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This statement of evidence is derived from an overview report on environmental impacts in the Wait­
angi Tribunal's Gisborne inquiry district. The initial report was entided Ecological impacts and planning his­
tory: an environmental history qfthe Turanganui-a-Kiwa casebook area. This summary details environmental 
processes in the headwaters of the Waipaoa catchment which were not covered in my initial evidence 
to the Tribunal (23 November 2001). Forest clearance practices which were out of the control ofTe 
Aitanga-a-Mahaki led to severe erosional problems in the upper catchment. In turn, these forces also 
led to valley infilling, aggradation of river channels, sedimentation of waterways, and, eventually, to 
downstream flooding. The first response to these problems was the Waipaoa River Flood Control 
Scheme of the early 1950s (as considered in my first statement of evidence to the Tribunal). Subse­
quendy, and forming the principal focus of this statement, a Crown afforestation project at Mangatu 
was instigated to provide additional catchment control. It is argued that this afforestation project 
unnecessarily involved the loss of Maori land. Monocultural bias and pakeha ignorance of Maori farm­
ing practices were translated into a lack of trust in Maori institutions as land managers. Resultandy, the 
scheme was effectively imposed without a fair degree of flexibility, nor in a manner which reflected the 
Treaty ofWaitangi. 

1. LAND CLEARANCE There are methodological difficulties associated with the various methods 
which have been used to assess pre-colonial forest cover in the Waipaoa catch­
ment. However, these methods are sufficiendy reliable to confirm that very lit­
de of the forest in the headwaters of that catchment had been cleared before 

1.1. Crown encouragement 
of deforestation 

. 1890. Clearance of forests in the upper catchment occurred rapidly after that 
year, and this was the intent of Crown policy of that time. 

The Lands Department pursued a productivist logic in its policies for land 
development. These policies were clearly articulated by the Surveyor General in 
1904 - Forest was to be considered "secondary to the profitable occupation 
and utilisation of the land1." 

1 P 4, Conway, MJ. 1974. Indigenous forest poliry, pan anrifulsm: Wellington: Forestry Development Conference. 
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1.2. Land policy and 
developmental 
constraints 

1.3. Failure to actively protect; 
failure to heed scientific 
knowledge 

i. This view represented only a clarification of a set of practices which had 
been entrenched for some time. The Land acts of 1877 and 1892 intro­
duced a deferred payment system to encourage settlers who could not 
afford to buy land outright from the Crown. This system allowed settlers to 
purchase development rights for land for a modest deposit of 1/20th of the 
land price, with the balance to be paid over ten years to obtain freehold title. 
Development conditions - principally the 'breaking-in' of land had to be 
fulfilled within six years for freehold title to be granted at the end of the ten 
year period. This provided a substantial incentive to develop land as quickly 
as possible. 

ii. Participants in this scheme, as well as leaseholders who wanted to develop 
land, received additional Crown support in the form of subsidised labour, 
tools and grass seed. The combination of subsidised inputs and the require­
ments for land transformation led to the indiscriminate clearance of land, 
irrespective of whether or not the land had the capacity to support pastoral 
agriculture. 

Not coincidentally, settlement and land clearance reached the Waipaoa headwa­
ters around the time of the Land Act 1892. Until that time, the upland portion 
of the Waipaoa was considered too inaccessible and steep to develop pastoral 
agricultural. The extended development rights and subsidies of the 1892 act 
transcended these developmental constraints. 

i. Soon after the 1892 Act, clearance and burning began in earnest in the 
Waipaoa catchment. Cleared areas were left to dry over the summer then 
fired in early autumn. The fires moved fast across the landscape and it was 
not uncommon for a thousand hectares or more to be burnt in as little as 
three hours. The smoke from these fires was clearly visible in the Gisborne 
Borough and there are many historical accounts of the act and method of 
clearance. By about 1920, almost all of the significant stands of native trees 
had been destroyed. 

ii. This pattern was the logical and intended outcome of government policy of 
the time. In 1913, the Royal Commission on Forestry reported that, ''No 
forest land ... shall be permitted to remain under forest if it can be occupied 
and resided upon2." 

iii. Likewise, the Crown's few environmental policies scarcely checked the sys­
tem of land abuse. Although the Forests Act (1874) represented an attempt 
to preserve forest in environmentally marginal landscapes, its scope was 
limited and, ultimately; ineffectual. Given that some of the primary objec­
tives of this Act related to soil conservation, it is unfortunate that it was not 
applied to the upland area of the Waipaoa where erosional problems were 
potentially more serious than in' other parts of the country. 

The Crown was aware of the soil stability and flooding problems which are 
associated with forest clearance in catchments like the Waipaoa, but it did not 
act on this knowledge. 

2 "The report of the royal commission on forestry." -AJHR 1913 C12 XX. 
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1.4. Leasing, burning and 
'protection' of Maori land 

land clearance 

i. An 1868 debate in parliament on the conservation of indigenous forests 
contained evidence on the links between deforestation and flooding: 

The destruction of the forests in the upper portion of the valleys 
had a most pernicious effect on the drainage of the country, and by pre­
cipitating the rainfall into the rivers with great rapidity, produced the 
destructive floods that had become common3

. 

ii. A decade later the role of forest cover as a protector of soil and water was 
gaining widespread recognition. The Under-Secretary for Lands stated that 
in the "disposal of Crown Lands care is to be taken to reserve from sale the 
forest on hill tops and at the sources of rivers and streams4." Although it 
also advocated for widespread removal of forests, the Royal Commission 
on Forestry argued that headwater forest should in some cases be reserved 
"for the purposes of protection of soil, prev:ention of denudation, water 
conservation, prevention of floods, and in addition shelter from windsS." 

The Commission also determined that "few countries in the world are in 
more need of an adequate forest covering on their high lands than is New 
Zealand." 

iii. In 1895, Hill's widely publicised report on storm damage to newly created 
pasture in the upper Waipaoa catchment confirmed that "[o]pen and 
improved country appears to have suffered most and bush country least6." 

With particular regard to the likely outcomes of deforestation in the Poverty 
Bay region, Sir James Hector, founder of the New Zealand Institute, 
warned the government in 1896 of large-scale erosion if forest clearance of 
hill country was allowed to continue. It can be concluded, therefore, that 
the Crown had sufficient knowledge of the erosional potential of forest 
clearance to act on the matter, but it did not. 

Reflecting the wider forces which limited the ability ofTe Aitanga-a-Mahaki to 
exert control over its own land, a large portion of that land was leased during 
the key period of land clearance. Much of this land was not returned in a good 
condition with efforts to clear land of forest countered by regrowth of scrub. 

i. Typical leases on the East Coast were for 21 years duration with no right of 
renewal nor compensation agreements for 'improvements.' In this context, 
lessees frequently exploited the land of its fertility, removing bush even on 
obviously unstable gullies and spurs. Likewise, (M:angaotane Station) land 
returned to Maori after WD. Lysnar defaulted on payments was clear of 
bush but in relatively poor condition. 

ii. Perhaps ironically, the actions of Crown agents who were appointed to 
assist local Maori in protecting their land accelerated the final clearance of 
native forest in the area. The management role of the East Coast Commis­
sioner (and his predecessors from the East Coast Native Trust) in the Man­
gatu Blocks served to hasten the fate of remaining bush in the upper 

3 NZPD 1868: 4, 191; cited at p 73, Roche, M.M. 1987. Fomt policy in New Zealu.nd: an historicalgeograpo/. PaImerston North: Durunore Press Ltd .. 
4 Surveyor General's Correspondence 1881, no 82; cited atp 92, Roche 1987. 
5 "Report of the Royal Commission on forestry." AJHR 1913 c12, P XIV. 
6 P 675, Hill, H. 1895. "Denudation as a factor of geological time." Transactions and Procetdings oj the New Zealand Institute 28 666-680. 
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2. DOWNSTREAM 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
OUTCOMES 

2.1. Erosional outcomes in 
geological time 

Downstream environmental outcomes 

catchment. The Commissioner attempted to repay the debts of the defunct 
New Zealand Land Settlement Company as quickly as possible, and without 
consideration of the carrying capacity of the land. Lands which were sold to 
resolve the debts of the Land Settlement Company were also indiscrimi­
nately cleared of bush after their sale. On other occasions, the Commis­
simler sold cutting rights to timber on Mangatuland, but the effects of land 
clearance were generally more serious. 

iii. The lack ofTe Aitanga-a-Mahaki control over this process ofland clearance 
is important. Later, pakeha farmers on the Poverty Bay flats contended that 
Maori were primarily responsible for the environmental problems of the 
catchment. These contentions were entirely spurious, but they influenced 
the outlook of the Poverty Bay Catchment Board and, in turn, they were 
reflected in the Crown's uncompromising stance in negotiations for the 
Mangatu State Forest. 

I have already suxnmarised many of the downstream impacts of land clearance 
in the Waipaoa catchment. The following provides more detail about the ero­
sional process to which afforestation was a response. 

Research into the stability of this area has found that even under native forest 
cover, slope instability was an endemic component of the local landscape, 
reflecting a relatively youthful underlying geology. 

i. The problematic substrata in the upper catchment are marine sediments. 
Episodes of geological uplift repositioned the former sea-bed at its present 
location to become the steep hills which characterise the region today. As 
part of these tectonic processes of uplift, faults, folds, and fractures were 
created, and these have contributed to the complex and relatively unconsol­
idated rock structure in the area. 

ii. Tectonic uplift has also resulted in the formation of crush zones in the 
argillite layers, further reducing the sta~ility of this rock type. The effects of 
the crushing, when coupled with the influence of water, manifest them­
selves as large-scale soil movements such as slumping and slipping. The 
margins of water courses were the fllst areas to erode because of increased 
runoff intensity into river and stream channels. Without the protective layer 
of forest to intercept precipitation, there was little to impede or absorb rain­
fall in its journey into waterways and gullies. 

iii. There is need for scientific caution in assessing the erosional effects of 
deforestation in the Waipaoa. As the chief engineer of the Poverty Bay 
Catchment Board rightly argued, even before forest clearance «agents of 
erosion were in ascendancy by a small margin despite the natural cover 7." 

However, the effects of pre-colon.ialland movement tended to be short 
lived: slips travelled in blocks, allowing most of the forest cover on the 
mobile soil to survive. The bare earth exposed at the head of the slip waS 
quickly revegetated through seed dispersal from the surrounding bush. 
While erosion was a recurring feature of landscape processes when forest 

7 P 27, Lands and Survey 1964. The land IIli/iJalion 11Iru:y tfGisborne-Easl Coasl Region. Wellington: Department of Lands and Survey. 
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2.2. Acceleration of erosional 
processes 

2.3. Outcomes of forest 
clearance in the upper 
catchment 

Downstream environmental outcomes 

cover was widespread, the rate of erosion was, therefore, significantly 
slower than in the decades after deforestation. 

Because of the depositional landform outcomes of tectonic processes, several 
periods of intensive erosion are determinable in geological time. These can be 
usefully compared with periods of erosion in the post clearance era. 

1. Pullar and Penhale (1970) present the most detailed account of the accelera­
tion of erosion and valley infilling during the last 100 years. Five significant 
periods of infilling were distinguished (c1480BC-c131AD; c131AD-1650; 
c1650-1820; c1820-1932; c1932-1950+). Two fmdings for the fifth and 
most recent period are important 

[The] rate of infilling for period 5 is outstanding, the volume per year 
being approximately 5 to 10 times that for any other period., 

[In] period 5, nearly 50% of the alluvium deposited on the plains was 
deposited in the Waipaoa river meander trough and [this] reduced its 
flood-storage capacity accordlnglyB. 

ii. Because of the reduced capacity, flooding became a significant downstream 
problem during the f1!st half of the twentieth century, leading to the pursuit 
of the flood control scheme. ~ewise, and as indicated in my fmt state­
ment of evidence, sedimentation has also affected the range and number of 
fish species in the lower catchment. 

The mechanical energy which is required to uplift and entrain the sediment and 
debris in the Waipaoa River is high. As a result, most of the shingle is deposited 
in the channel close to its origin and is only moved downstream in times of sig­
nificant flooding. 

i. Although this has had negative consequences for the Poverty Bay flats, 
there are particularly detrimental outcomes near the source of the erosion. 
River channels and flood plains have risen in the upper catchment at a rate 
of9m per 100 years, which can be compared with a rate ofl-15m per 100 
years in the lower catchment. Significantly, much of the land which has been 
worst affected is Maori owned. 

ii. The settlement on the lower terrace at Whatatutu and the Pakowhai com­
munity were eventually abandoned, partly because of these processes. 
Pakowhai is a telling reminder that land alienation, social and environmental 
transformations, and change in land tenure are not separate processes. 
Rather, they are very muCh inter-related. 

iii. By the 19405, the dwellings around Pakowhai had deteriorated significantly, 
and this was related to river aggradation and other processes. Crown hous­
ing loans were not available for multiply-owned land, and the East Coast 
Commissioner did not have the power to grant individual title to even small 
areas of land under his control. Even though health and housing authorities 

8 P 426, Pullar, W.A. and Penhale, H.R. 1970. "Periods of recent infilling of the Gisborne Plains basin: associated marker beds and changes in 
shoreline." New Zealand jOHrnaJ 0/ Science 13 410-434. (Ine results, above, have been confirmed in extensive studies by Landcare CRl during the 
late 1990s.) 
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3. EVOLUTION OF THE 
AFFORESTATION 
CONCEPT 

3.1. Purpose of afforestation 

9 Pers. comm. Rutene Irwin. 

evolution of the afforestation concept 

were concerned about the state of housing at Pakowhai, little was done to 
ameliorate the problem. 

iv. In an interview for my research, an elder who was raised in the area recol­
lected childhood experiences of diving into nearly two metres of clear water 
from a high river bank alongside the village9. He also recalled the ease with 
which locals collected eels from beneath this bank and how the river pro­
vided clean drinking and bathing water. Today, the bank no longer exists 
the river channel has been infilled with coarse shingle and floodwaters regu­
larly spill onto a steadily aggrading flood plain. These changes led to the 
final abandonment of the community: 

In addition [to] the steady aggradation of the Waipaoa river bed, it is evi­
dent that the area is becoming unsuitable as a residential area, and the 
sites of existing dwellings most of sub-standard construction, will p!Oba­
bly be inundated by the river within the next decadelO. 

v. There is a widely accepted view amongst Maori that land, environment, 
community and personal health are related. It should not be forgotten, 
therefore, that processes of change in land ownership and in environmental 
protection yielded cumulative impacts which were far greater than the sum 
of their parts. 

Because of the increasing severity of downstream flooding, the flood control 
scheme was constructed in the lower reaches of the Waipaoa River to protect 
agricultural land on the Poverty Bay flats. However, the prospect of continued 
erosion in the upper catchment, and hence aggradation in the middle and lower 
reaches of the valley, jeopardised the effectiveness of the control scheme. The 
straightening of the river coerced the Waipaoa to degrade its channel but, with­
out other forms of catchment control, this down-cutting could have been coun­
teracted by aggradation. It was accepted soon after the implementation of the 
scheme that unless something was done to combat the amount of sediment 
which entered the river channel, the scheme's effectiveness and life span would 
be curtailed. In 1956, the catchment board's engineer stated that in the absence 
of management in the upper catchment, the control scheme would lose its 
effectiveness after 30 years. 

The primary benefit of afforestation for erosion control is the dewatering of 
soil through increased interception of rainfall. 

i. Transpiration of soil moisture through leaves and evaporation of inter­
cepted moisture reduce percolation of water into the soil horizons where 
slips originate. In terms of flood control, afforestation slows the rate of 
water transfer to rivers and tributary streams, meaning that the 'peak' of 
floodwaters is later and lower - Rivers remain high for longer periods of 
time but the same volume of water is spread over this time which, at the 
least, lessens the severity of downstream floods. Reduced stream and river 
response are also related to a reduction in erosion, especially in the type of 
gullies which had opened up in the Waipaoa headwaters. 

1() District Officer, Maori Affairs, Gisbome, to Under-Secretary, Maori Mfairs, Wellington, 4.12.1961 (MA 6/7/19). 
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3.2. Afforestation science 

4. THE CATCHMENT 
BOARD AND THE SOIL 
CONSERVATION AND 
RIVERS CONTROL 
COUNCIL 

the catchment board and the soil conservation and rivers control council 

ii. Geologists had suggested the need for afforestation in the Waipaoa catch­
ment as early as 1920. These suggestions were not taken seriously until the 
early 1950s. Even then, afforestation was conceptualised as an ad hoc series 
of small forests located in such areas of extreme erosion as the Tarndale­
Mangatu slip complex. A soil conservation survey of 1952 argued that the 
eroding gullies in the upper catchment were the source of most debris in 
the Waipaoa River. From this report, the catchment board decided that the 
answer to the aggradation problem was to plant only the crushed argillite 
zones, theoretically decreasing the amount of sediment flowing into river 
channels from these areas. A report commissioned by the Soil Conservation 
and Rivers Control Council concluded that afforestation should occur only 
on the crushed argillite area, with other forms of erosion control to be used 
in the less-eroded parts of the catchment. 

It should be noted that the science and research upon which the scheme was 
based was not extensive. 

i. The catchment board had evaluated several forms of erosion barrier on an 
experimental block of Maori land that it leased in the gully ofTe Weraroa 
Stream. Debris dams, sediment retards and other physical obstructions to 
land movement were employed on this land, but none were successful in 
preventing eroded material from entering the river system. 

ii. A smaller block of land within Te Weraroa catchment was close-planted 
with exotic tree species. This exercise was more successful in reducing run­
off and soil movement and, as a result, close planting of trees over the 
whole area was considered to be the only effective measure for stabilising 
hill slopes around gullies. While these results were promising, they did not 
represent sufficient research to determine whether afforestation should be 
universal on pastoral land in the headwaters, or whether it should be limited 
to only a few areas. 

iii. Regardless, the catchment board was initially convinced that it only needed 
to afforest the area around the major gullies. However, it was later discov­
ered that a much larger area of forest would be needed to protect the catch­
ment. The evident lack of an appropriate scientific basis for the 
afforestation scheme probably accounts for at least fome of the controver­
sies pertaining to apparent targeting ofland owned by Mangatu Blocks -
Maori land was in the dosest proximity to these gullies. 

iv. The lack of initial scientific knowledge could also account for some of the 
confusion about the appropriate ratio of protection to production forestry. 
However, as will be shown, there were a variety of other forces which influ­
enced these controversial matters. 

It is particularly important to note that the Soil Conservation and Rivers Con­
trol Council did not take action in the Waipaoa catchment of its own accord. 
Rather, it pursued its objectives in reaction to requests from the Poverty Bay 
Catchment Board; first in 1955 and with increasing frequency throughout the 
second half of the 1950s. 
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------------------------.... -~.~.-~ .... ----------

5. MAORI AS AGRI­
ENVIRONMENTAL 

. MANAGERS: THE 
PUBLIC PERCEPTION 

5.1. Ideological and 
economic context 

Maori as agri-environmental managers: the public perception 

i. Many authors have argued that catchment boards were implemented ptinci­
pally for the protection of farming interests, so it should not be surprising 
that farmers heavily dominated theu membership 11. In the 1950s, when the 
Mangatu afforestation project was conceived, the membership of the Pov­
erty Bay Catchment Board was all but entirely comprised of Poverty Bay 
farmers. The composition of the Board and the connections of its individ­
ual members to the farming community inevitably framed the purpose, 
scope and evolution of the resultant scheme. 

ii. In discussions of the concept of upper catchment afforestation, the benefits 
to downstream users were considered paramount 

[Ilt cannot be too strongly emphasised that the benefit to be derived 
fwm this sort of planting in so far as erosion control is concerned is pre­
dominandy an off-site benefit. The immediate loss to the farmer of the 
acres involved in gullying and its attendant slumping is not great consid­
ering the total size of the holdings concerned, far more setious Is the 
effect of erosion debris accumulating in the streams and rivers down­
stream of this boundary12. 

Ill. In this way, the total loss of Maori land in the headwaters could be justified 
on the basis of the 'common good' benefits for a wider number of farmers 
on the flats. Duting the public debate on, and negotiations for, the affores­
tation project, an orchestrated public campaign pressurised local Maori to 
act 'in the public interest.' 

In order to determine whether the negotiated sale of Maori land for afforesta­
tion was fau, it is important to account for the pressure placed on the Crown to 
divest Maori of theu land. This pressure was both diJ:ect and indiJ:ect: many of 
the key proponents of afforestation appealed to the local catchment board 
which then transferred these concerns to the Crown. 

The ideological context at the rime of the land purchases marginalized Maori in 
a process which was primarily designed to benefit landowners downstream. 
Maori and theu attitude to land retention were seen as an impediment to the 
necessary task of erosion control Vocal pressure groups in the Gisborne area 
depicted Maori in ways that influenced the decision-making for upland affores­
tation. These depictions presented Maori as unworthy landowners who neither 
had capacity nor legitimacy as farmers. Eventually, this supposed (but 
unproven) lack of agricultural capacity was reconfigured as a presumed lack of 
silvicuItural competence. 

i. The common conclusion of newspaper reports of the time was that Maori 
were unable to farm to European standards and that this was the cause of 
erosion. These conclusions ignored the fact that land instability was a prob­
lem for Maori and pakeha farmers. Many locals also remained ignorant of, 
or chose to ignore, the fact that Maori owners of land were not necessarily 

II See, for example, Roche, M. 1997. '''The land we have we must hold': soil erosion and soil conservation in late nineteenth- and twentieth c~­
tury New Zealand:' jotmtai rf Historical Geograp1!J 23 447-458. 

12 A.D. Todd, Engineer, PBCB, to Soil Conservation Committee, PBCB, 5.8.1958 (pBCB MB). 
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5.2. An orchestrated media 
campaign against Maori 

Maori as agri-environmental managers: the public perception 

responsible for the removal of forest cover in the first place and, therefore, 
they were not the cause of erosion on their properties. 

11. The combined weight of these false images that Maori were both the 
cause oflandinstability and a recalcitrant minority who were resistant to the 
common good requirement of erosion control influenced the range of 
alternatives which were offered to Maori landholders. 

iii. In the post-War period, the structure of farming in the Gisborne area was 
transformed significantly and local agricultural productivity had started to 
fall Economic factors were the primary causes of these changes but, in 
some part, the outcomes of erosion were also responsible. As a result of 
these structural changes, opinions voiced in the local media clamoured for 
action, with protection against flooding and land instability seen as an eco­
nomic necessity. The afforestation scheme was contemporaneous with these 
changes and it became inter-meshed with public debate about falling rates 
of agricultural production and the economic future of the district. 

iv. These ideological exchanges led to contradictory outcomes: protagonists 
argued simultaneously for increased agricultural production and erosion 
control, even though these activities are potentially in conflict. The possibil­
ity of involvement of Mangatu Blocks in the afforestation scheme created 
expectations in the community about acquisition of land upstream to pro­
tect investments downstream The unwillingness of Mangatu Blocks to sell 
pastoral land for afforestation created anxiety amongst European residents 
who believed that the incorporation was forestalling the development of the 
region and exposing properties on the flats to unnecessary risk. 

The media campaign to highlight the supposed 'inefficiencies' of Maori farming 
was principally fought in the far off New Zealand Herald which ran a special 
series on the land management problems of the East Coast. It was no coinci­
dence that this series commenced at the time of negotiations with the Mangatu 

. owners: A common refrain in the articles was the urgent need to resolve 'the 
Maori land problem.' 

i. The editorials in this series condemned Maori landowners and their farming 
practices as the cause of erosion and aggradation: 

[f]he practice and principles of farming do not come easily to the 
Maori ... Often the Maori has not yet acquired the confidence of the 
European in agricultural management, and sheep farming may appear 
too much like big business13. 

ii. Prominent leaders in Poverty Bay society provided official endorsement of 
the views expressed in the newspaper campaign. R.H. Barker, the Mayor of 
Gisborne City at the time, clearly indicated that Maori should give up their 
land to 'more responsible' land users: 

They are the greatest landowners. Because the land belongs to the Maori, 
we feel the Maori must belong to the land. The remedy is to face up to 

13 "Ngati Porou appeal for aid from the Government Need for simpler land laws." - New Zealand Herald, 30.6.1959 (pBeB 5/18). 
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5.3. Conflation of agricultural 
entrepreneurship and 
environmental processes 

Maori as agri-environmental managers: the public perception 

the fact that land brings obligations as well as rights. Anyone not farming 
properly should give way to someone who can 14. 

iii. The local member of parliament, R.A. Keeling, was equally vehement in his 
attack on Maori land use practices, concluding his commentary with a state­
ment that, "Any land not being fully used by Maori or pakeha is a sin." The 
context of this statement made it clear that Maori were the target of this 
article and not pakeha. 

This common theme of 'Maori wastage' of land was particularly ironic: heavier 
stocking rates in the hill country would have undoubtedly increased the rate of 
erosion, thereby threatening agricultural productivity through deterioration of 
soil resources and downstream flooding. Yet, any land which was not developed 
to the fullest extent was considered to be lying idle. 

i. It was contended that Maori land had potential for further development, 
but the public belief was that Maori were not capable of engaging success­
fully in this development. In some respects, it was true that some Maori 
land, especially land which was further north of Gisborne, had not been 
developed to the extent of European properties. The paternalism of the 
Maori Land Court and the difficulty of obtaining development capital for 
Maori land has been well-documented by a number of authors. 

ii. In public discourse, however, erosion and other problems on Maori land 
were attributed to racial and cultural disposition rather than to structural 
underdevelopment. As can be seen in the conclusions of a Lands Depart­
ment report, the idea that Maori were not good land managers was also the 
official position of the Crown: 

The reasons usually given for the quite evident deterioration in Maori 
land in this part of the region include the difficult nature of the land 
itself, the unfavourable climate, the extensive erosion, the granting of 
leases to Europeans without right of compensation for improvements 
and without rights of renewal and the difficult title position of most of 
the land. All these reasons are valid but the most important of all is the 
personal factor. With some notable exceptions the :Maori has yet to 
become a good farmer under present day conditions ... Many Maoris 
seem to lack some essential attribute for a business of this type. They do 
not generally show the needed ability to plan ahead and budget for 
essential requirements such as maintenance, topdressing, and stock 
replacement They are usually good workers but not good managers 15. 

iii. \Vhile the first part of this statement accurately portrayed difficulties for 
local Maori, the latter half of the quotation represents paternalism mixed 
with cultural bias. Leaseholders in various parts of the East Coast did tend 
to overstock land, carry out little in the way of land maintenance, and return 
land in an unfit state. The same argument applies with equal measure to the 
work of the East Coast Commissioner, but local and national discourse on 

14 "Frum decay is spreading." - New Zealand Herald, 25.6.1959 (pBCB 5/18). 
15 Lands and Survey 1964. p83. 
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5.4. Land alienation and 
tenure revolution as the 
'solutions' to 'the Maori 
land problem' 

6. TARGETING OF LAND 
FOR AFFORESTATION 

6.1. Inspections and 
recommendations 

Targeting of land for afforestation 

this matter tended to ignore the lack of environmental caution which the 
Commissioner had shown. 

iv. The views expressed in the media also tended to regard the 'East Coast' as a 
singular entity and the differences amongst catchments and iwi groupings 
were entirely overlooked. 'In this way, the misfortune of some Ngati Porou 
farmers on some properties much further north of the inquiry district was 
used indiscriminately to portray all Maori as poor guardians of soil 
resources. 

A number of solutions to 'the Maori land problem' were proposed in the news­
paper debates. 

i. Like the Mayor of Gisborne, there were many others who thought that 
Maori land which was under-utilised should be handed to 'experienced 
farmers.' One author wrote approvingly of the fact that "Counties can 
begin actions to have Maori land leased where rates are unpaid and where 
the property is badly farmed, weed-infested or unoccupied." 

ii. It was also suggested in official reports that Maori land tenure was the 
underlying problem. A committe~ of Crown departments which had been 
appointed to investigate the "problems on Maori land," contended that the 
only appropriate form of tenure for the East Coast was single tide: 

The committee is fully appreciative of the difficulties which may arise 
with the owners in implementing this recommendation but are of the 
opinion that the time has arrived when the position of all Maori owned 
land should be thoroughly investigated with the object of having Maori 
land placed on the same basis as European land16. 

iii. Alternatively, some commentators suggested that a "lasting solution will 
probably lie largely with the Maori himself. Mediocre farmers may have to 
accept a greater measure of European supervision." This highly paternalis­
tic suggestion reflected the lack of pakeha trust in Maori as agri-environ­
mental managers and in their institutions of governance. While examples of 
good management of Maori land were readily available, they rect;i,ved no 
attention in the inedia nor in Crown policy documents. 

Prior to government approval of the afforestation programme, the farms of 
Mangatu Blocks appear to have been targeted for public acquisition and affor­
estation beyond the level of attention directed to similar properties in the criti­
cal headwaters area. 

Other blocks in this terrain were inspected and assessed at the time to classify 
the erosional problems on both Maori and pakeha land. Importandy, however, 
the proprietors of Mangatu were the f11:st to be approached with the idea of 
blanket planting of severely eroded areas. 

16 P 15, Carson, A.D. 1960. Delflrioralion of East Coast forming land. Report ofinlflrdepartmental rommitlfle ofilWtstigation. Wellington: Depll.rtment of Lands 
and Survey, Department of Maori Affairs and Department of Agricwlll!e .. 

Catchment degradation and control in the headwaters of the Waipaoa 11 



6.2. Preferential conduct 

----------~ ...... -~~-

Targeting of land for afforestation 

i. The other properties which eventually became part of land purchases for 
the Mangatu State Forest - Tawhiti and Waipaoa stations were encour­
aged to experiment with erosion barriers while continuing to manage their 
properties as pastoral farms. By this stage, similar techniques had been 
proven ineffective at the Weraroa research unit, but the catchment board 
recommended these landowners to experiment with such techniques in the 
hope that erosion could be controlled and afforestation would not be 
needed. The catchment board trusted pakeha farmers as discerning manag­
ers of the agricultural environment and these farmers were, therefore, pre­
sented with a broader range of opportunities to address soil erosion on 
their properties. 

ii. Because it was located centrally within the zone of crushed argillite, the land 
in question of Mangatu Inc. was severely eroded. Rates of erosion on Maori 
land were, however, consistent with neighbouring stations, and there were 
no physical reasons why Mangatu lands should have been identified for spe­
cial attention. Later, the Chair of the Catchment Board was to argue that "it 
was in the native blocks that the most serious erosion was takingplace17," 

but this was not a fmding of the research of board staff 

iii. The soil conservator of the catchment board was evidently determined that 
afforestation was the only option for the Maori-owned land. His main con­
cern was the "detritus carried down by the rivers [which] is causing concern 
for the lands further downstream." The soil conservator recommended a 
long term erosion control program on all types of Maori land, irrespective 
of the extent of erosion. He also recommended that "measures to be under­
taken to control the same will have to be extensive and far reaching and will 
involve a change of the present pastoral land use." This is in contrast to 
reports for neighbouring properties which encouraged the use of erosion 
barriers and other forms of structural control in order to maintain pastoral 
agriculture on the properties. 

iv. While these divergent approaches imply cultural bias, it should be noted 
that the area of land which was specified in this way was larger than sur­
rounding properties. If Mangatu Inc. agreed to afforestation a significant 
and probably effective fttst step k a wider afforestation scheme would have 
been made - In part, this explains some of the desire to secure the Mangatu 
lands for the scheme. Without these stations, there simply would have not 
been enough land for broader afforestation to be worthwhile. 

Eventually, the owners of Tawhiti Station accepted a proposal to sell their land 
to the Forest Service, but Waipaoa Station was resolved to retain some of the 
land which had been identified for possible afforestation. One of the owners of 
the station, P.M. Reynolds, was the Deputy Chair of the catchment board during 
the time of the negotiations for land acquisition. He was a vociferous cam­
paigner for the need to make haste with the land purchases. However, the own­
ers ofWaipaoa Station were the most recalcitrant of all landowners in these 
negotiations. The Forest Service targeted two runs for afforestation but the 
owners believed that these areas should be exempted. 

17 "Catchment board wants action in land purchase" Gisbome Herald, 13.5.1961 (GisMUS VF-Natural Events). 
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7. CONSULTAllON OR 
JUDGEMENTAL 
INTERVENTION? 

7.1. Priming the Prime 
Minister 

Consultation or Judgemental intervention? 

i. The owners were successful in their attempts to retain possession of this 
land, largely through the sympathetic pleading of the catchment board to 
the Forest Service. Negotiations between the Waipaoa owners and the 
Commissioner of Crown lands were stalled while the catchment board pro­
duced reports on the economic benefits and costs of erosion control works, 
and the possibility of maintaining an agricultural use of the land. The mere 
production of these reports is indicative of levels of patronage which were 
not extended to Mangatu Inc. 

n. The findings of the reports for these two runs were almost identical to 
those for Te Hua Station in the Mangatu Blocks, which had earlier been tar­
geted as a crucial component of any afforestation scheme. Given these sim­
ilarities, it can be hypothesised that a similar outcome should have emerged 
if the negotiation process was free of prejudice. Despite repeated calls for 
the two runs to be sold to the Forest Service, compulsory acquisition was 
never contemplated in official correspondence. Rather, the owners were 
allowed to pursue erosion management themselves. 

iii. In contradistinction to the possible outcomes of negotiations for Maori 
land, therefore, the owners of Waipaoa Station were permitted to choose 
their own destiny. Although erosion was extensive on the property, erosion 
control was considered an acceptable alternative. In the case of Mangatu 
Inc., however, only weak justifications were provided for the stated need to 
assume total control and ownership over the land: 

A good part of the area comprises very unstable country, but some of 
the better land has had to be included in the scheme for the purpose of 
getting decent fence lines and so forthlS

. 

iv. The manner in which Waipaoa Station was permitted to maintain its farm­
ing operation through land and erosion management without ceding to the 
afforestation project of the Forest Service suggests preferential treatment 
for a Board member's land interests . 

. Before hearing submissions on the necessity for erosion control in the upper 
Waipaoa, Prime Minister Nash visited the area in May 1959. The attitude of the 
catchment board to Maori land meant that it received considerably more atten­
tion in this visit than other types of land. 

The catchment board had predetermined the focus of the visit through care­
fully-worded submissions to Wellington in the time leading up to Nash's arrival: 

The attachment of the Maori owners to their land is sympathetically 
understood, as is their reluctance to suffer disturbance to farming opera­
tions which even a stage-by-stage acquisition will involve, but with our 
knowledge of the erosion problem and of its impact on farming, the 
board would be failing in its duty if it did not plainly state its opinion that 
the owners' interests will be served best by selling the land to the Crown 
before its value diminishes any further19• . 

18 "Infonnation document to Minister of Maori Affairs." -1959, p5 (MA Mangatu 1955-59). 
19 J.B. Hair, Chairman, PBCB, to Prime Minister Nash, 19.5.1959 (pBCB MB). 
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7.2. Promises of consultation 

Consultation or Judgemental intervention? 

1. In this instance, token recognition of Maori customary values is quickly sur­
passed by a Eurocentric justification based on market value. It was auumed 
that Maori would want to sell their land if it could be proved that their land 
values were threatened. Consequently, there was no attempt to understand 
and incorporate the cultural attachments of tangata whenua to their ances­
trallands. The 'owners' interests' were of little importance to the board and, 
in the same letter, its chairman stated clearly that his main interest was "the 
purpose of preventing aggradation of the Waipaoa river and so protecting 
its valley and plain." 

ii. The catchment board forewarned the Prime lvIinister that "i'vfaori owners 
could be reluctant to part with their land," further restricting the scope of 
Nash's visit to i'vfaori land issues. In these submissions, it is apparent that 
the board had pre-judged the Maori owners as an obstacle to the pursuit of 
the common good which, in the case of the \X!aipaoa catchment, meant 
'good' outcomes for farmers on the Poverty Bay flats. 

iii. During his visit, N ash viewed the worst areas of erosion and spoke to the 
owners of Mangatu Inc. He gave Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki an assurance that 
their interests would receive exactly the same consideration as those of 
other people concerned. Yet, the Prime lvIinister (who was, albeit, Minister 
of Maori Affairs as well) consumed most of his visit with the 'Maori land 
issue,' and he spent little time with pakeha owners. This reveals a significant 
difference in how stakeholders were approached prior to the approval of 
afforestation. Other land owners did not face the pressure of executive peti­
tion; the Mangatu landowners did not receive 'exactly the same considera­
tion' as pakeha landowners on similar land. 

The proprietors of Mangatu Blocks were not content with the level of Crown 
consultation before the decision to purchase land in the upper Waipaoa catch­
ment. 

i. While in Gisborne, Nash had promised that "round table discussion would 
be required to decide what is the right thin! to do and thereafter Engineers 
and others would determine how to do it2 ." However, his conception of a 
round table did not eventually include Maori representation. The local 
agent for the Commissioner of Crown Lands who had been instructed to 
undertake the negotiations for land acquisition was confronted with this 
complaint at a hui held by Mangatu Inc. He suggested that the technical 
experts who had been consulted at cabinet level were sufficient to meet the 
requirement for 'round table' discussions. 

ii. Not only is this indicative of the Crown's poor attitude to consultation with 
iwi, it also represents the Crown's paternalistic attitude to Maori and their 
land. Evidently, tangata whenua were not seen as having important local 
knowledge nor values which should be incorporated into the scheme: 
experts were to determine the fate of the headwaters with little or no 
instruction to heed Maori concerns. 

20 "UppecWaipaoa River catchment. Report of visit ofPame Minister Nash to the UWc." -1.6.1959, p 607 (pBCB MB). 
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8. MANGATU INC. AND THE 
NEGOTIATION PROCESS 

8.1. The initial position of 
Mangatu Inc. 

Mangatu inc. and the negotiation process 

Hi. Experts from the Ministry of Works and Development, the catchment 
board, the Soil Conservation and Rivers Control Council, Lands and Survey 
and the Forest Service inspected the eroded land in the upper catchment in 
order to decide where planting should begin. The catchment board, the 
Forest Service and the Commissioner of Crown Lands determined which 
lands should be purchased for this purpose. 

iv. Ultimately, a broad approach to land purchase and replanting was taken in 
preference to the catchment board's earlier belief that afforestation should 
be restricted to a limited range of sites within the catchment. This decision 
was supported by Crown agents ostensibly because the long-term nature of 
the project could only be assured with long-term control: acquisition, as 
opposed to land management of private land, was the preferred option. 
Undoubtedly, the long-term nature of the project was not the only reason: 
the Crown had bought into the spurious media and catchment board con­
demnl!.tion of Maori as poor guardians of the environment. 

From the earliest proposals for afforestation, the purchase of Maori owned land 
was pre-determined in local discourse as a barrier to the success of the project. 
However, this was not necessarily a legitimate cause for concern. Although the 
negotiations with the management committee were prolonged, the time frame 
was similar in the case of pakeha farmers. Before the onset of negotiations, the 
soil conservation committee of the catchment board believed that it was impor­
tant to maintain positive relations \\-1.th all landowners because future support 
was required for the long-term success of the project. It suggested that "the 
approach to both Maori and European land owners should be on the same 
basis." In retrospect, however, the negotiation process diverged fundamentally 
in approaches to Maori and pakeha land. 

The management committee of the incorporation was aware of the need for 
afforestation as an erosion control measure. It had the legal capacity to alienate 
the land if needed but, as elected representatives, it was cautiou~ to act in the 
best interests of the shareholders. 

i. The owners met to discuss the possibility of selling a portion of their land 
in February 1960. The result was a unanimous decision l!.gainst selling: "'No 
owner present at [the] meeting wished to have it charged against them that 
he had been a party to the sale of ancestrallands21". The unanimous refusal 
to negotiate was not an explicit attempt to reject nor disrupt the afforesta­
tion proposals. Rather, it was' an acceptance that if they refused to sell, the 
Crown would move to compulsorily acquire the land. 

ii. This strategy was designed to remove the burden of accountability from the 
conscience of the management team, reflecting the gravity of the decision 
to alienate a'!) land which remained in Maori ownership. A report in the 
Gisborne Herald summarises the views of tangata whenua in this regard: 

The land had been leased over a long period of years to Pakehas and only 
a few years ago it had come back to the owners. 'And now,' the speaker 

21 Secretary, Mangatu Blocks 1, 3 & 4 Inc., to F.W. Brown, CCL, Gisbome, 25.2.1960 (LS 4/883). 
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8.2. Compulsory acquisition 

8.3. Points of difference 

Mangatu inc. and the negotiation process 

added, 'the Pakehas want it back to plant trees on: [He also] considered 
that too much land was being taken to stop erosion. He felt that the land 
that it was intended to acquire should be taken compulsorily so that the 
generations to come could not point a fmger at their ancestors in the 
event of the land ultimately going to waste22. 

iii. The trauma of voluntary alienation of ancestral land after 120 years of 
involuntary land loss induced the politics of withdrawal amongst the man­
agement committee. In retrospect, we can probably empathise with this 
fated acceptance of a hopeless position, but there were apparently few in 
Poverty Bay or Wellington who appreciated the position of the manage­
ment team. 

'While public calls for compulsory acquisition of Maori land were cornmon both 
before and during the negotiation process, government policy was to negotiate 
for sale where possible. 

i. The Commissioner of Crown Lands never publicly threatened the owners 
with compulsory acquisition. However, he did apparently suggest that this 
would be the likely outcome if the owners decided against negotiating for 
sale23. Although compulsory acquisition might appear to be an objectiona­
ble scenario for the owners, the management committee had carefully 
explained to them the necessity of afforesting this section of their land, 
both for the benefit of the region and for other land belonging to Mangatu 
Inc. From the few available records of these discussions between owners 
and managers of Mangatu Blocks, it appears that most owners agreed with 
the need to afforest at least some land. 

ii. Accompanying the acceptance of compulsory acquisition was a suspicion 
that there was no choice in the matter. Some, if not most, owners believed 
that compulsory acquisition was inevitable and that the owners would 
obtain fairer compensation this way than through negotiated sale. 

A meetit!g between the Commissioner and the Mangatu management commit­
tee was held in March of 1960. The oWners' representatives questioned: 

• The lack of Crown consultation; 

• Whether the land could be leased to the Crown; 
• The science, claims, objectivity and actions of the Poverty Bay Catchment Board 

in advancing the afforestation scheme; 

• Whether the scheme necessarily had to include Maori land; 

• Whether they themselves could carry out the scheme24
. 

i. The Commissioner was stubbornly inflexible in response to these options. 
He ruled out all options which did not include the alienation of the land. In 
a letter to his superiors dated on the same day as the meeting, he declared 
that leasing would not provide the Forest Service with satisfactory levels of 
control. Ten years later, under the East Coast Project, leasehold arrange-

22 "Mangatu committee will negotiate with gove~nt" - Gisbome HemId, 21.6.1960 (GisMUS VF-Forestry). 
23 A.R. Gardiner, Secretary, Mangatu Blocks Inc., to E.T. Tirakatene, Minister of Forests and Acting Minister of Maori Affairs, 29.4.1960 (NZFS 

6/2/108). 
24 F.W. Brown, CCL, Gisborne, to Director General of Crown Lands, 1.3.1960 (LS 4/883). 

Catchment degradation and control in the headwaters of the Waipaoa 16 
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8.4. Suspension of 
negotiations? 

Mangatu Inc. and the negotiation process 

ments were actively promoted by the Crown as the best option for involv­
ing Maori in other afforestation schemes on the East Coast, suggesting that 
such arrangements were feasible. 

ii. The conunissioner ruled out the option of Maori carrying out the scheme 
themselves because he believed that the owners could not afford the costs 
of afforestation. As indicated, below, the Commissioner also ruled out a 
later request from the owners for a joint venture forestry scheme. Irrespec­
tive of what was the owners' preferred option (leasing to the Forest Service, 
joint venture, self-funded scheme, compulsory acquisition), it is particularly 
clear that negotiated sale was the option which was least favoured. Yet, this 
was the option which was eventually adopted. 

Given the negative response to the owners questions, and the gravity of the 
prospect of having to sell the land to the Crown, it is not surprising that the 
owners held back on the negotiation process. 

i. The stress to the owners in the decision to alienate was not sympathetically 
reported in the local media: 

The commissioner reports that although the Land Department has been 
authorised by the government to purchase on behalf of the Forest Ser­
vice [6400ha] of land, difficulty is being experienced in reaching agree­
ment with some Maori owners who have refused to sell because of the 
reluctance to part with tribal lands .. , The latest announcement that some 
landowners are not prepared to sell, for a reason that is far removed 
from the true interests of the majority of district residents, is a blow to 
these hopes and aspirations [to protect the lower catchmentf5. 

ii. The Conunissioner stated in his reports that the owners of Mangatu Inc. 
had negotiated in good faith, but the future benefactors of afforestation 
chose to assume otherwise and also to criticise the Maori owners for their 
reluctance to part with ancestral lands. As is indicated, below, the secretary 
of Mangatu Inc. believed that government officials had selectively released 
information on the progress of the negotiations to the media in order to 
depict the Maori owners in a bad light. This manipulation of the media 
would have increased the pressure on those owners to sell. 

iii. Representatives of the incorporation strongly denied allegations of time 
wasting and selfish behaviour. They claimed that the decision to forgo 
negotiations with the Crown was made with full knowledge of the possible 
outcomes: 

... In all the newspaper publicity, the fact that the owners declined to sell 
is stressed, but no reference is made to the fact that they fully under­
stood compulsory acquisition would follow, that they accepted this and 
that they would expect the Maori Land Court to protect them in the mat­
ter of compensation ... 

It would appear that the officials concerned were too hasty in leading the 
general public to believe that they would be able to commence tree plant- . 

25 "Afforestation must proceed." - Gisbome Herald, 9.4.1960 (GisMUS VF-Forestry). 
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8.5. Final negotiations 

B.6. Summary 

Mangatu inc. and the negotiation process 

ing this season. They evidently anticipated the land purchase negotia~ 

tions would be completed in time for this to be done. These calculations 
went wrong, the tree planting operations cannot be commenced yet, the 
public is raising an outcry, and the Mangatu people are being made the 

scapegoats26
. 

iv. The comments about 'leading the general public' confirm that Mangatu Inc. 
believed that Crown agents were using the media to fight their case. Cer­
tainly, the media received different reports than did Maori. In discussion 
with reporters, the Commissioner explicitly ruled out the possibility of 
compulsory acquisition, but in conversations with Maori he would not rule 
out this possibility. 

A meeting with E.T. Tirakatene, who was at that time the Minister of Forests 
arid Acting Minister of Maori Affairs, was organised after the Secretary of Man­
gatu Inc. wrote to conf1rm the owners' opposition to negotiated sale. At the 
meeting in June 1960, Tirakatene convinced the management of the need to dis­
pose of the land for the afforestation scheme. 

i. In his account of the valuation process which would be employed, he sug­
gested that, "You will not be broken for figures when it comes to the point 
of negotiating to substantiate your clairn27

." A representative of the incor­
poration at the time of the negotiations made a telling reply. He "made ref­
erence to the sentimental value of the land, which could not be reimbursed 
with cold cash." The cultural and spiritual significance of ancestral lands 
can never be fully compensated, but Crown agents certainly attempted to 
buy their way into an afforestation scheme. 

ii. Eventually, the owners decided to authorise the management committee to 
negotiate with the Crown and this was confttmed at an annual general 
meeting in October of 1960. In requesting a relatively high price for the 
land, the management committee subsequently alluded to several matters: 

• Residents on the Poverty Bay flats were to receive the benefits of afforestation; 

• The owners could not in any way be called willing sellers; 
• While there was a need for some form of erosion control, the urgency of this 

matter did not justify the alienation of Maori land28. . 

iii. The Commissioner accepted at least some of this logic. Notably, he also 
recognised that the Maori Land Court would have awarded a higher price if 
the land was obtained through compulsory acquisition29

. The settlement 
included a lease-back clause, so that the management committee could use 
the land until it was required for planting. 

It is, perhaps, more important to recognise that the negotiations between the 
Crown and the Mangatu owners were circumscribed by local ideology. The Soil 
Conservation and Rivers Control Council and the Forest Service were per­
suaded to intervene in the region on the basis of the catchment board's account 

26 A.ll. Gardiner, Secretary, Mangatu Blocks Inc., to E.T. Ttrakatene, Minister of Forests and Acting Minister of Maori Affairs, 29.4.1960 (NZFS 
6/2/108). 

27 "Mangatu Committee will negotiate with Government" Gisbome Herald, 21.6.1960 (GisMUS VF- Natural Events). 
28 Secretary, Mangatu Blocks 1,3 & 4 Inc., to F.W. Brown, CCL, Gisbome, 7.11.1960 (LS 4/883). 
29 F.W. Brown, CCL, Gisbome, to Director General of Lands, Wellington, 19.12.1960 (LS 4/883). 
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9. THE ONGOING PURSUIT 
OF AFFORESTATION 

9.1. Not even a research 
partner 

the ongoing pursuit of afforestation 

of the seriousness of the erosion problem, The board, however, was not react­
ing only to geomorphological changes in the catchment; it did not operate in a 
socio-political vacuum, but rather it reacted to the predisposed opinions of its 
constituency, These opinions were based inherently in culturally biased and his­
torically inaccurate understandings of Maori as 'bad farmers.' The failure of 
Crown agencies to distinguish this bias from fact clearly influenced the deci­
sion-making of those agencies, The Forest Service, Soil Conservation and Riv­
ers Control Council and the Commissioner of Crown Lands should have 
offered the owners a number of options, rather than forcing iwi to decide 
between voluntary sale or involuntary acquisition. 

Almost as soon as the deal with l:Yfangatu Inc. was finalised, attention was 
focused to a wider programme of afforestation. The Tqylor report which was 
researched through the 1960s argued for a much greater area of land to be 
afforested. The outcome of the report - the East Coast Project represented a 
significant departure from the inflexibility of the Mangatu State Forest. Con­
tributors to the scheme were encouraged to maintain ownership of their prop­
erties, transforming those properties into 'forest farms' or with mixed-use 
forestry and agriculture. The Project offered more flexibility to Maori as well as 
pakeha. Lease options were developed specifically to facilitate the planting of 
Maori land in multiple ownership, but Maori involvement in conservation for­
estry was to remain controversial well after the planting of the Mangatu forests. 

In 1977, the East Coast land use planning and development stu4J was established to 
investigate the East Coast Project and its effectiveness. Maori were excluded as 
participants in the research, even after many calls for inclusion from the 
Tairawhiti District l'v1:aori Council, and advice from the 1vGnister of Agriculture 
and the M.P. for E~st Cape. 

i. While Crown agencies (specifically, MAF, NZFS, Lands and Survey and 
MOWD) and the catchment board were represented, it was decided that the 
Maori Council was an 'interest group' whose representation would not 
improve the 'efficiency' of the study group. In correspondence between the 
catchment board and the local branch of the Council, it was noted that: 

You will see that no special interest groups were represented and the 
Board considers this policy must be adhered to [so] your request [for 
representation on the study group] must therefore be declined. The spe­
cial regard Maori have for their land is, however, understood and 
acknowledged by the Board. Your desire to comment on the next stages 
to be done is noted. Your Council's comments will be very welcome30• 

ii. Under the Treaty, Maori are not, of course, an interest group but rather they 
should be seen as a management partner. While the special relationship of 
tangata whenua to their land is acknowledged in this letter, there were no 
opportunities beyond 'comments' for Maori to express their kaitiaki rela­
tionship with those lands. 

iii. The lack of a directive in the Soil Conservation and Rivers Control Act 
1941 to compel catchment boards to uphold Maori Treaty rightshas pre-

30 N.B. Roe, Secretary, PBCB, to M. Searancke, Secretary, Tairawhiti District Maori Council, Gisbome, 23.21979 (pBCB M/4), 
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9.2. Failure to incorporate 
Maori landowners into soil 
conservation 

10.PROTECTION OR 
PRODUCTION? 

10.1.Initial understanding 

Protection Or production? 

vented them from being seen as anything more than a mere 'party' to soil 
conservation in the inquiry district. 

There was little in the way of Maori buy-in to the recommendations of the Red 
Report which eventuated from the land use study. Some years later the East 
Coas~ Planning Council remarked that: 

The district has a large Maori community, and their active participation is 
vital in any attempts to solve the district's problems. This has not always 
happened in the pas01. 

1. Maori were alienated from influencing the design of soil conservation and 
other environmental protection schemes, and this was much to the detri­
ment of those schemes. At that time, the "fear of the Maori people of the 
region being left as just a labour force [for forestry was] increasing32." 

ii. Neither government departments nor local authorities heeded the call to 
meaningfully involve Maori in both conservation and production forestry. 
Studies by Wall and Cocklin and Blaschke and Peterson in the 1990s con­
fum that the fears cited in the above quotation appear to have become real­
ity, with negative consequences for the purpose of protection forestry. 

iii. There remains a need for the Crown to reconsider its policies on conserva­
tion forestry in the light of the Treaty. It also needs to be compelled to pro­
vide local environmental authorities with a clearer message about the duty 
to incorporate Treaty principles into their practice. 

The T qylor report also argued that reliance on the Forest Service, public owner­
ship of forests and protection forestry alone would not provide the range of 
environmental benefits that were required in the district. This hastened a move 
towards forestry for regional development, and towards a mix of protection and 
production forestry. In turn, the new position on forestry transformed the pub­
lic understanding of the purpose of afforestation at Mangatu. 

Allsop (1973) argues that the initially agreed ratio for production and protection 
forestry in the late 1950s was 1:1; respectively, 2400ha for production and 
2800ha for protection. Other reports at 1960 noted that after "20 or 25 years, 
45% would be available for thinning." The extensive briefing of Prime Minister 
Nash prior to his arrival in the district in 1959 included an explicit statement of 
intent that afforestation would be implemented on a 1; 1 ratio of production to 
protection forestry: 

The general idea is that the area shall be planted in trees, half of which 
will be productive forest, and the other half purely protection forest in 
which cutting would not be permitted save on the most stringent condi­
tions, if at a1l33. 

31 "Development of pastoral Fanning in Poverty Bay/East Coast." - no date (pBCB M/3). 
32 C. Rau, Chainnan, East Cape United Council, to B. Couch, Minister of Maori Affairs, and Duncan Mcintyre, Minister of Forestry, 15.1.1981 

(MA 58/1). 
33 "Information document to Minister of Maori Affairs." 1959 (MA Mangatu 1955-59). 
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1 O.2.Production forestry veiled 
as protection forestry? 

10.3.Commercialisation 

Protection Or production? 

i. The Maori owners of Mangatu Blocks were in part swayed by the conserva­
tion argument in their decision to sell land to the Crown. In the 1960 annual 
meeting of owners, the Commissioner of Crown Lands was questioned 
about the possibility of tangata whenua entering into a joint venture with 
the Forest Service. He replied that the idea was not rational because: 

... any profit would be very small and a long time in coming. He empha­
sised the fact that the intention was to establish a protection forest not a 
productive one, and milling if any would be on a small scale with little 

profit ... Land was to be purchased to provide it with a cover of vegeta-
tion ... It was a pity the forest cover was ever removed and having learnt 

the lesson, any new forest established would be taken careful care of and 
not removed again. A protection forest was to be established and the 

land was not being purchased for the sake of buying land. There was a 
grave and firm purpose behind it ali34

. 

ii. The owners understood that the scheme was intended for soil conservation 
and, therefore, it was not likely to generate revenue. They also sold the land 
on the understanding that the ptoject was in the interests of the public 
good. If the owners had known of the potential profit which could be taken 
from these forests, they may have argued more strongly for a joint-venture 
agreement or for some other arrangement, such as leasing or afforesting the 
lands themselves. Likewise, if the owners had known that the public good 
components of the scheme were to be surpassed by private gain, they may 
have fought more strongly to retain the land in their ownership. 

There is evidence to suggest that some Crown agents, especially those in the 
Forest Service, considered the Mangatu forests ftom the very start to be prima­
rily for production purposes. 

i. The almost exclusive use of Pinus radiata which does not provide the inter­
ceptive capacity ofbroadleaf trees, dies en masse rather than randomly, and is 
not self-seeding in New Zealand mnditions attests to this view. 

ii. By as early as 1973, the one-to-one ratio was entirely removed from corre­
spondence on the Mangatu forests. The intended use of the afforested 
blocks was no longer a matter for debate: "Since the forests are clearly for 
production we can hardly shelter behind the protection aspect any 
longer35." This quotation suggests that at least some Forestry Service advi­
sors had always considered Mangatu a ptoduction forest and that they had 
used the 'protection aspect' merely to gain the support of the Soil Conser­
vation and Rivers Control Council. Around this time, soil stabilisation came 
to be referred to as a "secondary role," even though it had initially been 
claimed as the principal reason for afforestation. 

In 1987, the New Zealand Forest Corporation - the State Owned Enterprise 
which succeed the Forest Service - sold the cutting rights for the Mangatu State 
Forest. Conservation forestry was not part of its new, commercial logic. Even­
tually, ITT Rayonier acquired the rights in 1992, with special soil conservation 

34 "Report on Mangatu Blocks 1, 3 & 4 Inc. annual meeting." - 21.10.1960 (LS 4/883). 
35 J. Ure, District Conservator, NZFS, to Regional Conservator, Rotorua, 9.3.1973 (NZFS 1/7/6c). 
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11.CONCLUSION 

Conclusion 

covenants attached to their Crown Forest Licenses. These covenants represent 
some protection against over-vigorous commercial exploitation, but the level of 
protection offered by covenants and the requirements for replanting after har­
vest are potentially ambiguous. The Gisborne District Council also imposes soil 
erosion restrictions on forestry in accordance with its District Plan. An advisor 
from Landcare CRI, however, has questioned the extent of, and methods for, 
harvestinf of these forests, which have thus far been permitted by the District 
Council3 . The harvest areas to date reflect the pattern of accessibiliry more than 
they do the extent of erosion. The old rhetoric of a 1:1 ratio of protection to 
production has ahnost entirely been consigned to history. It should not be for­
gotten that reckless deforestation started that history, ahnost exactly 100 years 
ago. 

An understanding of what happened at Mangatu requires careful consideration 
of the iterative exchanges between national and local administrations: 

• The Crown pursued the afforestation of the Waipaoa headwaters in reaction to 
the pleadings of the Poverty Bay Catchment Board. 

• The loud voice of farmers on the Poverty Bay flats strongly influenced that 
board, directly through its slanted composition and indirectly through its reaction 
to farmer protest in the media. 

• Neither the actions of the board nor of the Crown took place in a socio-cultural 
vacuum. Rather, inaccurate and sometimes overtly racist depictions of Maori as 
poor land managers strongly conditioned these actions. 

• As a result of this nested hierarchy of influence, Maori were targeted unfairly for 
afforestation, and they were not offered the same range of alternatives as pakeha 
in the critical headwaters area. Clearly, they were prejudicially and differentially 
affected by Crown actions. 

36 Marden and Rowan 1997, and with Saunders 1992 
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