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The petitioners, who belong to Ngatimahu, now allege that their hapu were entitled to a greater
number of shares thun they received, and Hape Renata considers that he should not be bound by an
arrangement made by the elders, even though his father had acquiesced. Much as the parties may
differ as to their claims through gift, ancestry, mana, or occupation, they all recognize that the three
hapus had each a right. As the Ngaitumapuhia reccived their interest of 380 acres in T'e Unuunu
No. 2, neither of the other two parties desires to disturb them. The question is then narrowed down -
to this : Whether should the Ngatimahu or the descendants of Kawaikairangi get the lion’s share in
No.1? They appear to share equally according to the order made in 1895, but the petitioners contend
that the former are the proper owners through a gift from the Rangitane, while Kawaikairangi was
a foreigner who, on account of his ability as a military strategist and leader, was adopted by the Ngati-
mahu, who wished to secure his assistance in war. They ask an investigation de novo, 0 as to enable them
to show the pedigree of Kawaikairangi and their own superior title. On the other hand, the successors
of Kawaikairangi court a reinvestigation to enable them to prove that the gift from the Rangitane
is a pure myth, and that the Ngatimahu have little, if any, right to inclusion at all.  Further, the Ngai-
tumapuhia, as represented by Taiawhio te Tau, declare that they are not at all adverse to & runvesm-
uation, as they think, besides their 380 acres in No. 2, they might get a b]lCL of No. 1.

All three parties would like to convey the impression that 1 they are “ spoiling for a row,” but the
fact that all have remained quiescent for sixteen years, as well as the recognition now of the right of
Ngaitumapuhia to No. 2, would lead to the inference that there is not a great deal amiss.

The petitioners allege that the overawing influence of Tamahau Mahupuku, whose wife was a direct
descendant of Kawaikairangi, had such an effect that no one would venture to confront him in Court
or even at a conference ; hence Tamahau’s people got half of the block, which was a great deal more
then they were entitled to, and more than they should have received had a less doutrhty rangatira
championed their cause.

This may be correct, and no doubt the mana of Tamahau has shown its influence in more Wairarapu
land arrangements than one, but it would be a mischievous precedent to establish that an amicahble
compromise made by the clders years ago should be impeached after the principal actors had passed
away. As well might King George V decline to observe the provisions of the Magna Charta on the ground
that his predecessor in title—King John—signed it under dulness some seven centuries ago: as well
might the present-day Natives refuse to recognize the Treaty of Waltangl on the ground that the
mgn&tomes did not get a quid pro quo.

In this case the chief petitioner is the son of Renata, who acquiesced in the arrangement made
sixteen years ago; as did another leading Ngatimahu named Hamuera Tongatakino. Hape Renata,
in giving cvidence in this Court, replied as follows when under cross-examination : ‘I was not present
at Judge Butler’s Court in 1895, but my father and Hamuera Tongatakino were there as well as Tamahau.
I do not agree that they should look after my interests or gpeak for me. They were our elders, but the
Ngatimahu and I suffered loss through the arrangement they made, because the No. 1 block was divided
equally between Ngatikawaikairangi and Ngatimahu.”

With regard to the pretended desire of Ngaitumapuhia for a fresh investigation, I read in Wai-
rarapa Minute-book 7, page 377, that when Tamahau told the Court on the 20th June, 1888, that an
arrangement had been come to whereby the Ngaitumapuhia were to receive 380 acres, and a list of names
was submitted, Taiawhio te Tau stood up in Court and stated that ‘ the apportionment of the land
explained by Tamahau for Ngaitumapuhia was the one agreed upon. The arrangement had been
come to after some discussion.”

From these facts it can be seen that the very people who now ask that there be a cancellation of
all orders and an investigation de novo are those who approved of what had been arranged.

T do not recommend that the prayer of the petitioners for a fresh investigation be acceded to.

M. GILFEDDER, Judge.
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