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available (if not recorded) to meet the possibility of a future petition redrawn to cover
all the points the petitioners wished to raise at this inquiry and would not be allowed to
raise if tied down severely to the terms of the statute. The Court felt that the
Legislature desired to ascertain the substance of the matter and not to be treated to an
exhibition of hair-splitting bv experts. In the circumstances, the Court permitted the
petitioners considerable latitude, but even then they were unable to present any clear-
cut issue. It must be stressed at this point that the Crown was not the purchaser of these
lands from the Maori owners. The land was bought by or for the Thlunes Valley Land
Company, an English concern financed through the Bank of New Zealand. When the
Bank itsell got into financial difficulties the land, and other Jand belonging to the company,
was sold to the Crown by the Assets Realization Board at a figure much below what
was paid to the Maoris by the company or its agents. Mr. Meredith appeared with
Mr. McCarthy aud the many departmental officers much more as friends ()f the Court
than as advocates of views contrary to those propounded by the petitioners.

(3) The main grounds for complaint by the petitioners was that the Maori owners
generally had received in Court awards about 9,000 acres less than the area which, the v
maintaived, constituted the Whaiti Kuranui Block. The petitioners were quite unahle
to say or show the location of this large missing area. I+ was obviously not included in
the titles to adjoining Maori-owned blocks, so it was conjectured that it must be found
in the confiscated lands area to the north-cast. A more feasible explanation is that the
area never existed as part of the Whaiti Furanui Bloek, but, even if it did, the fact that
it was confiscated elfectually extinguished any 3laori title to it before the Court entered
into its task of clothing with log(ﬂ title the Tand owned by Maoris under their customs
and usages. The Comt had no jurisdiction over land which was not owned by Maoris,
and could not from the very nature of its being the Court that it 1s call in question the
Proclamations of the Crown and statutes of the colony.

(4) The petitioners then proceeded to attack the method by which the Cours
ascertained the owners to the land and the manner in which it gave title to the European
purchasers. The Crown was able to show that the orders ustabhshmu ownership were
made by general agreement, except in one case, and in that case the objector was so
unreasonable and f)}nectlonabln as to call down the reproof of the Court. The Crown
also showed that every deed of sale had heen approved by one of the Trust Commissioners
speclally charged by a statute to see that the fransac tions were fair, just, and honourable.
One casc was cited where to remedy an error whereby the purchasers would have got a
Maori settlement the Court and |)art1(=x agreed to the owners of another block conveving
such block to the company in return for a convevance of the Maori settlement from the
company to two trustees for the thirtv-seven owners beneficially entitled. This deal
turned out badly for the thirty-seven owners because one of the trustees, taking advantage
of the fucts that the title did not (and could not under the Land Transfer A(;t) disclose
the trust and that the land was technically European land that could be sold without
the necessity of confirmation by the Maori Land Court, swindled the beneficiaries (in the
vear 1916) out of one-half of their property by selhng such half-share to a European
purchaser.  His co-trustee did not sell, and upon his death the beneficiaries were 1})1)0111'[0(1
to be his successors. The Court cannot see why the owners generally should claim
relief by a petition to the Crown for the wrongful act of one of themselves selected by
them and virtually appointed by them to be their trustee. It is a notorious fact that
many trustees, including trustees drawn from the ranks of members of the Maori race,
have been guilty of breaches of trust. The law provides remedies, but the remedies are
of material use only if pursued i time. As stated before, the sale took place in 1916,
and no action was ever taken to follow the money the proceeds of the sale.

(3) A further complaint was made that an area of land, which included interests
of non-sellers, was sold to defray the costs of victualling the meetings of Maoris
attracted by the Court proceedings, which occupied a considerable time. I confess that
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