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Introduction 

 

1. This is a brief by Frank Thorne to provide an overview of the land 

loss suffered by Ngāti Hikairo.  

2. Frank Thorne’s background should be known to the Tribunal and 

will not repeat his background.   

3. The evidence is principally a gathering of relevant data from the 

various technical reports.  Throughout our brief I give various 

figures for land loss based upon the technical reports.  These 

figures are all broad and indicative only.  I wanted, when our iwi 

lodged the Wai 1113 claim, to give the Tribunal an indication of 

our overall situation. 

4. I also wish to provide the Tribunal with a series of maps produced 

to assist the Tribunal with understanding our claims.  Some of 

these maps are still in preparation and we intend to present them 

to the Tribunal through powerpoint presentations and the like to 

support the briefs of evidence. 

5. Below I set out the overall land loss of the iwi.  This includes 

lands loss within the Raupatu district.  Ngāti Hikairo is still 

considering how it will approach the raupatu claims and weighing 

up the competing political and cultural issues about the claims.  

So at this point the evidence on land loss in the Raupatu zone is 

given to provide context and so that the Tribunal can see the 

overall patterns and land loss.  We hope this will allow the 

Tribunal to see the true impact of the land losses in the Pirongia 

West, Kāwhia and other land blocks outside the confiscation 

district. 

6. I also want to say out the outset that Ngāti Hikairo is focusing on 

its own claims in this evidence.  If other iwi claim into any of the 

blocks that are covered in this brief that is up to them.  I recognise 

that iwi rohe are often overlapping and very complex and based 

upon interlinking whakapapa interests and various use rights. 
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Iwi Land loss 

7. A principal claim for our iwi is that the Crown has left the iwi 

landless and has failed to ensure that our iwi has retained enough 

land for its present and future use.  We say that our iwi has nearly 

no land at all.   

8. Nearly all the Māori Freehold land in our rohe is held by 

individuals not the iwi or even hapū or whānau.  I recognise that 

the Crown has sought to improve this situation by making it easier 

to set up trusts and incorporations to manage Māori land and 

there are many of these functioning on our whenua today. 

9. I believe that the closest land to being Ngāti Hikairo-owned land is 

the Kai-Ewe Marae reserve which is a 4 hectare block held by 

three iwi trustees for Te Rūnanganui o Ngāti Hikairo.  This block 

is on the Pirongia West road and presently has no structures and 

is leased for grazing.   Our Waipapa marae lands are Māori 

Freehold lands with a single tupuna owner, but they are managed 

through a trust for the benefit of our iwi.   

 

Loss of Te Whatiwhatihoe 

10. The Tribunal has already heard how important Te Whatiwhatihoe 

is to our iwi and to others.  Our oral and traditional history report, 

Te Maru-ō-Hikairo, provides some information.  I would simply 

like to note that today the kāinga of Te Whatiwhatihoe is lost.  I 

recall at the raupatu hearings that the Tribunal asked about Te 

Whatiwhatihoe and its location.  In the following I describe the 

loss of Te Whatiwhatihoe. 

11. Te Whatiwhatihoe was first cut in half by the confiscation.  

According to Hōne Te One the survey line for the confiscation line 

and the Mangauika boundary went directly through the middle of 

Whatiwhatihoe.  I think around 200 acres of Te Whatiwhatihoe 

rests within the confiscation zone.  These are the Pirongia Parish 

lots 229 & 230 to the north of the confiscation line.  There is a 
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further portion of the kāinga of about 400 acres to the south of the 

confiscation line in the Mangauika block.1  

12. Whether confiscated or dealt with in the Native Land Court, the 

lands of Te Whatiwhatihoe left tribal control and were put into 

individual title.  

13. Te Whatiwhatihoe lands within the Confiscation District were 

awarded to Hōne Te One within Lot 329 Pirongia Parish (about 

200.3 acres) and Pirongia Parish 330 (about 96 acres).  Both of 

these lots were alienated. 

14. I understand that Te Rautaramoa Māpi and Murikoraki Ani and 

two others were awarded 100 acres in Mangauika 2 at Te 

Whatiwhatihoe.  This land is in the south east corner of the 

Mangauika Block adjoining the Kaipiha block.  

15. The Whatiwhatihoe lands within the Mangauika Block were all 

alienated by Crown and private purchases.  I set these out in 

Appendix A. 

16. The ML 320 provides detail as to the location of Whatiwhatihoe.   

I attach this plan as Appendix I.  The ML plan 355 was surveyed 

for the application by Hōne Te One to the Native Land Court in 

1867-68 for what was called the Mangauika Block, which 

incorporated the Crown returned lands of Parish of Pirongia 306, 

329 & 330, as well as the northern portion of the Mangauika lands.  

I attach ML 355 plan as Appendix J. It shows Ruahine (covering 

an area which is now generally called Whatiwhatihoe) and in the 

eastern corner in the bend of the Waipā it shows Whatiwhatihoe 

in small print. This is the traditional location of a small village 

named Whatiwhatihoe. It also shows two other important villages 

at Whatiwhatihoe, Toroakapakapa, and Te Tuki, more properly 

known as Te Waerenga-a-Te Tuki. 

                                                 
1
 Mangauika A, B1A1, B1A2, B1B1 and 2 
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The Patterns of our Land loss 

(a) Our rohe was split by confiscation 

17. It was not only Te Whatiwhatihoe that was split by the 

confiscation.  Our people gave evidence to the Tribunal during the 

raupatu hearings that the rohe of Ngāti Hikairo was broadly split 

in two by the raupatu.   

 

Map 1: Ngāti Hikairo land interests and raupatu 

18. Map 1 above shows some key customary markers for Ngāti 

Hikairo with the overlay of the confiscation to demonstrate the 

impact and division of the rohe.  As requested by the Tribunal, I 

have reproduced this map at a larger scale as Appendix G and 

also attach a more detailed map of the confiscation of Ngāti 

Hikairo lands as Appendix H. 
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(b) Land loss inside the confiscation district 

19. Appendix B and Appendix C sets out the approximate land loss 

for Ngāti Hikairo in the confiscation district.  Our iwi believes we 

lost about 68,000 acres in which we hold customary interests and 

today retain less than 100 acres in individual Māori Freehold titles.   

20. Appendix D sets out the general ways that the approximately 

6,000 acres of land “returned” to the iwi were alienated so that 

less that 100 acres remains.  The majority of the lands were lost 

to private purchases in this area. 

21. The SO 7042 Plan, attached as Appendix K, details the lands 

returned to Ngāti Hikairo in the Pirongia Parish, it doesn’t include 

the 329 & 330 sections returned to Hōne Te One. It shows, but 

doesn’t highlight, that lot 305 was returned to Matire Morgan, and 

lot 306 was returned to Hōne Te One. The cluster of sections not 

in red, are the sections returned to Ngāti Hikairo “rebels” who 

surrendered such as Te Roia Te Ake & co.   

22. I also attach ML 323 plan, as Appendix L, which details Parish of 

Pirongia Allot 327 which was sold to the Crown in 1875 as a 

result of the Todd killing in 1870.  

23. The following is Mātakitaki Pā, also the Mangapiko Parish Allot 

323 awarded to Hōne Te One and which is now part of the 

Pirongia Domain (SO Plan 363). 
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(c) Land loss outside the confiscation district 

24. Ngāti Hikairo estimates that the iwi has lost about 80% of our land 

outside the confiscation district.  The general estimate is set out in 

Appendix E.   

25. Ngāti Hikairo has about 51,000 acres within its customary rohe 

outside the confiscation district and has lost about 41,000 acres 

leaving about 10,000 acres of Māori Freehold land remaining in 

individual ownership.  I am dismayed that the iwi has lost so much 
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and note that during an application before the Native Land Court 

on 21 July 1897 the court stated that it knew that the Kāwhia 

lands were insufficient to support the people who own them, and 

the Pirongia lands, if sold, would leave the Ngāti Hikairo tribe 

without sufficient land. 2 

26. The main ways that our iwi lost their land are generally shown in 

Appendix F.  In summary I think we lost most of our whenua to 

Crown purchasing. 

 

(d) Overall Ngāti Hikairo Land loss 

27. In total, Ngāti Hikairo considers it has lost about 109,000 acres 

(68,000 in confiscation district and about 41,000 acres outside the 

confiscation district) out of a total iwi land area of about 120,000 

acres – a loss of over 90% of our customary lands.  As I noted 

above, there is very little of this total land area that is communally 

owned by our iwi.  This is a reason why our people believe that 

our iwi does not have sufficient land for its present or future needs.  

 

Fragmentation and fractionation of our whenua 

28. I attach as Appendix N1-N7 a series of flow diagrams showing the 

various partitions of our Pirongia West block and some of our 

Kāwhia blocks.  The diagrams show the partitions as described in 

the Berghan report and they have different colours to show what 

has happened to each sub-block. 

29. In each of the sub-blocks we set out the number of owners at the 

time of the partition and sometimes I give some details of 

purchasers or partition dates where possible.  The numbers of 

owners are taken from the Berghan block history report and are 

those owners put on the title at the time of the partition.  Of 

course, today a number of those blocks have hundreds of owners 

                                                 
2 

28 Otorohanga Minute Book 261 
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and some thousands.3 We also show blocks, coloured red, that 

were “Europeanised” in the late 1960s and early 1970s. Some of 

these “Europeanised” lands remain in Māori ownership but I think 

they are few.  

30. We have done our best to properly set out the information in 

Berghan’s report, but there may be some inaccuracies.  These 

diagrams are intended to assist generally and give an overview 

for the blocks we’ve covered. 

31. In our view the diagrams simply show how much our lands were 

fragmented into numerous small blocks and over time how many 

of the blocks became fractionated with many owners and 

shareholdings.  To some extent they also show in a different way 

the principal causes of our land loss and also the extent of our 

land loss. 

 

Land Alienations in Mangauika Block 

32. I want to conclude with a case study of our land loss.  The 

Mangauika block was subjected to an overwhelming amount of 

Crown alienations. I want to show the extent of this alienation. 

These alienations can be clearly seen in the ML 6210 sheets 2 

and 5 (I attach as Appendix M1-5 the ML 6210 plans). The 

alienations are listed below: 

 

Mangauika Block ordered in 1890: 5,473 acres 
 
Mangauika A:  1901 acres were purchased by the 

Crown in 1894    Acquired under the 
Main Trunk Railway Application Act 
1886 

Mangauika 1A: 685 acres acres were purchased by 
the Crown in 1894 Acquired under the 
Main Trunk Railway Application Act 
1886 

                                                 
3
 See for example Kāwhia R2C1B has around 1048 owners as at the date of this brief 

(http://www.maorilandonline.govt.nz/gis/title/6422.htm;jsessionid=F25566BDB6C7560
9E08925A0E90503FC) 

http://www.maorilandonline.govt.nz/gis/title/6422.htm;jsessionid=F25566BDB6C75609E08925A0E90503FC
http://www.maorilandonline.govt.nz/gis/title/6422.htm;jsessionid=F25566BDB6C75609E08925A0E90503FC
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Mangauika 1B2s1:  387 acres proclaimed Crown Land in 
1901 

Mangauika 1B2s2A: 168 acres proclaimed Crown Land in 
1909 

Mangauika 1B2s2B:  544 acres in 1929 
Mangauika B1A1:  47 acres Crown purchase in 1908 
Mangauika B2s1:  450 acres proclaimed as Crown Land 

in 1901 for Education Reserve 
Mangauika B2s2:  428 acres land taken 1968 for 

Waterworks purposes 
Mangauika 3A: 40 acres partitioned to the Crown in 

1908 
 

33. Overall, the Crown purchased 3,938 acres out of 5,473 acres in 

the Mangauika block.4 

  

Conclusion 
 

34. I strongly believe that the Ioss of our lands is a fundamental claim 

of our iwi.  The land is a source for tribal kōrero and tikanga.  The 

land is vital to our well-being spiritually and culturally and as an 

economic base to feed and provide for our people. 

35. I hope that the iwi will own and control more land in the future and 

will be able to draw our people back home to their whenua. 

36. I also consider that the Crown was key to all of this land loss 

whether directly through its confiscation legislation, public works 

takings, or Crown purchasing or by providing the environment and 

platform for other forms of land loss such as private purchasing. 

  

_______________________ 
FRANK THORNE 
 
 
  
 
 
 

                                                 
4 Douglas et al, #A21, p117 




