 

management committee elected by owners, not too dissimilar to a tribal body working on behalf of tribal 

members, and where owners still retained a degree of control through the right to vote, albeit exercised by 

shares held rather than by hands raised.  The Maori Land Court, though, still kept a perhaps overly 

paternalistic eye on things.  Despite some flaws, and the constraints of a limited study timeframe up to 

1995, it appears that for these owners the benefits of incorporation during that time might well have 

achieved more on balance than not having incorporated. 

 

How have Matauri Maori utilised the Cavalli Islands and surrounding waters for customary and economic purposes? 

Customary fishing has been and still is a part and parcel of everyday life for Matauri Maori.  Traditional 

fishing grounds adjacent to coastal tribal lands were managed by tribal groups who enforced complex sets 

of customary rules regarding which species could be taken, from where, and at what time of year.  Some 



 

546 

of these practices remain, such as use of rāhui, which is still evident, if infrequently used.  Customary 

harvests of resources such as muttonbirding continue, although on a smaller scale than in previous times.  

Matauri Maori have also actively supported partnership efforts with the Crown to regulate muttonbird 

harvesting, reporting diligently on their catches within the Crown regulatory regime.  By the 1990s, 

however, that partnership had apparently dissolved, not on the part of Matauri Maori, but seemingly by a 

lack of resources within the Department of Conservation.   

Matauri Maori were able to supplement or make an income on using their fisheries for commercial 

purposes, in spite of the advent of commercial trawling by outside interests in the 1930s that saw a 

marked decreased in the numbers of local catches.  The trawling limited where whānau could traditionally 

fish.  Matauri Maori protests at the trawling had the support of the Whangaroa County Council and the 

local Northern Maori Member of Parliament.  Despite a new licensing regime under the Fisheries 

Amendment Act 1945, Matauri Maori continued to practice their traditional customary fishing, although 

by the 1970s seine trawling was causing much consternation among Matauri Maori who were recording 

smaller and smaller catches.  The effects this was having on the Matauri community may have been partly 

responsible for owners moving away from the area.   

The Fisheries Act 1983 consolidated the country's fisheries management and policy proposals, and 

initiated the Quota Management System for the deepwater and inshore fisheries.  This system severely hit 

the Northland community with some 80 percent of the Matauri community’s income from fishing being 

revoked without consultation.  The Government appeared ignorant of Maori fishing rights; instead they 

assumed that Maori and their rights under the Treaty would not be affected by the system.  Complaints 

from the Whakarārā Maori Committee were, seemingly, not responded to.  Maori and the Crown 

eventually came to an agreement to settle all Maori fishing claims with the enactment of the Treaty of 

Waitangi (Fisheries Claims) Settlement Act 1992.  Today, Matauri Maori still practice their traditional right 

of customary fishing although how compliant they are with any regulatory regime imposed by the 

Government is not clear, but they presumably work according to their own traditional rules and methods.  

 

How successful has the joint management of Motukawanui been? 

In 1973, the Crown purchased Motukawanui off Pākehā owners but failed to acquire Motukawaiti and the 

Cavalli Islands for scenic and recreational purposes.  Matauri Maori were resolutely opposed to the 

Crown including the Motukawa and Cavalli Islands in any maritime or marine park.  Any approach by the 

Crown to Matauri Maori pre-1990s over the management of Motukawanui was probably ad hoc at best.   

In the early 1990s, Ngati Kura approached the Department of Conservation looking for a more 

constructive relationship with the Crown.  Some progress was made towards a joint management plan for 

the island until the death of the Conservation Department’s Kaupapa Atawhai who was leading the 

negotiations.  A hiatus of several years of inaction followed before a further attempt was reignited by the 
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Conservation Department in 2001.  The vision of the plan was to manage Motukawanui as an open 

sanctuary following broadly the model of Tiritiri Matangi.   

In 2011 a list of possible ‘shared DOC-Ngati Kura projects’ was compiled; however, like the joint 

management of the island, it is unclear what progress has been made.  The intent of Conservation 

Department officials appeared sincere and genuine, and Matauri Maori want a more collaborative 

relationship.  This suggests there is goodwill but challenges remain of how committed the Department is 

in terms of a commitment of partnership, time, energy, and more importantly, funding.  The results are 

still not clear.  Matauri Maori appear ambivalent as well about the extent of commitment to a genuine 

working partnership. 

 

By 1969, just over a third of the Matauri block and both Motukawanui and Motukawaiti had passed out 

of Maori ownership – including Te Kiripaka and the Cavalli Islands, this equated to just over half of 

Matauri being permanently alienated from Maori ownership.  Today, some 49 percent of Matauri remains 

Maori-owned including much of Matauri No. 1, Te Kiripaka, and the Cavalli Islands.  Motukawanui is a 

Crown reserve generally used for recreational activities. Motukawaiti is in private hands, while the Cavalli 

Islands are now a Maori Reserve.  The Matauri community still remains with the main settlements today 

being at Te Ngaere, Putataua Bay, and Te Tāpui, with smaller clusters at Te Kiripaka and the southern 

end of the Matauri Bay beach.  
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BBEE 15336 A1632 Box 536c NP/206, Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic Park – agendas and 
reports, 1980–6 

BBEE 15336 A1632 Box 543a NP/209, Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic Park – maritime planning, 
1985–7 

BBEE 15336 A1632 Box 544b NP/209/1, Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic Park – marine reserves 
and parks, 1982–5 

BBEE 15336 A1632 Box 557a NP. 225 part 1, Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic Park – 
Motukawanui Island, 1967–79 

BBEE 15336 A1632 Box 557b NP/225 part 2, Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic Park – 
Motukawanui Island, 1977–85 

BBEE 15336 A1632 Box 558a NP/225, Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic Park– Motukawaiti Island 
–Cavalli Group, 1973–7 

BBEE 15336 A1632 Box 558b NP/225/1, Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic Park – Motukawanui 
Island, 1973–6 

BBEE 15336 A1632 Box 558c NP/225/1 part 2, Bay of Islands Maritime and Historic Park – 
Motukawanui Island, 1973–77 

BBEE 15336 A1632 Box 558d NP/225/1, Bay of Islands Park complex – Cavalli Islands, 
1979 

Department of Education, Northern Regional Office 

BAAA 1001 A440 Box 337a 44/4, part 1, Maori Schools – Building and Site Files – Matauri Bay, 1882–
1897 

BAAA 1001 A440 Box 337b 44/4, part 2, Maori Schools – Building and Site Files – Matauri Bay, 1898–
1903 

BAAA 1001 A440 Box 337c 44/4, part 3, Maori Schools – Building and Site Files – Matauri Bay, 1903–
05 

BAAA 1001 A440 Box 338a 44/4, part 4, Maori Schools – Building and Site Files – Matauri Bay, 1905–
09 

BAAA 1001 A440 Box 338b 44/4, part 5, Maori Schools – Building and Site Files – Matauri Bay, 1909–
13 

BAAA 1001 A440 Box 338c 44/4, part 6, Maori Schools – Building and Site Files – Matauri Bay, 1913–
30 
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BAAA 1001 A440 Box 339a 44/4, part 7, Maori Schools – Building and Site Files – Matauri Bay, 1930–
43 

BAAA 1001 A440 Box 339b 44/4, part 8, Maori Schools – Building and Site Files – Matauri Bay, 1944–
54 

BAAA 1001 A440 Box 340a 44/4, part 9, Maori Schools – Building and Site Files – Matauri Bay, 1952–
68 

BAAA 1001 A440 Box 608a 44/4, Maori Schools – Building and Site Files – Te Ngaere, 1878–1889 

BAAA 1001 A440 Box 961b 44/6, Maori Schools – General Correspondence and Inspection Reports – 
Matauri, 1947–69 

BAAA 1001 A440 Box 1083b 44/6, Maori Schools – General Correspondence and Inspection, Reports 
– Whakarārā, 1926–47 

Department of Lands and Survey, Hamilton District Office 

BBAG 4979 A211 Box 525d LG 367, Grazing Lease – Matauri Bay Farms, 1977–81 

Department of Maori Affairs 

Auckland District Office 

BBAQ 1364 A531 Box 6b, Mutton birds, 1944–68 

Whāngārei District Office  

BAAI 5801 Box 2, Register of applications – Confirmation of alienation of land by sale or lease – 
Tokerau Maori Land Board, 1917 

BAAI 1030 Box 359a 21/1, Land Development – Schemes and Rural Lending – Mangonui – Mangonui 
Development Scheme, 1933–4 

BAAI 1030 Box 470g 21/L/GEN, part 1, Land Development – Schemes and Rural Lending – 
Mangonui – L Series General, 1936–63 

BAAI 1030 Box 642h 17/160, Land Development – Sale of Maori Trustee and Crown shares to Maori 
owners, n.d. 

BAAI 1030 Box 644e 11/1/6/1, Maori Housing – Rates, housing and building, 1963–84 

BAAI 1030 Box 654c 11/11, Maori Housing – Accommodation for aged Maoris, 1961–5 

BAAI 1030 Box 693d 15/9/76, part 1, Maori Trust – Alienations – Matauri 2J, 1969–70 

BAAI 1030 Box 698f 15/9/165, Maori Trust – Alienations – Matauri 2F, 1971–2 

BAAI 1030 Box 705d 15/9/266, Maori Trust – Alienations – Matauri 2F2 Part 1 and 2, 1974–84 

BAAI 1030 Box 815b 29/Gen/A, Vested Land – General file for Section 438/53 Trusts Not Accepted 
by Maori Trustee, 1969–84 

BAAI 1030 Box 994b 22/2/7, Rates – Whangaroa County Council, 1940–55 

BAAI 1030 Box 960c 27/5/321, Rehabilitation – Hemi Rapata, 1950–7 

BAAI 1030 Box 1055d 28/7/906, Conversion – Matauri 1H2C2B, 1968–70 

BAAI 1030 Box 1055e 28/7/907, Conversion – Matauri 2J, 1968–70 

BAAI 1030 Box 1083e 31/9/1, Whakarara Maori Committee subsidy, 1952–71 

BAAI 1030 Box 1083h 31/12, Matauri Bay Maori Committee, 1965 

BAAI 1030 Box 1083i 31/12/1, Matauri Bay Maori Committee, 1965 

BAAI 1030 Box 1141c 6/56, Roads and Bridges – Matauri Bay Road, 1932–8 
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BAAI 1030 Box 1152d 6/6, Roads and Bridges – Wainui – Te Ngaere – Matauri Road, 1937–74 

BAAI 1030 Box 1611a 11/37/473, Maori Housing – Kira and Hiria Wiremu (Williams), 1960–2 

BAAI 1030 Box 1168d 22/1, Rates – Maori rates, general, 1937–82 

BAAI 1030 Box 1168g 22/2/7, part 2, Rates – Whangaroa County Council, 1955–85 

BAAI 1030 Box 1177o 28/7/657, Conversion – Panaki Island, 1921–68 

BAAI 1030 Box 1263c 15/5/255, Maori Trust – Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1971–3 

BAAI 1030 Box 1263d 15/5/255, Maori Trust – Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1973–
80 

BAAI 1030 Box 1264a 15/5/255, Maori Trust – Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1980–2 

BAAI 1030 Box 1264b 15/5/255, Maori Trust – Loan Applications – Proprietors of Matauri X, 1982–6 

BAAI 1030 Box 2117e 11/37/526, Maori Housing – Toka Junior and Akinihi Williams, 1962–5 

BAAI 11466 A39 Box 14d 316, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Motukawaiti Block – Katherine Jane Leslie, 1911–
12 

BAAI 11466 A39 Box 14d 453, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Motukawaiti Block – From: Haniora 
Hohepa and others – To: George N. S. Hows, 1911 

BAAI 11466 A39 Box 14d 760, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Motukawaiti Block, 1911–12 

BAAI 11466 A39 Box 30d 1425, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Matauri 2, 1911–14 

BAAI 11466 A39 Box 41f 1261, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Motukawanui 2, From: Epiha Netana and 
others - To: George N. S. Hows 1913[–1916] 

BAAI 11466 A39 Box 41f 1787, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Motukawanui 2, 1915–6 

BAAI 11466 A39 Box 43r 1882, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Matauri 2E, 1915–6 

BAAI 11466 A39 Box 55m 2217, Tai Tokerau Alienation file, Matauri 1B1, 1915–8 

BAAI 11466 A39 Box 63m 2472, Tai Tokerau alienation file – Matauri 1H 8D, 1916–8 

BAAI 11466 A39 85r, Tai Tokerau alienation file - Matauri 2C, 1918-32 

BAAI 11466 A39 86a, Tai Tokerau alienation file - Matauri 2A, 1918-27 

BAAI 11466 A39 116c, Tai Tokerau alienation file - Matauri 1F, 1922-44 

BAAI 11466 A39 123o, Tai Tokerau alienation file - Matauri 2H - From: Tamati Hoori and others - To: 
Thomas Arnold Hows, 1916 

BAAI 11466 A139 173n, Tai Tokerau alienation file - Matauri 2D - From: Haereata Paora and Tarawau 
Kira - To: Joseph Lithel McKeown, 1918-37 

BAAI 11466 A139 183h, Tai Tokerau alienation file - Matauri Block, 1902-06 

BAAI 11466 A353 293a, Tai Tokerau alienation file - Matauri 2J - From: Tokerau District Maori Land 
Board - To: C. J. Leslie, 1916-7 

BAAI 11466 A353 350d, Tai Tokerau alienation file - Matauri 1C1, 1966-70 

BAAI 11466 A353 351l, Tai Tokerau alienation file - Matauri X, 1966-71 

BAAI 11466 A353 373a, Tai Tokerau alienation file - Matauri 2J, 1968-9 

BAAI 11466 A353 388e, Tai Tokerau alienation file - Matauri 1H1B, 1972-5 

BAAI 11466 A353 390h, Tai Tokerau alienation file - Matauri 2F, 1971-5 
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Department of Survey and Land Information 

Auckland District Office 

BAIE 1834 Box 493b DPF578 part 1, Deferred Payment Farms – Section F Farm Settlement Matauri 
Bay – Westend, 1967–73 

BAIE 1834 Box 493c part 2, Deferred Payment Farms – Section F Farm Settlement Matauri Bay – 
Westend, 1973–8 

Whāngārei Sub–Office 

BAMY 5155 A713 Box 224g 6/92, Ex–service Settlement Blocks – Matauri Bay, 1960 

BAMY 5155 A713 Box 306j 18/1039, Marginal Lands – Matauri Bay Farms Limited (FC and CA 
Hows), 1967 

Electricity Corporation of New Zealand Limited, Auckland District Office  

BCCD 1510 A601 Box 111a 10/4, part 3, Power Supply to Consumers – Bay of Islands Electric Power 
Board, 1970–3 

High Court Auckland, Department of Justice 

BBAE 1570 A645 Box 108 P336/1930, Yerkovich Steve Mate – Kaeo – Farmer, 1930 

BBAE 5632 A2 Box 287n 1945/5604, Application for consent to sale – George Nelson Shepherd Hows 
to George McDonald, 1945 

Housing Corporation of New Zealand, Auckland Branch  

BAAM 4394 Box 1a, Auckland and Northland State Housing Scheme Plans, 1959–77 

Housing New Zealand Ltd, Auckland Region Office  

BBKD 5700 A1250 Box 249b, 4/2131/33, Matauri Bay, 1986–90 

Knight Frank (NZ) Ltd, Whāngārei Office 

ZACC 1109 A1258 Box 1187b 4/849, part 2, Matauri Bay Farm Settlement, 1955–71 

ZACC 1109 A1258 Box 1787d 20/884, Maori land and survey liens – Matauri Bay, 1974–87 

ZACC 1109 A1258 Box 1800a 4/849, Matauri Bay Farm Settlement, 1955–64 

ZACC 1109 A1258 Box 1800b 4/489/3, Matauri Bay Farm Settlement, 1955–76 

ZACC 1109 A1258 Box 1884b 4/489 part 2 [sic], Matauri Bay Farm Settlement, 1975–86 

ZACC 1109 A1258 Box 1885a 4/489/3, Mahimahi Block and Matauri Farm Settlement, 1976–87 

ZACC 1834 A1258 Box 138a LG 121, Grazing Lease – Matauri Bay Road, 1990–1 

Land Information New Zealand 

National Office 

ABWN 1108 A1810 Box 135c 3397, Survey Files – Timber Floating Licenses – General, 1889–1900 

ABWN 1108 A1810 Box 136a 3397, Survey Files – Timber Floating Licenses – General, 1900–04 

ABWN 1109 A1810 Box 13c 12301, Survey Files – Timber Floating Act, 1908–17 

ABWN 1109 A1810 Box 114 20/547, part 1, Maori Land Blocks – Matauri Block No. 2 Block, 1917–73 

ABWN 1109 A1810 Box 115 20/547, part 2, Maori Land Blocks – Matauri No. 2, 1964–85 

ABWN 1109 A1810 Box 115 6900/0547, Maori Land Blocks – Matauri No. 2, 1990–93 
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ABWN 1109 A1810 Box 160a 3/673, Applications for Islands – general, 1919–32 

ABWN 1109 A1810 Box 160b 3/673, Applications for Islands – general, 1932–63 

ABWN 1109 A1810 Box 162 6900/0884, part 1, Maori Land Blocks/Matauri Block No. 1, 1990–7 

ABWN 1109 A1810 Box 231 20/39, Maori Land Blocks – Motukawanui Block, 1913–18 

ABWN 1109 A1810 Box 237 20/62, Maori Land Blocks – Panaki Island, 1920–69 

ABWN 1109 A1810 Box 1576a 24/1385, Marginal lands loan assistance – Eric Oho Williams – Matauri 
Bay, 1949–56 

ABWN 1109 A1810 Box 1668c 15/3, Timber and timber floating licences – application for timber – 
Crown Land, 1915–16 

ABWN 1109 A1810 Box 1670a 15/3, Timber and timber floating licences – application for timber – 
Crown Land, 1916–17 

ABWN 1109 A1810 Box 1672b 15/3, Timber and timber floating licences – application for timber – 
Crown Land, 1939–43 

ABWN 1109 A1810 Box 1674b 15/7, Timber and timber floating licences – Application for Floatage 
Licences, 1917–21 

ABWN 1151 A261 Box 1a N1, Register of Survey Liens [Maori Land] – North Auckland, 1919–27 

ABWN 4119 Box F5 67, Tenure Maps – Whakarara, Whangaroa, c.1954–5 

Auckland Regional Office 

BAJZ 5155 Box 26b 4/912, BOI [Bay of Islands] Maritime and Historic Parks Board, 1978–85 

BAJZ 23642 A1708 Box 77ae 132, Claim 1312. T Flavell. Matauri – Series 4, c.1946–7 

BAJZ 23642 A1708 Box 77af 132, Claim 1312. T Flavell. Matauri – Series 4, c.1946–7 

BAJZ 23760 A1708 Box 160z 25, Islands – Hororoa Point to Orokaraka – Flat (Motueka), Motuekaiti, 
Small unnamed islands (2) off Matauri 2J Block, Motu Whakarauraka Island and islets, Komiru, Motu 
Pareira, c. 1983 

BAJZ 23978 A1708 Box 450i 778, Plan of Matauri Block [pencil sketch], c.1925–83 

BAJZ 24027 A1708 Box 698b A165, Map of the Northern Portion of the Province of Auckland. 
Prepared at the Waste Land Department. Under the Superintendence of Johnathon L. Tole, Chief 
Draughtsman, c.1860 

Hamilton Regional Office 

BAPP 24556 A1721 Box 215b 2007, Land Taken In Lieu of Survey Liens, c.1903–1985 

BAPP 24556 A1721 Box 280 2107, Consolidation Schemes, Survey Lien Schedules and compromised 
survey liens (Tokerau, Waikato–Maniapoto & Waiariki Maori Land Court Districts), c.1893–1938 

Lands and Survey Office, Auckland 

BAAZ 1109 A557 Box 746a 9/471 part 1, Kaeo Road to Whangaroa, 1916–67 

BAAZ 1109 A557 Box 1437a 20/149, part 1, Maori land and survey liens – General, 1919–25 

BAAZ 1109 A557 Box 1437b 20/149, part 2, Maori land and survey liens – General, 1925–58 

BAAZ 1109 A557 Box 1445a 20/210, Maori land and survey liens – Native Petitions, 1925–47 

BAAZ 1109 A557 Box 1476b 20/884 part 1, Maori Land and Survey Liens – Matauri Block Number 1, 
1912–27 

BAAZ 1109 A557 Box 1477c 20/1187, Maori land and survey liens – Report on Attendances at Native 
Land Courts, 1925–51 
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BAAZ 1109 A557 Box 1478b 20/1304, Maori land and survey liens – Maori Land Alienations – general, 
1959–65 

BAAZ 1109 A557 Box 1685a 20/33, Maori land and survey liens – Notice of Release of lien, 1915–17 

BAAZ 1149 A261 Box 12b 23, Register of Survey Liens, 1913–15 

BAAZ 1151 A261 Box 1a N1, Register of Survey Liens [Maori Land] – North Auckland, 1919–27 

BAAZ 1151 A261 Box 6 N17, Register of Survey Liens [Maori Land] – North Auckland, 1931–5 

BAAZ 1151 A261 Box 6b N15, Register of Survey Liens [Maori Land] – North Auckland, 1926–7 

BAAZ 1151 A261 Box 6c N16, Register of Survey Liens [Maori Land] – North Auckland, 1929–35 

BAAZ 1172 A261 Box 2 2, Closed Liens – Mahi–Muri, 1927–66 

Matauri Bay School  

BBZY 15055 A1466 Box 1a, Whakarara Native / Matauri Bay School Log book, 1919–34 

BBZY 15055 A1466 Box 1b, Whakarara Native / Matauri Bay School Log book, 1935–44 

BBZY 15055 A1466 Box 1c, Whakarara Native / Matauri Bay School Log book, 1944–65 

Ministry of Economic Development, Head Office 

AATJ 4203 A1034 Box 38i 38/2/7, Regional Development – Mr R Stewart – Matauri X Incorporated – 
[Register No. 210174], 1987–8 

Ministry of Transport 

BAAD 1054 A581 Box 3061d 12/208/12, Harbours and Foreshores – Lighthouses and Beacons – 
Cavalli Island Beacon, 1964–88 

BBAD 1054 A463 Box 2314g 50/22/55, Whangarei District – Roads – Wainui – Te Ngaere – Matauri 
Road, Whangaroa County, 1946–64 

BAAD 4122 A855 Box 34b 46/1/76, Buoys and Beacons Cavalli Islands, 1966–71 

BAAD 10531 A386 Box 1a, Register of Northland Fishing and Oyster Boats, 1904–55 

Ministry of Works and Development Residual Management Unit, Head Office 

AATE 1054 A999 Box 265c 35/1/45/1/3, Town and Country Planning – Whangaroa County Council 
District Scheme – Reviews, variations and changes – Whangaroa Maori Issues, 1987–8 

AATE 1054 A999 Box 266b 35/1/45/1/4, Town and Country Planning – Whangaroa County Council 
District Scheme – Reviews, variations and changes – Proposed Rural/Coastal Zone, 1987–8 

AATE 1054 A999 Box 267a 35/1/45/2, Town and Country Planning – Whangaroa County Council 
District Scheme – Requirements, 1975 – 1978 

AATE 1054 A999 Box 302a 35/3/38, Town and Country Planning – Research and Studies – 
Papakainga housing, 1984–6 

AATE 10880 A946 Box 17e 20/6/2/1, Town and Country Planning – Matauri, 1979–84 

AATE 10880 A1003 Box 132b 18/6/78, part 1, Whangaroa Roads – Matauri Bay Road, 1928–52 

AATE 10880 A1003 Box 133a 18/6/78, part 2, Whangaroa Roads – Matauri Bay Road, 1952–69 

AATE 10880 A1003 Box 137a, 18/6/93, Whangaroa Roads – Te Ngaere, 1934–68 

AATE 10880 A1003 Box 180a 18/6/78, Roads – Matauri Bay Access – Whangaroa County, 1972–82 

AATE 10880 A1003 Box 180b 18/6/93, Roads – Whangaroa County – Te Ngaire – Matauri, 1972–81 
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Ministry for the Environment, Auckland Office  

BCCH 1054 A678 Box 4323a 35/1/50/3, part 2, Northland Regional Planning Authority – Regional 
Resources Survey, 1978–86 

New Zealand Customs Service, Auckland Office 

BBAO 5544 A78 Box 194a 1888/1063, George C Best, Officer in Charge, Russell – "Gleaner" – report 
re vessel standing off Matauri Bay near where Mountain used to land his goods. Phil Baker is going to 
live there, 1888 

BBAO 5544 A133 Box 221a 1908/2596, Commissioner for Crown Lands, Auckland – Timber Floating 
Licences existing to 31 July 1908 – long list of Rivers and Licensees, 1908 

Opus International Consultants Ltd, Auckland Office 

ZACE 10880 A1547 Box 16a 20/21/1, Town and Country Planning – Client: Maori Affairs: Matauri 
Bay Papakainga Housing, 1988 

ZACE 10880 A1547 Box 44d 20/6/7, Roads – Matauri Bay Road, 1930–63 

ZACE 10880 A1547 Box 47f 20/6/21, Roads – Otoroa Farm Settlement Roading Matauri Bay, 1960–2 

ZACE 10880 A1547 Box 117d MH 23/1, Main Highways – Proposals – Whangaroa County Council, 
1932–55 

Te Puni Kōkiri 

Auckland Regional Office 

BBCZ 5020 A1211 Box 44c, Maori Land Development Tokerau District, 1980 

Te Puni Kōkiri, Taitokerau  

BBDL 1030 Box 1850c 29/152, part 4, Vested Land – Ririwha Island, 1983 – 1988 

BBDL 1030 Box 1956b 11/4/17, Maori Housing – Housing Localities Files – Tokerau Housing, 1968–
89 

BBDL 1030 Box 1966b 15/12/349, Maori Trust – Matauri 1H8A Block Section 175/53, 1964–7 

BBDL 1030 Box 2191c 11/3/6, Maori Housing – Tokerau District, 1981–9 

BBDL 1030 Box 2200a 11/1/42/11, part 1, Maori Housing – Papakainga Development Series (Housing 
General), 1987–88 

BBDL 1030 Box 2204a 2/116, General News Clippings, 1954–88 

BBDL 1030 Box 2273a 30/6/1, Taitokerau District Maori Council, 1983–8 

BBDL 1030 Box 2273b 30/6/1/1, Taitokerau District Maori Council Minutes, Agenda, 1984–8 

BBDL 1030 Box 2435b 11/11/32/26, Maori Housing – Matauri Bay Marae – K Flats, 1986–93 

BBDL 1030 Box 2439d 11/19, Maori Housing – Housing Surveys – General, 1965–86 

BBDL 1030 Box 2441a 11/1/42, part 5, Maori Housing – Rural Housing Policy, 1982–8 

BBDL 1030 Box 2441b 11/1/42/1, Maori Housing – Rural Housing Policy 1969 Applications, 1969–86 

BBDL 1030 Box 2442d 11/1/42/7, part 1, Maori Housing – Papakainga Housing General, 1984–9 

BBDL 1030 Box 2443a 11/1/42/11, part 2, Maori Housing – Papakainga Housing General, 1988–90 

BBDL 1030 Box 2451c 11/4/36, part 1, Maori Housing – Matauri Bay Housing, 1970–89 

BBDL 1030 Box 2490a 17/168, Land Development – Purchase of Crown and Maori Trust Shares, 
1980–93 

BBDL 1030 Box 2670c 42/39, Tai Tokerau – Coastal Maori Land, 1987 



 

556 

BBDL 1030 Box 2681b 2/116, part 3, General News Clippings, 1988–9 

BBDL 1030 Box 2854c 11/1/42, Maori Housing – Rural Housing, 1977–84 

BBDL 1030 Box 2878e 15/7/38, Maori Trust – Leases – Matauri 2J, 1966–71 

BBDL 1030 Box 2909a 15/8/40, Maori Trust – Compensation and Land Takings – Matauri 1H1B 
Block, 1974–89 

BBDL 1030 Box 2909a 15/9/405, Maori Trust – Alienations – Matauri 1H1B Block, 1974–89 

BBDL 1030 Box 2981a 28/15/1, Conversion – Leases General, 1971–87 

BBDL 1030 Box 2981b 28/15, Conversion – Inspection of Leases, 1955–85 

BBDL 1030 Box 2991c 17/105, Land Development – History of Maori Land Development, 1968–72 

BBDL 1030 Box 3006c 17/85, Land Development – Utilisation of Maori Land – Meetings of County 
Councils, 1964–5 

BBDL 1030 Box 3123c 11/1/42, Maori Housing – Rural Housing, 1976–8 

BBDL 1030 Box 3140c 11/11/15, Maori Housing – Matauri – Flats for the Elderly, 1974–84 

BBDL 1030 Box 3275b 19/2/27, Meetings Houses – Marae – Matauri Meeting House, 1940–1 

BBDL 1030 Box 3281a 10/1/6, Consolidation – Tokerau District, 1929–56 

BBDL 1030 Box 3282a 7/10, Consolidation – Mangonui Consolidation – General, 1929–60 

BBDL 1030 Box 3282c 7/10, Consolidation – Survey Charges not provided for, 1931–54 

BBDL 1030 Box 3279h 1/10/2000, Consolidation – Tokerau District – General, 1928–64 

BBDL 4996 Box 9b 28/1/3, Reports on Idle Maori Land, 1963–85 

BBDL 4996 Box 13b 31/1/8, part 1, Shellfish Permits, 1974–88 

BBDL 4997 A1201 Box 49d 17/2, Land Utilisation, 1980–88 

BBDL 4997 A1201 Box 51d 17/33, Leases General, 1977–88 

BBDL 4997 A1201 Box 58d 17/141/164, Maori Land Development, 1980–7 

BBDL 4997 A1201 Box 60c 3/39/1, Maori Land Advisory Committee, 1976–82 

BBDL 4997 A1201 Box 63c 15/12, Miscellaneous, 1978–89 

BBDL 4997 A1201 Box 82a 39/5, Wainui / Matauri Bay Maori Committee, 1951–86 

BBDL 5056 Box 3b Maori Land Development, 1975–9 

BBDL 24179 A962 Box 5 Tokerau District Land Development Scheme register, c.1961 

Rotorua Office 

BBFZ 4945 Box 32a 18/74/1 part 1, Fishing permits (shellfish), 1962–88 

Tokerau District Maori Land Board 

AFKK 4711 Box 1527, Consolidation Minute Book No. 5 (M) – Sitting Places: Pukepoto, Ahipara, 
Kareponia, Pamapuria, Peria, Mangonui, Matangirau, Otangaroa, Kaeo, Whangaroa, Matauri, Whangape, 
Herekino, Rangiawhia, Parapara, Auckland, Te Hapua – 5 September 1929–8 April 1935 

AFKK 4711 Box 1529, Consolidation Minute Book 6 (Mangonui) – sittings at Te Hapua, Ahipara, 
Manukau, Pukepoto, Merita, Parapara, Oturu, Kareponia, Whatuwhiwhi, Pamapuria, Kaitaia, 
Matangirau, Te Pupuke, Mangaiti, Otangaroa, Wainui, Matauri Bay, Te Totara, Waitaruke, Auckland, 
Whangape and Te Kao, 13 April 1935 – 1 May 1941 

AFKK 4711 Box 1601, Kaitaia Minute Book 2 – sittings at Kaitaia, Kaeo, Whangarei, Te Hapua and 
Matauri Bay, 4 March 1964 – 2 March 1965 
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AFKK 4711 Box 1669, Northern Minute Book 66A – sittings at Ahipara, Mangonui, Te Hapua, 
Manukau, Kareponia, Matangirau, Pupuke, Matauri, Whangapa, Wainui, Te Kao and Kaeo, 18 
November 1931 – 18 July 1960 

AFKK 4711 Box 1671, Northern Minute Book 68 – sittings at Whangaroa, Auckland, Matangirau, 
Kaitaia, Kareponia, Whatuwhiwhi, Te Kao, Paparore, Pupuke, Matauri Bay and Otangaroa, 26 February 
1936 – 10 April 1937 

AFKK 4711 Box 1672, Northern Minute Book 69 – sittings at Kareponia, Herekino, Peria, Matauri Bay, 
Whangaroa, Matangirau, Mangaiti (Kaeo), Auckland, Ahipara, Te Kao, Mangonui, Kohumaru and 
Whatawhiwhi, 10 April 1937 – 12 August 1938 

AFKK 4711 Box 1679, Northern Minute Book 76 – sittings at Auckland, Kaeo, Kaitaia, Matauri Bay 
and Sweetwater, 23 December 1946 – 4 May 1948 

AFKK 4711 Box 1702, Tokerau Minute Book 7, 1912–14 

AFKK 4711 Box 1703, Tokerau Minute Book 8, 1914–15 

AFKK 4711 Box 1704, Tokerau Minute Book 9, 1915–16 

AFKK 4711 Box 1705, Tokerau Minute Book 10, 1916–9 

AFKK 4711 Box 1706, Tokerau Minute Book 11, 1919–22 

AFKK 4711 Box 1707, Tokerau Minute Book 12, 1922–5 

AFKK 4711 Box 1711, Tokerau Minute Book 16, 1935–40 

AFKK 4711 Box 1712, Tokerau Minute Book 17, 1940–6 

AFKK 4711 Box 1713, Tokerau Minute Book 18, 1946–54 

AFKK 4711 Box 1715, Tokerau Minute Book 20, 1954– 

AFKK 4711 Box 1715, Tokerau Minute Book 20, 1954–9 

Archives New Zealand, Wellington 

Department of Conservation, Head Office 
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APPENDIX - COMMISSION 

 



 Wai 1040 

 

 

 

 WAITANGI TRIBUNAL 
 

 CONCERNING the Treaty of Waitangi Act 1975 

 

 AND the Te Paparahi o Te Raki Inquiry  

 

DIRECTION COMMISSIONING RESEARCH 

1. Pursuant to clause 5A of the second schedule to the Treaty of Waitangi Act 1975, 
the Tribunal commissions Anthony Patete, historian, to prepare a local study of 
titling, alienation, land administration, and development issues concerning the 
Matauri block and the Cavalli Islands, to the extent that they are not adequately 
covered by existing scholarship and by evidence on the Te Paparahi o Te Raki 
record of inquiry. The study will exclude all matters relating to the Matauri X 
incorporation after 1995. 

2. The report should address the following matters: 

a) How were title and the initial subdivision of the Matauri block and the Cavalli 
Islands determined? How did the Papatupu Block Committee and Native Land 
Court operate in the Matauri block and with what outcomes for those with 
interests in the block? To what extent did this process and outcomes reflect the 
preferences of local communities with interests in the block? How did the Crown 
respond to any Māori protests over this and what were the outcomes for the 
owners, including the ability of owners to continue to manage their land 
collectively?  

b) How did the protection mechanisms provided by the Crown operate in respect 
of the titling, alienation and administration of land in the Matauri block and 
Cavalli Islands? To what extent were Māori who wished to retain ownership and 
control of their land able to utilise the protections for their purposes, such as for 
reserves, wāhi tapu or commercial development? How did the Crown monitor 
the implementation of protections and respond to any difficulties with them 
raised by owners? What were the outcomes for Matauri and Cavalli Island 
owners?  

c) To what extent were Matauri and Cavalli Islands lands alienated from Māori 
ownership over the twentieth century and what were the major forms of 
alienation and in what periods? To what extent were these alienations the result 
of fees or costs imposed on owners for determining or administering title, or the 
result of compulsory processes such as public works takings, rates demands, 
takings for noxious weeds or compulsory vesting? To what extent was the 
Crown, as well as any delegated territorial or special purpose authorities, 
involved in any such alienation and through what practices and processes, such 
as the use of monopoly purchase powers? How did the Crown monitor 
alienations in the Matauri block to ensure communities linked to Matauri 
retained sufficient land for their needs? What were the outcomes for Matauri 
owners and their communities? 
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d) To what extent were Matauri lands subject to Crown policies and practices 
intended to overcome title fragmentation and other difficulties identified in the 
form of Māori title provided? This includes title reform such as amalgamation 
and consolidation and institutional measures such as block committees, trusts 
and incorporations, and vesting in Māori land boards. To what extent were 
these reforms and measures implemented by compulsion in the Matauri block, 
such as by compulsory vesting, conversion and Europeanisation of Māori land 
interests? To what extent did the Crown obtain consent from Matauri block 
owners before implementing such measures? What were the outcomes for 
Matauri owners and their ability to manage their lands, including for the 
commercial utilisation of their land, and with regard to the Matauri X 
Incorporation up to 1995? 

e) What kinds of Crown assistance were available to Matauri owners to manage 
and utilise their lands as they wished and to what extent were owners able to 
take advantage of it? To what extent and on what basis were Crown agencies 
such as the Tokerau Māori Land Council/Board, the Department of Māori Affairs 
and the Māori Trustee involved in the development and administration of 
Matauri land, including with regard to the Matauri X Incorporation up to 1995? 
To what extent did these agencies provide technical and financial assistance to 
Matauri owners, either directly or through state-run initiatives such as land 
development schemes? What was their relationship with the Māori owners? 
What kinds of obstacle, if any, did Matauri owners experience in obtaining such 
assistance and how did the Crown respond to any difficulties raised by owners? 
What were the outcomes for owners, including through the development of 
Matauri X Incorporation land up to 1995?  

f) To what extent have local Maori been able to utilise their remaining Cavalli 
Islands land and the surrounding waters for customary and economic 
purposes? What was the nature of the joint management arrangement for 
Motukawanui between local hapū and Crown agencies such as the Department 
of Conservation and how did it operate? What have been the outcomes for local 
Maori? 

3. The commission is to commence on 5 January 2015. A complete draft of the report 
is to be submitted by 30 November 2015 and will be distributed to all parties.  

4. The commission ends on 14 March 2016, at which time the report must be 
submitted for filing in unbound form, together with indexed copies of any supporting 
documents. An electronic copy of the report and supporting documents should also 
be provided in PDF file format. The report, the accompanying supporting papers 
and any subsequent evidential material based on it must be filed through the 
Registrar. 

5. The report may be received as evidence and the author may be cross-examined on 
it. 

6. The Registrar is to send copies of this direction to: 

  Anthony Patete 
  Claimant counsel and unrepresented claimants in the Te Paparahi o Te Raki 

inquiry (Wai 1040) 
  Chief Historian, Waitangi Tribunal Unit 
  Principal Research Analyst, Waitangi Tribunal Unit 
  Manager – Research and Inquiry Facilitation Services, Waitangi Tribunal Unit 
  Inquiry Supervisor, Waitangi Tribunal Unit 
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  Local Issues Research Programme Supervisor, Waitangi Tribunal Unit 
  Inquiry Facilitator(s), Waitangi Tribunal Unit 
  Solicitor-General, Crown Law Office 
  Director, Office of Treaty Settlements 
  Chief Executive, Crown Forestry Rental Trust 
  Chief Executive, Te Puni Kōkiri 
 

 

DATED at Rotorua this 12th day of December 2014 

 

 

 

 

Judge C T Coxhead 
Presiding Officer 
WAITANGI TRIBUNAL 




