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NEW ZEALAND.

MINUTES OF EVIDENCE IN CONNECTION WITH PETITIONS

RELATING TO

THE NEW ZEALAND NATIVE LAND SETTLEMENT COMPANY,
VIZ., THE PETITIONS OF HEMI WAAKA AND OTHERS, H. E. JOHNSTON AND OTHERS,AND

HENRY GREEN AND ANOTHER.

(For reports of Native Affairs Committee, vide pages 28 and 29 of I.—3.)

Fbiday, 3hd July, 1891.
Mr. W. L. Bees, M.ELB., in attendance and examined.

1. The Chairman.] The Committee is ready to hear any statement you have to make, Mr. Bees,
on the subject of this petition ?—To give a complete statement in detail of the various matters which
enter into the history of the East Coast Native Land Company would be like going through several
volumes.

2. Mr. Carroll.] If Mr. Bees would give theCommitteea short statement explaining the several
stages through which it has passed that would answer every purpose?—Yes; I will make a state-
ment of the principal facts of the case ; that, I think, will do very well. In 1878 the Natives on
the East Coast were anxious to deal with their lands as tribes—not to sell or lease their land as
individuals. After holding various meetings they asked Wi Pere and myself to act with and for
them, and they vested, I think, about 400,000 acres in trust in committees of their own,
to work with Wi Pere and myself. Wi Pere and myself were to act, as a sort of trustees,
with the committees named in the deed of trust for dealing with those lauds. After this was done,
at an expense of about £10,000, these lands were conveyed—about400,000 acres. But the Supreme
Court decided that the Natives had no power to convey land in trust—that such a mode of dealing
with land was not conveyed within the powers of the Native Land Act; so that the whole expense
of the preliminary arrangementswas useless. The Natives then, under my advice, determined to
form an association or company with Europeans, who were to find all necessary means, and to
which association the Natives were to assign their lands for the purpose of settlement—that is,
throwing open their land, with good titles to provide for settlement. The company was formed.
Among the provisional directors were Hon. Major Eopata (who is a member of the Legislative
Council), Colonel Porter, Wi Pere, and several others living in the district. A party of settlers
was brought out by Mr. G. M. Eeed in 1880, and in 1881 the first batch of settlers arrived in the
colony. One of these was a gentleman who is at present a member and President of the Wellington
Chamber of Commerce—Mr. Duncan. These were people possessing ample means to settle on
these lands. But the Native Land Court refused to do anything; they refused to subdivide the
land so that titles could be given in conformity with the arrangementsthat had been made between
the Natives and these settlers. This party waited in Gisborne for three months, attending on the
Land Court day after day, as well as the Native owners; but the Native Land Court declined to do
anything. At last they separated, somegoing to Auckland, someto Wellington, and the rest to other
places. A Bill was then brought into Parliament called the East Coast Settlements Bill, to enable
Natives to have parliamentary sanction to give their own title by law to intending settlers. That
Bill fell through. It was opposed. It was therefore impossible to get anything done. The
company was then enlarged so as to enable a number of Europeans—more than those who had first
joined—to subscribe £100,000 of capital, which was thought necessary to carry out the object of
settling these lands. The Natives assigned the land to the extent of from 180,000 to 200,000 acres.
In furtherance of this object, nearly £100,000 was expended. About £15,000 was paid to the
Governmentby way of Native-land duty and stamp duty; nearly £20,000 was spent in surveys and
other costs of that nature, together with the expense of Natives attending the Court; various
expenses on subdivision for legal costs and interest on money. The whole of the costs, as I have
said, came to about £100,000.- During the next two or three years—from 1880 to 1883-84—the
attempts, all of them attended with expense, to getfrom the Native Land Court good titles under
the existing state of the law were incessant. A Bill was introduced in 1883(I think it was in 1883)
to enable the company to make an arrangement with the Native tribes. That Bill was opposed by
the then Native Minister (the Hon. Mr. Bryce) saying that if this Bill were to pass the government
of the North Island must be handed over to this company. That Bill was withdrawn. It was not
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intended to say that there was anything wrong in the Bill itself, but that it gave too much power.
Such was the natureof the opposition to it. Mr. DeLatour was in charge of theBill. In the mean-
time the expenses of attending the NativeLand Courts in the district, for thepurposeof completing, or
trying to complete,titles, werevery great. Moneys were also expendedby thecompanyin improving
the properties in variousways. Added to all these, the sudden cessation of the demandfor land be-
tween 1881 and 1887helped to delaythe progress of the company. Even on the titles which it had
completed, large sums of moneyhad been advanced by the company for surveys of blocks and in
arranging with the committees of the different Native owners. These moneys had to be raised by
subscriptions paid by European shareholders, or loans raised upon mortgages, which heaped
up interest against the company. At length it was arranged that Wi Pere and myself should pro-
ceed to England, with the view of raising money and obtainingcolonists in England for this land.
I may state that this was in 1878; but up to that time the work of trying to complete titles under
the terribly complicated Acts in foree—Acts which were always changing—had been incessant and
always expensive. We went to England, Wi Pere and myself, a mortgage having been given over
the whole of the properties of the company, for the purpose of arranging the debts then due. The
whole of this property had been assigned to the company by the Maoris for that purpose. We
were proceeding with our work in England, and I believewe would have been successful in obtain-
ing sufficient money to pay off the whole of the mortgage debts, to improve parts of theproperty
by the sale and leasing of other portions of the property, and to bring into the colony numbers of
colonists; but, owing to a telegram—mainly owing to a telegram which was sent to England by
Sir H. Atkinson, then Premier—which telegram was read in the House of Commons, and published
in all theEnglish newspapers,ourhopes of success werecompletely destroyed. The present position,
then, is this: There are large areas of valuable land which would be—if they were cut up or offered
for public lease or sale, every acre—l truly believe, taken up without loss of time, proper reserves
of course having been made for the Natives upon the land. Now, under this mortgage the Govern-
ment have been petitioned by both Maoris and Europeans in the district, as well as all the local
bodies, for some years past praying that the Government should take over these lands and cut them
up with a view to settlement, first making reserves for the Natives upon them.

3. The, Chairman.'] Have proposals been made to that effect?—Yes, for years; all the public
bodies in the district—the Town Council of Gisborne, the County Council of Cook, the Harbour
Board ; in fact, all the public bodies there—have approached the Governmentand theHouses of the
Legislature on this matter, because they have recognised the immense importance of getting this
district settled.

4. Is that since the company fell through which you went Plometo form?—Since and before.
In fact, you could get thousands of names to any petition for this purpose; and if the Government
once took the land over and cut it up for settlementthe lots would be taken up at once.

5. What is the nature of the arrangement into which you wish the Government to enter?—
Simply that they should take overthese lands and cut them up for settlement.

6. Mr. Houston.] They would be valued?—Certainly; they would be valued as lands are
valued for the public works.

6. The Chairman.'] The Government would take themoverupon avaluation if they took them at
all; that wouldbe so ?—The Governmenttoldme they would take them over. In fact, two Ministers
came down to the district to see the land. There are two blocks, the ParamataBlock and the
Pakowhai Block, which were to be taken overwith the sheep on them for £42,000. We could cer-
tainly have made them pay. But the Ministers employed Mr. Aitken Connell to value the land.
Mr. Connell valued these landsat aridiculously lowfigure. He valuedone of these blocks at £10,000.
Now, there was actually an offer of £20,000 for thatblock without the sheep. If it were cut up it
would sell for £25,000. He valued the other—the Paramata Block—at £10,000. lam quite sure
that block would be valued by any valuer in the district swornfor that purpose, when cut up, at
£30,000. These two blocks, lam sure, with the stock on them and 10,000 sheep could be sold, or
bring in interest at 6 per cent., for £60,000. 1 believe that the Government were afraid of the
opposition they might meet with in thisHouse. I think that was the sole reason of theirnot taking
overthese lands. When the Ministers came up and saw the Natives on the subject the Natives
told them everything. In themain, what the Natives said was correct. Of course theyexaggerated
in one or two points. In the main, what they saidwas correct,but thefacts were undoubted. The
Europeans and the Natives workedtogetherin perfect good faith. The former gave theirmoneyand
the latter their lands for the purpose of inducing settlement. Scores of thousands of pounds have
beenpaid with that object. But nothing has been done with the lands through, the action of the
complicated Native-land laws and the non-giving of any assistance by the Government or the Legis-
lature, which they might easily and properly have given; and, through their acting rather as a
hindrance, the whole of the money expendedhas been wasted or gone into the Government coffers.
A sum of £15,000 was paid in duties alone, £20,000 for surveys, from £10,000 to £15,000 as the
costs of Natives in attending the different Courts, in legal expenses of all sorts about £25,000, and
£40,000* was expended in purchasing out the rights of Europeans who had partly completed their
interests. The overdraft at the bank was £150,000.

8. There is more than that on account of overdraft ?—More than that on mortgage. They have
all the land mortgaged.

9. Do youknow what is the extent of the land theyhave now—4oo,oooacres ?—Not now ; that
was under the trust deeds, which were declared invalid; but all these expenses the Natives have
had to bear. The Supreme Court held that the Natives did not hold a title according to European
law; they were told they must deal with their lands as in the NativeLand Act, but the Act didnot
recognise a trust deed ; it merely gave power to sell or lease. Thousands, however, of the Maoris
had signed, and every signature of a Native costs money. Then we had to do the wThole thing over
again.

* This is not nearly as much as was paid.—W. L. Bees.
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10. When the Natives went in with the Europeans, had the Natives titles to their lands then ?
—The Nativeswere owners according to Native custom ; they had no European titles ; they had to
assign to the company. The great object was to get their titles under the control of a corporate
body, which could, under parliamentary sanction, give good titles. If the lawhad not been altered
something could have been done ; or even five years ago, before all this mischief had been done,
something might have been saved. But now the Europeans can hope to get back none of their
money. The Natives must endure some part of the loss; that is also clear. Everything from the
beginning to the end had to be repeated. The explanation of the Government was that they
doubted the figures published in England, and that the object could not be achieved in the time we
said. But if they had only stated that the Government were willing to assist in carrying out a
proper system of colonisation, that by itself would have been a great help. We were treating with
theEnglish Government and several English people of great influence, with whom we could have
made an arrangement under which £300,000 would, I believe, have been guaranteed at 3 per cent.
But directly that telegram from Sir Harry Atkinson was published in the Times, and in all the
leading English, Irish, and Scotch newspapers, the principal men who had gatheredaboutus turned
round on us and said, "Your own Government is against you." Now the money of the European
shareholders is gone. The case is harder upon the Natives than the Europeans, although many of
the Europeans have been almost ruined. The sole ground upon which the Europeans joinedthe
company was for the purpose of a fair investment—that land might be acquired to be cut up for
settlement—andthis couldhave been done successfully. And at first theproposal seemedsuccessful.
But the Natives are now in this position : In no case have they received anything like value for
their land. They have received some small advances.

11. It is stated in thepetition before the Committee that £83,000 had been expended,and an
additional liability incurred to the amount of £150,000 ?—Those figures in the petition are quite
correct. If at any time during the last ten years, even up to two or three years ago, the Govern-
ment orLegislature had undertaken, even under any restrictions whatever, to help, the thing would
have been successful for both European shareholders and Natives; but there was a persistent
resolution, apparently, to do nothing. Now the lands are liable to be sold; the company's interest
i8liable to be sold without any reserves whatever for the Natives.

12. The total liability is £241,168 lls. Bd. ?—That might be reduced by the money, less the
liability, on mortgages. But that is the liability to shareholders and mortgagees together. The
money, however, of the European shareholders is gone without any fault of theirs. The land, if
properly valued, even after reserves for the Maoris are taken out, would very much more than
satisfy the mortgages; they would still bring in a handsomerevenue if cut up and leased or soldfor
settlement.

13. Mr. Houston.'] Do you know the extent of the land thecompany has now ?—About 130,000
acres, under freehold tenure.

14. How do you get freehold tenure?—They obtained it out of the lands which were assigned
by the Natives. The Natives had under covenant a right to take either shares of the company
or the two-thirdsnet value of their respective lands when the company should have disposed of the
land. In all instances, I should state, they had received some small amounts in cash ; the owners
of one block, for instance, received £1,000; of another, £800 ; of another, £500. In fact, in every
instance where the Natives asked for cash they got it; but, knowing that the company was to sell
or lease for them, many of them said, "We will not ask for any more; we will leave the
balance till the land is sold or leased."

15. Mr. Carroll.] The bank holds this 130,000 acres against the liability of the company?—
No ; it is the Assets Companywhich holds them. The position is this : The companyhad advanced
money to a very large amount for surveys of land the title to which is not completed. The real
value of these advances would amount to £30,000 ; that is not included in the assets. Unless some
one were empowered to get it, it could not be got. Thousands of Natives signed as I have stated.
Money was paid to the Natives in all parts—inthe Waikato, and right up the East Coast, at Botorua,
Wairoa, and, I believe, on oneor two blocks in the Wairarapa—for thepurposeof surveys. Advances
were made to Natives to enable them to take their lands through the Court; also for taking over
the interests of Natives in several large blocks, one block containing as many as 40,000 acres. If
the Government took over or empowered some other bodies to take over these lands, and had
assisted in furthering the object of settling them, all these titles could have been completed ; the
full value for these lands could have been obtained, which would recoup the expenses of completing
the titles and repaying the advances. If the lands were taken at a valuation a great number
of the Natives who have interests in them would allow other lands to become security for a
portion, at any rate, of the money advanced. If the titles were made clear in that way Wi
Pere's people, who are very large landholders in the district, and have made great sacrifice of
their lands, would willingly allow of portions of the liability to fall on other lands—that is, if
those lands were once utilised. But the late Native Minister (the Hon. Mr. Mitchelson), I am
told, took up a verypeculiar position. I am told he said that if the Assets Company obtained
judgment against the Natives the Government would not advance money to put the Natives on the
land. But I contend that the proper course would have been that the Government should take
over the lands for settlement or give assistance to any Board that would do so for the same object—-
take overthe lands on behalf of the Natives at a valuation.

16. The Chairman.] If they took over the lands, would they have to take them over on behalf
of Natives and Europeans?—lf the Legislature were to empower the Government, or, through the
Government, would lend assistance to any Board on behalf the Natives, to take overthese lands,
cut them up for settlement—the time must come when these assets would be valuable, and some-
thing might be saved out of the wreck of interests. The Natives would be the first to consider ; but
something might also be saved for the Europeans.

17. What would the Assets Company be prepared to take?—They would only be entitled to
£150,000; the other money is cash expended,
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18. Mr. Houston.] That is gone?—Hopelessly gone.
19. The Chairman.] They could only claim £150,000 ?—I have no doubt that under a proper

arrangement they might take less, for to get possession of all theselands there willbe terriblelitiga-
tion. Terrible hardships will be inflicted. All sorts( of questions can be raised right and left—ques-
tions of law and questions of fact.

2CT Where arethese lands situated ?—Mostly around Gisborne, and in different parts of the East
Coast. [Witness pointed out several of the largerblocks on a map.]

21. Who valued these lands?—Mr. Aitken Connell, and a ridiculous valuation it is. He has
valued some of the land at £2 an acre, for a great part of which £1 an acre annual rental can be got
at any time. Another block he has valued as worth £1 15s. an acre, for parts of which £1 10s. an
acre can be got under lease, and for the worst parts £2 as purchase-money. The average all round
of the whole estate would bring in £1 10s. an acre.

22. Are the titles secured?—They are said to be completed, but titles may be said to be com-
plete when they are only complete under the Native Land Act. That, also, might mean endless
litigation.

23. But if the Government were to take these lands overtherewould still be litigation?—There
could not be any litigation if they could get their titles by statute. It is parliamentary interference
that has taken £80,000 out of the pockets of these people. Everything was perfectly bond fide ;
both parties—Europeans and Natives alike—have acted with wonderful good faith under their
agreements. The Natives all through the North Island regard with considerable sympathy the
position of the Europeans. They arewaiting the result of this last experiment to see whether their
lands can be handed overfor thepurposes of settlement. It is most cruel the mannerin which the
operation of the laws and the actionof the Government have condemned these people to lose their
property. The lands themselves,if takenat avaluation, cut up for settlement, proper reservesbeing
made for the Natives, would be a public benefit. There are people now leaving the district who
would remain if theycould get land to settle on. They are only waiting nowto see whatmay be the
result of this last effort.

24. You say that the 130,000 acres would average £1 10s. an acre all round?—Yes, if properly
cut up.

25. That would be £195,000?—I believe it will bring in good interest on the money they are
valued at. The valuation of Mr. Aitken Connell was simply monstrous. Everybody laughed at it.
We were in treaty for the Pakowhai and Paramata Blocks—one 8,000 acres and the other 5,000
acres—for £42,000. There were 10,000 sheep on them. The sheep alone would have paid the
interest, being depasturedupon the hills. The flat landwould then havebrought in a largesurplus.
If these lands were cut up and offered for lease or sale they would fetch half as much again.

26. Mr. Houston.] What was the area of land when the company was first formed ?—One
hundred and sixty thousand acres freehold tenure, 100,000 acres leasehold; the leasehold is a part
of Mangatu Block No. 1. That leasehold has fallen through, because the company has not paid
any rent. Wi Pere's people are the owners ; they would be only too glad if the Government would
take it overfor settlement; the leasehold could be changed in that case to a freehold tenure. The
Government may, perhaps, intervene so as to prevent any ultimate loss to thepublic. Very strong
language, lam aware, has been used in condemnationof the action taken by the Government. If
the Committee would not mind me making a suggestion I would urge that Parliament should be
recommended to empower the Government either to deal with this matter itself on fair terms, or, if
any Board should be created by Government under new legislation, the Government should assist
such Board towards bringing about the settlement of these lands.

27. Mr. Carroll.] What is the present position? Is it not a fact that some of the titles are in
dispute between the Native owners and the company ?—Yes ; in some cases they are disputing the
titles. That, however, is a mere matter of law.

28. Would you express any opinion on the subject?—l am not prepared to give an opinion on
that subject. Owingto thecomplicated state of the Native-land laws, through constantalteration, it
is dangerous to give an opinion as to theposition of Native land.

29. But you say that some of the titles are disputed ?—Yes ; but I think the Committee should
bear in mind this fact: that where a deed is disputed that alone would be a strong argument with
the Assets Company to strike downwards the amount they would require, so as to leave a less
balance lying on the land.

30. Do you think there is a possibility of coming to an amicable arrangement between the
parties all through ?—Yes ; I think that if the Government would step in and treat, the whole thing
could be arranged. Ido not say that theEuropeans would get back all their money or the Natives
all their land.

31. There must be give and take on all sides ?—Yes ; otherwise it cannot be done. If it were
done it would be an immense boon to the whole district. The Chairman of this Committee knows
the district well, and can corroborate what I say.

32. The Chairman.'] Yes; the subject has been brought before me by the local authorities
there. Has Mr. Eees any further information to give the Committee ?—lf the Government were
authorised to deal with the matter they could meet as an umpire between all parties. The whole
thing could be arranged either through the corporatebodies or by themselves.

33. Mr. Carroll.] Was there an attempt made by the lateGovernmentto dealwith theselands?—
Yes. In theBank of New Zealand,in Auckland, Mr. Murray, Mr. Mitchelson, and myself to a certain
extent agreed about these two;blocks I have mentioned, but they were frightened at the low valua-
tion made by Aitken Connell. They were also afraid of the opposition in the House; that is the
long and the short of it. The ten thousand sheep would have paid the interest. The whole of the
sheep would have been kept on the hilly side of the land ; the whole of the flat land could be cut
up for leasing and reserve. The whole thing was perfectly safe and sound. A compromise could
have been made with the Assets Company for the other lands,
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34. Was there not this involvedin it: that the Assets Company would not reduce their claim;
that theyrefused to reduce it ?—I do not think they refused actually to reduce ; they would not
reduce to the low amount the Government offered. The Assets Company, I believe, had an offer
of a larger amount.

35. The Chairman.'] It appears to me to be a small price, if the average valueof the land is what
has beela stated?—No doubt the Government would have to safeguard themselves under any
arrangementwhich they might make. There would be a loss, no doubt, all round, but there would
be no total loss.

36. Mr. Taipua.] Is it your wish that the Government should take over these lands and cut
them upfor settlement ?—Yes, for this reason : that the Natives will save a portion of their land
instead of its being sold under the mortgage. The Government or a Board, a corporate body, could
settle the whole business. All parties would benefit, and considerable litigation would be avoided.

37. Do you think if the Government were to do as you desire, that would result in great
loss to the colony ?—No; because the Governmentwould only take the land over at a valuation.

38. Do you think that theresult would be favourable to the Natives of the districts where these
lands are situated if the Government took over these lands'?—Yes, I do.

39. Mr. Kapa.] Do you think the Maoris would obtain much benefit if the Government were to
take over these lands, and in place of the company were to carry out the arrangementyou have
described?—The company (the East Coast Settlement Company) cannot carry out the arrange-
ment, because the company has spent all its money; but the Government could partially do so.

40. Would the Government do as much for the Maoris as the company would have done ?—
It could not put them in as good a position as they had before, because the money has been lost;
but this loss might be wiped off in the course of some years. The Government would be able to
managethe land without the costs a.nd other expenses that aEuropean company wouldhave to meet.

Wednesday, Bth July, 1891.
Mr. Wi Pebe examined.

41. The Chairman.'] Will you make a statement to the Committee, as briefly as you possibly
can, of the main features of the case ?—I presume that Mr. Eeeshas stated most of the facts relating
to this matter. I will simply supplement what Mr. Eees has stated by making a short statement.
The object of handing over these lands to a company was to have them settled.

42. I wish to explain to you that Mr. Eees gave evidence regarding the company's land, and
your petition is altogether on a different subject ?—I wish to give evidence upon Mr. Green's
petition, and afterwards give evidence regarding my own petition. Immediately after these lands
were handed over to the company all sorts of trouble and difficulty cropped up. Many of these
difficulties were caused by the state of the law. In spite of all the efforts made, this question is still
in a very unsatisfactory state. The shareholders have received no benefit whatever, nor have the
Maoris. On the other hand, the Natives have suffered very deeply on account of the loss of their
land. No use has been made of the lands, which was the real object in handing them over to the
company. The whole of the money raised by the company has been expended in paying salaries
and meeting other expenses,but the Natives received no share, oronlya very small portion. As these
troubles went on increasing, Mr. Eees and myself determined to go to England. On arrival there,
certain people consented to advance money to take these lands out of the hands of the bank. The
negotiations were almost completed when a telegram was sent by the Premier of New Zealand,
finding fault with our mission. The result was that thepeople who had promised to help us were
afraid to do so, so we came bacl: to thecolony. I came to Wellington to see Sir Harry Atkinson,
andremonstrated with him for sending such a telegram. I asked him who was to relieve my
peopleif all their lands were taken. The Premier replied, that he would back up the Natives ; he
would assist them. I then asked him to cable to Mr. Rees, in England, withdrawinghis first telegram.
This was in the evening. He said he would cable next morning. Next morning I waitedupon the
Premier at his residence with a companion, when he told me that Mr. Eees had started for New
Zealand four days previously ; that it would be best now to wait tillMr. Eees arrivedin the colony,
when a settlement would be made. I sent a letter to wait on Mr. Eees at Hobart, asking him not
to quarrel in any waywith the Premier, as I had already interviewed him, and to leave the matter
in my hands. Subsequently, the Native Minister (Mr. Mi-tchelson), and the Hon. Mr Eichardson
came to see us at Gisborne. They inspected the lands in question, with a view to the Government
taking them over. Eventually the Government went out of office, and Ido notknow whetherany-
thing further was done. I have just been informed that these lands will be offered for sale by the
bank on this very day ; but the bank has been requested to stay its hand for the present. Ido not
for a moment agree that the companyhas obtained all these lands properly. They have no right to
some of theblocks ; they have no legal right; and the company are responsible for the trouble
which has come upon the Natives through their want of energy in making use of the lands handed
over to them. Some of the lands are restricted; but on account of the desire of the Native owners
to reap somebenefit from these lands they handed them over, notwithstanding the restrictions. In
spite of all these troubles, I am most anxious that a satisfactory settlement shall be made. I
wish the Government to intervene and take these landsout of thehands of thecompany by making
some arrangementwith the company. I believe the Government could get the lands by paying a
portion of the money claimed to have been advanced. Ido not admit the correctness of the whole
of the liabilities to the bank ; they have been greatly exaggerated. When I say that I would like
the Government to take the lands over I do not mean that the Government should acquire them
entirely to-the exclusion of the Natives, because th.ese are the only lands ownedby a great number
of Natives. These blocks comprise the whole of their lands, and it was only on account of their
desire to see them put to a good use that induced them to hand them over to the company. What
I mean is that the Government should advance sufficient money to pay off the claim of the bank,
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and any further sums required to bring the lands into profitable use, by which arrangement the
Government could recoup themselves out of the profits. I will be prepared, on behalf of certain
hapus of mine, to hand over other blocks of land as security, in order to strengthen the hands of
the Government, lest they should fear that the security was not good enough to advance the neces-
sary money on. I believe other Native owners would do the same. Notwithstanding the bank
consider .they should get a sum of £100,000, they are not entitled to anything like that amount;
and, seeing that they have not got a legal title to much of this land, I believe they would take a
very much snaaller sum. lamin a position myself to cause the bank a great deal of trouble, and
if I find them taking arbitrary measures to sell the lands I will considermyselffree to oppose them.
My earnest desire is that the Government shall take the matter up and out of the hands of the
bank, and to act in concert with the Native owners. If nothing is done great sufferings will come
upon the Natives. If the matter is taken up in the manner I suggest, then, I believe, good results
will follow to all concerned. I shall not agree to the whole claim of the company being paid—that
is, their claim for salaries and other expenses—because they did not fulfil the agreementmade with
the Natives who handed the land over in good faith. I have nothing further to say, because Mr.
Eees has made a long statement. I firmly believe that if the Government took the matter in hand
a satisfactory arrangementcan be made, so that the colony will be benefited and the Natives saved
from utterly losing their land. I think the Government are responsible, because they interfered
with our mission to England, and prevented it becoming a success. It is not as though I went to
England in an underhand manner, as I waited upon the Native Minister before starting, and
explained the object of our mission, which he heartilyapproved of, and wished me success. I repeat
again that if nothing is done by the Government a great number of Natives will lose their land.

43. Do you know Mr. Green, the petitioner ?—I am not sure that I know the petitioner, I
never knew until just now that they had sent apetition. I suppose the purport of the petition is
that they be paid for their losses. The company never expended anything like the sum of
£155,321.

44. Mr. Kapa.] Were you not a shareholder of this company ?—I was a director of this com-
pany at first; but afterwards they tookan entirely differentcourse, in which I hadno part, and ceased
to act. At the time I speak of I did see small sums paid to the Natives occasionally. Being
interested I could not take any money myself.

Wednesday, 29th July, 1891.
Hemi Waaka in attendance and examined.

45. The Chairman.] If you have anything to explain or to add to your petition you are at
liberty to make such statement or explanation ?—The principal points are set forth in the petition.

46. Will you be good enough to state from the commencement the transactions mentioned in
your petition?—Mr. Bees first appeared on the scene somewhere about or before the year 1878.
He came to Poverty Bay district with Karaitiana Takamona and called a very large meeting of all
the Poverty Bay Natives to take place at Toroa, near Waerenga-a-hika. The object of Eees com-
ing to the district was to give us his opinion with regard to the land-negotiations of Europeans in
the district. Wi Pere stood up and explainedthe nature of the transactions which had takenplace,
Mr. Eeed having bought some Native land there. Mr. Eees gave it as his opinion that land which
had been paid for in spirits, in stores, and food gave no title ; that the transaction was illegal.
Another circumstance which he said made sales of Native land illegal was that the shares of the
Native owners had not been subdivided. It was this advice of Mr. Eees which made the Natives
of the district long to have him for their solicitor. Believing him to be a lawyer and a man of
knowledge we thought that what he said was true. We did not hand overour land to him at that
meeting. He called another large meeting at Wharaurangi and made the same speech. He called
another meeting at a place called Te Kaiparo, where he made a similar statement to the Natives.
The whole of the Natives became deeply impressed with what Mr. Eees told them, believing the
previous sales were illegal. Afterwards, in the year 1878, Mr. Eees came to our settlement at
Muriwai.

47. Hon. Mr. Mitchelson.] Is that near the PakowhaiBlock ?—Yes.
48. The Chairman.] That was in the earlypart of 1878, but he subsequently came by himself.

He called a meeting of the grantees of Pakowhai Maraetaha, (adjoining Pakowhai), which is occupied
by Mr. Woodbine Johnson. TeKuri was another block. The Natives explainedto Mr. Eees thatall
these lands were leased to Mr. Johnson ; that his leasehad to run for two years more. Mr. Johnson
had bought several sharesin Maraetaha,Pakowhai,and TeKuri Blocks ; p.lso in afourth andadjoin-
ing block called Tangotete. Mr. Johnson had paid for all these shares in cash. As I have already
stated, the people all assembled to meet Mr. Eees, and he asked us to hand over the whole of these
blocks for him to administer. He advised us to select seven of our number as a committee, includ-
ing myself and others named in the petition. These were selected. For some time previous to this
Mr. Johnson had been urging us to come to some amicablearrangement, and give him a piece of
land in Maraetaha in satisfaction of his purchases in the four blocks. He thought that getting his
land in oneblock would be better for us all, and would save trouble. Some of our people would not
agree, but it was afterwards arranged that Mr. Johnson was to get a certain portion of Maraetaha,
and so leave the other threeblocks absolutely free for the Natives. The reason we agreed to hand
over the land to Mr. Eees was because he stated that we wouldget it back. He told us that if we
handedover the land to him he. and Wi Pere would execute a covenant by which they were all to
get back a portion of it. He told us that although we were handing the land over to him, yet the
committee would retain the real authority over it; and that it would rest with the committeeto
lease it or put it to any other use. He made all~these statements to the people assembled there.
It was on account of thesepromises that all the owners signed an agreement handing over the land
to Mr, liees, he having clearly promised that the management would rest with the committee, All
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the people agreed. Those who had given up interests in the Maraetaha Block asked to have
shares in the other blocks as arranged. Under this arrangement 3,000 acres of the Maraetaha,
called TeKopua, which was in excess of the portion required to satisfy Mr. Johnson's claim, was to
be handed back to us, and Mr .Bees also told us that Mr. Johnson would pay us £3,000 in addition.
He didnot explain to us that the £3,000 was for purchase of shares, but simply that it was part of
the arrangement. Mr. Eees said that this moneybelonged to the people ; that the committeemust
take it and place it in the bank ; that they would get 6 per cent, for it; and that it would bring us
in £180per annum; but we never saw what became of the money.

49. Hon. Mr. Mitchclson.] Have you received any interest ?—No; we have never received
either principal or interest. It was then suggested that Mr. Johnson's interest in Maraetaha
should be bought by us, he being willing to take £40,000 for land, stock, and everything else. We
were agreeable to this arrangement. Mr. Eees said he could obtain the money from the bank.
The agreementwas entered into with Mr. Johnson. The money was to be paid to him in two
years and a half, and in default of payment he was to keep the land. Subsequently Mr. Eees
invited all the members of the committee to go to his office in Gisborne. He told us that the
object of his sendingfor us was to execute a mortgage to raise £10,000 on the Pakowhai Block. I
asked him what this money was for, and he replied that it was to provide for the sinews of war in
carrying on theproceedings relating to the otherblocks—Whataupoko, Kaiti, Mangatu, Paremata,
Uawa, Mangaheia, and other blocks, which the company were negotiating for. Pakowhai, he said,
was to be givenfor a security—a matter of form—that the whole of this money would be recouped
to the Natives out of the other blocks. The Committee then agreed to his proposals, and signed
their names.

50. Under the belief that Pakowhai was not to be responsible?—Yes; because we were told
that all this money should be returned to us out of the other blocks ; that Pakowhai would not be
embarrassed. The moneys were obtained from the trustees of Eeed's estate. The solereason of
our agreeing to this mortgage was that Mr. Eees positively told us Pakowhai was to stand free.
We would never have agreed to it had we known that Pakowhai would be taken or sold. The
committee donot understand how the company obtained possession of Pakowhai, because we never
signed any transfer of it to the company.

51. Did not the Natives appoint Mr. Eees and Wi Pere sole trustees of that land?—Yes ; we
did appoint Mr. Eees and Wi Pere trustees, to act jointly with us, the Committee.

52. Was it not understood by the Natives that they were not to act without the consent of the
committee?—Yes ; they were appointed on the understanding that they were only to act with the
consent of the committee. The two years and a half, at the end of which it had been arranged
that Johnson would be paid, elapsed without anything being done.

53. The Chairman.} You state in the petition that the period was two years. You say, "An
agreementwas drawn up that £40,000 should be paid to Johnson at theend of two years." How is
that ?—I am not sure whether it is two years or two years and a half. In the year 1882 a relative
—Hamiora Mangakahia—came to Gisborne. He told us that disaster would result to us
from these negotiations with Mr. Eees ; that we would lose our land. He had seen articles in the
newspapers which made him believe that would be the result. It was about this time that our
connection with the company ceased. We tried to find some way of getting out of our difficulty,
and webrought an action against Mr. Eees and Wi Pere. Hamiora assisted us in preparing the
case for the Supreme Court. The people collected £3000 towards the expense. We employed a
solicitor from Auckland named Earl, and placed all the information in his hands. In 1883 he
(Earl) came to Gisborne again, and he kept on until 1884. We could never understand why the
case was not taken into Court; but, the whole of our money being exhausted, the case was never
heard. In the year 1888 Mr. Eees and Wi Pere then suggested that they should go to England
to raise the money, and they came to us to ask the committee's assent, explaining that if they
should be successful they could set our lands free. We agreed, and signed a document authorising
them to act on our behalf. Every one knows the result, or rather the want of result, of their going
to England. We had great misgivings in authorising Mr. Eees and Wi Pere to act for us in raising
money in England ; but they were sure.

54. It does not matternow. You signed the agreement at all events?—Yes ; I think I have
touched on all the principal matters connected with this subject. The Maoris have never received
one sixpence out of the £10,000 raised.

55. Mr. Houston.] What became of it?—l suppose it was spent by Mr. Eees and Wi Pere in
travellingabout. They went to England by steamer and travelled about. I placed 1,000 sheep on
Pakowhai in 1883, but the company came and drove them off. In 1885 I again placed sheep on
that land, but the company again drove them off.

56. The Chairman.] Were you a member of the company yourself?—No.
57. Were you not a shareholder ?—No ; nor did I receive any scrip.
58. Hon. Mr. Mitchelson.] In this Pakowhai Block, I understand, the Natives never got either

money or scrip ?—None of the owners in this block became shareholders in the company. They
neverreceived scrip nor any money.

59. The Chairman.] Or cheque ?—No.
60. Hon. Mr. Mitchelson.] Do you say that neither you nor any member of the committee

everreceived any part of the £3,000 paid by Johnson, nor of the £10,000 raisedunder the agreement?
—We have neverreceived any portion of the £3,000 or of the £10,000. We do not know what
became of it.

61. Have neither you nor any other member of the committee anyknowledge-what has become
of the £3,000 ?—None of the committee know what was done with that money. We asked Mr.
Eees over and over again to give an explanation how that money was spent. He never did so.
Mr. Carroll will corroborate what I say about demanding an account of that money.

62. Mr. Houston.] Has anything been explained about the £10,000 ?—Nor was any explana-
tion given us about this money. I never heard anything about it.
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63. Hon. Mr. Mitchclson.] This £3,000 was trust money, the interest to be paid to the Natives?
—Yes.

64. And the £10,000 on Pakcwhai was, if I understand you, for laying a foundation towards
freeing the other blocks?—That is so.

65. The Chairman : You have stated that Mr. Rees invited the members of the committee to
goto hisjDffice and executea mortgagetoraise £10,000 ; thatyou asked Mr. Eees whatthat money was
for, and that Mr. Eees said it was for " sinews of war" to carry on the proceedings for different
other blocks?—Yes.

66. Will you explainwhat the "proceedings" which were to be carriedon against those other
blocks?—We supposed at the time it was to pay for surveys and other expenses connected with
those other blocks. Some of these blocks—notably, Whataupoko had to be surveyed and sold.

67. Then, you did not understand it was for legal proceedings ?—Mr. Eees may have had some
such intention, but it was not explained to the Committee that any part of the £10,000 was to be
used in legal expenses.

68. Then before you signed the mortgage you were satisfied that the £10,000 was to go in
surveys and other expenses, was that it ?—I understood that this money was to be used in carrying
on other blocks—for laying down grass and otherwise improving them.

69. Did you think at that time that these lands were the property of the company ?—I knew
that the blocks were in possession of the company ; that the Native owners had received scrip in
Whataupoko and otherblocks.

70. Mr. BucMand.] Did you know before you got there why Mr. Eees had sent foryou to come
to his office ?—We had no idea what Mr. Eees wanted us for until we reached his office.

71. The Chairman.] Was this £10,000 advanced by the bank?—No, from Eeed's trustees; it
wasraised under the mortgage. We thought he wxanted us in connectionof some other matter ; but
when we got there we found it was to execute a mortgage on the Pakowhai.

72. Hon. Mr. MitcJtelson.] Did you or any other member of thecommittee ever imagine that the
£3,000 placed in the bank was to be expendedby the company on the other blocks ?—lt was never
supposed by any of us that this £3,000, or any portion of it, would be used by the company. We
understood it was to be put in the bank. All we did was to count the number of years and the
interest accrued for those years.

73. Mr. Buchland.} How7 do you know it is not in the bank now ?—We have a suspicion that
there is none of it in the bank now.

74. Are you arelation of Wi Pere's?—Yes, I am a relation of Wi Pere's.
75. The Chairman.] Was it Wi Pere or Mr. Eees that induced youto sign this mortgage '.'—Mr.

Eees.
76. Hon. Mr. MitcJielson,.] Did Wi Pere or Mr. Eees not tell you that that money had been

expended in erecting bridges and making roads through the blocks—1 mean the £3,000 ?—No ;we
were never told that by Wi Pere or Mr. Eees.

77. The Chairman.] Have therebeen bridges erected or roads made through these blocks?—
The making of roads in Whataupoko Block was a different matter. A mortgage was raised on
3,000 acres at Te Kopua, in the Marataha Block, amounting to £1,600, which we were told was to
be spent in building a bridge Whataupoko. We were told that the building of this bridge would
recoup us the £1,600, and our 3,000 acres would be set free.

78. Hon. Mr. Mitchclson.'] That is gone too, in the same way?—Those 3,000 acres
are lost to us also. We were paid £80—that is, one year's interest on the £1,600. We were told
that the interest would be paid yearly ; but no other money has been paid to us.

79. Was the committee formed by the Natives told by Wi Pere or Mr. Eees that it was their
intention, as soon as they became trustees of the Pakowhai Block, they wouldhandovertheblock to
the company?—When the arrangements were first made with Mr. Eees there was no mention of a
companyat all; but after we had all signed and appointed them trustees, then the company was
raised—was got together.

80. Do you say no mention was made of the existence of any company?—No mention was
made of the existence of any company at first ; it was only when the talk about raising the
£40,000 to pay Johnson took place that we heard about a company.

81. Why did you allow the £3,000 from Johnson to remain in the hands of Wi
Pere and Eees ? Why did not you and the rest of the committee take it into your own hands and
deal with it yourselves ?—Mr. Eees told us that the £3,000 was to be placed in the
bank, and that we were to drawthe interest at 6 per cent. We were under the impression that it
was safe in the bank, and that the interest was mounting up.

82. When you found that the interest was not being paid, why did you not ask that the money
should be refunded?—We never asked for it to be paid to us yearly; if we had asked we would
perhaps have been told it was notavailable; however, we did not ask for it.

83. What was the inducement held out to you by Wi Pere and Mr. Eees for the purpose of
leading you to appoint them trustees?—Are you asking the reasons which made us sign the agree-
ment in the first instance or afterwards ?

84. When you were asked to sign over the land, what was the inducement held out to you by
Wi Pere and Mr. Eees to sign the agreement?—We were induced to sign the agreement handing
over the land to Eees and Wi Pere because they told us that we could get the land back from Mr.
Johnson; that full power and authority would be invested in the committee.

85. What was the consideration money for signing this deed of agreement ?—Five shillings ;
that was the consideration moneymentioned in the deed.

86. The Chairman.] Which you say you never got; that is stated in the petition; was it ss.
each ?—I do not know whether it was ss. a share, ni whether it was 55., but we nevergot it.

87. Hon. Mr. Mitchdson.] Will you tellus whether, in respect of theblocks now in possession
of the bank, the Natives have received moneyor scrip?—I believe that in the caseof TeKopua Block
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the owners never received any money or scrip, but I cannot speak with any certainty except as re-
gards our own blocks.

88. Are there any other blocks in respect of which you want the Government to give you
relief?—They arementioned in the petition.

89. What is it the petitioners want? Is it that the Government should look into this matter
and seeif anything can be done to get back these lauds for you and the other'Nativo owners ?—We
wish the Government to see and consider these matters ; to see if we cannot be paid honestly for our
land, or to get some portion of it back.

90. Mr. Carroll.] You hope that the Government will give you some relief ?—Yes. The
proceedings in the Supreme Court failed for want of money to carry on.

91. Mr. Kapa.] How many times did you sign away land to Mr. Eees and Wi Pere?—Three
times.

Thursday, 30th July, 1891.
Banieba Tueoa in attendance and examined.

92. The Chairman.] There are two otherpetitions besides thatof Hemi Waaka—-namely, those
of H. E. Johnson and Henry Green. We are taking these three petitions together. You are
aware that Hemi Waaka gave evidence yesterday ?—I do not see why I should give evidence as
regards Hemi Waaka's petition. I came to give evidence about a separate block altogether—that
is, about the Kaiparo Block. This was the first land that we handed over to Mr. Eees. It was in
1878, in March or April of that year, that Mr. Eees and Wi Pere called a Native meeting at Wai-

rangahika, and asked us to give them this land (the Kaiparo Block) to take care of for fear that if
it were left in the hands of the Natives they would sell or mortgage it, and the Native owners
would suffer in consequence. Mr. Eees informed us that the mortgage which Mr. Eeed had over
the block was, in effect, illegal (rotten), because of the food, flour, spirits which had been advanced
to the Natives.

93. Mr. Carroll.] The land was under mortgage at the time?—Yes; it was mortgaged to Mr.
Eeed. I should like to explain something that took place before this meeting. I will therefore
make a short explanation. In 1876 I took exception to my wife having mortgaged this land; I
disapproved of that, so I took possession of it, fenced it, and Captain Eeed was unable to oppose
me occupying the land. That was the position of affairs when this meeting called by Mr. Eees
took place at Wairangahika. At that meeting Mr. Eees explained what steps ought to be taken
with regard to this block. He told us that if the land were handed over to himself and Wi Pere
they would put it to good use—that they would subdivide, sell, and lease different portions of it for
the benefit of the Native owners. He told us that if this proposal were carried the money would
flow into our pockets like water running out of a bucket. This statement made us consent to
handing over the land (literally, " the words entered into our hearts, and made us think they were
very good "), and a document was prepared and signed by the Natives handing overthe land to
Mr. Eees and Wi Pere. Subsequently they handed over the land to the company. Afterwards
Mr. Eees suggested that a committee should be appointed to assist him and Wi Pere in
administering the land. I was one of the committee selected. After the committeewas selected
Mr. Eees invited us to go to his office at Gisborne. He advised us to set apart a portion of this
block for the purpose of leasing, so that we would be able to get money to carry on as regards the
rest of theblock. Wo agreed to set apart CO acres for that purpose. This was done. (It was
leased.) At the same time Mr. Eees told us that this Kaiparo Block should be given as security for
the moneys that were to be raised to administer the other blocks, the property of the company.
He proposed that a mortgage should be raised on the Kaiparo Block to build a bridge from the
township of Gisborne across the river to the Whataupoko Block. I think the amount of money
proposed to be raised by the mortgage of the Kaiparo Block was £3,000 ; but I am not quite sure.
He said that after the bridge should be built, the Whataupoko Block should be cut up into sections
and disposed of by auction; that this would recoup us for the money raised on Kaiparo Block (out
of the proceeds of the sale). We, the committee, agreed to theseproposals. The bridge wasbuilt,
the Whataupoko land was disposed of, and occupied by Europeans. In 1883 the committee became
apprehensive as to our position ; we believed, or began to see, that we had injured ourselves. We
then went to Mr. Eees's office in Gisborne, and asked him to give us accounts showing the amount
of money raised on the Kaiparo Block. We wished to find out how much of the money had been
expendedin carrying on his office—that is, in payment of salaries and that sort of thing. We
wished to get a statement of accounts, so that when we ascertained the amount due we could let a
portion of the Kaiparo to pay this liability. He did not give us accounts; he gave us no statement
at all.

94. Do you say that Mr. Eees had the managementof the company then, or had it passed into
other hands?—Mr. Eees was still managing.

95. Hon. Mr. Mitchelson.] That was in 1883?—But afterwards the managementpassed into
other hands ; at all events, we looked to Mr. Eees; he was the onewe spoke to ; he was our friend.

96. Mr. Carroll.] The one you were intimate with.
97. The Chairman.] He was the person you looked to. That is very much the same ?—ln 1886

Wi Pere and a Native named Te Peka Kerekere asked us to lease them a portion of the Kaiparo
Block for three years. The committee agreed to that. That was the time when Mr. De Latour
was managing for the company. Wi Pere asked for 100 acres to be leased to him. Ec got it.
The leaseran for the time fixed, but we never obtained any money for either of these leases. We
received no money from the first lease of 60 acres, nor from the second lease,although we were told
we were to get an income from these leases. In the year 1888 a statement of liability was given
showing the position of each block, this one included. We, the owners, then found that this land
had been disposed of(killed).

2—l. 3a.
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98. An Hon. Member.] Sold ?—That it had been handed over to the company, who disposed of
it to the bank.

99. Mr. Carroll: Transferred to the company, and mortgaged by the company to the bank?—
The owners of this block neverreceived any money on account of it. With regard to some other
blocks, it is stated that money was paid to the owners; but that was not so in this case.

100. Hon. Mr. Mitchelson.] Did you receive any scrip in the company?—No.
10t. The Chairman.] What was the extent of that Kaiparo Block?—-Three hundred acres, but

it was subdivided.
102. Was that handed over to Mr. Eees and Wi Pere ?—Yes.
103. What was the mortgage that Mr. Reed (Captain Eeed) had on it ?—I do not know the

exact money raised on it, but I think it was £3,000 for building thebridge.
104. But before the bridge was built it wasmortgaged to Eeed ?—I cannot give you the amount

of Eeed's claim, because it was for goods supplied.
105. Hon. Mr. Mitchelson.] Was it a mortgage or was it money advanced for goods ?—The

term used was " mortgage."
106. The Chairman.] How many grantees were there in this block ?—There were, perhaps,

between thirty and fifty owners.
107. Had these owners signed any document to Captain Eeed supposed to be amortgage ?—All

I know is that Mr. Eeed advanced my wife five pounds' worth of clothes and goods, but I do not
know whether she signed any mortgage in his favour.

108. You were not a grantee yourself?—No.
108a. Then, when you speak of attending these meetings of Mr. Eees, are you speaking of

what others told you? If you were not a grantee, I presume you would not attend the meeting?—l
thought you were asking me about the meeting held in Mr. Eeed's time; but, in regard to the meet-
ings with Mr. Eees, I attended those meetings.

109. Hon. Mr. Mitchelson.] Were you a member of the committee?—Yes ; I was a member of
the committee for that block.

110. The Chairman.] You represented your wife, who was one of the grantees?—Yes ; I
represented my wife and her relatives.

111. Hon. Mr. Mitchelson.] Did not the committeeknow that it was proposed to transfer this
block and other blocks to the East Coast Land Company ?—The committee understood from what
Mr. Eees said that it was intended to hand over these lands to the company; but Mr. Eees and
Wi Pere said that the land was to be given to themselves to take careof.

112. How could that be if they were going to hand over the land to the Bast Coast Land
Company ?—Mr. Eees told us that if we handed overthe land to them it would be cut up into small
sections and leased and farmed for the benefit of the Native owners.

118. Mr. Carroll.] At the time this block was handed over to WiPere and Mr. Eees, was there
not a good dealof litigation going onin consequenceofEoed's mortgagesoverthese lands ? Was there
not a groat deal of contention and fighting about it?—There was.

114. Who was acting for the Natives in the Supreme Court?—Mr. Eees.
115. Was it understood at the time the Natives handed over the Kaiparo Block to Mr. Eees

and Wi Pere that they were to " fight off" or " clear off" Eeed's mortgagesfrom that block ?—Yes,
that is so.

116. Do you know whether they did it?—Yes, they did so.
117. The Chairman.] Did what?—Cleared off Eeed's mortgages.
118. You say that in 1888 was the first time you knew the true position of the Kaiparo Block—■

when the accounts wereshown to you ?—Yes.
119. You then discovered that the company had mortgaged all the property that was in their

hands to the Bank of New Zealand ?—-Yes.
120. And included in the list was Kaiparo ?—Yes.
121. Mr. Carroll.] Was that the first time thatyoubecame aware thatKaiparo, that, in fact, all

theseblocks were singly andcollectively liable for the wholeof this mortgage?—Yes.
122. Were you not before then under the impression that each individual block had to carry its

own proper share ?—Up to that time we were under the impression that each block should bear its
own liability, and no more.

123. Mr. Eees explained to you about the Whataupoko Block, to the effect that the liability to
the Kaiparo Block was to be readjusted by the sale of the Whataupoko Block?—Yes.

124. And then you discovered that all these blocks, individually and collectively, were liable to
the whole mortgage. Did the Natives make any proposition or suggestion as to the way of getting
out of the difficulty?—We did.

125. Who was itrepresented the bank on that occasion?—I do not remember.
126. Was it Mr. Whyte ?—Yes; Mr. J. B. Whyte.
127. What proposition did the Maoris make to him?—The Maoris said that each block should

bear its own liability.
128. Hon. Mr. Mitchelson.] Did the Native owners join with the company in remortgaging all

these properties to the bank, or didthey join in the one mortgage?—No.
129. Mr. Bees.] The committees did; there were twenty meetings at least which the witness

attended with others. (To witness) That was so ?—Perhaps Ido not understand the question.
The Chairman : The witness states that the Maoris did not join in the mortgage to the bank.
Mr. Carroll: The bank wanted to get a clear mortgage, and, for the purpose of getting that,

when Mr. J. B. Whyte went to Gisborne the Natives were called together.
130. The Chairman.] That was about the time Wi Pere and Mr. Eees went to England ?—

About that time arrangements were made for Wi Pere and Mr. Eees to go to England; some
Natives joined in the mortgage to the bank. I dicl not.

The Chairman: This man was not a grantee, and, of course, could not.
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131. Mr. Carroll.'] Full powers were given to the committees; he was a member of this par-
ticular committeehe speaks of: do you rememberthe Maoris making any proposition to Mr. J. B.
Whyte as to the way out of these proceedings ?—

132. Hon. Mr. Mitchelson.] For the relief of the Natives?—
133. Mr. Carroll.] Apart from the suggestion that each block should bear its own cost ?—I do

notknow; some of the Natives may have made offers.
134. Did not the Natives at that meeting say they werequite willing to make a sacrifice of land

if the bank would make an equal sacrifice in money?—Yes.
135. What wouldfyou suggestnow? Have you any suggestion to make ? Have you any sugges-

tion in your ownmind as to what should nowbe done?—Wethink the Governmentshould intervene if
it is possible for themto do so. Then, if the Governmentthinkit is not possible, to give us a decided
answer.

136. In what way do you think the Government should settle this matter ? How should they
act suppose they took this business over?—We think the Government might see its wayto pay off
the liability to the bank.

137. Hon. Mr. Mitchelson.] Do you know that it amounts to £140,000 or £150,000?—If it is
so much, then the Government might see its way to resell a portion of the land.

138. Mr. Carroll.] Were not you and theother Natives willing, in 1888, in the presence of Mr.
J. B. Whyte, to sacrifice half the land ?—Yes ; I have said so.

139. Mr. Ka2oa.] What amount of money was fixed as the liability of the Kaiparo Block?—Ido
not recollect the amount.

140. Mr. Bees.] In relation to the Kaiparo Block, there was a mortgage signed by the owners to
Captain Reed ?—-Perhaps there was.

141. Had not the majority of the Native owners in that block sold also to Captain Seed ?—The
mortgage was a sale.

142. Besides the mortgage, were there not fresh deeds of sale to Captain Eeed?—I do not
know..

143. The Chairman.] You say they mortgaged to Captain Eeed, and that Mr. Eees told them
that Eeed's mortgage was illegal: that is what you said?—Yes ; I did say that.

144. Mr. Bees.] Did I not tell the Natives distinctly at their public meetings that the
mortgages were illegal, where spirits, guns, ammunition, or things of that sort had been given as the
consideration—they should dispute such trasaction as illegal; but that where a proper considera-
tion was given, such as food, I would not dispute suchtransaction, whether of mortgage or sale ;but
these things—spirits, guns, ammunition—were illegal?—Mr. Eees toldus that in case ofanymortgage
where guns or spirits or goods had been supplied it was illegal.

145. Did I use the word " goods?" Was it not "where spirits, guns, and ammunition " were
given?—-Yes; you used the words " guns," " ammunition," and "spirits."

146. Do you remember the large public meeting which Karaitiana, Wi Pere, and myself
attended ?—Yes.

147. Did not the Natives request me to come from Napier to Gisborne in orderto take the
management of their lands in the Poverty Bay district?—lt was Wi Pere who invited you.

148. Did not the invitation proceedfrom those who spoke at those meetings, not only Wi Pere,
but from the Native chiefs ?—I do notknow that all the Native chiefs asked you at this meeting to
come from Napier and take the management of their lands. I know that when you did come to
Gisborne Wi Pere held a meeting at Wairangahika, which I and others attended ; it was a very big
meeting.

149. Were there not other meetings held in different places—large meetings ?—Yes, there
were.

150. Did not the Natives agree among themselves to act unitedly about their lands—not each
individual by himself,but altogether—both in regard to lawsuits and the managementof their land
where there were no lawsuits?—lt was agreed.

151. Did not the Natives agree that the necessary moneys for legal expenses, for surveys, for
the necessary roads and bridges, or anything of that sort, should be raised in the best way it could
be done for these purposes ?—Yes ; the Maoris did agree. I have already stated that in our own
committee they agreed that the money should be raised on theKaiparo Block.

152. Is it not the desire of the Maoris that the Government should intervene?—The Natives
wish to get out of their difficulty.

153. Is it not the fact that many hundreds of Maoris will be injuriously affected if their
lands shall be sold and the Government does not step in to their relief ?—Yes, a great number
of Natives willbe injured—very deeply injured—many hundreds of them—if the Government do
nothing to savetheir lands.

154. Will it not be a loss to some of the Maoris to the extentof all the lands they have ? Will
not many of them be landless if they should be forced off the land which they now hold?—Yes. I
will give you a case—the case of this block Kaiparo. If nothing is done the Native owners of
Kaiparo will lose everything they have; they have not another piece of land in the Poverty Bay
district. Some of the Natives have only a quarter ofan acre, others half an acre, some none at all.
Some tribes, if these lands were closed to them, have other lands ; but some have no other lands at
all. If the Government do nothing these people will lose everything.

155. Will it not amount to this: that if the land is sold in this way these Natives will have to
be absolutely forced off the land?—Yes ; they would have nowhere else to go to.

156. Are there not a good number of these blocks on which the Natives are living and culti-
vating portions of the lands mortgaged or sold at the present time?—Yes. In regard to this very
block that we are in occupation of, living on it, and cultivating it, I know it was sold to the bank
the other day.

157. You are the chairman of the district Native committee of theEast Coast ?—Yes.
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158. Youknow all the Native settlements from Wairoa to Waipiro ?•—Yes.
159. Now, on all the company's lands along the coast, are there not hundreds of Maorissettled

on these very lands, with their cultivations and dwellings on them ?—Yes.
160. The Chairman.] On the company's lands?—Yes.
161. Mr. Bees.] The Maoris would be, in thefirst place, anxious to get their homesteads and

cultivations madereserves for them; that would be the first thing they would ask, would it not ?
—Yes.-

-162. In the second place, they would desire to get something, if possible, after their homesteads
and cultivations were secured—some portions of the lands for themselves ?—Yes.

163. Then, you would be content still to let a portion of the land go in order to secure the
remainder ?—Yes.

164. And Europeans, you think, would be likely to take up and pay a fair price either for
purchase or lease of these portions if they were available,being outside the Maori homesteads and
cultivations?—Yes ; Europeans would be very glad to have these portions.

165. Is not the land of a first-class character, so far as the soil is concerned?—Yes ; they are
fat, rich lands; but of course they are no use in their present state, on account of the unhappy
position of the conflicting titles.

Friday, 31st July, 1891.
Hemi Waaka in attendance and cross-examined by Mr. Eees.

166. Mr. Bees.] "Were you a grantee of the Pakowhai land?—l was not, but my father was a
grantee. My mother was also a grantee.

167. How many owners were there in the Crown grant ?—I think there were about twenty-
nine.

168. How many out of the twenty-nine had sold ?—I cannot say.
169. Inrespect of the £3,000 from Johnson, I want to ask you whether you know thateither

Wi Pere or myself everreceived one sixpence of that money ?—I donot know, because no account
was ever furnished.

170. Do you remember, a little while from the time of the agreementbeing made with Johnson,
Mr. De Latour and myself calling a meeting of the Muriwai Natives in order that we might come
there with the accounts, and the Natives declining to attend that meeting, yourself among the
number?—I do not know anything about that meeting. Had such a meeting been called, or
had I known of such a meeting, I would gladly have gone to it, for it was my great desire to get the
accounts. Another thing I was anxious to obtain was copy of the covenant agreed to for giving us
the managementof the land, and also copy of the agreement which we had signed. These I was
most anxious to get, and copies of other documents.

171. Didyou ever ask me for any such documents ?—I did.
172. When?—ln your office at Gisborne.
173. When ?—Before the year 1882.
174. But what documents do you mean? State distinctly what documents you asked me for,

as also what documents you wished me to give you ?—The covenant which provided for handing
back the land to the Natives ; also a copy of the document signed by the Natives when they
handed the land overto you and Wi Pere ; also a copy of the agreement made with Johnson—that
is, the agreementrelating to the £3,000.

175. Who was the interpreter?—Edward Harris.
176. Are you not aware that a large amount of money was spent—first of all,by myself and Wi

Pere; secondly, by the company—in regard to other lands of the Muriwai Natives, belonging to
yourself among others ?—I do not know that moneys were so spent. I explained to Mr. Mitchelson
when he visited Gisborne that we had no idea how you and Wi Pere had expended the money. I
had said as much to the committee previously.

177. You state in your evidence given before the Committee that the £3,000 was to be placed
in the bank at interest—that that was a part of the arrangement. When was that said?—When
the arrangement was made about purchasing Johnson's interest for £40,000.

178. Who said it ?—You told us yourself.
179. Who was present ? But first I would like this witness to be sworn, or I shall give evidence

myself. This is a serious matter.
The Chairman : I shall consider what power the Committee has to swear witnesses.
Witness: This was said in apublichouse at Muriwai.
180. Mr. Bees.] Who was the interpreter?—l donot know who the interpreter was. Perhaps

it was an interpreter from Auckland. I do not know the interpreter's name. You yourself told
us that we would get 6 per cent, for the money.

181. In relationto this £3,000, do you know whoreceived it from Johnson?— I cannot say that
anybodyreceived it but yourself, for there was no other person that had authority from us. Youwere
acting for us at the time.

182. Are you not aware that the company took over the landsand received the greater part of
the money from Johnson, with the consent of the Muriwai Natives ?—I do not know if such was
the case. The company appeared on the scene some time aftewards, not at the time when you and
Wi Pere were trustees. There had been no company formed when the agrementsrelating to this
land were enteredinto.

183. Did you not go through the accounts with Mr. De Latour in his office in 1888, before Wi
Pere and myself went Home—in Mr. De Latour's, thecompany's office ?—We didnot; but about the
time that you and Wi Pere went Home we asked for accounts, but they were not given to us. I
askedfor the accounts.

184. Do you mean to say you did not go through the accounts with Mr. De Latour in his office
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in Gisborne—that you were not occupied two or three days going through the accounts in Mr.
De Latour's office in Gisborne ?—No; all Iknow is that about the time that you and Wi Pere went
to England we again asked for accounts, which were not given us.

185. Before that time, do you mean to say that you did not go into Mr. De Latour's office and
lookat the accounts, in common with all thecommitteesof the differentblocks ?—lt isperfectly true
that we had a meeting with regard to your going to England. I myself asked for accounts to be
furnished to us, but they were not given to us.

186. Did you not see the books in the interpreter's office, and go through them with the inter-
preter, Mr. Albert McKay?—No.

187. Were not the owners, yourself amongst them, aware that this £3,000 was spent in the
general work of surveys, legal expenses, and other things connected with the general work in
which Wi Pere and myself were engaged for the Natives ?—Seeing that no account was given to me,
how could I say how the money was spent ? How did I know how it was spent ?

188. If Wi Pere and myself proposed to place the £3,000 in the bank, bearing interest at 6 per
cent., so as to bring the Natives an incomeof £180 a year, howis it they have never asked for the
money, or for the interest, until it was mentioned by you in Gisborne, for you must remember that
it is twelve years since ?—I have already stated to the committee that we did not make a demand
for that money.

189. But I want you to tell the committeehow it is that if you and the other Natives under-
stood that this moneywas in the bank, with interest accruing, which you were to receive, that you
have never asked for either principal or interest during these twelve years?—All I know is that we
never made any demandfor the money ; it did not occur to us to demand it.

190. Was it because you and the Nativeswere well aware that the money was used with their
consent for these general purposes—with your own knowledge ?—No; that was not the reason.
You know all about how the money was spent; Ido not.

191. Did you not come to my office in Gisborne about six or eight months ago and get me to
draw up a petition for you, to be signed by the Natives generally, about the company and the
land ?—I did not. The only petition that I know of is the one you prepared for the Natives to
sign.

192. Did you not come and instruct me?—No.
193. Have you got that petition ?—Baniera Turoa has the petition you drew up. Your son

asked me where thepetition was that had been prepared relating to the Kaiparo and Pakowhai. I
said I had given it to Eaniera and the Kaiparo Natives ; but nobody had signed it at the timeI
gave it to them.

194. You say that you and several other Natives brought an action in relation to the Pakowhai
Block?—Yes.

195. Did you say anything during that action of the claim you had against Wi Pere and
myself ? Did you say a word about our havingreceived £3,000 and not accounting for it ?—I do not
remember.

196. Did not the Natives of the Pakowhai Block, after this £3,000 had been paid, say thebulk
of the money was to be used for general purposes on the other blocks—on the whole of the blocks,
in fact ?—I have already stated so. I have explained that the £10,000 was to be expendedin that
way.

197. Were not these Natives two or three times before Captain Preece, the Trust Commissioner,
going through the whole of these circumstances for two or three days together in the Trust Com-
missioner's Court?—WTill you mention some circumstances that might call it to my memory.

198. Did not the Trust Commissioner refuse to certify, seeing that the other lands might
not be able to pay?—l do not remember. No doubt you remember all the circumstances, but Ido
not.

199. Do you not remember—you yourself as one of the committee—being for two or three
days before Captain Preece, and being examined about the conveyance of Pakowhai?—l do not
know.

200. The Chairman.] But you must know whether you were before him or not ?—I was never
before him for two or three days.

201. Were you before him at all?—I remember going before him with regard to a protest
against the mortgage of Kopua.

202. Mr. Bees.) Did you not sign the deed of Pakowhai to Eeed's trustees as one of the com-
mittee?—I did sign the deed.

203. Did you not go before the Trust Commissioneron that signature?—As you are very per-
sistent in asking me these questions, perhaps I did go before him, but I have no clear recollection
of going before him on that occasion.

204. Who paid for the surveys of Maraetaha No. 2 and the surrounding blocks ?—I do not
know whopaid for them.

205. Do not these lands belong to you and your people ? Did you not get a certificate in the
Native Land Court for them?—The land was awarded to us.

206. Do you mean to say you donot know who paidfor the surveys ?—I believe thecompany
paid for the surveys.

207. Did they not pay for the surveys out of a portion of this money of Johnson's? Does it
notbelong to the same owners as Pakowhai?—Youknow exactly what was done with this money,
because you know or saw the accounts. Had the accounts been given to me I could have said
whether that was the case or not.

208. Let me ask you this : whether it was not a general understanding that both the £3,000
and the £10,000 were to be used and to be debited against the other blocks, and the money spent
on them to be recouped from those other blocks ?—That would have been perfectly clear had it
been explained at the time, that the £3,000 was to be used for that purpose. With regard to the
£10,000, it was explained that it was to be used for those purposes.
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209. Hon. Mr. Mitclielson.'] But not the £3,000?—It was never explained to me that the
£3,000 was to be used for such apurpose, but explanation to that effect was made as regards the
£10,000.

210. Mr. Bees.] As regards the £3,000, did you not understand that it was to be used for the
same purposes as the £10,000, only having deductedfrom it whatever moneys were expended on,
or charges made against, those other blocks, as in the case of Pakowhai—say, the charges against
PakowKai?—lt was never explained that the £3,000 was to bo dealt with in that manner ; it was
never stated that any portion of the £3,000 was to be spent on any otherblock; had it been so
explained, it would have been clear.

211. Did the Natives supply any money, first of all, for the deeds or costs of settlementwith
Johnson ?—No, we did not.

212. Or for surveys?—What surveys?
213. The Maraetaha, Kopua, and Pakowhai?—No; we gave no money for surveys.
214. Do younowknow thatWi Pere and myself commencedan actionagainst Johnsonto compel

him to fulfil his agreement?—You did.
215. Do you know that the costs of that on both sides, which we had to pay, amounted to

over £600 ?—I do not know how much that action cost.
216. Now, going into the company's matters more particularly, the Pakowhai people have

received nothing from the company, or from Wi Pere, or myself as regards their land—that land ?
—No.

217. Then, if the land be sold altogether withoutreceiving any payment, they will lose their
land ?—Yes, that is so. The land has gone, and we have received nothing for it.

218. Do you know that the company, in good faith, believed they were helping to open the
whole country for settlement; and was not that the reason the Natives allowed the land to go in
the first instance, so as to enable the whole of the lands to be thrown open for the settlement of
the people ?—The real reason why we consented to sign the documents was because we were told
that we, as a committee, would have the administration of these lands. We thought that under
that safeguard, being Maoris, our lands would not be lost. Another reason was that we thought
you would be able to carry out the suggestion made, of acquiring Maraetaha from Mr. Johnson.
The Natives who still had shares in that block, as well as those who had already sold to Mr.
Johnson, were most anxious to retain it. That was another reason why we signed. There were
many other suggestions which you made at the time and which caused us to consider those pro-
posals favourably, one of these being that the committeewas still to have a voice in the manage-
ment of the land. I was one of the committee selected by the vote of my people. I never had any
wish or intention to injure my tribe. Now, notwithstanding thirteen years have elapsed since you
first came to see us and arrange these matters, none of those favourable prospects which you held
out to us have been fulfilled. On the contrary, we now ascertain that everything has ended in
disaster; not one benefit has resulted. But before you came to see us, and our committeeswere
set up, and you and Wi Pere got the management of the land, we were receiving a good income
from our lands every year through the rents paid to us by Mr. Johnson. After the land was
handed overwe neverreceived a single benefit. The result is lamentation and weeping and vain
repining at what has occurred. This is why the Maoris in our district have sent a petition to this
House, in the hope of obtaining somerelief.

219. You say you received no benefit: do youremember me paying money to get you out of
prison ?—Will you explain?

220. Do you remember me having to pay £40 to get you out of prison, where you were placed
on a judgment summons ?—That is a personal matter that does not affect the owners of the land.
I am speaking on behalf of the general owners of the land.

221. If myself and Wi Pere had your money, I ask you, how is it—and you are the only person
who says this—how is it that for twelve or thirteen years no word was ever spoken to us about it ?
—Youare quite right in asking that question ; the people murmured among themselves, but I do
not think that any demand was made on you.

222. Are you not aware that I was forced into the Bankruptcy Court through the liability I
took upon myself in connection with these Maori lands; that my house and property, everything I
had, were sold ?—I did hear that you were made abankrupt, or had to go to the Bankruptcy Court;
but I neverknew that it was on account of our lands.

223. On account of the liability I had taken upon myself for the Maori lands ?—I do not know
that thatwas the result, for you did not do a great deal for our lands after all; you never expended
any moneyin the way of improving our lands ; you never drained them, or fenced, them, or grassed
them. It was we, the Native committee, who had to doall the works. The £3,000 and the£10,000
was more than sufficient to pay for all this.

224. Do you know that Wi Pere was at the expense of £4,000, which he had to borrow upon
his own personal land, and which he now owes?—I do notknow that Wi Pere ever incurred a debt
of £4,000 when working on our behalf. He may have incurred such debt while dealing with his
own and other lands, but not in dealing with ours.

225. You are right about the Pakowhai, but I am speaking about the general Maori lands?—
I have confined my statement entirely to my own lands. lamspeaking in regard to my own lands.
Let the committeesset up for other blocks speak in regard to them. I can only speak in regard to
my own lands.

226. The Chairman.] There is one thing, witness, you do not make clear, with regard to the
action you brought against Me, Bees and the company : what became of that?—Our object was to
smash up the company and recoverpossession of our lands.

227. It was not brought for a special sum, was it ?—No, it was to break up the company; it
was an attempt to getback our lands. As I have already said, Ido not clearly understand why
the action fell through.
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228. Your counsel, I suppose, would have told you how it fell through ?—We never got any
explanation from our solicitor. I have my own suspicions about the matter.

229. Hon. Mr. Mitchelson.] You have said that the company was not formed while Wi Pere
and Mr. Eees were trustees : do you .mean that when they were appointed trustees the company
had not then been formed?—I did say that when we appointed them the company had not been
formed.

2307 How long after Wi Pere and Mr. Eees were appointed was it that the company was
formed ?—I should say about three years.

231. If the committee hadknown that any portion of that £3,000 was to be expended for
roads and bridges, would they have consented to it ?—We would not have agreed ; we never would
have agreed to that money being expended on any other blocks but our own.

232. You say the committee were appointed to consult the trustees ?—Yes.
233. Was the committee ever consulted as to the dispositionby mortgage of Pakowhai or the

further transfer to the company ?—We were never informed that Pakowhai had been mortgaged
until the time that Mr. Eees asked us to sign.

Mr. Bees : It was namedin the body of the deed.
234. Hon. Mr. Mitchelson.] It was afterwards mortgaged ?—We were never informed pre-

viously that it was the intention to mortgage Pakowhai; not until the day we were asked to sign
our names to the mortgage.

235. Mr. Bees : Was there not power in the original deed given to the trustees, with the
committee of course, for that purpose?—lt is true that in the original deed power was given to the
trusteesto make use of the land—to subdivide it, or do anything with it after obtaining the consent
of the committee.

236. Mr. Carroll.] To raise moneyon it ?—Yes.
237. Hon. Mr. Mitchelson.] The committee were appointed and the duty was given to them

to consult the trustees. I wish to ask you this : Did the trustees consult the committee? Were
the committee consulted before the land was transferred to the company?—We were never con-
sulted with regard to the disposal of the land except when we were asked to execute the mortgage.
We knew nothing about it until we were asked to sign.

Mr. Bees : I understand that they knew all about the mortgage.
238. Hon. Mr. Mitchelson.] If this £3,000 paid by Johnson had been expended upon the

several blocks, and various expenses were incurred in connection with them, at the time the
money was about being so expended, was the Native committee interested made cognisant of the
fact that it was being so expended?

Mr. Bees : They were questioned upon this, and the answer made was that they were quite
aware of it. What Ilemi says about the termination of the whole affair is quite true; but
Europeans as well as Natives suffered.

239. Mr. Carroll.] When you handed over your land to Mr. Bees and Wi Pere, were they
administeringother blocks in the district?—Yes.

240. Afterwards, when you handed over the land to them as trustees, did they explain to you
that they would transfer to the company?—We became aware that the trustees were going to
transfer to the company when they told us they had failed to raise £40,000. It was then they
informed us that they proposed to form a company.

241. The fact, then, is that you became aware of it when you became aware that they were
not able to get sufficient capital, and you were told that forming a company would facilitate
operations?—When the Maoris saw the result had been disastrousthey sought other means to get
back their land. They took every step they possibly could take up to the time of the meeting
with Mr. J. B. Whyte, who represented the bank, in 1888.

242. Hon. Mr. Mitchelson.] Did the Maoris effer to give up half their land in the hope of
saving the remainder?

243. Mr. Carroll.] The offer to the bank was that the bank would reduce its claim to half,
in return for which you would givo an equivalent in land?—We tried to get the bank to reduce
their claim to one-half. I did not agree with the proposal to give up half our land. I was in
favour of the other proposition, that our liability should be reduced to a half.

244. Seeing that the actions in Court, and all the negotiations,have failed, what do you think
should be done now that every step taken has failed?—I think the Government should try to do
something to make a settlement. That is why we petition.

Mr. Eees, M.H.E., in attendance, and examined.
Mr. Bees : First of all, as regards this £3,000, neither Wi Pere nor myself everhad a sixpence

of it.
Mr. Carroll: When a Native says that another person has had his money he very often means

no more than that he holds that person responsible. It might be as well to ask Hemi Waaka what
he does mean by the statement he has made.

Hemi Waaka : The meaning of my statement was that we hold Wi Pere and Mr. Eeesrespon-
sible for that money, as they had the management of it. I included both in my statement alike in
respect of the £3,000 and the £10,000. lam not able to say that they spent the money on their
own persons, but I do say that the money was lost while it was in their hands—while they had the
managementof it.

Mr. Bees : I may state that I do not speak Maori, and do not understand it when spoken, so
that any communication I have with Maoris is made through interpreters. My understanding
about this £3,000 was that it was to be used for the work we had in hand—that is to say, the
general work. I received from Johnson about £1,200. lam speaking from memory, forI have not
my books with me. Had I known that any such statement as has been made by Hemi Waka was
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to be made I would have had these books here, and would have brought witnesses to be examined
before the Committee. As I have said, I received about £1,200 from Johnson. The companyre-
ceived the balance.

245. Hon. Mr. Mitchelson.] Was the moneypaid immediately ?—None of it waspaid immediately
after the company was formed. The company, however, did receive the balance in Johnson's
hands, £1,500 or £1,600. The money 1 received was used in legal expenses,in surveys, and various
other expenses, not only on the Pakowhai and MaraetahaBlocks, but on other blocks. I maystate
that at this time I was engaged for the Maoris generally in litigation with the trustees of Captain
Eeed's estate—litigation of a ruinous character. There were several suits, criminal and civil, in
which we had to bring witnesses to Gisborne, Napier, and Wellington by the score. In one case
eight Maoris were committed for trial, to be tried here in Wellington, That was a forcible entry
case. It was not in respect of the Pakowhai Block. I myself was sued for £10,000 by Eeed's
trustees for having started these suits. Of course I cannot at the moment give particulars of the
accounts, for the reasons I have stated, but the money went for legal expenses, for surveys, roads,
and a bridge across the Tarehem Eiver. Ido not believe that less than £12,000 was spent in these
matters. The £1,200, or something from £1,200 to £1,400, that I received from Johnson went in
that way. I never understood in the slightest degreebut that thatmoney was to be used for those
purposes. The £10,000 was mostly shifted on to Eeed's estate, or to other mortgages. It was not
received in cash at all. There was £6,000 in one lot on Whataupoko. It is impossible for me to
enter at a moment's notice into tho whole of these accounts. It was not because we failed to raise
the £40,000 to buy him out that our purchase of the Maraetaha Block fell through. We had the
right to purchase by arbitration. We selected for our arbitrator Captain Tucker. Johnson chose
his arbitrator, Major Pitt. It was commenced in due time. The object was to get the amount
fixed above or below £40,000, for which wo were to purchase Maraetaha. After the arbitration had
begun Mr. Johnson withdrew Major Pitt, and said he would not go on with the matter. We brought
an action in the Supreme Court to compel him to go on, so that we might fulfil the
contract we had entered into on behalf of the Natives. The action went against us, because the
Supreme Court held that they could not compel him to go on. The costs in that case on bothsides
came to more than £600. The lawhas been alteredsince that; but that is no use to us now. If the
law had been then as it is at present we could have gone on with one arbitrator. But the law was
not so then. When the £10,000 was borrowed on the Pakowhai Block it wasborrowed for the same
generalpurposes—viz., to enable Wi Pere and the committees generally to go on with the manage-
ment of the different blocks, the understandingbeing that the other blocks were to repay the money
thus expended on them. I would like the Maoris to remember this : that the Europeans have also
suffered ; they also paid their money—nearly £100,000 ; that is gone too. Everything seemed to be
against us from the beginning. Of course, if I had known what wouldbe the result I would not have
advised the Maoris to go into that; but neither I nor the Europeans could foresee the results. The
first timeI everheard that the Nativeslookedto me and Wi Perefor this £3,000 waswhen Hcmi Waaka
mentioned it in Mr. Mitchclson's presence at Kaiti. Then, I was anxiousnot to have any difference
with the Natives. My own idea was at that time to get the Government to take the land over.
That was my anxiety at that time. I said that in the main the statements made by Henri were
absolutely true. But I never understood that the Maoris held us responsible for that £3,000. I
say again that thefirst I ever heardfrom Henri or any one else about that £3,000 being deposited
in the bank and interest accruing, was in the statement made by Hemi to Mr. Mitchelson at the
beginning of last year—I think it was last year. As regards the loss of their lands to the Maoris, I
feel that as much as the Maoris. As to Wi Pere, who, with me, advised the Maoris, he is anxious
and willing to place a lot of his own land as additional lands available in aid of settlement of this
matter if the Government will come forward and take these lands over. My anxiety, and Hemi
knows, my anxiety has been to get the Government to takeover these lands, taking other lands if
possible, in order to make reserves safe for the Maoris for all future time. So far from me getting
anything out of this concern, in 1884 I was placed in the Bankruptcy Court ; the house I lived in
was sold—a house that was given to me by Eiparata. Ido not know that it is of any use saying
anything further ; but I may state that Mr. De Latour and myself wont to Murewai; we understood
that full notice of our coming had been given to the Natives. We went there for the purpose of
going through these accounts. That was in 1887,before Wi Pere and I wentHome. I understood
that the Natives kept away purposely. Hemi, however, says they did not keep awaypurposely. I
may further state that in 1888, when the Natives assigned the power assenting to the mortgage,
before myself and Wi Pere went Home, I understood that the whole of the committees had gone
through the accounts of the different blocks in Mr. De Latour's office. Ido notknow that Hcmi was
there ; but I saw numbers of the Natives there. Hemi says he did not see them. Of course I
cannot say anything about that, as I did not see him personally.

Tuesday, 4th August, 1891.
Wi Peke in attendance and examined.

246. The Chairman.'] Having heard the petition read, have you anything to say in regard to
it 1 -Ig this why I was asked to attend this Committee ?

247. Henri Waaka has given evidence on two other petitions which we have here, but we
are treating all three petitions as one. I would like to know whether you have anything to
say in regard to the petition that has been read?—The lands mentioned in the petition were
first of all leased to Mr. Johnson. During the currency of the lease Mr. Johnson purchased a
number of shares. There was a good deal of trouble caused through Mr. Johnson not allowing the
grantees who had not sold to goupon the landr The Europeans chased someMaori children, who
had gone to gather peaches, to the water, so that the children were nearly drowned. Mr. Eees
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then went to Gisborne. A meeting was called, andan agreementwas enteredinto, under which Mr.
Johnson was to obtain aportion of the block. A Native committee was set up, and it was arranged
that Pakowhai was to bekept entirely for the Natives ; alsoportion of theTeKuriBlock, Tangotete
Nos. 1 and 2, and 3,000 acres in the Maraetaha, No. 1, called Te Kopua. In carrying out these
arrangements the legal and other expenses were very heavy. At that time it was agreed that for a
sum -of £40,000 Mr. Johnson was to hand over the Maraetaha Block. I believe the payment of the
money was to be made within three years. Within three years Mr. Johnsonwas called on to fulfil
this arrangement, but refused. Two arbitratorswere then appointed—Major Pitt to act on behalf
of Mr. Johnson, and Captain Tucker on behalf of the Natives. The arbitrator acting on behalf of
the Maoris simply requested Mr. Johnson to carry out his bargain. Considerable time was spent
over this arbitration case. About this time Hamiora Mangakahia came to the district. This was in
1882. It was while the Maraetaha Block No. 2 was before the Court. Hamiora persuaded the
Natives not to agree to the arrangementMr. Eees and myself had made with them about all these
lands. I heard that he went to Mr. Johnson and advised him not to filfil his agreement. Mr. Eees
and myself then took proceedings against Johnson to compel him to complete his bargain, but we
lost that case. We were defeated, owingto the Natives taking part with Mr. Johnson against us.
Of course, lamnow speaking about the land in which Mr. Johnson was interested. We had made
an arrangement with the owners and with the committee to get this land for them, and the real
cause why we lost the action was because it was stated during the hearing that we were acting
without consent of the Natives. Now, with regard to the £3,000, Mr. Johnson retained £1,500 of
that sum on mortgage. He only paid £1,500 in cash.

248. Hon. Mr. Mitohelson.'j What became of the other portion?—lt remained on mortgage.
He only handed over £1,500 until the company took over the lands ; when the company took over
the lands they received the balance (£1,500) and interest.

249. On whose authority was the money paid to thecompany ?—I will come to thatpresently.
Now, with regard to the £1,500 which I mentionedas having been paid over,I never saw that money
at all. It was not paid overin cash to us in presence of myself, or of the committee, or of Mr.
Eees ; but I heard about it. I heard afterwards that a portion of that money was expended by Mr.
Eees on a flour-mill at Pakowhai. Only a small sum was expended, because the mill was not com-
pleted. Mr. Eees, no doubt, has accounts showing howthat £1,500 wasexpended. I know nothing
whatever about that; but I heard also that a portion of it was expended in building bridges, pre-
paring documents, and perhaps for legal expenses. However, he knows all about that. Now I
will answer Mr. Mitchelson's question. Afterwards, when the lands were handed over to the com-
pany, they took over all agreements, liabilities, and authority over lands and moneys.

250. What had this £3,000 to do with the company ?—I believe it was through the company
taking overthe whole management; that, therefore, they took over the balance of this money and
the accrued interest.

251. Then, the Pakowhai people not only lost their lands, but they also lost this £3,000 ?—Yes;
but a portion of this money was expended in paying for surveys of lands.

252. You say aportion was spent upon the erection of a mill: was the money that remained
on mortgage paid over in cash to the company ?—Yes ; the company got that.

253. The intereston account of the mortgage : did that also go to the company?—Yes.
254. The Chairman.] Did the £3,000 belong solely to the Pakowhai Natives ?—Yes; it

belonged to the owners of Pakowhai.
255. Mr. Mitchelson.] The people in these four blocks, are they all one ?—Thepeople holding

these four blocks were all one. This money belonged to them.
256. The Chairman.} It is in evidence that Mr. Eees and yourself were to hold this moneyin

trust for theseNatives, and thatyou wereto pay them £180 a year interest for it ?—Thatwas not so,
because it was arranged at the time that Mr. Johnson was only to pay over £1,500 out of the
£3,000, the £1,500 balance to remain on mortgage. He had, of course, to pay interest for that. It
is quite true that certain other blocks were to bear portion of the expense. These blocks were to
recoup portion of the sums expended, for this money was spent in legal and otherexpenses connected
with these blocks. Many other sums of money were so expended, including £2,000 of my private
money, for which I was never paid back by the company.

257. Then it is not true that Mr. Eees and yourself got this £3,000 ?—No. I think the
petitioner (Hemi Waaka) in saying this has made a mistake with regard to that. But, according to
Maori idea the Natives would naturally look on us as being responsible, because we were the first
to take the matter up ; but I have already shown that £1,500 went to the company.

258. Hon. Mr. Mitchelson] Hemi Waaka has said that it wasagreed thatacommittee of five was
appointed in respect of this dealing with the Pakowhai Block—that you were to confer with them,
and that nothing was to be done without their consent ?—Yes, that is so.

259. How does it come, then, that they were never consulted as to the disposition of this
£3,000? I believe it was understood the committee had consented that the land and the whole of
its administration should be handed over to the company. It was only when Hamiora came down
that the committee separatedthemselves from us.

260. Was that after the whole thing had been done ?—Yes ; everything had been handed over
to the company when Hamiora came.

261. You say the committee spoke of the land to be handed over, but you do not say anything
about the money. I refer to the money ?—I do not know whether it was agreed that the money
should be handed over to the company. I was not present when the final arrangementwas made.
When theyhad got theirdocuments prepared all I had to do was to sign my name. I know it was
arranged that the land was to be handedover.

262. The Chairman.] Was Mr. Eees at this time acting as Hemi Waaka's solicitor?—Yes; he
was acting as solicitor for the whole of the Gisborne Natives. There were about thirteen lawyers
employed by Europeans and opposing Mr. Eees on this occasion. Some of these lawyers have since

3—l. 3a.
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become bankrupt. I have already stated that I spent £2,000 of my own money in addition to what
was spent of the Pakowhai money. Eiparata contributed a good deal of her own moneyin aid of
the Natives fighting, for their land in addition to what was contributedby the Pakowhai and other-
blocks. The expense of preparing documents was also very heavy, in some cases costing £600 in
getting a single document prepared. Over £30,000 was paid to the Government by way of stamp
duty and" fees. The legal expenses were very heavy at that time. Part of the cost was owing to
the complicated state of the law.

263. Henri Waaka stated that he never gota sixpence, or his people, out of that £10,000. Mr.
Houston then asked what had become of it.

Hon. Mr. Mitchelson : That answerapplied to the £3,000.
Wi Pere : Perhaps it was a mistake of Hemi's.
The Chairman : Then Hemi said he supposed that it was spent by Mr. Eees and Wi Pere in

travelling to England.
Wi Pere : There was no portion of the £3,000 or the £10,000 used by us in our trip to England.

Both of these sums had been spent long before we went to England.
Hemi Waaka: I meant my answer to apply to the £3,000. My evidence was quiteclear on that

point. With regard to the £10,000, I stated that it was to be expendedon the other blocks.
The Chairman: He stated afterwards that the committee neverreceived any part of the £3,000

paid by Johnson, nor of the £10,000 raised under the agreement. His evidence was as follows :"We neverreceived any portion of the £3,000 or of the £10,000. Ido not know what became
of it."

Hemi Waaka : We have not the least idea how these moneys were expended, because we never
saw the accounts.

Wi Pere : With regard to the £10,000, I was at Eotorua when thatwas arranged. I was away
for four months. When I returned it had been arranged between Mr. Eees and the committee that
the sum of £10,000 was to be raised to be expended on Kareti and other blocks, Pakowhaito be held
as a security, on the understanding that the money should be recouped out of those other blocks.
The company took over these lands on that understanding. But Ido not think the real amount
was so large as £10,000. Mr. Eees know;s all about it; perhapsit was only £5,000. Mr. De Latour
tried to unite the committee, and invited them to meet again, but Hamiora Mangakahia prevented
them, and they did not meet again to settle the difference. Subsequently the committee separated
or withdrew from the company. The company took over everything, on the understanding that
these moneys were to be expended on the other blocks, which were torecoup it. Eventually, through
want of energy on the part of the company, none of these arrangements were carried out, and the
interest was amountingup to a large sum. Great wrong was done to the Natives through the
company locking up their lands, preventing them making any use of them. The bank did not
advance any considerablesum on account of our visit to England.

264. Mr. Carroll: Was there not £5,000 arranged to be advancedby the bank ?—The £5,000
advanced by thebank wasfor thepurpose of paying interest.

265. The bank paid themselves their interest—that is, the interest due to the bank, and the
Natives were charged with it ?—Our return tickets cost about £130. I had to use a considerable
sum of my own money in going to England.

266. The Chairman.] Do youknow if the Natives were told whether any part of that £3,000
w7as spent in building bridges or in other works?—I heard that a portion of it was spent in building
a bridge, to which I myself contributed£400.

267. Do youknow whether the Natives interested in that £3,000 were made aware of that?—
I believe the Natives were informed of that, because I heard Mr. Eees always say thatWhataupoko
was to recoup that money when sold ; but when that block was sold none of the money due to the
Pakowhai Natives was refunded, neither was any of my own money refunded.

268. Hon. Mr. Mitchelson.] It was Eaniera who stated in his evidence that a portion of the
money raised on his block was to build a bridge?—Tes ; a principal portion of the cost of that bridge
was obtained from the Kaiparo Block. I think the Government ought to pay for that bridge
because they arecharging rates on the improved value of the land effected by that bridge.

269. Mr. Taijnia.] What do you say in reference to thepetitioners statement concerning the
meeting at Murewai?—The agreement drawn up at that time provided that we w7ere to arrange
with the committee for everything that was to be done relating to these lands. We had full
authority under it to make any disposition of the land as arranged between ourselves and the
committee. But for this agreement individual owners would have gone on selling their shares until
the whole of the land should have passed away. The land was held under a joint tenancy. Our
idea was to form a corporation, so thatselling could only be carried out by the committee. I wish, in
conclusion, to make a statement. It is on account of the trouble with this land that I wish the
Government to come forward and assist the Natives.

270. The Chairman.] That statement is in this and the other two petitions ?—But I wish to
impress it more strongly on this Committee, in the hope of getting themto take a favourable view of
this matter. Seeing that these are all very rich lands, I am sure that taking them over would
entail no loss on the colony.

Thursday, 6th August, 1891.
S. PSROY Smith, Surveyor-General, examined.

271. Hon. E. Mitchelson.] Mr. Eees, in his evidence, has stated that the Government of which
I was a member had arranged to take the Paremata and Pakowai Blocks, including the sheep
grazing upon them, for the sum of £42,000; have you any knowledge of that?—1 am not aware
that the Governmentmade any such arrangement.



19 I.—3a.

272. Is there anything in the records of your office to show that the Government have agreed
to any such proposition ?—No, I am not aware of any.

273. Do you remember a letter containing an offer to dispose of either of the two blocks,
including sheep, for thatsum?—I remember the letter offering the blocks, but not for any sum.

274. You remember, Mr. Smith, a conversation between yourself and the late Minister of
Lands upon the question of these blocks, which resulted in your going up to this district'?—Yes,
I do.

275. You remember what the Government had in contemplationin visiting the district ?—Yes,
I do. My object was to visit the district with the view of reporting to the Government as to the
advisableness of taking some of the blocks, and as to the value the Government might be justifiedin
giving for them.

276. And as to the suitability of the various blocks for the purposes of settlement?—Quite so.
277. Mr. Eees, in his evidence,states that the value placed upon the land by Mr. Connell was

a ridiculously low one ?—The fact is that Mr. Connell's valuation varied. Sometimes it was above
and sometimes it was below the others.

278. Did you authorise the District Surveyor, Mr. Williams, to make a valuation prior to your
visiting the district ?—Yes, he was authorised.

279. You have the valuations of all these blocks ?—We have the valuations of some—most of
them, probably.

280. You have also the valuation made by Mr. Grant, who valued for the Property-tax Depart-
ment ?—Yes.

281. Have you any idea as to Mr. Grant's capabilities as a land-valuator?—l should say that
he is a very capable man indeed.

282. Did you understand, Mr. Smith, that the Government at the time had in contemplation
these valuations being made to enable them to come to a conclusion as to whether, the offer having
been received, portions of these lands could be acquired for settlementpurposes, and that after
defraying the whole cost of the ground they would still leave a portion for the Natives?—Yes, I
certainly did. The only object the Government had in going in for the land was to preserve the
interests of the Natives. Certain lands were to be reserved in the interests of the Natives. It was
only on that condition that the Government could consider the matter at all.

283. You considered the valuations of Messrs. Connell and Grant reasonable?—l certainly
consider them reasonable. Evidence of that is to be found in the fact that the three valuations
agree fairly well on the whole.

284. As far as my recollection carries me back they agree tolerably well with Mr. Williams's
too?—I think so. I cannot trust my recollection, but I think they do not deviatevery materially.

285. You think the prices as worked out by yourself were the utmost that the Government
could give to carry out the object in view—toreturn a portion back to the Natives?—Yes; they
were calculated with that view.

286. To give a larger sum would entail loss upon thecolony ?—lt would have done, certainly.
287. Mr. Eees gave no evidence upon the valuation made by yourself; he only alludes to Mr.

Connell's. But, seeing that we have other valuations which approximate to his, the statement he
made cannot be borne outby fact. He states (Mr. Eees) that the Paremata Block, when cut up,
would realise in the district £30,000?—Yes. None of the valuations go near that amount—none of
the three. Ido not think the statement could be sustained.

288. Are you aware that the Paremata Block at one time had been offered to Mr. Ormond
by the company?—Perhaps I ought to say No. I have not a clear recollection.

289. You are quite clear that the price at which you recommended the Government to acquire
the ParemataBlock was the very utmost to enable the Government to cut it up and hand aportion
of it back to the Natives after recouping the cost ?—Quite clear.

290. And you are quite clear that the object the Government had in view was to conserve the
interests of the Natives as much as possible?—That is the only reason Iheard for the Government
entering into the matter at all. It.was simply to conserve the interests of the Natives.

291. I think you have stated that you consider Mr. Grant a capable valuator?—l consider him
one of the most capable men in the colony. Questions of valuation are constantly coining before
me as a member of the Government Insurance Board, and I look upon Mr. Grant as a capable
valuator. That opinion is supported by people as competent to give an opinion as I am.

292. Was he not a valuatorfor the Property-taxDepartment?—Yes; and I think he is still.
293. Can you remember that a number of people were not quite satisfied with his valuations

for the property-tax, and that Mr. Sperrey authorised a special valuation upon your report?—A
special valuation was made, and that is the valuation I refer to when I say that the threevaluations
taken together come very close.

294. In your opinion, the valuation placed upon the blocks was not a ridiculously low one ?—
No; Ido not think so. The fact is proved by his valuation being so near to the other two. In
some cases they are in excessand in some cases less.

295. In your opinion, were the valuations put upon the Paremata and Pakowai Blocks very
low?—I do not remember at the present moment what Mr. Connell's valuation was. I am under
the impression that it did not differ very materially from the other two valuations; and I am quite
certain that my ownwas not a ridiculously low valuation.

296. Mr. Bees.] Do you know, Mr. Smith, what Mr. Connell's valuation was for Pakowai ?—
His price in the case of Pakowai is about one-fifth less than the others.

297. What price is it ?—£2 per acre for Pakowai.
298. Have you been on the block at all ?—Yes, I have.
299. Can you form any idea as to the amount of flat land upon it ?—I could not tell from

recollection; from my notes I could. At a rough guess there may be from 1,000 to 1,500 acres.
300. Do you know the quality of the land?—l was able to judge the land by riding overit.
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301. What did you think the land would sell for ?—I dare say from £6 to £7, so far as theflat
is concerned.

302. Would you be surprised at £1 an acre being offered for rent ?—Yes, I should be sur-
prised.

303. Do youknow of any land equal to that in the Colony of New Zealand being sold for less
than £J2 per acre—equalin value to that land?—I cannotsay thatI rememberat thepresent moment
any.

304. Is the land not as good as at Poverty Bay or the Heretaunga Mat at Napier?—l do not
think it is. That is the opinion I form of the ground—that it is not as good.

305. Hon. Mr. Mitchelson.] Do you not remember the instructions given to Mr. Connell, when
sent to the district to make the valuation that he was to place a valuation upon the land—not
for grazing purposes, but to enable the Government to cut it up and settle it ?—Yes, that was
so ; to value the land for settlement purposes.

306. Not for speculative purposes ?—No.
307. Mr. Bees.] Do you know the Paremata Block?—I have been on part of it.
308. Can you form an ideaof the area of the flat ?—I cannot say at a guess. I have my notes

upon it. Ihad no idea of the scope of this examination, and am not prepared to say what is the
area of the flat land.

309. May I ask what Mr. Connell valued that at ?—Two pounds an acre. You will under-
stand, of course, that it is the mean value of the whole block. The value of the flats would
naturally be more, and the value of the hills naturally less.

310. Do you know the price at which the hill land in that position has been sold, both at
ParemataandPakowai?—I made some inquiries when clown there, but I cannot charge my memory
to say what the price was.

311. The hill lands sold for £2 an acre?—Some of it possibly.
312. The ParemataBlock is situated at Tologa Bay, on the harbour, is it not?—It fronts

TologaBay, and on the river.
313. On the other side of the river is the Government township of Uawa, is it not ?—Yes.
314. Hon. Mr. Mitchelson.] You would be surprised that the Paremata Block had been offered

to a gentlemanat the exact price per acre that Mr. Connell has valued it by the company ?—No ;
I would not be surprised after having been over it and knowing the three values put upon it.

315. You think yours a fair valuation ?—Yes, I think so. You have my valuation before you.
I consider it a fair valuation.

316. Mr. Kelly : All the valuations, I presume, are in the Lands Department ?—Yes.

Captain Russell, M.H.E., examined.
317. Hon. Mr. Mitchelson.'] What I want is that you should state to the Committee what the

Government had in view in entering into this question—in the matter of the Paremata and
Pakawai Blocks ?—All that I remember about it is from an interview which you invited me to go to
with Mr. Rees on one occasion. Most of it, I think, was done before I joined the Government.
But I remember meeting Mr. Bees with you, and a general discussion taking place as to how land
might be obtained for settlement on the East Coast, as it was desirable to get land for settlement;
and how it was possible to settle outstanding quarrels with the Natives.

318. Without loss to the colony?—Yes, without loss to the colony. I remember the difficulty
was to obtain land that could be cut up for settlement at such a price that the Government
could dispose of it to intending settlers, and make sufficient reserves for the Natives.

319. Without entailing any loss ?—Yes, without entailing loss.
320. Do you remember that after the visit to the district the Government could not see its

way to offer such a price for the land, as it would not enable it to recover the cost of cutting it up,
and leaving sufficient land for the Natives?—Undoubtedlythat opinion was come to. I remember
thatparticularly, because I thought the valuation of the land on the Pakowai Block was rather
low.

321. You do not think the Government stopped the negotiations because it was afraid of any
action which might be taken in the House by the Opposition?—Oh no.

322. The evidence.of Mr. Bees states that the Government did not go on with the negotia-
tions because it was afraid of the Opposition. Was that the reason?—No, certainly not.

Hon. G. F. Eichabdson in attendance and examined.
323. The Chairman : Youhave been asked to attendat therequest of the Hon. Mr. Mitchelson, in

order thatyou may answera few questions in connection with the Native-land settlements on the
East Coast.

324. Hon. Mr. Mitchelson.] I want you to state what object the Governmenthad in view in
consenting to our visiting the Native lands on the East Coast ?—We went up to inspect these East
Coast properties to see, if possible, that terms might be arranged by which the Government could
acquire land for the purpose of settlement, and, at the same time,to make thenecessaryreservations
for the Natives; in fact, our only object for interfering at all was on account of the Natives ; we
wanted to combine settlementwith the Native interests. WTe personally visited a number of blocks
and valuedthem.

325. Do you think the values placed on these lands by the Government valuers were
ridiculously low?—No, Ido not. The average price placed on the land was fair. The Government
could not have paid more without entailing loss on the colony.

326. Was there much difference in the value placed on the lands by the Government and by the
liquidators of the Land Settlement Company ?—Yes ; the margin of differencewas so great that it
shut out all chance of any business being done.
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327. If the liquidators had been willing to accept a reasonable price, was it the intention of the
Government to submit proposals to Parliament to acquire these blocks ?—Yes ; most decidedly it
was. The Government considered the whole question after receiving the reports of the Surveyor-
General, but, seeing no chance of dealing or making sufficient reservations for the Natives, they
decidedto make no recommendationsto the House.

328. Then, it was not, as stated in Mr. Eees's evidence, that Government tookno action on
account of being afraid of the Opposition ?—No ; certainly not.

329. Do you remember ourbeing told that theParemata Block had been offered to Mr. Ormond
at £2 per acre?—Yes.

330. How did the values we put upon the land compare with the values supplied by the Govern-
ment valuators ?—I forget the exact values we put on the lands, but I recollect there was very little
difference between my own valuations and those of the Government valuers.

Tuesday, 11th August, 1891.
Hon. J. D. Oemond in attendance and examined.

In reply to the Hon. Mr. Mitchelson, -witness made the following statement: I was in
occupation of theParamata Block for six years, having bought the lease for the balance of a term.
A short time before the lease expired the New Zealand Native Land Settlement Companyoffered
to sell me the block, the price quoted being £2 per acre. After some deliberation I accepted, and
agreedto give the price mentioned. The company had the land valued by two or three persons,
oneof whom, I think, was .Dr. Pollen. When I accepted, the chairman of the company informed
me that it was necessary to get the formal assent from the Natives. About three weeks elapsed
when the chairman wrote me to the effect that the Nativeshad refused to give their assent. The
transaction was in consequence declared off. I visited the district of Paramata within twelve
months after the expiry of my lease, and the Natives interviewed me to explain the reason they
would not consent to the sale, theirreason being,because they were not to receive any of themoney
themselves. But for this circumstance alone they stated they would have been quite willing to give
their consent. At the end of my term I gaveup the lease, and, as litigationwas going on, I gaveup
all idea of purchasing theblock. I consider the price (£2 per acre all round) was quite the outside
value, and I certainly would not have given more. The block had a special value to me because
I held a small run adjoining, which could have been worked in with it, and also because at
the time I wished to get the property for the purpose of making provision for a son latelyout
from Home. The Paramata Block contains, roughly speaking, 7,800 acres, besides considerable
reserves, which would, I think, increase the acreage to about 9,000. The frontage of the block,
say, 3,000 acres—is a very good hill, but fit only for pastoral purposes, none of it being fit for
the plough. Of the remainder of the land under offer, I should say about half could be
ploughed. I consider the whole block a good one, but under present circumstances I do not
think more than £1 per acre could be realised on it.

The Hon. Mr. Mitchelson here explained that Mr. Eees had stated in his evidence that if
the block were cut upfor settlement it wouldrealise £30,000.

Hon. Mr. Ormoml] : It is difficult for me to give an opinion, but I very much doubt if it
would. The greater part is quite unfit to be cut up for settlement, being only suitable for
sheep. No doubt some portions might be worked into settlements. (To Mr. Carroll; : I should
say the Maungahae Block is much better for' settlement than Paramata. Of course, the
Committee is aware that the best of Paramata was withheldfrom sale.

Hon. Mr. Mitchelson] : I understand the best portion of the Maungahae Block has been
under offer at £1 per acre.
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