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i THE AUTHORS

Dr Young has a PhD from Massey University in History, completed in 2003. His
thesis examined the politics of the Native Land Court and the Court’s treatment of
Maori custom from 1862 to the 1920s. Recent publications have included, ‘Judge
Norman Smith: A Tale of Four ‘Take’’, New Zealand Universities Law Review (vol.
21, no. 2, December 2004) and ‘A Short History of Post-Treaty Maori Customary
Rights to Land’, in Belgrave et al, Waitangi Revisited. He has undertaken a wide
range of research for the Waitangi Tribunal and for claimants in the Tauranga,
Hauraki, Urewera, Wairoa, Central North Island, National Park and East Coast

Inquiry Districts.

Professor Belgrave is Professor of History at Massey University. He has an
extensive background in research for the Waitangi Tribunal process beginning in
1987, when he was appointed to the newly formed research staff of the Tribunal. He
has a PhD from Victoria University of Wellington. He was research manager for the
Waitangi Tribunal from 1990 to 1993. Since 1993, when he took up a position at
Massey University’s new Albany campus, he has published widely on the Waitangi
Tribunal’s work and particularly on its use of historical research. He was a consultant
for Rangahaua Whanui supervising research and for the New Zealand Law
Commission’s Maori customary law study. He has edited, with Merata Kawharu and
David Williams, Waitangi Revisited: Perspectives on the Treaty of Waitangi, Oxford
University Press, Melbourne. Another book focusing on Maori claims and history,
Historical Frictions, was published by Auckland University Press in 2005. Research
for claimants has included projects in the Gisborne, Hauraki, Urewera, Wairoa,

Central North Island, National Park and East Coast Inquiry districts.



ii BACKGROUND

This traditional history report has been commissioned by the Crown Forestry Rental
Trust for Ngati Haua to support their evidential base for the Whanganui (Wai 903)
and National Park (Wai 1130) inquiries. It has been undertaken as part of a larger
project involving other claimants in both inquiries and, to meet the timetabling
requirements of the National Park inquiry, it has been necessary to produce the entire
project in stages. This report has been produced specifically to deal with the
traditional history and customary interests of Ngati Haua claimants in the Whanganui
and National Park inquiry districts. An initial report was filed for the National Park
inquiry and the claimants subsequently identified some aspects which were developed
further for the Whanganui inquiry. The report is designed to address the following
issues:
* Identification of founding ancestor/s of Ngati Haua hapu and iwi, and a
description of the areas where they exercised customary rights;
* Relationships between neighbouring hapu and iwi of the Northern Whanganui
district;
* Any information regarding how the tipuna of Ngati Haua groups used, shared
and distinguished resources and areas of interest;
* Information on the cultural life of the hapu and iwi and how they interacted
with the landscape (for example, traditional place names, waahi tapu, sites of
significance, waterways and other resources);

* Traditional stories and perspectives about significant events or identities in the
history of hapu and iwi of the Northern Whanganui district.

In addition, in this report, we have had the opportunity to combine oral and traditional
research with technical research. As the project evolved through a number of stages,
it became clear, while working closely with all northern cluster claimants on their oral
and traditional history, that technical evidence for some of the key issues of their
claims had not been addressed in several general overview reports prepared for the
inquiry. With the support of the Crown Forestry Rental Trust, it was possible to
identify and clearly define these issues and investigate them further for individual

claimants as well as providing an overview of their traditional history.

In this report, we have undertaken additional research on the Taumarunui Native
Township. We have examined the operation of the township from its establishment,
Crown purchase activity in the 1920s in general and in relation to the Taumarunui

Native Township H block specifically and the ongoing impact of the leasing



arrangements for Taumarunui Native Township H2 block. Taumarunui Native
Township H2 block was vested in Karanga Te Kere, daughter of Te Kere Ngataierua,
and is thus of particular concern to the Ngati Haua claimants. Further investigations
regarding this block were undertaken as a case study and not because it represents

Ngati Haua interests in the township in their entirety.

While we have undertaken some new research, we have also made use of the existing
overview reports, particularly in relation to the Whanganui purchase, the railway
negotiations and the scenic reserves and national park, to explore Ngati Haua’s
interests in a more detailed and focused manner than was possible for the authors of
the overview reports. We have drawn on their accounts to explore Ngati Haua’s
relationship with the Crown in particular rather than repeated the arguments of other

authors in their entirety.

For example, in the case of Taumarunui Native Township H2, no other research was
available to claimants for them to present evidence on their claims to the tribunal.
They would have otherwise been lost. This is a particular strength of our report. It
has given claimants access to professional advice on the technical research and how it
relates to their claims and, where technical research does not deal with their claims,
further technical research has been undertaken. In contrast, separating oral and
traditional and technical research marginalises the oral and traditional research, rather

than giving it authority, and there is a high risk that claims will get lost.

iii NGATI HAUA HAPU AND ANCESTORS

Taumarunui was an important geographical centre which would become a meeting
place of descent lines from four waka: Aotea, Tokomaru, Tainui and Te Arawa. All
met at the junction of the Whanganui and Ongarue rivers. Descendants of Aotea
travelled up the Whanganui river from the coast, descendants of the Tokomaru waka
came from the coast of north Taranaki and travelled overland to the middle reaches of
the Ohura river. The descendants of the Tainui waka came from the headwaters of the
Mokau and Waipa rivers and down the valley of the Waimiha and Ongarue while the
descendants of the Te Arawa waka settled on the shores of Lake Taupo and eventually

arrived at the headwaters of the Whanganui river.
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Through intermarriages among their ancestors, Ngati Haua whakapapa to Whanganui,
Ngati Maniapoto, Ngati Tuwharetoa and Ngati Maru. Tribal alliances were formed to
avoid conflict and so there are several principal ancestors through whom Ngati Haua
whakapapa to other tribes. Through Rangatahi and others, Ngati Haua whakapapa to
Ngati Maniapoto, through Te Hoata, Ngatoroirangi and others Ngati Haua descend
from the Te Awara waka, through Hekeawai and others, Ngati Haua whakapapa to
Ngati Tuwharetoa and through Hinengakau and others, Ngati Haua whakapapa to
Whanganui, Taranaki, Ngati Tuwharetoa and Tainui. These intermarriages with
neighbouring tribes occurred following the arrival of the waka but Ngati Haua also
have whakapapa from the earlier ancestors Ruatipua and Paerangi. Ngati Haua’s
ancestors therefore predate the waka migrations but the descendants of those
ancestors also intermarried with the descendants of ancestors who arrived on the
waka. Ngati Haua built strategic relationships with surrounding tribes, including

Ngati Tuwharetoa, Ngati Maniapoto and Ngati Maru through intermarriages.

Over time, the people of Taumarunui became predominantly associated with the
Aotea waka and the Whanganui tribes. They also adopted and retained the dialect of
the river tribes. As the descendants of pre-waka and waka ancestors, Ngati Haua were
originally known as the people of Te Puru ki Tuhua. Tuhua is the northern maunga of
Ngati Haua and Te Puru ki Tuhua is now known as the Taumarunui region. It was
another Te Piki Kotuku, a descendant of Hekeawai, who asked for a large shelter to

be constructed over his sick bed. The name Taumarunui was adopted from this time.

The discussion of Ngati Haua ancestors given in the report is based on manuscript
material supplied by the claimants, interviews with claimants and traditions recorded
in published books and articles. As has been shown, Ngati Haua is an upper
Whanganui iwi which can whakapapa to their tribal neighbours including Ngati
Tuwharetoa to the east, Ngati Maniapoto to the north and Ngati Maru to the west.
Located at the point where the principal waka descent lines meet, and with pre-waka
whakapapa as well, this pattern has arisen as a consequence of intermarriages among
ancestors over many generations. These intermarriages were strategic and designed to
strengthen Ngati Haua’s position in the region. In general, though, the single
eponymous ancestor from whom all those who identify themselves as Ngati Haua

descend is Ruatipua. Over time, Ngati Haua has come to be seen as an upper
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Whanganui tribe through their whakapapa from ancestors who came on the Aotea
waka though this does not deny either the existence of their ancestors who pre-date
the waka migrations or their ancestors who descend from those who arrived on the

Tainui, Te Arawa and Tokomaru waka.

iv NGATI HAUA AND THE IMPACT OF BOUNDARIES

As a result of the research undertaken two key issues regarding some of the
documentary sources have emerged which affects Ngati Haua. Both involve silences:
through absence or the dominance of one particular tribal perspective. The first
relates to the Waimarino block and affects the ability to assess Ngati Haua interests in
the upper Whanganui river region in particular. Every piece of available evidence
shows that Ngati Haua were a river people whose interests were intimately connected
with the river and surrounding lands. The river flowed out of Ruapehu along what
became known as the Whakapapa river to where it joined the river flowing out of
Tongariro and became known as the Whanganui river. The river flowed through land

which was investigated by the Native Land Court as the Waimarino block.

As is well known, there are significiant silences regarding the customary interests of
many tribes in Waimarino. Indeed, there is evidence to suggest that another hearing
for the same land was scheduled at Otorohanga but the title was first investigated and
awarded at Whanganui. This meant the interests of those in the south of the block
were acknowledged only as others were at the town in the north for another Court
sitting. While the Court was in the process of reviewing the lists of names, Te
Aropeta Haretuterangi stated that a number blocks, including Waimairino and
Maraekowhai, were listed in the panui under different names for investigation by

another Court sitting at Otorohanga:

The Maraekohai, Oheao, Kiakia, Taumatamahoe, Whakaihuwaka, Waimarino blocks
have all been heard by this Court and I notice by the gazette I hand in that some of
the Whanganui people have joined the Ngati Maniapoto and are applying under a
new name and for another Court to sit at Otorohanga on 28 July 1886 for the
investigation of the same lands.

The judge advised that he would send a letter to the judge presiding at Otorohanga to
point out that some of the boundaries described in the panui ‘embraces lands already
heard by this Court’. While locating nineteenth-century panui is extremely difficult, it

might be possible to determine which sitting Te Aropeta was referring to and whether
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a similar block was listed in the Court notice published in the government gazette.
This possibility is supported by a tradition of Ngati Haua and Ngati Hekeawai
recorded by Pei Te Hurinui Jones. He writes ‘there is an unhappy story concerning
the tribal lands of the Hauaroa [Haua] and Hekeawai, which was dealt with by the
Court in the Wanganui district in the absence of these people, and was awarded to
other tribes under the title of the Waimarino block’. It was subsequently acquired by
the Crown in considerable haste. The interests of Ngati Haua and Ngati Hekeawai
were located on the right bank of the Whanganui and Whakapapa rivers to the western
end of the Waimarino plains. A small area of land at Piriaka was subsequently
returned to the Taitua family by the Crown but the ‘bulk of the tribe failed to get any

redress’.

Further up, the river formed the boundary between the Waimarino and Taurewa
blocks. Taurewa was originally investigated as part of the Tauponuiatia hearings and
the initial title investigation and a subsequent hearing for partition and definition of
relative interests was dominated by witnesses who gave a very clear Tuwharetoa
perspective. Assessing the customary interests of Whanganui kinship groups, such as
Ngati Haua, in the block is very difficult since no one from Ngati Haua or indeed any
Whanganui tribe gave evidence. These interests were acknowledged in the western
part of the block through Ngati Tamakana (with whom the Ngati Haua kinship groups
Ngati Hekeawai, Ngati Tukaiora and Te Patutokotoko were connected at Manganui-a-
te-ao). Moreover, as is discussed in the report, Ngati Haua leaders submitted
applications to the Native Land Court for investigation of title to Taurewa at
Whanganui after the Tauponuiatia hearing. The applications were all dismissed but
they show an ongoing interest in the land even if there was no opportunity to

articulate this.

Ngati Haua occupies a region where rivers meet and along those rivers have come
neighbouring tribes. The result has been not just conflict but intermarriage so that the
whakapapa lines are as complex as the streams and rivers which flow along the
Whanganui river to the coast. Fixed boundaries are a recent development which
emerged following contact as colonial authorities attempted to establish absolute
boundaries for tribes as part of the process of individualizing Maori titles to land. The

purpose was administrative convenience as Crown land purchase agents attempted to
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identify with whom they had to negotiate to acquire land. Boundaries did exist prior
to contact but they were not fixed and were frequently renegotiated as circumstances
and power relations changed. The discussion in the report regarding the boundary of
the Rohe Potae shows how it changed over time from being a symbol of the King’s
mana to being the definitive boundary of the Ngati Maniapoto tribe recognised by the
Crown and endorsed by the Native Land Court. This boundary, and the boundary of
the Tauponuiatia block, located to the east, are both significant in Ngati Haua’s post-

contact traditional history.

What must be recognised is that these boundaries, as customary boundaries, were
political arrangements established at meetings, usually attended by all interested
rangatira, and they had a purpose. They might be designed to prevent conflict,
rebalance tribal power relations, or later, to protect land from acquisition by the
Crown. They were flexible and subject to renegotiation, sometimes over generations.
What these boundaries became when they were adopted by Crown agents or the
Native Land Court was frequently very different. They were divorced from the tribal
context in which they were established and became a mechanism for inclusion and
exclusion. Kinship groups could only be included in the boundary if they met certain
criteria and could be excluded if they could not. The ebb and flow of whakapapa
across boundaries (and especially across rivers in Tauponuiatia) was lost in
consequence and complex networks of intermarriage were too often ignored. This
concept of the boundary is crucial to understanding Ngati Haua’s traditional history:
they are a river people with interests along the upper Whanganui river and they are
surrounded by boundaries. Their movement and their interests are not confined by

boundaries because of their whakapapa.

v THE RAILWAY NEGOTIATIONS

Negotiations with the Kingitanga and Ngati Maniapoto commenced to deal with
difficulties associated with extending the railway line south from Te Awamutu. Much
of the focus has been on the negotiations in the northern and central King Country
which eventually led to the survey of the line. Little is known of the participation of
communities in the southern King Country and upper Whanganui. This is a
particularly significant issue, especially around Taumarunui. The town did not exist

as a Pakeha settlement prior to the construction of the railway line and was largely a
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Maori enclave sheltered from colonisation. The arrival of locomotives in Taumarunui
vitally affected the lives of its Maori communities. The trains not only brought
people to live there, they brought legislation and government officials to establish a
township on Maori land. Establishing the township had significant implications for
Maori landholdings as land was acquired under the Public Works Act for railway
purposes to establish shops, housing, schools as well as sites for maintaining
locomotives, rolling stock and the line. It is not yet known whether Maori in
Taumarunui received compensation for land acquired for the railways, though it
would appear not, or indeed whether compensation was paid for later takings under

the Public Works Act.

This section of the report is based primarily on the narrative given in Cathy Marr’s
Waimarino report. However, it does not repeat her account in summary. Whereas
Marr focuses on the negotiations in their totality, what follows focuses more narrowly
on these negotiations as they related to Ohura, Tuhua and Taumarunui. It examines
the response of those leaders associated with the upper Whanganui and Ngati
Maniapoto from this area. It locates them in the broader context but draws selectively
from Marr’s discussion to focus specifically, where possible, on the people and the

land examined in this report.

Marr argues that the government decided to purchase rather than take Maori land
under the Public Works Act and pay compensation. Officials planned to acquire
Maori land at relatively cheap prices and sell it on at higher prices after the railway
was constructed to offset the cost of building the line. Compensation based on the
value of the land might take account of the planned railway and prove a more
expensive option. This was despite assurances given by the Native Minister that
Maori would experience significantly increased and values and benefit accordingly.
The length of time it took to complete the line was also a significant consideration as
the tribal landscape had shifted significantly and a new generation of Crown officials

were negotiating with a new generation of Maori leaders.

Though land was taken and construction commenced both at Te Awamutu southwards
and Marton northwards in 1885, it took twenty-three years for the line to be
completed when the last sections were laid near Waimarino (National Park).

Extensive preparatory work, either by moving earth, building tunnels or erecting



22.

23.

24.

bridges and viaducts, was required due to the nature of the country. As the economic
recession of the 1880s worsened, work on the northern line almost ground to a halt.
The annual report for 1890 indicates little work was being done on the railway apart
from the Poro o tarao tunnel. Furthermore, the line did not go further south than the
Poro o tarao tunnel, some distance north of Taumarunui, by 1895. The tunnel was

finally completed and opened in late 1896.

By this time, the Crown owned the land in Waimarino south of the Whanganui river
but much of the land in Ohura South and Rangitoto Tuhua to the north of Taumarunui
was still Maori land. Title to both blocks was hotly debated between Ngati Haua and
Ngati Maniapoto as well. Under the provisions of Part VI of the Public Works Act
1882, the governor issued a proclamation defining the middle line of the railway (or a
section of it). Having defined the middle line, the Minister of Public Works could
occupy the land and begin construction without committing a trespass. Once plans
were drawn up and deposited, the governor could issue a further proclamation to take
the land. The first proclamations defining the middle line of the railway were issued
on 2 April 1885. These related to the first stages of the line near Te Awamutu and

Marton.

Sixteen years later, on 20 September 1901, a further proclamation was issued to
define the middle line of four miles of the track near Taumarunui. Two further
proclamations took the land for the track and stations. The first, on 31 October 1902,
took land located in the Rangitoto Tuhua and Ohura South blocks for the Ohinemoa
and Ongarue sections of the railway and part of the Taumarunui section. The balance
of the land required for the Taumarunui section was taken in the second proclamation
on 27 May 1905. A coloured map illustrating the ownership of land through which
the main trunk line was constructed shows that nearly all the land from Te Kuiti to the
Whanganui river was ‘native land’. The land north of the Whanganui river which was

taken in these proclamations, therefore, was Maori land.

Cleaver notes that Crown officials, in their reported negotiations with Maori leaders at
Kihikihi and elsewhere and subsequent correspondence, repeatedly reassured those
raising the question of compensation that it would indeed be paid. It should be noted
that the payment of compensation was usually associated with the determination of

title by the Native Land Court. However, Cleaver identifies a marked shift after

10
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construction of the railway commenced in 1885. As early as April 1886, Ballance
told a gathering in the King Country that the railway would be payment for the land
taken for the track and the following January he advised leaders at a meeting in
Kihikihi that it was previously agreed compensation would only be paid for land

required beyond one chain width for the line and three acres for stations.

Indeed, in December 1890, the Public Works Department agreed to pay compensation
to the owners of eleven blocks. The Native Land Court sitting at Otorohanga
confirmed the arrangements. The terms though were not full compensation but what
was set out by Ballance in January 1887. That is, the department’s representative
advised the Court that Maori had agreed to give one chain of land for the track and
three acres for the stations. Compensation was only due for land in excess of these
areas. The blocks affected by the settlements were all north of Rangitoto Tuhua and
the final amount paid to the owners of eight blocks who accepted compensation
totalled £131 10s. It does not appear that any further payments for compensation

were made.

Senior Crown officials were now working on the basis that ‘the land was in the first
place given by the Natives’ as the under secretary of the Native Department advised
his minister in April 1891. And just over a decade later, in 1903, when the solicitor
general was asked to advise on whether the Crown was liable for compensation, the
Crown’s senior law officer concluded that there was no statutory requirement for the
payment of compensation given the five percent provision. This provision allowed
the Crown to take up to five percent of the area of a block of ‘native land’ without
paying compensation. The solicitor general’s opinion became the default response

when Maori submitted claims for compensation.

vi THE TAUMARUNUI NATIVE TOWNSHIP

The Taumarunui Native Township block was created out of a portion of Ohura South
G. It was 350 acres of this block which was brought under the terms of the Native
and Maori Land Laws Amendment Act 1902 in late 1903, and the township was
established the following year. This legislation was applied rather than the Native
Township Act 1895. Boulton is unable to explain why but suggests it was probably

because townships at Te Kuiti and Otorohanga had already been established under the

11
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1902 statute. This legislation meant that the Maniapoto-Tuwharetoa District Maori
Land Council (which later became the Waikato-Maniapoto District Maori Land
Board) took over administration of the land from the owners. The council effectively
became the registered proprietor of land which it held on trust for the beneficial
owners. The council was empowered to lay out a township, arrange surveys of roads
and sections and other amenities such as public reserves, advertise residential and
commercial sections for lease and when leases were entered into provide lessees with
a legal title to the land. The total cost of this process was born by the beneficial
owners who would receive income from the leases after the setup and ongoing
administration costs were deducted. There were different type of leases entered into
by the council. Some were perpetually renewing while others contained a right of

renewal in perpetuity.

The report examines early attempts by the Crown to purchase the township site from
the Maori owners and ongoing difficulties regarding rates due on unoccupied
township sites and the papakainga site. Many of these problems meant the return to
owners was very low and expected to remain low for some time after the township
sections were leased and occupied. It was a result of the high costs associated with
the development of the township (which the owners were required to meet) and the
diversion of any income to pay the rates due on the unoccupied sites. In such
circumstances, offers from the Crown to purchase undivided interests in township
sites would have been tempting and the report examines Crown purchase activity in
Taumarunui Native Township H in the 1920s as an example. Other case studies
suggest Crown purchase agents were very active in acquiring undivided interests in
the township during this period (though we are not aware that any quantitative study

has been completed).

Land which was not acquired by the Crown during the 1920s was subject to long term
perpetually renewable leases which effectively alienated the land from the owners
anyway. The leases generally provided a small annual income through the twentieth
century. Administration of the leases by the Waikato Maniapoto District Maori Land
Board and then the Maori Trustee was largely routine. Rent arrears were infrequently
a problem and usually paid and much of the administration centred on consents to

transfers of leases. When the leases came up for renewal (usually completed via

12
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memoranda of extension), valuations had to be arranged and an arbitrator appointed to
determine the rental for the new terms (according to the provisions of the lease and

the Maori Reserved Land Act 1955).

Less frequently, there were requests from lessees to subdivide the land leased to them
and this entailed surrendering the existing lease and taking one or more leases for the
remaining term of the surrendered lease which could then be sold by the lessee to
others. This occurred at least twice in relation to the H2 township block. The lease
administration files created by the Maori Trustee were reviewed for this report and the
discussion which follows examines issues which arose during that period
administration including subdivision of the leasehold estate, offers to surrender leases,
inspections of the properties, proposals to accept a surrender so residential sections in

the block could be used for Maori housing and the eventual revesting of the land.

The Maori Trustee generally refused to consider offers to surrender leases, telling
lessees that they should transfer the lease to another person. There was no possible
way the owners could regain occupation of the land even after a block was revested in
the Maori owners. Doing so might even be at a greater cost to the owners if the
annual cost of administering the lease by a private organisation, such as a law firm or
accountant, exceeded the statutory charge the Maori Trustee was able to impose on
the lessee. Indeed, the owners of H2 decided against revesting the land in the mid-
1970s because they were concerned about the costs of administration. The owners of
part of the H2 township block did find an imaginative way of dealing with this
problem because they were able to, through a family trust, acquire the lease. It was,
however, the only way in which they could regain control of the land given the terms
of the lease (which remained in force whether or not the land was administered by the

Maori Trustee).

It would appear that these leases for Taumarunui Maori Township H2 were not
included in Schedule 3 of the Maori Reserved Land Act 1997. The reason for this
could not be identified but it was possible that only leases administered by the Maori
Trustee at the time of the preparation of the schedule were included and the same
leases formerly administered by the Maori Trustees but later transferred to private
trustees were not picked up. Te Puni Kokiri was investigating the matter in June 2006

after Archie Taiaroa contacted them. These file notes indicate that the block was not

13
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included in the Maori Reserved Land Amendment Act 1997 or subsequent
amendments. It was thus not included in the Maori reserved land settlement. This
settlement was administered by Te Puni Kokiri and the matter was raised with
officials so an explanation of why the block (or possibly rather the leases) were not
included. No definitive response had been received at the time of submission of this

report.

It is worth acknowledging, however, Judge Durie’s comment when revesting the
Taumarunui Maori Township K2 block in the beneficial owners in November 1977.
This block was the first of the township blocks administered by the Maori Trustee
under the Maori Reserved Land Act to be revested in the beneficial owners and then
vested in trustees under Section 438 of the Maori Affairs Act 1953. With the consent
of the owners, the Maori Trustee applied under Section 14 of the Maori Reserved
Land Act for an order vesting the block in the beneficial owners. As noted earlier in
relation to the H2 block, however, the leases would remain in force. Indeed, the
perpetually renewable nature of the leases was referred to at the hearing. Judge Durie
questioned counsel for the Maori Trustee on the possible implications of future

amendments (following the recent royal commission of inquiry) before concluding:

I only wish to make this point clear — that if this land ceases to be Maori Reserved
land, and if the legislature at some future date proposes to amend the Maori Reserved
Land Act — if there is any Maori Reserved land then still in existence — and K2 does
not get the benefit of such an amendment, then the Court can point to the fact that it
was done on the application of the Maori Trustee and the Court drew the Maori
Trustee’s attention to the matter.

While there is, as yet, no explanation for why the H2 block and/or leases were not
included in the 1997 amendment, it is possible that Judge Durie’s warning 20 years

earlier was remarkably prophetic.

vii THE WHANGANUI RIVER

This section of the report examines the creation of the Whanganui scenic reserves and
Ngati Haua complaints about land taken under the Public Works Act and the
establishment of the Whanganui national park. It also discusses attempts by Ngati
Haua leaders to participate in the management of the park. What is most remarkable
about all these issues is the extent to which they revolved around the ongoing claims
and litigation regarding the river. Ngati Haua and their leaders were closely involved

in all three. The discussion which follows is based primarily on Robin Hodge’s two

14
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reports on the scenic reserves and the national park. It is, however, more narrowly
focused on the concerns raised by Ngati Haua leaders about both and the attempts by
them to participate in the management of the park. It does not simply repeat Hodges’
arguments in summary but draws selectively from her reports to focus on Ngati

Haua’s experience in relation to the scenic reserves and the national park.

The Wanganui River Trust was established under the Wanganui River Trust Act
1891. It had two roles: to conserve the natural scenery of the river and protect
navigation. As is shown elsewhere in the report, the trust’s activities in making the
river navigable involved the destruction of Maori fishing structures built on the
riverbed and this had a significant impact on the ability of Maori communities living
on the banks of the river to feed and sustain themselves. Reserves of scenic value
along the river were set aside to be administered by the trust and an endowment of
land to be leased was also set aside to fund the activities of the trust. The scenic
reserve was established in December 1892 when the governor proclaimed 33,033
acres along the banks of the Whanganui river to be a public domain administered by
the trust. This land was largely Crown land though an area of Maori land was

included and this error was subsequently rectified.

In addition to the public domain land, which was Crown land already acquired from
Maori, administered by the Whanganui River Trust, other land was set aside as scenic
reserves under the Scenery Preservation Act. The Scenery Preservation Commission
was established by the Scenery Preservation Act 1903 and commenced operations in
March 1904. The commission recommended acquisition of several parcels of Maori
land located along the river which was taken under the Public Works Act. This was
land that the commissioners considered had scenic value. In March 1905, the
commission inspected the river and subsequently recommended acquisition of 19,140
acres of Maori land and 190 acres of European land which together with Crown land
would establish reserves totalling 29,628 acres in area. The proposed reserves were
located on the banks of the river from Piriaka in the north (upriver from Taumarunui)

to Raorikia in the south).

The commission later reported that the acquisition of 29,628 acres was authorised and
a survey was being prepared. The Scenery Preservation Amendment Act 1906

reorganised the Scenery Preservation Commission into a smaller Scenery Preservation

15



39.

40.

41.

Board. The board continued to be comprised of government officials but was reduced
to three members. After briefly inspecting the river, the commission’s reservations
were confirmed though, as a consequence of the amendment, it could not take Maori
land under the Public Works Act. The board characterised its work on the Whanganui
river as its ‘most important’ and gained the power to take Maori land in a further
amendment in 1910. A further report prepared by the board’s inspector in 1908
shows the recommendations of the commission were revised by the board and they

now included a total area of 46,530 acres 2 roods.

Most of the land included in the scenic reserves had been acquired by 1920 either by
public works taking or direct purchase. By 1980, there were 142 discrete reserves
containing more than 35,000 hectares of Crown land. It does not appear that any
significant areas of Maori land were acquired after 1920 to add to these reserves. The
land acquired from Maori was around 7,500 acres and most of this had been acquired

prior to 1916. Most of the scenic reserves set aside were Crown land.

The recommendations of the Scenery Preservation Commission led some Maori
landowners to arrange leases of land adjacent to the river so the timber could be
cleared. Complaints about the land taken, and presumably alarm at this practice, also
led to two investigations: the Stanford Commission in 1908 and the Wanganui River
Reserves Commission in 1916. The Stanford Commission was appointed by the
minister of public works to hear objections to proposals to take Maori land for scenic
purposes under the Public Works Act. No objections were notified relating to upper

river Maori land blocks.

As a result of ongoing complaints from Maori, the Wanganui River Reserves
Commission was established in 1916. It followed a further petition from Waata
Hipango and 406 others in 1914 which asked for an investigation regarding a number
of lower river blocks. The commission heard evidence at Wanganui, Pipiriki,
Hiruharama, Ranana, Taumarunui and Parinui in December so upper river Maori were
able to participate and explain their complaints. One of those who addressed the
commission was Hakiaha Tawhiao who wanted a clear statement from the
government regarding the river. He asserted Maori ownership of the river and drew a
parallel with the land alongside the river which they were to lose for scenic reserves.

Likewise, Wharawhara Topine wanted to deal with the ownership of the river because
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it ‘completely overshadowed that of the scenic reserves’. The chair of the
commission, however, pointed out that this question was beyond the scope of the

inquiry and the issues raised were not mentioned in the commission’s reports.

Maori witnesses spoke of specific sites they wanted excluded from the scenic reserves
and Crown officials gave evidence too. A Ngati Haua witness who gave evidence
was Karanga Te Kere of Kaitieke. At this time, there was a proposal for some land at
Tawata to be included in the scenic reserves though it does not appear to have
proceeded. In any case, Karanga did not oppose the inclusion of the cliffs in the
scenic reserve but wanted to retain the land which the stock grazed on, the access to
the river where it was flat and ‘where there were workings’. Likewise, she agreed to
the inclusion of the cliffs in Opatu Native Reserve B but wanted to keep the river
frontage which could be work and also wanted access to the back of the proposed
reserves so she could get to her cultivations. Access to them to the east of Kakahi
stream was insufficient. Finally, in relation to Whitianga No. 16, she was willing for
the cliffs to be included but wanted to farm and stock other parts including sections
which were in bush. She specifically raised the issue of the urupa at the mouth of the
Ohura river but was told by the commission chair that it was not included in the

proposed scenic reserve.

Others witnesses followed Karanga and spoke of their upper river blocks. They
included Hori Hakiaha, Marae Kahukarewa, Piki Kotuku Tuikuku of Kakahi who
appeared on behalf of his wife Te Rua Huihui and her deceased brother Te
Rangihuata, Te Tahuri Ngahinu of Taringamotu, Te Iringa Te Pikikotuku of
Kokakonui, Hakiaha Tawhiao, Te Huia Pikikotuku, Wharawhara Topine, Te Paraone

Ropiha, Te Aohau Wereta and Maata Tuao.

The commission produced detailed recommendations on these submissions. Hodge
concludes that, despite an initially favourable response to the recommendations from
the Under Secretary for Lands, most of the recommendations relating to the
modifications to boundaries of reserves and the return of urupa were ignored. Indeed,
she was able to find only two instances where the recommendations about the
boundaries of the reserves were implemented and one where an urupa may have been
returned (though the evidence is not clear). None of these related to the requests to

modify the boundaries of the reserves which were presented to the commission by
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Ngati Haua witnesses. Further petitions were presented in 1927 regarding the scenic
reserves. One was from Rangi Marumaru on behalf of Ngati Haua and other
Whanganui kinship groups while Te Piki Kotuku’s petition regarding the river also
included a clause referring specifically to compensation for land taken for scenic
reserves. Overall, one third of the area of the scenic reserves was acquired by the

Crown from Maori under the Public Works Act.

The Whanganui National Park was established in December 1986. It included 75,000
hectares of land. Of this area, around 36,200 hectares were former scenic reserves
(including the public domain land originally administered by the Wanganui River
Trust), 35,700 hectares was former Crown lands and 2,000 hectares was former State
Forest. The proposal was developed by the Department of Lands and Survey who
met on several occasions with Maori to seek their input. Hikaia Amohia and Archie
Taiaroa were key figures in the negotiations. Ongoing grievances surrounding the
river and the scenic reserves proved significant stumbling blocks in the negotiations
for Maori involvement in the park. Nevertheless, Whanganui Maori worked hard to
develop structures to support the proposed park and participate in the management of

the land.

Once the park was established, expansion plans became caught up in treaty claims
regarding the river and the reserves. The Whanganui iwi would not agree to any
expansion until its treaty claims were dealt with though the Department of
Conservation pressed on with consultation despite clear opposition. In particular, the
proposed inclusion of Topine Te Mamaku’s burial site was strongly resisted by his
descendants. Despite the contents of the management plan, the relations between the
department and iwi has never been good. Iwi believe the department has been
unwilling to accept their participation in the management of the park. Despite this
situation, however, both Maori and the officials have been able to work together to
deal with specific areas of concerns. Establishing a broader framework for jointly
managing the park has been a greater challenge (as the Te Ranga forum negotiations

demonstrates).
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viii ~CONCLUSION

Ongoing negotiations in relation to the national park were hindered by the unresolved
issues over the ownership of the Whanganui river. Earlier complaints about the land
administered initially by the Wanganui River Trust, some of which was taken from
Maori under the Public Works Act, likewise became bound up in the river litigation.
The Whanganui river is central to the identity of Ngati Haua and it flows through this
report. Indeed, the principal claimant, Kevin Amohia, describes the historic
relationship between Ngati Haua and the waterways that that flow through and around

Taumarunui:

... it goes right back to the time Paerangi, the beginnings of the Whakapapa. For us
of Ngati Haua if you cut off the top end of a river you cut off the head of the body,
you cut it off the body ... the Whakapapa to us in terms of catchments, all waters
running into a main river tells us that people live on these tributaries.

Ngati Haua have maintained their relationship with their lands and waters running
through the upper reaches of the Whanganui river over many generations. They have
remained at the centre of the different tribal forces of the central North Island. While
there have been tensions and conflicts particularly with Ngati Maniapoto to the north,
Ngati Haua have long intermarried with their neighbours and share their whakapapa
in many differerent directions. This has brought together the different waka, Aotea,
Tainui, Takitimu and Mataatua, and more specifically has connected Ngati Haua with
their Aotea kin down the Whanganui river, with Tuwharetoa to the east, Ngati Tama,
Ngati Maru and other Taranaki iwi to the west and Tainui to the north. These
whakapapa have been so close that at times the differences between Ngati Haua and
their nearest neighbours have been difficult to determine. This is because they share
so much of their whakapapa in common. Nonetheless, Ngati Haua still maintained a

distinct tribal identity.

As we have seen, the relationships between these different powerful tribal
communities were punctuated by a series of fluid political agreements which
sometimes laid down different areas of responsibilities for different groups. These
agreements did not change the whakapapa relationships beneath them. Inter-tribal
agreements would continue after the arrival of the Crown, when neighbouring tribal
groups sought ways of protecting their lands and authority from settler encroachment.

The establishment of the Kingitanga, and its division of authority between the King
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and the Queen, was a modern application of these political agreements based on
customary interests. However, the process of Crown purchasing, surveying land and
Native Land Court adjudication divided the land in new ways and turned ongoing
political relationships into permanent divisions that cut across the customary interests
of different tribes. Ngati Haua would be badly affected by this change as their
interests in Rangitoto Tuhua were compromised, their interests in the Waimarino
blocks were unrecognised and their interests in Ruapehu severely limited. The
English common law and the Coal Mines Act 1903 combined to deny their interests
in the river as well. Despite these challenges Ngati Haua continued to seek new ways
to pursue their customary interests in broad alliances with their neighbouring tribes
connected to them by whakapapa. In the north, Ngati Haua worked with the
Kingitanga, and in the south they initiated and persisted in campaigning for Crown

recognition of Whanganui-wide interests to the Whanganui river.

The claim to the river was the most prominent of the Ngati Haua’s protests regarding
the actions of the Crown during the twentieth century. It was not, however, the only
one. The scenic reserves, some of which were located on land taken from Maori
under the Public Works Act, and the management of the new national park were two
other key areas where Ngati Haua leaders were prominent in seeking to preserve or
extend the interests of the Whanganui tribes. Indeed, through the twentieth century a
succession of Ngati Haua leaders consistently demanded the opportunity to participate
in the ongoing management of resources acquired by the Crown during the nineteenth
century. Complaints about the acquisition of the Waimarino block, for example,
formed the backdrop to but were not central to the negotiations over the management
of the national park. These were issues of mana and the opportunity to act in
partnership with the Crown over resources which had belonged to their tupuna.
Despite a great deal of effort on the part of those Ngati Haua leaders, the Crown has

yet to respond in a substantive manner.
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ADDENDA AND ERRATA TO THE
‘NGATI HAUA ORAL AND TRADITIONAL HISTORY REPORT’
BY GRANT YOUNG AND MICHAEL BELGRAVE
(JUNE 2007)

Footnote 23 on page 22 should refer to ‘Wanganui Native Appellate Court Minute
Book 4.

The first line of the indented quotation following paragraph 261 should read: ‘This lot

is at 44 Reu Street and not Porou Street’.

The first sentence of the quote following paragraph 270 should read: ‘The Maori
Trustee will not entertain the idea of contemplating a surrender of the lease until the
Taumarunui County Council has thoroughly exhausted all avenues to transfer the

lease or sub-let it’.

The reference for the quote following paragraph 270 is: ‘Williams to Cater, 26
November 1971, 9/16/11, Office of the Maori Trustee, Whanganui’.

The first sentence of paragraph 295 should read: ‘The recommendations of the
Scenery Preservation Commission led some Maori landowners to arrange leases of

land adjacent to the river so the timber could be cleared’.
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