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confiscation of land, but through what was termed a {urther conﬁs(,di ion by the
Crown granting to Europeans an area of 4,500 acres that had cariier been set
aside espu,ldlly for return to the }\w;ma\pakum

While I felt that the submission by Mr. Jones, however ingenious, could not
prevail, I elected to allow the petitiouer to present his case in the way that he
saw it, and it thus became necessary for the Crown to inquire in detail as to the
claims made by the pe*itiwnc“ These claims appear in the ten paragra phs of
the petition, the main one heing puaragraph 2, which containg the allegation that,
of the total area of 314,364 acres &trved to have been returned to the Maoris, the
Sub-tribes Ngati- Apakura zn,d Ngati-Puhiawe were entitled to an area of
approxima LLJ" 500 acres in the Pavish of Negaroto. Paragraph 3 of tiwe petition
then proceeds to state that ~several vears after 1867 the Government resumed the
ownership of these lands, which were retimned to the sub-fribes mentioned,
because they lailed to occurry the These are the principal allegations containe
in the petition, and, if unfounded, the claim in Lh petition falls to the ground.

The area of approximately 4 .rWn acres in defined In the sehodule of the
petition, which sets out various Wllotizens in the Parish of Ngaroto comprising
a total arca of 4,502 acres (0 roods 34 perches.  The petitioner when asked to
show why these particular allotments had hoon selected as the lands alleged to
be set aside for the sub-tribes mentioned, was hopelessly at a loss to offer an
explanation. The largest arew in the schedule is called the M: angaotama Block,
comprising 3,000 acres.  This was defined by the petitioner in evidence as heing
comprised within eertain nmetes «nd bounds deposed to, but the Crown was able
to show that the block known as J)t Aa maotmna comprised an area of 200 acres
ouly. I there was a block known ¢ Alaoris as Mangaotama containing 55,000
acres, it was certainly nol knowy oan {he records of the Native Land ourt by
sueh name.

The Crown presented a list of the wllotments comprising the 4,502 aeres
veferred to which showed that they were (‘11 either granted to Maoris ov were not
set aside for Maorl occupation and that the arecas on the edge of Liake Ngaroto
referred to in the petition were areas that were reelaimed land and were not
surveyed until 1907, so that ne possibie ¢laim to these veelaimed lands could have
arisen in 1867.

One suggestion contained in the petition as to why these sub-tribes were not
granted land is that Uw members of the sub-tribes were endeavouring to have
the greater portion of the lands which had been confiseated returned to them,
or eompensation paid by the Government. At the heaving a further reason was
suggested: that the sub-tribes were unaware that lands had been made available
by the Government of the day for Maori oceupation and grant to occupiers.
Tt was suggested that the N’ Apakura were completely disper btd and unaware of
their rights, but as against this the Crown was able to show that in the investiga-
tion of the Puahue Block, which adjoins the confiscated land area. members of
the Ngati-Apakura were well aware of the investigation and appeared and gave
evidence. There can thus be little doubt that the niembers of that sub-tribe were
well- aware of what was going on in eonnection with cenfiscated land.

It is noticeable also that the N’Hikairo, another sub-tribe velated to the
N’Apakura and N’Puhiawe, were fully aware that lands had been made available
for displaced Maoris, and they sought and obtained grants on the west of the
Waipa River and elsewhere. It is a fair assumption that if this sub-tribe knew
that lands were being returned, the same knowledge must have been shared by
the N’Apakura. The probability, therefore, is that, although the N’Apakura
knew all this, they withheld from sharing in the lands made available to them
and others.
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