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Answers to post-hearing questions by Leanne Boulton for the 
‘Land Alienation in Te Rohe Potae inquiry district, 1866-1908: 

An Overview’ report (Wai 898, #A67) 
 

 

A. Answers to the Crown’s post-hearing questions (Wai 898, 3.3.153(a)) 

1.  In the questions, references to the ‘Errata document’ are to document A67(e) on the 

Wai 898 record of inquiry. 

 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

Amended Table 2 

2. In the Errata document at pages 2-3, amended Table 2 states that the Crown 

acquired 7.56 per cent of the ‘Rohe Potae Area’ between 1889 and 1893 

2.1 Should that percentage be 3.09 per cent (i.e., 41,177.53 multiplied by 100 and 

divided by 1, 331, 030, 62)? 

 

Answer:  

Yes, the 3.09 per cent of the ‘Rohe Potae Area’ was alienated from Maori ownership between 1889 

and 1903. The figure of 7.56 per cent is the proportion of the ‘Rohe Potae Area’ alienated by the end 

of 1893 and includes the land alienated in that area prior to 1889. 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. At page 3 of the Errata document, you provide corrected percentages for the 

proportions of the ‘Rohe Potae Area’ that had been alienated by 1897 (25.26 per cent) 

and by the end of 1900 (46.24 per cent). 

3.1 Did the data that was used to calculate those percentages include the pre-

1865 Crown purchases and any private purchases? 

 

Answer:  

Yes (see answer to question 4 below, particularly Table 2(A)). 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

4. You do not appear to provide any data in amended Table 2 on the proportion of the 

‘Rohe Potae Area’ that the pre-1865 Crown purchases would represent. 
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4.1 Is it correct to surmise that the proportion would be around 4.47 per cent 

based on your cumulative percentage in the right-hand column of the amended 

Table 2 (i.e., 4.49 per cent minus 0.02 per cent for the '1889' purchase)? 

 

Answer: 

The corrected Table 2 in the errata (Wai 898, A67(e), p 2)  begins in 1889 but the cumulative 

proportion of the ‘Rohe Potae Area’ alienated by the end of 1889 (4.49 per cent) includes, as 

the Crown rightly surmises, 4.46 per cent of the Rohe Potae Area alienated prior to 1889. For 

the sake of clarity I include here a variation of Table 2 showing this: 

 

Table 2(A): Time series showing the amount of land alienated as a proportion of the 

‘Rohe Potae Area’, 1840 – 1908 

Year Acres % of RP Area Cumm%
pre-1865 59,417.62 4.46% 4.46%

1889 310.50 0.02% 4.49%
1891 12,360.00 0.93% 5.42%
1892 1,428.03 0.11% 5.52%
1893 27,079.00 2.03% 7.56%
1894 135,584.88 10.19% 17.74%
1895 52,226.40 3.92% 21.67%
1896 4.23 0.00% 21.67%
1897 47,789.61 3.59% 25.26%
1898 194,572.63 14.62% 39.88%
1899 69,325.32 5.21% 45.09%
1900 15,349.27 1.15% 46.24%
1901 64,776.87 4.87% 51.11%
1903 133.14 0.01% 51.12%
1904 43.09 0.00% 51.12%
1905 195.78 0.01% 51.13%
1906 3,175.25 0.24% 51.37%
1907 8,149.57 0.61% 51.98%
1908 58,902.27 4.43% 56.41%

Total alienated 750,823.46
RP Area (calc original area) 1,331,030.62  

Source: Douglas and Innes interim data, February 2010 (as relied upon in Wai 898, A67) 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 8 

5. In Table 8 on page 35 of your report (Wai 898, A67), you provide a list showing 

alienation of land granted to Maori in the parish extension area. 

5.1 Are the figures in the ‘Acres alienated’ column running sum figures, with 

8,432 acres being the total area alienated between 1870 and 2010 and not the 

amount alienated in 2010? 

 

Answer: 

Yes, the ‘acres alienated’ column in Table 8 are cumulative or ‘running sum’ figures, so that 

8,432 acres is the total area alienated by the end of 2010 not the amount of land alienated 

during the year 2010. It should be noted that the ‘total granted’ figure at the bottom of this 

table is the total acres granted to Maori within the Extension area. This figure has been 

included because it is used to calculate the cumulative percentage of granted land that was 

alienated year on year in the third column of the table. 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

5.2 Would a more appropriate heading for the ‘Year’ column be something 

along the lines of ‘Decade ending’? 

 

Answer: 

Yes. 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

Table for the 'Rohe Potae Area' 

6. In your report (Wai 898, A67), Table 3 at page 29 showed a summary of alienation 

statistics for your ‘Rohe Potae Area’ between 1840 and 1908. That table has been 

replaced at page 4 of the Errata document by a summary of alienation statistics for the 

entire inquiry district between 1865- 1908. 

6.1 Would you please explain why you deleted the original Table 3? 

 

Answer: 

Table 3 on page 29 of my report Wai 898, A67 (whose figures are used to create graph 5 on 

page 28 of the same) appears in the introduction and overview chapter of my report. The 

purpose of that discussion was to compare and contrast the broad trends in land alienation in 

the whole country with those in the Rohe Potae inquiry district. I decided to replace Table 3 

and graph 5 in my report (which had originally shown data for part of the inquiry district – 
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‘the Rohe Potae area’) with ones that set out data for the whole inquiry district. I did this 

because my whole rationale for presenting the data was to compare it with the national 

picture provided by Loveridge in graph 4 (directly above my graph 5 on page 28 of my 

report) and it seemed to me on reflection that it was more appropriate to compare data for the 

larger district with the national data – a case of trying as much as possible to ‘compare apples 

with apples.’ My decision to present a table of data for the whole inquiry district was also 

influenced by the fact that I then went on to compare the data in Table 3 with the similar data 

from the 1908 report Stout-Ngata Commission, which is for the whole of the Rohe Potae (an 

area very similar but not identical to the Tribunal’s inquiry district). 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

7. In the Errata document, Table 5 on page 5 for Rangitoto Tuhua and Table 6 on page 

7 for your Northern Area show a breakdown of the quantity of alienation by the types 

of purchaser, e.g. Crown purchasers, private purchasers etc. 

7.1 Do you agree your ‘Rohe Potae Area’ had the greatest level of alienation of 

your three sub-districts (Northern, Rangitoto Tuhua and the ‘Rohe Potae 

Area’)? 

7.2 If that is the case, why do you not have a table describing the quantity of 

alienation by type of purchaser in ‘Rohe Potae Area’? 

 

Answer: 

Yes, I agree that the ‘Rohe Potae Area’ was the most heavily alienated portion of the inquiry 

district. The decision to change Table 3 from a summary of land alienation in the ‘Rohe Potae 

Area’ to one covering the whole inquiry district (see answer to question 6 above) means that 

there is now no table of data for the ‘Rohe Potae Area’ in my report. This needs to be 

remedied. The following text and data table should be added to the report after graph 6 on 

page 30: 

 

‘Rohe Potae Area’  

‘The Rohe Potae Area’ (approximately 1.3 million acres) covers the majority of the 

Tribunal’s Rohe Potae inquiry district. A summary of land alienation figures for that area is 

shown in Table 4A below.  Unsurprisingly land alienation follows a broadly similar pattern in 

the ‘Rohe Potae Area’ as in the inquiry district as a whole. The majority of the alienation was 

to the Crown. Using the raw data available at 16 February 2010 it is calculated that more than 
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half of the ‘Rohe Potae Area’ was alienated from Maori ownership by the end of 1908.  Only 

1.5 per cent of this area was alienated to private parties. The majority of this land alienation 

took place after the Crown recommenced land purchasing in the inquiry district in late 1889. 

 

Table 4(A): Summary of the Alienation Statistics for the ‘Rohe Potae Area’, 1840 – 1908 

Summary Acres alienated % of the RP Area
Alienated by pre-1865 Crown purchasing 57,707.32 4.34%
Alienated to Crown, 1889-1908 671,925.03 50.48%
Alienated to private parties in OLCs 515.30 0.04%
Alienated to private parties, 1889-1908 19,466.78 1.46%
Other alienation 14.03 0.00%
Total alienated 749,628.46 56.32%
Calculated as remaining Maori land at 1 Jan 1909 581,402.16 43.68%
Rohe Potae Area (calc original area) 1,331,030.62 100.00%  

Source: Douglas and Innes interim data, February 2010 (as relied upon in Wai 898, A67) 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

Private purchasing figures 

8. Graph 5 at page 4 of the Errata document shows 1.04 per cent of the inquiry district 

being alienated to private parties between 1865 and 1908. It also shows a small 

percentage being alienated to ‘Other’ purchasers. Table 3 on the same page gives a 

breakdown of the area alienated to private parties and to ‘Other’ alienators. You state 

that 19,766 acres was alienated to private parties and that 556 acres was alienated to 

‘Other’ alienators. 

8.1 Are you aware that, in Douglas, Innes and Mitchell's report (Wai 898, A21), 

Table B5 (at pages 130-131) lists amounts of land alienated by type of purchaser 

and that it shows that, in the corresponding period 1865-1908, there were 24,746 

acres alienated in the inquiry district to private purchasers? It does not seem 

that this difference could be explained by Douglas, Innes and Mitchell's use of 

GIS figures. How do you explain the difference between their figure and your 

figure of 19,766 acres? 

 

Answer: 

Yes, I am now aware of Douglas, Innes and Mitchell’s table of alienations to private parties 

from 1865 to 1908 (Wai 898, A21, Table B5, pp 130-1). The difference between the two sets 

of figures can be explained by the fact that I was working with a provisional set of data 
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supplied by Douglas and Innes in their interim report in February 2010 and that data was 

subsequently revised by Douglas, Innes and Mitchell and used in their A21 report. 

Differences between the two data sets are likely to be the result of a combination of Douglas, 

Innes and Mitchell’s use of GIS figures and their checking and updating of land alienation 

raw data between February 2010 when the interim data was made available to me and their 

final report in June 2010.  

___________________________________________________________________________ 

8.2 Table B5 in A21 also shows no alienations to ‘Other’ types of purchasers in 

the period 1865-1908. Where does your figure in Table 3 for this category come 

from? 

 

Answer: 

The figure of 556.29 acres for land alienated by other means shown in Table 3 comes from 

the raw data of 16 February 2010 which I used for my analysis. That data is available in the 

Douglas and Innes ‘Te Rohe Potae Land Alienation Interim Report, 1840-1908’ which was 

circulated to all parties to the inquiry in February 2010. In that report Douglas and Innes 

noted that the category ‘other’ alienations includes gifts, exchanges and Europeanised under 

pre-1967 legislation (p 10). Details of the 556.29 acres alienated by ‘other’ means are shown 

below: 

 

Subdivision Acres alienated Date of alienation Reference 

Mangaroa B2B (part) 14.03 4 Nov 1904 TN 69/145 

Rangitoto Tuhua 3D1  542.27 13 Feb 1908 TAR 403 

Total ‘other’ alienation 556.29   

Source: Douglas and Innes interim data, February 2010 (as relied upon in Wai 898, A67) 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

9. Table 16 at page 10 of the Errata document lists blocks alienated to private 

purchasers between 1889 and 1908. You say there that a total of 19,766.78 acres were 

alienated to private purchasers in that period. A count of the acres listed at page 131 of 

Douglas, Innes and Mitchell's report (Wai 898, A21) shows that in that same period 

24,040 acres being alienated to private purchasers. 

9.1 Do you accept that in the light of this your figures are incorrect? Does it 

mean that your percentage figure (1.04 per cent on page 10) is also incorrect? 
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Answer: 

The corrected private alienations set out in Table 16 at page 10 of the errata document were 

extracted from raw data available to me on 16 February 2010 (circulated in the Douglas and 

Innes preliminary report of Feb 2010). My table accurately reflects that data. I acknowledge 

that my data does not match that later provided by Douglas, Innes and Mitchell (Wai 898, 

A21, p 131). Hence, if we were to calculate the percentage of the Rohe Potae area alienated 

to private parties prior to 1 January 1909 from the data shown in A21, p 131, it would differ 

from the 1.04 per cent I have calculated. This is an inevitable consequence of working with 

an earlier data set.  

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

9.2 Would you please explain why you do not include in Table 16 the actual dates 

or at least the years that those blocks were alienated? 

9.3 Do you agree that that omission makes it difficult to analyse and compare 

data? 

 

Answer: 

My approach to presenting land alienation data in my report (Wai 898, A67) has been to 

provide data in a summarised form in simple tables which are easily read and digested.  This 

was considered an appropriate level of detail for an overview report. The point of Table 16 

was to contrast the relatively large amount of land alienated to private parties prior to 1900 

with the situation after 1900 when there were more alienations to private parties but much 

less land was involved. Therefore, it was not considered necessary to record the data of each 

alienation but instead to simply group them into these two time periods. Not having seen the 

final data used by the authors of Wai 898, A21 prior to filing my report this seems an 

appropriate approach. However, I have now compared the two sets of data for private 

alienations and find that the acreage given in Wai 898, A21, p 131 differs from those in Table 

16 (16 Feb 2010 data set) so providing the date of the alienation does offer further assistance 

in analysing and comparing the data. Therefore, I include here a variation of Table 16 

showing data of alienation as recorded in the 16 Feb 2010 raw data. 
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Table 16(a): Private Purchases, 1889 – 1908 (with date of alienation) 

Block name Subdivision Date alienated

Area 
alienated 
(acres)

% of all 
private 
purchases

Mahoenui Mahoenui 6 3 Dec 1894 4000.00 20.24%
Mangapapa Mangapapa A 20 Oct 1892 733.00 3.71%
Mangapapa Mangapapa B1 3 Mar 1894 860.00 4.35%
Mangarapa Mangarapa B1 3 Jul 1894 860.00 4.35%
Puketiti Puketiti 1 7 Feb 1894 7482.00 37.85%
Tokanui Tokanui A [Part] 13 Oct 1898 387.00 1.96%
Orahiri Orahiri  11A  26 Jan 1899 2.00 0.01%
Taurangi Taurangi  4** 28 Sept 1899 1000.00 5.06%
Pre-1900 subtotal 15,324.00 77.52%
Kopua (Te) - Pirongia Kopua 1D 15 Jul 1908 36.75 0.19%
Mahoenui Mahoenui E2 20 Mar 1901 247.00 1.25%
Mangaawakino Mangaawakino 3 [Part] 24 June 1907 1819.00 9.20%
Mangaawakino Mangaawakino 5 3 Oct 1906 130.00 0.66%
Mangaawakino Mangaawakino 8B2B1 17 Dec 1908 28.50 0.14%
Maungarangi Maungarangi 2B2B 22 Apr 1908 96.64 0.49%
Pukenui Pukenui  2U3 31 Oct 1906 128.00 0.65%
Puketarata Puketarata  13A  18 Aug 1905 99.91 0.51%
Puketarata Puketarata  19E  12 Jul 1907 55.46 0.28%
Puketarata Puketarata  7 Reserve 7 Dec 1901 74.47 0.38%
Tokanui Tokanui A [Part] 17 Nov 1906 194.00 0.98%
Rangitoto Rangitoto  A1B1  [Part] 1900 377.31 1.91%
Rangitoto Rangitoto  A34B  15 Apr 1908 379.30 1.92%
Rangitoto Rangitoto  A5  6 Dec 1907 379.00 1.92%
Rangitoto Tuhua 8 Rangitoto Tuhua 8 22 Dec 1902 300.00 1.52%
Kawhia Kawhia  P3  Part 26 Feb 1908 1.42 0.01%
Kinohaku East Kinohaku East  2, Sec 8  16 Jan 1905 92.88 0.47%

Orahiri
Orahiri Survey District 9 Blk 
VIII

7 Sept 1903
3.14 0.02%

Post-1900 subtotal 4,442.78 22.48%
Total area of private purchases 19,766.78  

** Taurangi 4 was 'gifted' by Maori owners to J W Ellis. 

Source: Douglas and Innes interim data, February 2010 (as relied upon in Wai 898, A67) 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

Table 5 Rangitoto Tuhua 

10. Table 5 at page 5 of the Errata document provides a summary of alienation statistics 

for the Rangitoto Tuhua block 1900-1908. In that table, you give various figures for 

alienation types and the area calculated as remaining Maori land at 1 January 1909. 

10.1 Should the figure of 41.74 per cent for the area alienated to the Crown be 

25.86 per cent (i.e., 120,023.90 x 100 divided by 463,995.38)? 
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10.2 Should the figure of 1.04 per cent for the area alienated to private parties be 

0.06 per cent (i.e., 300 x 100 divided by 463,995.38)?  

10.3 Should the figure of 0.03 per cent for the area alienated to ‘Other’ be 0.11 

per cent (i.e., 542.27 x 100 divided by 463,995.38)? 

10.4 Should the figure of 57.19 per cent for the area calculated as remaining 

Maori land at 1 January 1909 be 73.95 per cent (i.e., 343,129.21 x 100 divided by 

463,995.38)? 

 

Answer: 

Errors have crept into the amended Table 5 in the errata. It should be replaced with the 

following table: 

 

Table 5: Summary of the Alienation Statistics for the Rangitoto Tuhua Block, 1900 – 

1908 (p 31, Wai 898, A67) 

 

Summary Acres alienated % of RT Blk
Alienated to the Crown 120,023.90 25.87%
Alienated to private parties 300.00 0.06%
Alienated - Other 542.27 0.12%
Total alienated at 1 Jan 1909 120,866.17 26.05%
Calculated as remaining Maori land at 1 Jan 1909 343,129.21 73.95%
Rangitoto Tuhua (calc original area) 463,995.38 100.00%  

Source: Douglas and Innes interim data, February 2010 (as relied upon in Wai 898, A67) 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

11. At page 8 of the Errata document, you have changed the figure of the proportion of 

the inquiry district that had been alienated by 1909 from 47 per cent to 43 per cent. 

11.1 Given the points raised above, are you confident your figure of 43 per cent is 

accurate? 

 

Answer: 

A mechanical error resulted in the revised table for the Rangitoto Tuhua data not being 

inserted into the errata documents. This has now been corrected. The other points raised by 

the Crown relate to differences between my figures and those of Douglas, Innes and Mitchell 

rather than to my own calculations. The summary figures for the whole inquiry district as 

presented in Table 3 in the errata document at p 4 have been checked against the February 
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2010 data available to me at the time of writing my report and confirmed as correct.  

Therefore, it is correct to say that around 43 per cent of the inquiry district had been alienated 

from Maori ownership by the beginning of 1909. 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

Pie Charts 

12. On pages 13 to 15 of the Errata document, you provide an amended set of pie charts 

showing the percentage of the inquiry district alienated over time. 

12.1 Have you provided any data to support the changes over time? 

 

Answer: 

The pie charts on pages 13 to 15 of the errata document are visual representations of the 

following data: 

Year Acres alienated % alienated Cumm % alienated Cumm % remaining
Prior to 1889 91,442.62          4.81% 4.81% 95.19%

1889 310.50               0.02% 4.83% 95.17%
1891 12,360.00          0.65% 5.48% 94.52%
1892 1,428.03            0.08% 5.55% 94.45%
1893 27,079.00          1.42% 6.98% 93.02%
1894 135,584.88        7.13% 14.11% 85.89%
1895 52,226.40          2.75% 16.86% 83.14%
1896 4.23                   0.00% 16.86% 83.14%
1897 47,789.61          2.51% 19.38% 80.62%
1898 194,572.63        10.24% 29.61% 70.39%
1899 69,325.32          3.65% 33.26% 66.74%
1900 15,349.27          0.81% 34.07% 65.93%
1901 64,776.87          3.41% 37.48% 62.52%
1902 300.00               0.02% 37.49% 62.51%
1903 5,391.14            0.28% 37.78% 62.22%
1904 15,645.09          0.82% 38.60% 61.40%
1905 4,195.78            0.22% 38.82% 61.18%
1906 3,175.25            0.17% 38.99% 61.01%
1907 45,606.76          2.40% 41.39% 58.61%
1908 117,168.36        6.17% 47.55% 52.45%

Total acres alienated 903,731.74         
Cal Area of RP Inquiry district 1,900,393.91       

Source: Douglas and Innes interim data, February 2010 (as relied upon in Wai 898, A67) 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
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12.2 Would you please provide a corresponding table showing annual alienations 

in the entire inquiry district so that the data in the pie charts can be tested? 

 

Answer: 

The annual alienation data from which the data in the table above is drawn is attached to 

these answers as Appendix 1.  

___________________________________________________________________________ 

13. On pages 13 to 15 of the Errata document, the first pie chart provides a new figure 

of 4.81 per cent of the inquiry district alienated before 1889. The report of Douglas, 

Innes and Mitchell (Wai 898, A21) on pages 130-131 lists the quantity of annual 

alienations in the entire district. Adding up all the alienations shown there before 1889 

gives a total of 131,203.59 acres alienated. 

 

14. Using your figure for the size of the inquiry district (see ‘Answers to Questions of 

Clarification’, Wai 898, A67(d) at page 5) the Crown calculates that the percentage 

alienated before 1889 was 6.9 per cent and not 4.81  per cent, which you state. Do you 

think that, if this is the case with your first pie chart in this sequence of charts, the 

figures in the other pie charts may also be incorrect? 

 

Answer: 

I acknowledge that my figure for acres alienated prior to 1889 differs from that later 

calculated by Douglas, Innes and Mitchell in their A21 report. I have calculated that 

91,442.62 acres was alienated prior to 1889 (see table provided in answer to question 12.1 

above), Douglas, Innes and Mitchell give a figure of 131,203.59 alienated for the same 

period. Obviously these differing figures will produce different percentage alienated figures. 

It also follows that the percentage alienated/remaining as Maori land shown in the remaining 

pie charts in my report will differ from the percentage alienated figures produced by Douglas, 

Innes and Mitchell. This is an inevitable consequence of working with an interim set of 

alienation data.  

___________________________________________________________________________ 
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Survey costs, Table 23 

15. At page 16 of the Errata document, you have provided an updated Table 32 of land 

known to be lost to pay for survey costs in the ‘Rohe Potae Area’. 

15.1 Would you please explain why you included an entry for the Taurangi block 

of 10,000 acres (the third block in the table)? 

 

Answer: 

The data in Table 32 was compiled after a search of the Maori Land Court Minutes Books for 

the inquiry district. That search indicated that 10,000 acres of the Taurangi block was set 

aside by owners in 1892 as a ‘sale block’ to cover survey costs. For this reason I have 

included an entry for the Taurangi block of 10,000 acres in Table 32. Husbands and Mitchell 

also include this 10,000 acre portion of the Taurangi block in their tables of land lost to 

survey costs under the category of ‘sale’ blocks created prior to 1896’ (see Wai 898, A79, 

Table 5.23). 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

15.2 Is it the same Taurangi block that you acknowledge in your answers to 

questions of clarification (A67 (d) at page 4, question 7) had been omitted from 

Table 2 at page 26 of your report (Wai 898, A67)? (See the Taurangi Crown 

purchase deed TAR 223 at pages 213-214 of the Crown bundle of documents 

(Wai 898, J25) and item 29 in the report, ‘Lands purchased and leased from 

Natives in the North Island’ (AJHR 1892 G-4) at page 111 of the Crown bundle 

of documents (Wai 898, J25)). 

 

Answer: 

Yes. 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

15.3 Would you please explain the 5,000 acres lost from ‘Unknown’ blocks at the 

bottom of Table 32? 

 

Answer: 

It seems likely that this ‘unknown’ subdivision lost to survey costs is Umukaimata 4A. 

Husbands and Mitchell include Umukaimata 4A (5,000 acres) in their table showing ‘sale 

blocks’ created before 1896 (Wai 898, A79, Table 5.23). There are no other blocks of this 
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size unaccounted for in a cross-match between my data in Table 32 and the data presented by 

Husbands and Mitchell. In addition, both the Feb 2010 raw alienation data and the ‘Return of 

Purchased and Leased from Natives in North Island’ for 1893 (AJHR 1893, G-4, p 2) indicate 

that Umukaimata 4A (5,000 acres) was purchased by the Crown in November 1892.  

___________________________________________________________________________ 

16. On page 429 of your report (Wai 898, A67) you state that 80,625 acres were lost to 

pay for survey costs. 

16.1 Do you know whether the Crown generally paid its share of survey costs for 

joint boundaries? 

16.2 Were any of the survey costs you came across the result of private surveyors 

taking out liens against Maori land? 

16.3 Did the Crown have to take over some of those liens? 

16.4 Would you agree that if you cannot pay for the cost of a survey of a small 

block in cash, a larger proportion of land in that small block would be required 

to pay for it compared to a large block? 

16.5 Do you agree that survey costs can be greater in rugged areas? 

16.6 Do you agree that excessive partitioning results in greater survey costs? 

 

Answer: 

My report provides only a brief overview of the how portions of Maori land in this inquiry 

district being alienated as a result of survey costs (Wai 898, A67, pp 428-9). I then make an 

initial attempt to quantify how much land was lost to pay for survey costs in the Rangitoto 

Tuhua blocks and ‘Rohe Potae Area’ of the inquiry district up to the end of 1908 (Wai 898, 

A67, Table 32, p 431 – as revised in errata Wai 898, A67(e), p 16). It was recognised that 

Husbands and Mitchell would cover this issue in considerably greater detail in their report 

(their commission questions are set out in the introduction to my report, Wai 898, A67, pp 2-

3). They have devoted a considerable part of chapter 5 of their report ‘The Native Land 

Court, land titles and Crown land purchasing in the Rohe Potae district, 1866 – 1907’ (Wai 

898, A79) to the issue (including appended tables 5.13-5.31). Therefore, these are questions 

that are more productively addressed to those witnesses.  

___________________________________________________________________________ 
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16.7 In what categories have you placed the 80,625 acres from Table 32 in Table 

3 at page 4 of the Errata document (‘Summary of the Alienation Statistics for the 

Rohe Potae Inquiry District, 1865 – 1908’) and in Table 5 at page 5 of the Errata 

document (‘Summary of the Alienation Statistics for the Rangitoto Tuhua Block, 

1900-1908’)? 

 

Answer: 

The data in Table 32 (land lost to survey costs) and the general land alienation data 

summarized in Tables 3 and 5 of my report come from different sources. The first was 

compiled from Native Land Court Minute Books, the second was based on raw alienation 

data provided to me by Douglas and Innes in February 2010. I have now undertaken a cross-

match of the two sets of data. Of the 80, 625 acres of land listed as lost to survey costs I have 

been able to positively identify 51, 970.25 acres in the raw land alienation data. These 

transactions are set out in the Table in Appendix 2 to these answers. All of that land was 

alienated to the Government and is therefore included in the summary data in tables 3 and 5 

of my report as alienated to the Government. It is unclear whether the remaining 28,655.03 

acres I have identified as lost to survey costs have been accounted for in the raw alienation 

data. It is quite possible, for example, that many subdivisions alienated for survey costs were 

included in titles for other blocks alienated to the Crown or private parties.  

___________________________________________________________________________ 

17. In the amended paragraph at page 17 of the Errata document concerning Table 32, 

you state that ‘the 80,625.28 acres equates to 4.49 per cent of the original acreage of the 

inquiry district.’ 

17.1 Should that read ‘the 80,625.28 acres equates to 4.49 per cent of the ‘Rohe 

Potae Area’ and the Rangitoto Tuhua block’? 

 

Answer: 

Yes. 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

18. At page 161 of your report (Wai 898, A67), Table 9 provides a ‘Summary of 

Accounts under the North Island Main Trunk Railway Loan Application Act 

Amendment Act 1889 for 1899 – 1913.’ Footnote 514 at page 160 states that: These 

figures were compiled and supplied by Mark McGhie, counsel for claimants.  

18.1 Have you checked the figures that Mr McGhie supplied to you? 
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Answer: 

Yes, and I can confirm that they are correct. 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

18.2 Would you please provide the full NZ Gazette references that you state in 

your ‘Answers to Questions of Clarification’ (Wai 898, A67(d), page 21, question 

34) are one of the sources for the table? 

 

Answer: 

The 1899 data in Table 9 (Wai 898, A67, p 161) comes from ‘Native Lands Purchased out of 

Main Trunk Railway Loan (particulars relating to),’ AJHR 1899, G‐3A. The remaining data in 

the table is drawn from the Public Accounts published annually in the New Zealand Gazette. 

The references are as follows: 

New Zealand Gazette, 1900, No. 42, 11 May 1900, pp 954-5 

New Zealand Gazette, 1901, No. 48, 16 May 1901, pp 1108-9 

New Zealand Gazette, 1902, No. 39, 22 May 1902, pp 1120-1 

New Zealand Gazette, 1903, No. 39, 21 May 1903, pp 1222-3 

New Zealand Gazette, 1904, No. 43, 19 May 1904, pp 1328-9 

New Zealand Gazette, 1905, No. 52, 1 June 1905, pp 1358-9 

New Zealand Gazette, 1906, No. 36, 10 May 1906, pp 1218-9 

New Zealand Gazette, 1907, No. 43, 16 May 1907, pp 1526-7 

New Zealand Gazette, 1908, No. 38, 14 May 1908, pp 1420-1 

New Zealand Gazette, 1909, No. 39, 13 May 1909, pp 1330-1 

New Zealand Gazette, 1910, No. 46, 12 May 1910, pp 1468-9 

New Zealand Gazette, 1911, No. 39, 11 May 1911, pp 1632-3 

New Zealand Gazette, 1912, No. 43, 16 May 1912, pp 1622-3 

New Zealand Gazette, 1913, No. 42, 22 May 1913, pp 1682-3 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
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18.3 Would you please explain why the total amount of receipts equals the total 

amount of expenditure, particularly given that you state (at page 160 of A67) 

that the Crown made a profit of £269,423.5.5? 

 

Answer: 

It would appear that when the account was closed at the end of the 1912-1913 financial year, 

the funds in the account at the time were all withdrawn. It is likely that it was standard 

accounting practice to ensure that when an account is closed receipts and expenditure should 

balance each other. Section 4 of the North Island Main Trunk Railway Loan Application Act 

1886 Amendment Act 1889 establishes that the sums received into this account each year 

were the profits from the sale of Maori land purchased with the railway loan fund (after 

payment of all expenses necessary for carrying out such sale, lease, alienation or disposition 

and at least 5 per cent was deducted for charitable purposes). This money was then to be used 

in ‘the construction of the said Main Trunk Railway and of branch railways, tramways, and 

roads thereto or in connection therewith.’ So, as the Act makes clear, the £269,423.5.5 total at 

the bottom of the receipts column is the pure profit made by the Crown from on-selling Maori 

land purchased with railway loan funds between 1899 and 1913. The fact that this amount 

was wholly consumed by railway and related construction costs by the end of 1913 does not 

change that. 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

Native Land Purchase Act 1892 

19. In footnote 882 on page 303 of your report (Wai 898, A67), you say that you located 

two notices only under the Native Land Purchase Act 1892 for land within the inquiry 

district and that these were both published in 1894. 

19.1 Do you agree that that statement is inconsistent with the statement on the 

following page in which you note that a proclamation had been issued under the 

Native Land Purchase Act 1892 in March 1893 for Kinohaku East and West 

blocks? 

 

Answer: 

Yes. 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 
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20. At the bottom of page 304 of your report (Wai 898, A67), you state that Sheridan's 

reasoning for his decision not to remove the restriction on alienation over that block is 

revealed in a letter to a Mr Pratt in September 1893 when he commented (in relation to 

the whole Kinohaku West block) that the proclamation ‘was issued more as a warning to 

the public not to throw money away than anything else.’ 

20.1 Would you agree that the source document shows the reason why the 

Crown had issued the proclamation was because it had paid for the survey of the 

block estimated to contain 70,000 acres? 

 

Answer: 

I acknowledge that the source does state that the Crown had paid for the survey of the 

Kinohaku West Block and the block was estimated to contain 70,000 acres. However, the 

source does not state that this was the reason why the Crown had placed the block under 

proclamation. 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

21. Would you please list the ‘protests voiced in petitions and meeting with Crown 

officials, and appeals against proclamations under the 1892 Act’ from Te Rohe Potae 

Maori (with appropriate source references) that you refer to on page 305 of your report 

(Wai 898, A67). 

 

Answer: 

The words quoted above are taken from the concluding sentence of section 6.2 of my report 

titled ‘How real were the restrictions on alienation to Hapu and Iwi?’ Therefore ‘protests 

voiced in petitions and meeting with Crown officials, and appeals against proclamations 

under the 1892 Act’ from Te Rohe Potae Maori refer to those cited in that section and 

proceeding chapters of the report. These include: 

 1891-1892 negotiations between Ngati Maniapoto and other Rohe Potae hapu and iwi 

and Native Minister Cadman in which Maori sought to have restrictions on alienation 

lifted from their land in exchange for conveying certain blocks to the Crown (Wai 

898, A67, Chapter 5); 

 The statement from MP for Western Maori, Hoani Taipua, during debate on the North 

Island Main Trunk Railway Loan Application Acts Amendment Act 1892, that he had 

received ‘a great number of petitions protesting against the measure, and he had 
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received numbers of letters to the same effect.’ This included a petition from Taonui 

Hikaka and 50 others asking that the Native land legislation be amended to allow for 

restrictions on alienation to be removed. (Wai 898, A67, pp 147-8); 

 Ngati Maniapoto evidence before the Rees-Carroll Commission, 1891 (Wai 898, A67, 

pp 265-70); 

 Comments made by hapu and iwi at a meeting with Premier Seddon in March 1894 

(Wai 898, A67, pp 287-8); 

 Petition of Pepene Eketone and 163 others in 1897 (Wai 898, A67, pp 298-300); 

 The request by owners of Kinohaku East No. 4 that a proclamation under the Native 

Land Purchase Act 1892 over the block be lifted to permit a lease (Wai 898, A67, pp 

303-4); and, 

 The request by owners of Kinohaku West G that a proclamation under the Native 

Land Purchase Act 1892 over the block be lifted to permit a lease (Wai 898, A67, pp 

304-5). 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

Purchasing near the NIMT 

22. At the bottom of page 383 and over to page 384 of your report (Wai 898, A67), you 

say the Crown had an initial emphasis on purchasing high quality land near the main 

trunk railway line. 

 

23. Douglas, Innes and Mitchell state at page 62 of their report (Wai 898, A21) that most 

of the area around the railway appears to have been retained in Maori ownership at 

1910. Further down the page they say that one of the regions still containing the largest 

area of Maori land is in the vicinity of the railway. 

23.1 Do you agree with those statements? 

 

Answer: 

I agree that in relative terms up to 1909 Maori retained a greater percentage of the land in 

blocks in the vicinity of the railway than they did in other parts of the inquiry district. So, for 

example, the owners of land in the ‘vicinity’ of the railway line (blocks bisected by the 

railway line and those blocks that share one or more boundaries with such blocks) lost on 

average 35 per cent of their land by the end of 1908. By comparison the average percentage 

alienated from blocks in the south and west of the inquiry district approaches 50 per cent. 
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However, it is important to remember that in absolute terms this still means that hapu and iwi 

lost more than a third of their land in some of the most economically advantageous locations 

in a brief period from 1898 to 1908.  

 

I set out these figures in summary below, the data having been drawn from the raw land 

alienation data used in my Wai 898, A67 report (i.e. the interim data supplied by Douglas and 

Innes in February 2010) and I have used the zones and areas employed in my original 

analysis (see Wai 898, A67, Fig 27, p 419 for these). A spreadsheet giving the detailed 

figures is attached to these answers as Appendix 3. 

 

Summary of average percentage of blocks alienated from Maori ownership in the 
vicinity of the North Island Main Trunk Railway and in other ‘zones’ of the Rohe Potae 

Inquiry District by the end of 1908 (ranked highest to lowest) 
 

Categories Average % alienated by 1 Jan 1909
Inland Western zone 50.67%
South western 48.16%
Eastern zone 47.40%
Western coastal zone 43.65%
Rohe Potae Area blocks 39.98%
Shared boundary with bisected block(s) 37.75%
Central zone 36.63%
All blocks 'near' NIMTR (bisected and shared boundary) 35.82%
Northern zone 33.74%
Bisected by the NIMTR 31.72%
Rangitoto Tuhua blocks 27.03%  

 
Source: Douglas and Innes interim data, February 2010 (as relied upon in Wai 898, A67) 

 
Although the quantity of land retained by Maori near the railway is important, some 

consideration needs to be given to how useable the land hapu and iwi did retain in that 

location was by the end of 1908. The fragmentation of blocks, and of titles to them, made it 

more difficult for hapu and iwi to use their remaining land. Blocks of land and their title 

became increasingly fragmented by the end of this period. In most of the inquiry district land 

was subdivided into an increasing number of small blocks, with Maori-owned parcels 

interspersed with those which had passed into Crown ownership. The Stout-Ngata 

Commission were particularly struck by how heavily subdivided land in the Rohe Potae 
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(Aotea) block was by 1907/19081 (Wai 898, A67, p 424). This was accelerated by owners 

partitioning blocks in an attempt to obtain useable lots for home and small holdings. By the 

early twentieth century the number of owners in each block was beginning to increase as 

original owners died and their share was divided amongst their descendants. Husbands and 

Mitchell observed that the scale of this phenomenon was: 

hinted at by the number of succession cases that were already coming before the 

Court ... by the latter part of the 1890s, and the early 1900s, the hearing of succession 

cases had become a large part of the business of the Court. To given some idea of the 

scale of it, no fewer than 404 succession applications were gazetted for a single sitting 

of the Court in July 1903.2 

The increasing number of owners, many with very small shares, made it potentially difficult 

for owners to make decisions about the use and management of land, or obtain finance to 

improve their land.  

 

There is some evidence to suggest that even where Maori retained ownership of whole 

original blocks in the vicinity of the railway that these blocks were smaller than those that 

had been partially purchased by the Crown. Although Maori retained 20 out of the 47 blocks 

in the northern zone and the northern part of the central zones of the ‘Rohe Potae Area’, these 

blocks were scattered, small in size and accounted for only a small proportion of the land in 

these two zones. The median size of these wholly Maori-owned blocks was just 363.89 acres. 

In total these twenty blocks accounted for just 9.26 per cent of the total areas of these two 

zones. By comparison the 27 blocks in these zones where there was a degree of land 

alienation by 1908 had a median area of 5,265 acres; more than 14 times larger. These blocks 

accounted for an overwhelming majority of the land in these zones (97.4 per cent). This 

suggests that Maori were only able to retain ownership of smaller scattered blocks while 

almost all of their land and all of their larger blocks, which were most viable for large-scale 

pastoral farming, were broken up by Crown-owned subdivisions (Wai 898, A67, p 421).  

 

Even as late as 1907, there was a degree of uncertainty about title, delays in survey and 

backlogs in court business which is likely to have made using remaining Maori land more 

difficult. Stout and Ngata reported that there was ‘an enormous amount of work awaiting 

                                                 
1 ‘Native Lands in the Rohe-Potae (King Country) District: An interim report’, AJHR 1907, G-1B, p 2  
2 Husbands and Mitchell, Wai 898, A79, p 500 
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surveyors in the King Country under existing partition orders of the Native Land Court.’ 

They estimated that 1,104 blocks still required surveying, the vast majority of those surveys 

related to subdivisions.3 There were also still blocks where the Crown had purchased a 

number of interests but no partition had been made. Stout and Ngata found this was the case 

in at least 60 blocks in 1907.4 In these cases Maori probably continued to occupy many 

technically alienated areas, uncertain of what the Crown had purchased, or where partitions 

might be made. Under those circumstances it was difficult for the Maori owners to plan long-

term economic activities on their remaining land (Wai 898, A67, pp 424-5). 

 

Economic factors should also be considered in relation to the question of how useable 

remaining Maori land was before 1909. Stout and Ngata pointed out that in comparison with 

other districts, opportunities for Maori to acquire skills and knowledge of farming practices 

were limited as was access to capital for development. They concluded that this was one of 

the consequences of the long-running Crown pre-emption and restrictions on private leasing 

and selling (Wai 898, A67, p 310). Stout and Ngata’s observations seem to be borne out by 

Husbands and Mitchell who provide details of the decline in the number of Maori-owned 

sheep in the inquiry district between 1892 and 1906 (Wai 898, A79, pp 512-3). Loveridge has 

also suggested there was only limited European economic development in the Rohe Potae by 

1908, with little of the land the Crown had purchased being on-sold to European settlers. All 

these factors need to be considered alongside the quantity of land Maori retained near the 

railway line up until 1909 (Wai 898, A68, p 206). 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

Waiaraia block 

24. On page 397 of your report (Wai 898, A67), you say that ‘the Waiaraia block lay 

outside the 1888 target area for funding’ and that Lewis suggested that the schedule to 

‘the 1888 Act’ be amended. On page 398 you mention an ‘1888 area’ which defined 

where the railway loan money could be used for purchasing. 

24.1 Would you please specify which 1888 Act you are referring to here? Are you 

in fact referring to the area in the schedule to the North Island Main Trunk 

Railway Loan Application Act Amendment Act 1889? 

 

                                                 
3 AJHR 1907, G-1B, p 9 
4 AJHR 1907, G-1B, p 9 
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Answer: 

I meant to refer to the North Island Main Trunk Railway Loan Application Act Amendment 

Act 1889. Therefore these passages should be amended to read ‘1889’ rather than ‘1888.’ 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

25. On page 399 of your report (Wai 898, A67) you state that the Surveyor General said 

that if Waiaraia was near ‘Mokau’ then the coal existing there would mean the land was 

worth 3/6 per acre. At the bottom of that page you say that ‘the 2/6 per acre price the 

Crown purchased the block for was a shilling below the 'Crown's base rate at this time.’ 

25.1 Would you agree that if the Surveyor-General's base rate applied to land at 

Mokau-iti, it is probable that it did not relate to the land at Waiaraia located 

about 30 km distant? 

 

Answer: 

I acknowledge that the 3/6 per acre figure the Surveyor-General proposed was on the basis 

that he mistakenly understood that the Waiaria block was near the Mokau-iti and that it 

therefore contained coal. So this estimated price did not relate to the land at Waiaraia. 

Nevertheless, I stand by my comment that the 2/6 per acre subsequently paid for the land was 

a shilling below the Crown’s base rate at the time (see Wai 898, A67, p 223). It should also 

be added that it was also a shilling less than the 3/6 per acre asked for by Wahanui for the 

Waiaria and Taorua blocks on 31 January 1891 (Telegram in Maori (with English translation 

on file) from Wahanui Huatare to Native Minister Cadman, 31 January 1891 in NLP 91/30 

(with NLP 91/31) in MA 13/78, ANZ Wgtn). 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

Figures 22-26 

26. Figures 22-26 on pages 411-415 of your report (Wai 898, A67) show changes in the 

percentage of each block alienated between 1890 and 1908. 

26.1 Would you please explain why the colour (red) used for the more than 75 

per cent (4th quartile) in Figure 22 changes to orange for Figures 23-26? 

26.2 Would you please explain why the Hauturu East area shown light blue in 

Figure 22 for 1890 disappears from the 1892 and 1894 maps and reappears in 

1896, coloured yellow? 
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26.3 Would you please explain why in figure 24 the Mokau Mohakatino block is 

shown coloured light blue for 1900 but the colour disappears in 1902 and returns 

in 1904? 

26.4 Would you please explain why the Tokanui block is shown light blue in 

1898, but uncoloured in 1900, and shown light blue again in 1902? 

 

Answer: 

There are some inconsistencies in the colouring of some blocks on this series of maps 

(Figures 22- 26, Wai 898, A67, pp 411-5). These have now been corrected. Revised maps are 

attached to these answers to questions in writing as Appendix 4. These corrections do not 

materially change the pattern of land alienation in the inquiry district described in the report. 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

26.5 Do you agree that showing the blocks in which the Crown was purchasing 

interests over time is useful but it does not tell us what quality land the Crown 

was obtaining within those blocks? 

 

Answer: 

Yes. 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

26.6 Do you know if the Crown was buying a lot of rugged land that had little 

value? 

 

Answer: 

No.  

___________________________________________________________________________ 

27. At the bottom of page 420 of the report (Wai 898, A67) you say that Maori were 

relatively more successful in retaining land in the northern, eastern and central zones of 

the ‘Rohe Potae Area’ than in the west and south of the ‘Rohe Potae Area.’ 

27.1 Do you think this suggests that Maori viewed the land in the west and south 

of the ‘Rohe Potae Area’ as less valuable to them and used those blocks to 

generate income? 
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Answer: 

It is not possible to say whether the geographical pattern of land alienation I describe 

suggests that Maori viewed the land in the west and south of the ‘Rohe Potae Area’ as less 

valuable to them and used those blocks to generate income. First, the concept of what land 

hapu and iwi considered ‘valuable’ is problematic – land was and is valued by Maori for 

cultural and spiritual reasons as well as for its economic potential. It is too simple to suggest 

that owners of land in the south and west of the inquiry district made decisions about which 

land to sell and which to retain based solely on its economic value. Secondly, the proposition 

implies that Maori right across the inquiry district made collective, strategic decisions about 

which land to sell and which to retain, and that these decisions were made consistently 

between 1889 and 1908. This seems unlikely to me given that the owners of blocks 

throughout the district came from a multitude of hapu and iwi, each with their own rohe, 

kawa and autonomy. Indeed individualised titles made strategic collective decisions about 

land retention difficult.  I have seen some evidence of owners of particular blocks making 

strategic decisions to sell particular subdivisions to pay court and survey costs, and as my 

report demonstrates, leaders of Ngati Maniapoto and other iwi collectively pursued broad 

goals with the Crown in relation to increased powers for the Kawhia Native Committee, the 

lifting of restrictions on alienation and the price being offered for land, at least until 1892. 

However, I can find no evidence that there was a master strategy amongst all the hapu and 

iwi of the district to sell land in the south and west as a means of raising money and holding 

onto their land in the centre and north of the district and weighing the evidence in my report, 

this seems unlikely.  

___________________________________________________________________________ 

28. On page 423 of your report (Wai 898, A67) you discuss why Maori were able to 

retain a higher percentage of their land in the northern central and northern zones of 

the ‘Rohe Potae Area.’ You note they were the most highly cultivated and grazed areas 

by Maori before purchasing began. 

28.1 Does this indicate that Maori resisted Crown purchasing in those prized 

areas and Maori retained the best land and that the Crown was forced to 

purchase poorer, more rugged land elsewhere? 
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Answer: 

As I said in answer to questions 26.5 and 26.6 my research does not extend to an analysis of 

the quality of the land alienated to the Crown and that remaining in Maori ownership. So it is 

difficult to give an answer to this question. It is true that in general most of the land in the 

west and south of the inquiry district, where a greater proportion of each block was alienated 

(almost all to the Crown), was hill country. But in describing this land as ‘poorer, more 

rugged land’ it should not be assumed that it was without significant potential for settlement, 

and hence would yield a financial return to the Crown when it was sold to settlers. The 

surveyor Lawrence Cussen’s assessment in 1885 categorised much of that area as second 

class land (the yellow shaded areas on Wai 898, A67, Fig 12, p 198) or third class land 

(coloured golden yellow on Wai 898, A67, Fig 12, p 198). In his view the ‘greater part’ of the 

second class land was ‘capable of being made good pastoral land, and here and there 

throughout it there are small patches suitable for agricultural purposes.’5 Cussen considered 

that ‘a great deal’ of the third class land was ‘capable of being converted into pastoral land’, 

even if that lay sometime in the future. Cussen noted that ‘in the present state of the farming 

industry throughout the country [in a slump because of the economic depression], and while 

better land can be had cheap in more accessible places, this will be valued more for its timber 

and the minerals it may possibly contain.’6 

 

There is also some evidence to suggest that the Crown had considerable success securing the 

good quality land for itself in blocks where it did purchase land, and by 1895/96 the Crown 

was engaged in purchasing land in almost every block in the inquiry district (see figures 16 – 

20, pp 387-91 in Wai 898, A67). The individual interests being purchased by the Crown did 

not indicate where each individual’s piece of land was on the ground. It was only at the point 

where the Crown applied to have its interests partitioned out of a block by the Native Land 

Court that it was decided what land would be cut out to represent the interests the Crown had 

purchased. The first of these partitions were made in 1894, and it appears that, at least 

initially, George Wilkinson, the government land purchasing officer, was satisfied that the 

subdivisions awarded to the Crown on partition contained a high proportion of good land. In 

April 1894, Wilkinson listed 40 subdivisions awarded to the Crown by the court as a 

consequence of land purchasing. In each case Wilkinson assured his superiors that he had 

                                                 
5 ‘The Triangulation of the King Country, Auckland, report by District Surveyor Lawrence Cussen, AJHR 1885, 
C-1A, Appendix 3, p 21 
6 AJHR 1885, C-1A, Appendix 3, p 21 
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been able to obtain agreement amongst the ‘non-sellers’ ‘by discussion and negotiation 

outside the court’ about how the block was to be partitioned. He reported that the only 

instance in which this was not straightforward was the Wharepuhunga block, but even there 

he was able to reach ‘an amicable subdivision’ and in his opinion the subdivisions he had 

‘obtained for the Crown contains some of the best (if not the very best) part of the block’7 

(Wai 898, A67, pp 217-8).  

 

Wilkinson’s control over the location and quality of the land which the Crown was allocated 

in return for the shares it purchased in blocks in the inquiry district seems to have continued. 

Husbands and Mitchell state that: 

In a memorandum to his superior dated 24 November 1900, Wilkinson described how 

he controlled every aspect of the process by which the individual shares he had 

purchased were aggregated together and converted to Crown land. He verified the 

signatures on his deeds with the names on the ownership lists for each block and then 

made ‘the necessary calculations required to find the area represented by the shares 

and fractions of shares acquired by purchase.’ He also occupied himself with the issue 

of survey costs, making the ‘necessary calculations in connection with the division of 

survey liens, and interest between the Crown and the non-sellers, and the number of 

acres that the latter should give in order to pay their portion of the same.’ Having 

calculated the quantity of land the Crown had acquired through the purchase of 

individual shares and the imposition of survey charges, Wilkinson proceeded ‘to hold 

meetings with the non-sellers of the different blocks with a view to settling outside the 

Court’ the question of how the land was to be divided. When these meetings were 

successful – as they usually were – the Land Purchase Officer would ‘appear in Court 

on behalf of the Crown and apply for the awards as desired.’ Should agreement prove 

impossible, the dispute would be brought before the Court with Wilkinson himself 

conducting the Crown’s case8 (Wai 898, A79, pp 253-4). 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

                                                 
7 Memorandum: Wilkinson to the Premier and Native Minister, 13 April 1894, MA-MLP 1, box 34, NLP 
94/126, ANZ Wgtn 
8 Memorandum from G T. Wilkinson to P. Sheridan, 24 November 1900, NLP 1900/157, MA-MLP Series 1 
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29. At page 12 of your ‘Answers to Questions of Clarification’ (Wai 898, A67(d)), you 

state in answer to question 23 of the Crown: I accept that Ormond was the independent 

member of the House for Auckland, .... 

29.1 Do you accept that Mr Ormond was the independent member for Napier, 

not Auckland? 

 

Answer: 

Yes. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Kinohaku West K block 

30. At page 354 of your report (Wai 898, A67), you state with reference to the Kinokahu 

West K block: ‘The Surveyor General would not agree to the block being dealt with under 

the [Native Land Purchase and Acquisition] Act [1893] because he was 'sure that Govt 

would have to pay a much larger price if the land is dealt with under the Act quoted.’ 

31. And in your summary, you state: ‘... the Surveyor General quickly put a stop to any 

notion that the Act could be invoked, on the basis that an independent valuation would 

almost certainly lead to the Crown having to offer a higher price.’ 

31.1 Do you accept that in the source document the Surveyor-General did not 

veto the use of the 1893 Act but said that, ‘It is a question of policy perhaps more 

than anything else. I am not prepared to say that this is a block which should be 

dealt with under the Act’? 

 

Answer: 

I acknowledge that the full text of the minute from Smith to Sheridan reads: 

I feel sure that Govt would have to pay a much larger price if the land is dealt with 

under the Act quoted. It is a question of policy perhaps more than anything else. I am 

not prepared to say that this is a block which should be dealt with under the Act. 

 

I accept that the wording of Smith’s response to Sheridan suggests that Surveyor-General 

Percy Smith was still mulling over how to deal with requests to utilise the 1893 Act and so 

was not willing to venture an opinion about whether or not the Act could be used in the case 

of Kinohaku West K. But I would also say that the fear that the Crown would be required to 

pay more for Maori land in the district if the 1893 Act was utilised was utmost in Smith’s 

mind (as indicated by the fact that this is the first thing he says in his response to Sheridan). 
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This seems to have played at least some role in the request by owners of Kinohaku West K to 

use the 1893 going no further. 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

Kahahahora A and Hauturu East 1A1 to 1A3 blocks 

32. At question 6 of its questions of clarification (Wai 898, 3.3.84), the Crown asked you 

to explain the presence in Table 2 of your original report of an alienation of 310 acres in 

1889 and asked for the name of the purchase and when it was completed. Your response 

(see A67(d) at p 6) was that the base data (in the Douglas and Innes Te Rohe Potae 

Land Alienation Interim Report) shows the 310 acres was alienated in 1889. You said 

that these comprised the Kahakaharoa A and Hauturu East 1A1 to 1A3 blocks. 

32.1 Having regard to the 1899 annual report of ‘Lands purchased and leased 

from Natives in the North Island’ that appears in AJHR 1899 G3 p 4 do you 

agree that the dates of alienation for these blocks is 1899 and not 1889? 

 

Answer: 

The schedule of lands purchased and leased from Natives in AJHR 1899, G-3, p 4 does list 

Kahakaharoa A and Hauturu East 1A1 to 1A3 blocks as purchased in 1899. However, in the 

raw data from the Douglas and Innes Te Rohe Potae Land Alienation Interim Report in 

February 2010 upon which I relied, these blocks are shown alienated in 1889. This data 

shows that the Kahakaharoa A purchase was recorded in the purchase deed AUC 3049 and 

the Hauturu East alienation in purchase deed AUC 3224.  

 

In an attempt to resolve this conflict between these two sources of data I have consulted these 

purchase deeds.  It appears that the Douglas-Innes raw data from February 2010 is incorrect. 

The AUC 3049 is for Kahakaharoa B (not A) which was partitioned out of the Kahakaharoa 

block and awarded to the Crown on 14 March 1898.  The AUC 3224 deed shows that the 

Hauturu East 1A1 to 1A3 blocks were partitioned out and awarded to the Crown on 1 July 

1899. 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
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B. Questions noted by Dominic Wilson (counsel leading the witness) 

1. During the cross-examination by Crown Counsel, Ms Boulton was asked 

whether her table of alienations lost to pay for survey costs included surveys that 

were initiated by Maori (Table 23, page 16, document #A67(e)). Ms Boulton 

answered that she would check this matter. 

 

Answer: 

As I have indicated in my answer to questions 16.1 to 16.6 above, my research in relation 

to survey costs was limited and preliminary. Husbands and Mitchell (Wai 898, A79) have 

since provided a more thorough analysis, and would be best placed to answer this 

question. 

________________________________________________________________________ 

1. During the cross-examination Ms Boulton was questioned on the pencil 

annotations to the Surveyor General’s ‘Schedule of blocks with price to be paid, 

upset price and profit’ dated November 1889 (set out in Appendix 2 to Ms 

Boulton’s main report, #A67, p 493). Counsel understood that a Tribunal panel 

member, Mr Baird, suggested that the pencil annotations represented the 

difference between the upset price and the actual costs and price paid. Mr Baird 

gave the example of the Takotokoraha block figures as follows: 

 

Price Upset price Profit Pencil annotation 

8/- 20/- 7/- 5/- 

Counsel understood Mr Baird to propose that the pencil annotation would have 

been the costs per acre (5/-) being the upset price (20/-) less price paid (8/-) and 

profit (7/). Ms Boulton had answered that she would investigate this matter 

further. 

 

Answer: 

Mr Baird is correct. The pencilled figures on the far right hand side of this schedule (Wai 

898, A67, Appendix 2, p 493) are the projected cost to be incurred by the Crown in 

bringing the land onto the market. These figures were obtained by adding together the 

projected cost of purchasing the land from Maori (the ‘Buy (max)’ figure in column 4) 

and the projected profit (in column 6) and then subtracting that sum from the projected 
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minimum price at which the Crown would sell the land, commonly known as the ‘upset 

price.’ 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

C. Answers to questions of clarification that were held over until after 

the hearing 

Crown 

11. Would you please provide a list of the pre-1865 Crown purchases with the area 

alienated that contributed to your figure of 43,532.60 acres in table 6 on page 33? 

 

Answer: 

This question was posed in questions of clarification prior to my appearance at the March 

2013 hearing at Kawhia. So it should be noted that prior to hearing I filed an errata which 

corrects this figure to 31,491.00 acres (Wai 898, A67(e), p 7). A breakdown of blocks 

purchased by the Crown before 1865 in the northern area of the inquiry district and their 

acreages is shown in the table below.  

 

Table showing the pre-1865 Crown purchases in the ‘Northern Area’ of the Rohe Potae 

Inquiry District 

Name block purchased Acres alienated
Karioi 12,000.00
Ruapuke 6,000.00
Wahatane 491.00
Whaingaroa 8,000.00
Wharauroa 5,000.00
Total 31,491.00  

Source: Douglas and Innes interim data, February 2010 (as relied upon in Wai 898, A67) 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

12. In section 1.2 at page 63, you state: The North Island Main Trunk Railway Select 

Committee was duly appointed on 18 September and on 22 October 1884. 

12.1 These dates appear to be incorrect: the committee was already taking 

evidence by 15 September 1884 and it reported on 9 October 1884: see AJHR 

1884 II, 1-6. Would you please confirm the correct dates and otherwise clarify 

the meaning of the sentence? 
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Answer: 

This sentence should read: The North Island Main Trunk Railway Select Committee was duly 

appointed on 12 September and on 9 October 1884 they recommended that the line take the 

central route through the Rohe Potae.9 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

17. In section 1.3.1 at pages 81-82, you refer to Wahanui’s visit to Wellington in 1884 

and state: Wahanui repeatedly emphasised that he had came to speak on behalf of 'his 

people’ .... More specifically he indicated that one of the reasons that he was sent to 

Wellington by his people was the great uncertainty the surveying was causing. He [sic] 

following year he reminded Ballance that:  

We were not consulted with regard to the erection of trig. stations; the consequence 

of this was that the Maoris got unsettled seeing what was being done, as one 

brother could not advise the other or tell the other anything about it, and I was sent 

to Wellington by the people. [footnote omitted] 

 

17.1 The reference you give in footnote 243 for Wahanui's statement to Ballance 

is ‘AJHR 1885, C-l, P 14’. Should it be ‘AJHR 1885, G-l, P 14’ 

 

Answer: 

Yes, there is a typographical error here. The correct reference is AJHR 1885, G-1, p 14. 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

32. In section 2.2.3 at page 148, with reference to the North Island Main Trunk Railway 

Loan Application Acts Amendment Act 1892, you state: Taipua, the Member for Western 

Maori whose constituents were most affected by the Act, again voiced strong opposition. 

He stated that he: 

opposed the Bill for the reason that he had received a great number of petitions 

protesting against the measure, and he had received numbers of letters to the same 

effect. Petitions had been sent to the House quite recently from Natives interested in 

the land in question, and they protested against the Bill. [Footnote omitted.] 

32.1 Have you quantified the number of petitions that were made in 

protest to the measure? 

                                                 
9 AJHR 1884, II,  I-6, pp 1-2 
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Answer: 

No, a search through the list of petitions from Maori published in AJHR 1892 failed to locate 

any that opposed the 1892 Act. However, such petitions may have survived in the files of 

various government agencies held at Archives New Zealand. But without any details of who 

sent the petitions locating them would be a very time consuming task. 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

35. In section 2.4 at page 164, you state: In July 1897, the court expressed fears that Ngati 

Hikairo, who were owners of land in the Kawhia, Pirongia West and Mangauika blocks, 

would be left without sufficient land if minors' interests in Pirongia West were sold. 

[Footnote omitted.] Time did not permitted [sic] a systematic search of the court’s 

minute books, but further research may well bring to light other examples of 

landlessness in the inquiry district. 

35.1 Do you accept that that Native Land Court was raising the possibility of 

landlessness rather than an actual incidence of landlessness and that the second 

sentence in the quotation is therefore misleading? 

 

Answer: 

I accept that the court was expressing fears about possible landlessness. Therefore, the second 

sentence of the passage quote should read: Time did not permit a systematic search of the 

court’s minute books, but further research may well bring to light similar fears about 

whether owners in other blocks in the inquiry district had sufficient land for their needs.  

___________________________________________________________________________ 

41. In section 4.4 on page 252, you state: No doubt there were multiple political, cultural 

and economic reasons why a significant number of Maori owners were so tenuous in 

holding onto their land between 1890 and 1892. 

41.1 Is ‘tenuous’ (meaning ‘very weak or slight’) the word you meant to use? 

 

Answer: 

There is a typographical error here: ‘tenuous’ should be corrected to read ‘tenacious.’ 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
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42. In section 4.4 at page 257, you state that: It is not clear whether he completed the 

purchase of the Waiwhaakata block by acquiring minors' interests. 

42.1 Is this not a matter that could be established by looking at: 

42.1.1 the Crown purchase deed; and 

42.1.2 the list of owners for the block - which should show minors (section 57 of 

the Native Land Court Act 1886) - and comparing this original list of owners 

with the list of non-sellers recorded on the title order for the non-sellers' 

partition? 

 

Answer: 

I agree that the matter can be clarified by comparing the Crown purchase deed (AUC 1864) 

with original list of owners for the Waiwhaakata block (Otorohanga MB, No. 4, pp 208-9). I 

have now cross-checked the list of signatures on the purchase deed against the list of minors 

on the ownership list and can confirm that none of those who signed the purchase deed were 

minors. 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

50. On page 423, you refer to figure 13 (on page 199) and state that it suggests that a 

relatively high proportion of the Maori population in this district was living in coastal 

pockets and river valleys. 

50.1 Do you have any other information as to where the Maori population was 

concentrated by 1908? 

 

Answer: 

I have no further information about the location of the Maori population in 1908. Dr Helen 

Robinson’s report, ‘Te Tahi Tinana: Maori Health and the Crown in Te Rohe Potae Inquiry 

District, 1840 to 1990’ (Wai 898, A31, pp 64-7) contains a discussion about the difficulties of 

using census data to track change in Maori population and its location in the inquiry district 

during the early twentieth century. Some indication of the places Maori were living in 1908, 

but not the total Maori residing in each place, can be gained from the 1908 Western Maori 

electoral roll. This is included in Walghan Partners, ‘Document Bank of selected archival 

Socio-economic source material’ (Wai 898, A118). However this cannot be considered a 

comprehensive list of all Maori in that electoral district as it is simply a record of those who 

voted in 1908. It also obviously excludes those younger than the voting age. 
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___________________________________________________________________________ 

52. In section 7.5 on page 432, you refer in the first sentence to a total of 8,008.94 acres 

as identified in table 33 (relating to 10 per cent seller reserves and their alienation). 

However, table 33 gives the total as being 5,008.94 acres. 

52.1 Which figure is correct? 

 

Answer: 

The total in Table 33 is correct therefore there is a typographical error in section 7.5 on page 

432.  The first sentence on that page should read: twenty three 10 per cent ‘seller’ reserves 

have been identified in the inquiry district, covering a total of 5,008.94 acres (Table 33). 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

53. If table 33 contained the dates on which the 10 per cent seller reserves were created, 

it would assist in testing the conclusion (on page 250) that the practice of offering 

reserves diminished over time. 

53.1 Are you able to provide those dates? 

 

Answer: 

Attached below is a variation of Table 33 with the 10 per cent seller reserves listed in that 

table showing the date each one was set aside and the Crown purchase deed in which that is 

recorded: 
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Table 33(a): List of 10 per cent seller reserves provided in the Rohe Potae inquiry 

district and the date on which they were created 

Subdivision reserved Acres (decimal) Date set aside Reference
Kopua No. 1B reserve 1.44 22 May 1890 AUC1856
Kopua No. 1J reserve 20.00 22 May 1890 AUC1856
Kopua 1Q reserve 118.00 22 May 1890 AUC4748
Mangauika reserve 190.11 2 April 1890 AUC1854
Mangauika No. 1 reserve 68.57 2 April 1890 AUC1854
Maungarangi reserve 16.66 10 July 1894 AUC 1857
Ouruwhero reserve 176.14 29 May 1890 AUC1859
Puketarata No. 2D reserve 30.35 8 May 1890 AUC 1860
Puketarata No. 3 reserve 5.09 8 May 1890 AUC 1860
Puketarata No. 4 reserve 97.94 8 May 1890 AUC 1860
Puketarata No. 5 reserve 28.65 8 May 1890 AUC 1860
Puketarata No. 6 reserve 32.69 8 May 1890 AUC 1860
Puketarata No. 7 reserve 74.41 8 May 1890 AUC 1860
Puketarata No. 8 reserve 18.18 8 May 1890 AUC 1860
Puketarata No. 9 reserve 115.72 8 May 1890 AUC 1860
Puketarata No. 11 reserve 5.14 8 May 1890 AUC 1860
Puketarata No. 14 reserve 0.50 8 May 1890 AUC 1860
Puketarata No. 15 reserve 4.50 8 May 1890 AUC 1860
Puketarata No. 18 reserve 3.58 8 May 1890 AUC 1860
Puketarata No. 19 reserve 47.52 8 May 1890 AUC 1860
Takotakoraha reserve 54.91 29 May 1890 AUC1862
Waiwhakaata reserve 122.11 22 May 1890 AUC1864
Wharepuhunga reserve 3,776.75 12 Sept 1890 AUC1865A  

Sources: Douglas and Innes interim data, February 2010 (as relied upon in Wai 898, A67), Crown 

purchase deeds held at Archives New Zealand, Wellington as cited. 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

54.  It is understood that you have derived your basic data concerning the 10 per cent 

reserves from the Rohe Potae Land Alienation Project and that the raw data for the 

project was captured at the point at which title was granted to non-Maori owners (page 

11) and that the dates and reference numbers of the original purchase deeds were 

recorded. 

 

54.1 Do you accept that: 

54.1.1 Lewis' instructions were that the 10 per cent reserves were to be recorded 

on the purchase deed, which may be the best source for identifying whether these 

kinds of reserves were made or not? 

54.1.2 Examining the minutes of the Native Land Court referring to cases where 

the Crown's interest was first determined would also be helpful? 
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54.1.3 Tracking the reserves via alienation records may not be the most effective 

way of determining whether reserves of this kind were made or not and, in any 

case, several methods should be used? 

 

Answer: 

It is not correct to say that I have relied upon the Douglas-Innes alienation data in my 

discussion of 10 percent seller reserves. I deal with the issue in two places in my report. The 

first discussion sets out what is known about the policy and practice of making 10 per cent 

seller reserves in blocks in the Rohe Potae inquiry district (Wai 898, A67, pp 212-3, 249-51). 

Here I have relied upon official correspondence from MA 13 and MA-MLP 1 series files held 

at Archives New Zealand, Wellington. The second discussion deals with the alienation of 10 

percent seller reserves (Wai 898, A67, pp 432-4). I used an 1898 notice in Kahiti (Maori 

version of New Zealand Government Gazette) to identify all the 10 percent seller reserves 

created in the inquiry district (Kahiti, 26 May 1898, No. 20, pp 173-9). The rest of that 

section draws on correspondence in the MA-MLP 1 series files.  

 

I agree that the Crown purchase deeds should provide a full record of all the 10 percent seller 

reserves created in the inquiry district. I have now checked the list of reserves in Table 33 

against the Crown Purchase Deeds for all blocks in the inquiry district and can confirm that 

Table 33 provides a full and accurate list of the 10 percent seller reserves created in this 

inquiry district. The Crown purchase deed reference for each reserve is shown in the table 

provided in answer to question 53 above. 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

55. In section 7.5 at page 434, you discuss the Crown's purchase of Puketarata No. 2B 

and the creation of 10 per cent seller reserve and state that it  ‘is unclear what the legal 

status the 10 per cent 'seller' reserves was.’ 

55.1 Would you agree that, as the reserve must have been created by the Native 

Land Court in the course of a hearing to determine the Crown's interest, the 

minute books should say what kind of titles were issued for the reserve, whether 

the land was formally recognised as reserved land, what restrictions were placed 

on the title and by what authority, and so on? 
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Answer: 

I acknowledge that the minutes of the Native Land Courts in which this reserve was created 

will make it clear that it is indeed a 10 percent seller reserve. What I meant by the sentence 

quoted was to ask whether the status of reserve later became unclear or confused to Maori 

and/or Crown officials. This was sometimes the case with Native reserves and land excluded 

from Crown purchases made before 1860.  

___________________________________________________________________________ 

Tamaki Legal (Naden/Hockly) 

Sellers Reserves, page 249  
a. You refer to a policy regarding sellers reserves and the setting aside of 10 per 

cent reserves from land sold, can you clarify whether this was Crown policy or 

whether it was supported by legislation?  

 

Answer: 

I have not found a statutory provision for 10 per cent seller reserves in any of the land 

purchasing legislation examined in my report. Instead the policy was set in correspondence 

between land purchasing officials. On 21 December 1889 the district Land Purchase Officer, 

George Wilkinson was instructed by Lewis, Under Secretary of the Native Land Purchase 

Department to make reserves for ‘sellers’. He informed Wilkinson that ‘a reserve [is] to be 

made say of ten per cent for each individual of the land he conveys.’10 In January 1890 

Wilkinson asked Lewis to confirm whether or not he should set aside 10 per cent reserves for 

sellers. In reply Lewis indicated that he would allow Wilkinson to use his discretion, so if 

Wilkinson considered such reserves to be ‘undesirable or unnecessary in any purchase’ they 

did not have to be provided.11 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

Native Committees Act 1883, pages 447-53  

a. What level of consultation, if any, did Te Rohe Potae Maori have in relation to 

the drafting of this legislation?  

b. If consultation was had, are you able to comment on the extent to which the 

legislation incorporated that consultation?  

                                                 
10 Wai 898, A67, p 212 citing Telegram: Lewis, USND to Wilkinson, 21 December 1889, NLP 89/332 (with 
90/11) in MA 13/78, ANZ Wgtn 
11 Wai 898, A67, p 250 citing Telegram: Lewis, USND to Wilkinson, 17 January 1890 (approved and sent 18 
January), NLP 90/11 (with 90/69) in MA 13/78, ANZ Wgtn 
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Answer: 

It appears that consultation with Rohe Potae hapu and iwi over the draft Native Committees 

Bill of 1883 was limited to providing copies of the Bill to principle leaders. In her political 

engagement report for this inquiry Ms Marr located some newspaper sources that indicate 

that the draft Bill was circulated to hapu and iwi leaders in the Rohe Potae prior to its second 

reading and debate on the Bill in the House on 28 August 1883. A newspaper article on 31 

July 1883 stated that the Native Land Amendment Bill and the Native Committees Bill were 

to be taken through the House together. The article noted that as soon as the Native Land 

Amendment Bill was printed in English, Native Minister Bryce intended to have a translation 

made and copies forwarded to Wahanui, Rewi and the principal Ngati Maniapoto chiefs. 

Copies of the Native Committees Bill were also to be posted to the Ngati Maniapoto chiefs.12 

Copies of the Bills reached the Rohe Potae, Marr records that: 

Hui discussing these Bills were not reported at the time and only referred to later. In 

late 1883, for instance, John Ormsby referred to a hui held at Te Kuiti earlier in the 

year when copies of the legislation were circulated. He said ‘various tribes’ were 

represented at this hui and had been ‘satisfied’ with the [land] Act. He was 

presumably referring to the pan-tribal ‘four tribes’ discussing the Bill and their hopes 

that the legislation would provide what they wanted. 13 

It is likely that the draft Native Committees legislation was also discussed in this hui, 

although there is no evidence to confirm this. 

 

On 28 August 1883, the day that the Native Committees Bill was debated in the Legislative 

Council, the New Zealand Herald printed a letter from Wahanui expressing ‘our opinions 

respecting those Bills’ – it is not clear whether he is speaking on behalf of Ngati Maniapoto 

or a wider alliance of the four tribes who signed the 1883 petition, but the letter makes it clear 

that the views expressed are not simply his own. With regard to the Native Committees Bill 

Wahanui’s letter indicates that the Bill did not meet their needs for full authority over their 

land and power to determine title: 

The Native Committees Bill is not in accordance with our petition, because the 

petition states that we are to manage our own affairs, and after we have settled land 

claims, then the Government will be asked to send some person vested with power to 

                                                 
12 ‘Particulars of the Native Lands Bill’, NZ Herald, 31 July 1883, p 5 cited in Marr, Wai 898, A78, p 883 
13 Marr, Wai 898, A78, p 895 citing NZ Herald, 4 December 1883 p 4 
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give effect to our arrangements, and not till then. Further this Bill takes altogether 

from us our authority. What we have to say is this: Our lands are still under our 

customs, and so are the people; therefore we say, leave the management of our lands 

to us, and abolish the Land Courts altogether.14 

 

It is not clear whether members of the Legislative Council knew of this letter as they were 

debating the Bill. Whitaker noted that there had been ‘some observation in the paper’ that the 

King Natives and Wahanui ‘were dissatisfied with some portion of the Bill; but the other 

portion they approved of, and desired that it should become law.’15 But given that Wahanui’s 

letter was an unequivocal expression of opposition to the Bill it seems unlikely that Whitaker 

was referring to it in those remarks. In any case, certainly from Whitaker’s perspective, Rohe 

Potae Maori views were not considered to have any stronger claim on the Government than 

those of Maori elsewhere in the country. Whitaker finished the debate by saying that: 

Whether it would be taken up by Wahanui and the Ngatimaniapoto he could not say, 

but there was nothing at present to indicate that either one or the other would not do. 

At all events it was not passed specially for them, but was intended also for other 

Natives who had desired to have the same thing from time to time; and he hoped the 

Council would gratify the Natives to this extent: that if they desired it they might have 

it, and if they did not they could leave it alone.16 

As set out in my report, Wahanui, Ormsby and others continued to voice their disappointment 

in the lack of power given to them under the Native Committees Act 1883 (see Wai 898, 

A67, pp 87-91) and the Crown failed to give them the greater powers they sought (see Wai 

898, A67, pp 115-9). 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
Surveyor’s Assessments, pages 362-4  

c. Please clarify whether Hursthouse sighted, viewed or visited the Kinohaku East 

and Hauturu blocks before providing an assessment of them?  

d. How common was it for an assessment to take place without the land being 

viewed? 

                                                 
14 ‘The Native Land Laws Amendment Bill; Letter from Wahanui’, NZ Herald, 28 August 1883, p 5 cited in 
Marr, Wai 898, A78, p 895 
15 NZPD Vol. 46, 1883, p 345 
16 NZPD Vol. 46, 1883, p 345 
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e. Why was the Chief Surveyor engaged to do assessments on some blocks but not 

others?  

 

Answer:  

I am unable to answer these questions. With regard to question (c) the sources cited in my 

report do not indicate whether Hursthouse actually visited the Kinohaku East and Hauturu 

blocks before writing his report about them. With regard to questions (d) and (e) I have 

located only four instances where the Crown relied upon an assessment by a surveyor as part 

of its process for setting the price per acre it would offer Maori owners (Wai 898, A67, pp 

362-5). None of the surveyors’ reports indicate whether or not they visited the blocks in 

question, although in two cases (Mueller’s advice on price for the Kinohaku East Block in 

1893 and Cussen’s assessment of the Ohariri Block in 1895) the surveyor seemed to rely 

wholly or in good part upon Wilkinson for information about the location and quality of the 

land in question. From this small sample it is impossible to say how common it was for 

surveyors to make an assessment of land without physically viewing it.  Neither is it clear 

why some blocks were assessed in this way and why the Surveyor-General got involved in 

the process of pricing some blocks.  

___________________________________________________________________________ 

D. Further information in relation to question from members of the 

Tribunal 

 

During Tribunal questions about my Wai 898, A67 report, Professor Pou Temara asked me 

whether I knew anything about a house the Crown provided for Wahanui at Alexandra (now 

Pirongia). At that time I did not, I have since become aware that my colleague, Ms Marr has 

written about this matter. I refer the Tribunal to Ms Marr’s political engagement report for 

this inquiry, ‘The Rohe Potae Political Engagement 1864 – 1886’, Wai 898, A78, pp 995-6, 

1062 and 1119. 
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Appendix 1: Table showing the 
number of acres alienated from 

block, year by year in the Rohe Potae 
Inquiry district, 1889 – 1908 

 
Source: Douglas and Innes interim data, February 2010 (as relied upon in 

Wai 898, A67) 



Page 1 of 2

Block Name 1889 1891 1892 1893 1894 1895 1896 1897 1898 1899 1900 1901 1902 1903 1904 1905 1906 1907 1908
Aorangi 4,981.50 61.00 259.77
Awaroa 16.25 78.50
Hauturu East 294.00 18,397.63 1,373.23 11,869.00 767.00 366.44 6,045.16 39.00 815.65 976.45
Hauturu West 7,200.00 4,860.53 16,053.50 1,593.00 1,498.00 382.26
Hurakia 3,257.00 125.44
Kahakaharoa 16.50 583.50
Kahuwera 1,385.75 467.50
Kaingapipi 1,070.00
Kakepuku 95.03 392.50 894.75 512.00 256.50 196.00 154.02 654.17
Karuotewhenua (Te) 1,684.83 3,735.50 2,979.99 2,037.00
Kauri (Te) - Kawhia 1,951.13
Kawhia 4.23 1,324.13 26.95 5.71
Ketemaringi 4,610.00
Kinohaku East 9,969.00 6,474.25 389.00 951.75 3,113.25 95.88 137.01
Kinohaku West 1,500.00 113,190.50 2,873.00 6,436.42 5,424.00 3,003.37
Kopua (Te) - Pirongia 2,946.75 3,350.00 311.75
Korakonui 365.00
Kuiti (Te) 2,279.51 673.31
Mahoenui 4,000.00 11,580.40 4,721.10 1,453.00
Mangaawakino 130.00 1,819.00 28.50
Mangakahikatea 9,150.00 1,752.00
Mangamahoe 283.00
Mangapapa 733.00 860.00
Mangarapa 400.00 860.00 1,192.50 115.00
Mangaroa 854.00 14.03
Mangauika 2,586.80 432.00 168.40
Maraeroa 4,000.00 14,725.23 3,886.26
Maraetaua 826.00 2,636.00
Marokopa 2,334.00
Maungarangi 16.67 302.00 221.81
Mohakatino Parininihi 34,945.45 13,134.00
Mokau Mohakatino 185.00
Ngakokiri 96.00
Orahiri 2,564.00 2.00 1,102.00 3.14
Otorohanga 952.00 378.00 2,872.17 585.55
Ouruwhero 1,761.48 2,518.00
Parihoro 152.11
Pehitawa 829.00 205.70
Pirongia West 14,798.25 8,124.50 444.31 958.00 1,625.59
Pokuru 282.12 251.00
Pukenui 1,761.74 64.00 2.12 128.00 1.48 783.91
Pukeroa Hangatiki 1,228.29 48.23
Puketarata 4,672.74 193.69 396.71 3,652.51 507.68 1,890.28 99.91 79.46
Puketiti 7,482.00
Pukeuha 642.00
Rangitoto 377.31 4,266.69 38,677.69
Rangitoto Tuhua  49 2,502.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 10 6,070.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 21 2,940.76
Rangitoto Tuhua 24 464.76
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Block Name 1889 1891 1892 1893 1894 1895 1896 1897 1898 1899 1900 1901 1902 1903 1904 1905 1906 1907 1908
Rangitoto Tuhua 25 4,395.35
Rangitoto Tuhua 26 243.50
Rangitoto Tuhua 28 49.56
Rangitoto Tuhua 29 84.24
Rangitoto Tuhua 3 2,349.39
Rangitoto Tuhua 31 557.07
Rangitoto Tuhua 32 230.44
Rangitoto Tuhua 33 396.21
Rangitoto Tuhua 35 7,716.01
Rangitoto Tuhua 37 1,113.70
Rangitoto Tuhua 4 1,770.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 46 1,002.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 47 3,028.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 48 4,000.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 56 1,988.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 57 4,601.40
Rangitoto Tuhua 58 22,000.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 60 150.36 1,302.64
Rangitoto Tuhua 61 2,981.45
Rangitoto Tuhua 62 3,000.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 63 1,500.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 65 3,000.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 69 51.54
Rangitoto Tuhua 71 832.84
Rangitoto Tuhua 72 11,613.22
Rangitoto Tuhua 77 3,676.50 24,955.24
Rangitoto Tuhua 8 300.00
Rapaura 210.84
Ratatomokia 5,626.14 1,381.86 2,653.00
Tahaia 522.00
Taharoa 6,358.00 353.00 771.71
Takotokoraha 549.10 378.50 154.65
Taorua 1,591.91 5,608.00 1,591.00 1,710.00
Taumatatotara 310.00 2,362.39
Taurangi 22,500.00 5,292.00 1,378.00 5,064.00
Tiutiu (Te) 289.00
Tokanui 387.00 194.00 2,960.31
Turoto 727.51 576.00
Uku (Te) 17.11
Umukaimata 20,727.14 5,000.00 13,241.50 1,892.00 382.00
Waiaraia 12,360.00
Waikaukau 4,579.00
Waiwhakaata 1,221.06 2,862.00 186.50
Whakairoiro 200.00 58.00
Whangaingatakupu 856.50 130.00
Wharepuhunga 37,767.00 20,805.00
Total acres alienated per year 310.50 12,360.00 1,428.03 27,079.00 135,584.88 52,226.40 4.23 47,789.61 194,572.63 69,325.32 15,349.27 64,776.87 300.00 5,391.14 15,645.09 4,195.78 3,175.25 45,606.76 117,168.36



42 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Appendix 2: Table showing the 
alienations in the Rohe Potae inquiry 
district between 1889 and 1908 which 

can be attributed to survey costs 

 
Source: Douglas and Innes interim data, February 2010 (as relied upon in 

Wai 898, A67) and Table 32 in Wai 898, A67(e), p 16 

 

 



Subdivision Acres alienated
Aorangi 2B 56.00
Aorangi B3A 20.00
Aorangi B3C 33.25
Aorangi block subtotal 109.25
Awaroa B1A 7.75
Awaroa B4 sec2 8.50
Awaroa B4 sec3 4.50
Awaroa B4 sec5 29.75
Awaroa B4 sec8 28.00
Awaroa block subtotal 78.50
Hauturu East 1E4B 39.00
Hauturu East A 6,000.00
Hauturu East block subtotal 6,039.00
Kakepuku 1D25 [1D?] 7.50
Kakepuku 1H 25.25
Kakepuku 2C1 5.50
Kakepuku 2C4 6.25
Kakepuku 2C5A 4.25
Kakepuku 2C5B 4.75
Kakepuku block subtotal 53.50
Maraetaua 6 826.00
Maraeroa block subtotal 826.00
Puketarata 2D4B 24.00
Puketarata block subtotal 24.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 10 6,070.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 4 1,770.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 46 1,000.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 47 3,000.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 48 4,000.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 49 2,500.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 56 2,000.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 62 3,000.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 63 1,500.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 65 5,000.00
Rangitoto Tuhua block subtotal 29,840.00
Taurangi 10,000.00
Taurangi block subtotal 10,000.00
Unknown [Umukaimata 4A] 5,000.00
Umukaimata block subtotal 5,000.00
Total accounted for as alienated to the 
Crown 51,970.25
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Appendix 3: Table showing 
percentage of blocks alienated from 
Maori ownership by 1908 along with 
the location of the block in relation to 

the North Island Main Trunk 
Railway  

 
Source: Douglas and Innes interim data, February 2010 (as relied upon in 

Wai 898, A67) 



Block Zone Position Acres alienated by end of 1908 Calc original area (acres) % alienated Quartile
Aorangi Central Away from NIMTR 5,302.27 11,053.50 0.48 Q2
Awakino Crown Purchase South Western Away from NIMTR 16,000.00 16,000.00 1.00 Q4
Awaroa Western Coastal Away from NIMTR 94.75 8,690.00 0.01 Q1
Harihari Crown Purchase Western Coastal Away from NIMTR 4,000.00 4,000.00 1.00 Q4
Hauturu East Inland West Shares boundary with bisected block 40,943.55 56,606.87 0.72 Q3
Hauturu West Western Coastal Away from NIMTR 31,587.28 42,070.80 0.75 Q3
Hikurangi Northern Away from NIMTR 0.00 1,844.00 0.00
Hingarangi Kauri South Western Away from NIMTR 0.00 140.09 0.00
Hurakia Eastern Away from NIMTR 3,382.44 5,184.12 0.65 Q3
Iakau (Te) Northern Away from NIMTR 0.00 130.97 0.00
Kahakaharoa Northern Away from NIMTR 600.00 600.00 1.00 Q4
Kahuwera Central Away from NIMTR 1,853.25 3,909.25 0.47 Q2
Kaingapipi  Inland West Away from NIMTR 1,070.00 2,716.47 0.39 Q2
Kaipiha Northern Away from NIMTR 0.00 2,000.00 0.00
Kakepuku Northern Bisected by NIMTR 3,154.97 12,367.29 0.26 Q1
Karuotewhenua (Te) Central Away from NIMTR 10,437.33 16,530.00 0.63 Q3
Kauri (Te) ‐ Kawhia Northern Away from NIMTR 1,951.13 5,763.00 0.34 Q2
Kauri (Te) ‐ Mokau South Western Away from NIMTR 0.00 0.59 0.00
Kawhia Northern Away from NIMTR 1,361.03 6,900.00 0.20 Q1
Ketemaringi Eastern Away from NIMTR 4,610.00 5,970.96 0.77 Q4
Kinohaku East Inland West Shares boundary with bisected block 21,130.13 52,453.71 0.40 Q2
Kinohaku West Western Coastal Away from NIMTR 132,427.29 162,478.08 0.82 Q4
Kohitane Northern Away from NIMTR 0.00 24.00 0.00
Kopua (Te) ‐ Pirongia Northern Shares boundary with bisected block 6,608.50 9,385.00 0.70 Q3
Korakonui Eastern Shares boundary with bisected block 365.00 2,000.00 0.18 Q1
Kuiti (Te) Central Bisected by NIMTR 2,952.83 7,080.00 0.42 Q2
Kumi (Te) Central Away from NIMTR 0.00 2,631.00 0.00
Mahoenui South Western Away from NIMTR 21,754.50 27,950.49 0.78 Q4
Maketu Northern Away from NIMTR 0.00 984.00 0.00
Mangaawakino  South Western Away from NIMTR 1,977.50 15,608.00 0.13 Q1
Mangakahikatea  South Western Away from NIMTR 10,902.00 10,980.00 0.99 Q4
Mangamahoe Northern Shares boundary with bisected block 283.00 949.00 0.30 Q2
Mangaoira South Western Away from NIMTR 0.00 3,039.13 0.00
Mangaora Northern Away from NIMTR 0.00 798.22 0.00
Mangapapa  South Western Away from NIMTR 1,593.00 14,143.27 0.11 Q1
Mangarapa Central Shares boundary with bisected block 2,567.50 2,760.00 0.93 Q4
Mangaroa South Western Away from NIMTR 868.03 4,600.00 0.19 Q1
Mangauika Northern Shares boundary with bisected block 3,187.20 5,376.10 0.59 Q3
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Block Zone Position Acres alienated by end of 1908 Calc original area (acres) % alienated Quartile
Mangawhero (Kawhia) Northern Away from NIMTR 0.00 25.50 0.00
Mangawhero (Otorohanga) Central Away from NIMTR 0.00 2,962.63 0.00
Maniaroa Native Reserve Section 7 Blk VII, 
Awakino Nth SD South Western Away from NIMTR 0.00 129.91 0.00
Maraeroa Eastern Away from NIMTR 22,611.49 41,689.75 0.54 Q3
Maraetaua Central Shares boundary with bisected block 3,462.00 8,716.70 0.40 Q2
Marokopa Western Coastal Away from NIMTR 2,334.00 5,000.00 0.47 Q2
Marokopa Native Reserve Western Coastal Away from NIMTR 0.00 123.63 0.00
Maungarangi Northern Shares boundary with bisected block 540.48 701.88 0.77 Q4
Mohakatino Parininihi South Western Away from NIMTR 48,079.45 63,864.87 0.75 Q3
Mohoaonui Northern Away from NIMTR 0.00 146.66 0.00
Mokau Crown Purchase South Western Away from NIMTR 1,707.32 1,707.32 1.00 Q4
Mokau Mohakatino South Western Away from NIMTR 185.00 56,547.44 0.00 Q1
Motu (Te) Northern Away from NIMTR 0.00 33.47 0.00
Motukotuku Northern Away from NIMTR 0.00 195.00 0.00
Native Reserve (Section 3 Blk VII, Awakino 
SD) South Western Away from NIMTR 0.00 55.15 0.00
Ngakokiri Central Away from NIMTR 96.00 96.00 1.00 Q4
Ngamahanga Northern Away from NIMTR 0.00 68.28 0.00
OLC‐Johnston's‐1040 Northern Away from NIMTR 118.00 118.00 1.00 Q4
OLC‐SA Joseph‐1314 Northern Away from NIMTR 34.00 34.00 1.00 Q4
OLC‐Wesleyan‐76 947 Northern Away from NIMTR 170.00 170.00 1.00 Q4
OLC‐Wesleyan‐947 Northern Away from NIMTR 154.30 154.30 1.00 Q4
OLC‐Wesleyan‐948 Northern Away from NIMTR 4.00 4.00 1.00 Q4
OLC‐Wesleyan‐950 Northern Away from NIMTR 35.00 35.00 1.00 Q4
Onaueke Central Away from NIMTR 0.00 71.81 0.00
Orahiri Northern Bisected by NIMTR 3,671.14 12,115.00 0.30 Q2
Otiao South Western Away from NIMTR 0.00 306.00 0.00
Otorohanga Northern Bisected by NIMTR 4,787.72 10,337.40 0.46 Q2
Ounutae Native Reserve (Section 7) 
Reserve for Taniora ‐ about 220 acres South Western Away from NIMTR 0.00 110.90 0.00
Ouruwhero Northern Bisected by NIMTR 4,279.48 9,430.00 0.45 Q2
Owiwiku Northern Away from NIMTR 0.00 0.90 0.00
Pakarikari Northern Away from NIMTR 0.00 560.00 0.00
Parihoro Northern Shares boundary with bisected block 152.11 1,236.25 0.12 Q1
Pehitawa Central Shares boundary with bisected block 1,034.70 2,885.00 0.36 Q2
Piha Central Away from NIMTR 0.00 1,048.89 0.00
Pirongia West Northern Away from NIMTR 25,950.65 36,286.38 0.72 Q3

Page 2 of 5



Block Zone Position Acres alienated by end of 1908 Calc original area (acres) % alienated Quartile
Pokuru Northern Bisected by NIMTR 533.12 3,179.00 0.17 Q1
Pukenui Central Bisected by NIMTR 3,936.24 13,417.55 0.29 Q2
Pukeroa Hangatiki Central Bisected by NIMTR 1,276.51 6,179.00 0.21 Q1
Puketarata Northern Bisected by NIMTR 11,492.97 17,904.75 0.64 Q3
Puketiti Western Coastal Away from NIMTR 7,482.00 21,826.92 0.34 Q2
Pukeuha South Western Away from NIMTR 642.00 2,800.00 0.23 Q1
Purapura South Western Away from NIMTR 0.00 884.00 0.00
Rangitoto Eastern Shares boundary with bisected block 43,321.70 113,712.11 0.38 Q2
Rangitoto Tuhua 1 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 0.00 938.81 0.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 10 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 6,070.00 6,070.00 1.00 Q4
Rangitoto Tuhua 2 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 0.00 2,744.69 0.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 21 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 2,940.76 7,207.47 0.41 Q2
Rangitoto Tuhua 24 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 464.76 970.52 0.48 Q2
Rangitoto Tuhua 25 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 4,395.35 7,765.53 0.57 Q3
Rangitoto Tuhua 26 Rangitoto Tuhua Shares boundary with bisected block 243.50 12,680.56 0.02 Q1
Rangitoto Tuhua 27 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 0.00 93.63 0.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 28 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 49.56 927.53 0.05 Q1
Rangitoto Tuhua 29 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 84.24 5,807.69 0.01 Q1
Rangitoto Tuhua 3 Rangitoto Tuhua Shares boundary with bisected block 2,349.39 10,070.64 0.23 Q1
Rangitoto Tuhua 30 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 0.00 738.87 0.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 31 Rangitoto Tuhua Shares boundary with bisected block 557.07 1,549.40 0.36 Q2
Rangitoto Tuhua 32 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 230.44 1,442.06 0.16 Q1
Rangitoto Tuhua 33 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 396.21 2,137.09 0.19 Q1
Rangitoto Tuhua 34 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 0.00 868.25 0.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 35 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 7,716.01 30,297.19 0.25 Q1
Rangitoto Tuhua 36 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 0.00 30,087.85 0.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 37 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 1,113.70 5,519.30 0.20 Q1
Rangitoto Tuhua 38 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 0.00 13,239.08 0.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 4 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 1,770.00 1,784.87 0.99 Q4
Rangitoto Tuhua 41 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 0.00 621.20 0.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 46 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 1,002.00 3,323.57 0.30 Q2
Rangitoto Tuhua 47 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 3,028.00 3,028.00 1.00 Q4
Rangitoto Tuhua 48 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 4,000.00 4,037.57 0.99 Q4
Rangitoto Tuhua  49 Rangitoto Tuhua Shares boundary with bisected block 2,502.00 2,500.13 1.00 Q4
Rangitoto Tuhua 5 Rangitoto Tuhua Shares boundary with bisected block 0.00 255.20 0.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 50 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 0.00 6,150.24 0.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 51 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 0.00 3,007.47 0.00
Rangitoto Tuhua  52 Rangitoto Tuhua Bisected by NIMTR 0.00 9,072.14 0.00
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Block Zone Position Acres alienated by end of 1908 Calc original area (acres) % alienated Quartile
Rangitoto Tuhua 53 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 0.00 2,079.28 0.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 54 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 0.00 2,274.74 0.00
Rangitoto Tuhua  55 Rangitoto Tuhua Bisected by NIMTR 0.00 1,620.93 0.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 56 Rangitoto Tuhua Shares boundary with bisected block 1,988.00 1,993.59 1.00 Q4
Rangitoto Tuhua 57 Rangitoto Tuhua Shares boundary with bisected block 4,601.40 7,329.50 0.63 Q3
Rangitoto Tuhua 58 Rangitoto Tuhua Bisected by NIMTR 22,000.00 22,000.00 1.00 Q4
Rangitoto Tuhua 6 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 0.00 176.26 0.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 60 Rangitoto Tuhua Bisected by NIMTR 1,452.99 11,403.87 0.13 Q1
Rangitoto Tuhua 61 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 2,981.45 29,952.15 0.10 Q1
Rangitoto Tuhua 62 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 3,000.00 3,030.26 0.99 Q4
Rangitoto Tuhua 63 Rangitoto Tuhua Shares boundary with bisected block 1,500.00 1,527.70 0.98 Q4
Rangitoto Tuhua 64 Rangitoto Tuhua Shares boundary with bisected block 0.00 2,954.36 0.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 65 Rangitoto Tuhua Shares boundary with bisected block 3,000.00 4,961.41 0.60 Q3
Rangitoto Tuhua 66 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 0.00 10,365.29 0.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 67 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 0.00 10,324.36 0.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 68 Rangitoto Tuhua Bisected by NIMTR 0.00 35,434.60 0.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 69 Rangitoto Tuhua Shares boundary with bisected block 51.54 730.55 0.07 Q1
Rangitoto Tuhua 7 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 0.00 89.13 0.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 70 Rangitoto Tuhua Shares boundary with bisected block 0.00 2,410.28 0.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 71 Rangitoto Tuhua Shares boundary with bisected block 832.84 1,508.26 0.55 Q3
Rangitoto Tuhua 72 Rangitoto Tuhua Shares boundary with bisected block 11,613.22 18,820.62 0.62 Q3
Rangitoto Tuhua 73 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 0.00 1,489.64 0.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 74 Rangitoto Tuhua Shares boundary with bisected block 0.00 16,295.46 0.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 75 Rangitoto Tuhua Shares boundary with bisected block 0.00 6,485.08 0.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 76 Rangitoto Tuhua Shares boundary with bisected block 0.00 8,707.35 0.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 77 Rangitoto Tuhua Bisected by NIMTR 28,631.74 47,715.08 0.60 Q3
Rangitoto Tuhua 78 Rangitoto Tuhua Bisected by NIMTR 0.00 8,328.67 0.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 79 Rangitoto Tuhua Shares boundary with bisected block 0.00 8,553.97 0.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 8 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 300.00 299.92 1.00 Q4
Rangitoto Tuhua 80 Rangitoto Tuhua Shares boundary with bisected block 0.00 7,758.74 0.00
Rangitoto Tuhua 9 Rangitoto Tuhua Away from NIMTR 0.00 12,437.77 0.00
Rapaura  Northern Bisected by NIMTR 210.84 456.00 0.46 Q2
Ratatomokia South Western Away from NIMTR 9,660.99 10,250.00 0.94 Q4
Rauroa Crown Purchase South Western Away from NIMTR 12,000.00 12,000.00 1.00 Q4
Ruauku Northern Away from NIMTR 0.00 48.35 0.00
Tahaia Central Shares boundary with bisected block 522.00 2,770.00 0.19 Q1
Taharoa Western Coastal Away from NIMTR 7,482.71 24,197.73 0.31 Q2
Takotokoraha Northern Shares boundary with bisected block 1,082.25 2,803.46 0.39 Q2
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Block Zone Position Acres alienated by end of 1908 Calc original area (acres) % alienated Quartile
Taorua South Western Away from NIMTR 10,500.91 10,500.00 1.00 Q4
Tapuiwahine Central Away from NIMTR 0.00 1,551.00 0.00
Tapuwaeohounuku Northern Away from NIMTR 0.00 4,768.00 0.00
Taumatamaire Crown Purchase South Western Away from NIMTR 24,000.00 24,000.00 1.00 Q4
Taumatatotara Western Coastal Away from NIMTR 2,672.39 11,480.00 0.23 Q1
Taurangi South Western Away from NIMTR 34,234.00 34,671.36 0.99 Q4
Tiutiu (Te) Central Away from NIMTR 289.00 340.00 0.85 Q4
Tokanui Eastern Shares boundary with bisected block 3,541.31 10,145.92 0.35 Q2
Turoto Northern Shares boundary with bisected block 1,303.51 2,664.00 0.49 Q2
Umukaimata South Western Away from NIMTR 41,242.64 46,485.71 0.89 Q4
Waiaraia  South Western Away from NIMTR 12,360.00 12,360.00 1.00 Q4
Waihohonu Northern Away from NIMTR 0.00 1,093.00 0.00
Waikaukau South Western Away from NIMTR 4,579.00 4,579.00 1.00 Q4
Waipuna South Western Away from NIMTR 0.00 175.21 0.00
Waiwhakaata Northern Away from NIMTR 4,269.56 11,083.31 0.39 Q2
Whakairoiro Northern Shares boundary with bisected block 258.00 1,029.13 0.25 Q1
Whangaingatakupu Northern Away from NIMTR 986.50 5,265.00 0.19 Q1
Wharepuhunga Eastern Away from NIMTR 58,572.00 133,449.44 0.44 Q2
Whareraurekau Northern Away from NIMTR 0.00 167.77 0.00
Wharereina Northern Away from NIMTR 0.00 108.00 0.00
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Appendix 4: Corrected map sequence 
showing the change in the percentage 

of each block alienated in the Rohe 
Potae Inquiry District, 1890 – 1908 
(replace Wai 898, A67, Figures 22 – 

26, pp 411-5) 
 

Source: Douglas and Innes interim data, February 2010 (as relied upon in 

Wai 898, A67) 
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