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The Crown was alse able to refer to a Guzdlte notice, 1879, page 1481,
showing that an area of Tod aerves. being Lot 37, Mangere, 1 acre, and lmt 73,
Waipa Parish, 347 acres, and Lot 75, Waipa Parish, »llf, acres, a total of 764
acres, had been retwmned to the Neati-Apakura.  This was disputed at the
hearing, and # was alleged that the only avea so retwmed to 2 member of the
Ngati-. ‘\}mkm:i was Lot 37, Mangeve, containing 1 acve. The Gazette of 1879,
however, wi oo nore reliable euide than the statement inade fo-day that the
grantees were not menibers of the Neati-Apakura, does show that it was intended
the area of 764 acres should e for them and was thoueht 1o have been granted
ta thom,

e frown also produced copies of extracts from vevoris by My G T
Hikinson, Government Native ;Kg‘mf of 183 These are contaimed m the
Appendiees to the Jowrnals, Tlouse of wp.'wsom(m\m 1855, G=1, page 3, and
]\”‘i't.i, Gi—1, pages 8 and 9. it does appear from Mr. Wilkinson < 1e; )m‘(s that the
fecling amongst the displaced Maovis at that time, L”“\”]m i with ‘Ihv, affect of the
I\'W“ Movement, was the explanation Tor their apathy in aceepting land offered
by the Government for Maori settiement.  Mr. Wilkivson does, however, refer
to cerviain members of the Ngati-Apakura Tribe having expressed a desive to
g { i
settle on uncecupicd Hovernment Tand in the vieinity of Alexandrin and the
Puniu River. My, Wilkin te some extent explnin why the

Noreports ey
did not obtain any  substant
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al orants of land from the

(loevernme n‘

T conmection with the settlenent of the Rohevotae Block, which is velerved
to n the (Horohanga Minute-hook of the Native 1 and (¢ anrt, Volume 4, page 71,
the Ngati-Puhiawe obtained an a*;-'a:d on evidence given by Hone te One.
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From the evidence pI eseiifed to the Court it does appenr that the Sub-tribes
Ngati-Apakura and Negati-Puhiawe did lose stzbm(i‘f.m,lhg by the confiseation and
that ﬂw e were not oany culwiantial Crown gravis 1o them al o Tater stage.
There is no doubt that prior to eonfiseation they were well settled at Rangiaohis,
where they were vuwhmg thelr Tand and growing wheat and pigs for the Muck-
land market. This land was not restored to them:; buet the failure of the
N'Apakura to take advantage of ﬂle om)mummm that were offered by the
Government to both friendlv and rcebhel Natives to have land restored to them
for occupation resulted appal ntly from their own apathy and the feeling of
bitterness and distrust theyv held fowards the Government. It is well known
that the Maniapotos made a gift to the N’Apakura of 1.000 acres in the
Maniapoto district because Ul('}" had been displaced and were to a large extent
jandless. Some of this land they hold to-day, but some of it they have sold.

Reverting again to the petition, it will be apparent from what 1 have said
that the Crown has been able to show that the ;ﬂ!eg’aii(mq set out in the petition
are groundless and all that c¢an be said to be the result ol the hearing iy that it
is proved that the two sub-tribes did suffer as the rvesult of confiseation to a
greater extent perhaps than other sections of the Waikatos. No comparison was
able to be made, however, as hetween these sub-tribes and the other sections of
the Waikatos as regards their loss.

I regard it as hardly possible that the claims by these sub-tribes were over-
looked by the various Courts and Commissions that have dealt with confiseation
from time to time. Particularly would this be the case during the sitting of
the Commission under the Chairmanship of Sir William Sim (referred to as the
Sim Commission) which sat in 1926. After a full hearing by the able members
of this Commission, they came to the conclusion that some compensation should
be made for the confiscation of Waikato lands, and they recommended the pay-
ment of the sum of £3,000 per annum to be distributed amongst those who had
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