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Bennion Law - T Bennion / L Black / E Whiley (Wai 898, #3.3.893(b))

1. At page 562 you reference of the report of the Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries
that estimates 30 percent of Maori freehold land was landlocked as of 2011.

(a) Are you able to provide an estimate for the amount of land-locked land within this
Inquiry District?

Unfortunately, I am not. The report was one of several that | spent some
time trying to locate, my assumption being that the estimate might have
had some regional breakdown. Further, I am not certain how that
estimate of 30 percent was arrived at.

2. At page 554 you state ‘Section 146 of the Native Land Act 1931 empowered the
Native Land Court to treat as a single block for the purposes of partition several
blocks owned in common.

(a) Can you clarify what degree of common ownership was required?

Section 146 made no reference to the matter of degree. The Minute Books
of the Native Land Court might reveal how the Court chose to interpret
and apply that section.

3. Are you able to provide any information on what happened to most of the Maori
freehold land that was privately leased under s16 of the Maori Land Settlement Act
1905? Was it retained in Maori ownership, re-leased, sold? If sold, was the Crown a
major purchaser?

It would take considerable effort to establish what happened to those
lands. The return G11, published in the AJHR 1909, offers details of ‘the
Native lands leased or otherwise disposed of in the King Country for the
period from 1 October 1904 to 20 September 1909. Most of the leasing
would have taken place under section 16 of the Maori Land Settlement
Act 1905. For the most part, legal descriptions of the blocks leased are
given. A comparison between that return and Crown purchases should
provide a useful indication of the extent to which the lands concerned
passed into Crown ownership. It is also possible that Berghans’s Block
history narratives would provide some answers, although those narratives
are incomplete.

Te Nahu Lovell & Co Ltd - H Te Nahu / C Beaumont (Wai 898, #3.3.891(b))

1. At Page 502 of your report you state that ‘By 1910 the Crown had also acquired the
Ruakuri and Aranui Caves, both discovered on land that the Crown had previously
purchased.” What process did the Crown use to purchase this block? What value
mechanisms for compensation were applied? What consultation took place? What
attempts did the Crown make to identify the original owners of this block? Is there
any evidence of these owners protesting to the Crown in relation to the Crown’s
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acquisition of this block? Can you clarify who the Hapu were from which these lands
were taken? Are you aware if any of the land taken included Urupa and any other
sites of significance?

This matter, being beyond the scope of the commission, was not
investigated in detail. It is likely that the answers to the questions raised
will be found in the files held by Archives New Zealand, namely, AANS
6095 W5491 265/ 4/156 1889-1907; and AECB 8615 TO1 162/ 30/45 Part 1
1904-1907. It is also possible that files in the MA-MLP1 series could
assist.

2. At page 504 of your report you state that ‘The Crown appears not to have attempted
to engage with Maori over the development and management of the Caves, and there
is no evidence that it assessed the implications of its decision to acquire the Caves for
Maori business interests and employment prospects. Rather, it sought to appropriate
to itself the sole and full rights of ownership, control, and income, while maintaining
restrictions on private dealing that effectively compromised any hope that Maori
might have entertained of borrowing to develop the attraction.” Are there any
examples in Te Rohe Potae or elsewhere in tourism of the Crown involving Maori in
such ventures?

I am not sufficiently familiar with the development of tourist attractions
and facilities elsewhere to be able to answer that question. There is a large
number of reports that deal with scenic reserves and national parks that
might assist, while He Maunga Rongo: Report on the Central North Island
claims. Wellington: Legislation Direct, 2008, Chapter 15 documents the
Crown’s efforts to acquire tourist attractions in the Central North Island.





