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1. The iwi of Rongowhakaata describe themselves as the descendants of Rongowhakaata 

and his wives; the sisters Turahiri, Uetupuke, and Moetai. Their main hapu are Ngai 

Tawhiri, Ngati Maru, Ngati Aweawe, Ngai Te Kete, and Ngati Kaipoho. Ruapani is 

another important tipuna for many Rongowhakaata. 

 

2. The traditional lands of Rongowhakaata extend from Te Kowhai at Te Wherowhero 

lagoon inland to the Te Arai headwaters, continuing to Te Reinga in the south-west, 

and north through Tuahu, Hangaroa-Matawai, and Tahora. Their lands take in 

Patutahi and the area around the Tangihanga and Repongaere blocks, through to 

Matawhero and linking with the Taruheru and Turanganui rivers, onwards to Kaiti 

and around the coast to Te Toka Ahuru. Around the fringes of these lands, they share 

interests and whakapapa connections with neighbouring iwi, including especially 

close ties with Te Whanau a Iwi. Today, the marae of Rongowhakaata stand at 

Whakato, Manutuke, Pahou, Ohako, and Te Kuri a Tuatai. 

 

3. Rongowhakaata traditionally held their land and resources in customary tenure under 

collective tribal and hapū custodianship. The kin groups of Tūranganui a Kiwa were 

linked through whakapapa and shared use of resources, but also had their own 

independent mana born out of strong leadership, distinct whakapapa lines and 

resource use.
1
 

 

Rongowhakaata to 1865 

 

4. The fertile plains of Tūranga and ample supply of kai moana made it a place of great 

abundance for Rongowhakaata, far from the „Poverty Bay‟ it was dubbed by Captain 

James Cook in 1769. The first encounter between Rongowhakaata and Pakeha was 

Cook‟s 1769 visit to the area in October 1769 on board the Endeavour. In all nine 

local Māori were left dead or wounded after his two and-a-half day stay, including Te 

Rakau and several other Rongowhakaata.
2
  

 

5. A later visitor, Native Land Purchase Commissioner Donald McLean, observed in 

1851 that „the fat cattle, the large wheat stalks of last year‟s growth, fine alluvial soil, 

and contented appearance of of the natives‟ showed that Turanga was „anything but a 

land of destitution or want‟. When he called on Rongowhakaata he found that: „The 

land is rich and fertile and in intersected by three rivers which strike their serpentine 

courses through handsome clumps of kahikatea and puriri forests and beside 

numerous wheat cultivations and groves of peach and other varieties of English fruit 

trees. We reached the first settlement on the banks of the Arai River about sunset, 

when the natives were returning from reaping their fields, some leading horses and 
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others driving cattle and pet pigs before them. They gave us their usual welcome and 

presented us with fruit and also with honey just taken from a hive‟.
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6. Sustained contact with Pakeha did not begin until the 1830s. From this decade 

onwards, Rongowhakaata sought out trading relationships with Pakeha and hosted 

small numbers of shore-based whalers and traders, such as John Harris,
4
 on their 

lands. However, the number of Pakeha who came to reside at Tūranga prior to the 

1860s was tiny by comparison with the Māori population.
5
 By the late 1840s there 

were approximately 2,400 Māori living in the Tūranga district and about 40 Pakeha 

traders and their wives, with some 50 children of Pakeha and dual descent.
6
 Most of 

the early Pakeha residents of Tūranga were reliant upon the patronage and protection 

of particular chiefs, who provided them with land to live upon, arranged suitable 

marriages to women within the hapū, and in return expected to reap various 

advantages from „their‟ Pakeha.
7
 Rongowhakaata also took advantage of new 

economic opportunities, rapidly expanding their agricultural production and exporting 

wheat, maize, pork, onions and potatoes to Auckland.
8
 They owned and operated 

several trading ships, including Te Raaka („The Lark‟), Whitipaea, Adah, Te Kuini, 

and Ruawhetuki.
9
 By the 1850s the Tūranga tribes had become among the richest in 

the country, and were also exporting produce to the Australian colonies.
10

  

 

7. Missionaries arrived in the Tūranganui a Kiwa area in the wake of the whalers and 

traders. A mission station was established at Tūranga (the site of modern day 

Gisborne) in 1838 and chapels and schools were set up by Rongowhakaata in their 

kāinga, such as Paokahu.
11

 Early Māori proselytisers, many of whom had spent time 

in Northland, played an important role in spreading the Christian faith. By the time 

that William Williams of the Church Missionary Society arrived amongst 

Rongowhakaata in 1840 interest in the new religion was already high, in part due to 

temporal advantages such as literacy which the missionaries were also seen to offer. 

Te Waaka Mangere (leader of Ngati Kaipoho and tuakana of Rukupo) offered 

Williams land at Orakaiapu in 1840 and invited him to take up residency at the 

mission station they established for him there (before moving it to nearby Whakato).
12

 

 

8. In May 1840 William Williams discussed and presented a copy of the Treaty of 

Waitangi to Tūranga Māori. Of the 22 local rangatira who signed the Treaty on this 

occasion, 15 were Rongowhakaata.
13

 There is no record of the discussion which took 

place prior to this signing. However, Williams had already expressed concern at the 

activities of land purchasers elsewhere, and is likely to have emphasised the Crown‟s 

intention of protecting Māori in the possession of their lands.
14
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9. Prior to 1865 Rongowhakaata remained largely in control of their own affairs.  Early 

in the 1850s they had formed a runanga to develop policies for administering their 

affairs and by the late 1850s it was playing an important part in the administration of 

the district, setting the minimum price at which wheat could be sold and generally 

presiding over relations with Europeans.
15

 The only Crown official stationed in the 

area before 1865 was a Resident Magistrate who was present between 1855 and 1860. 

He was withdrawn following an 1860 visit to the district by Governor Thomas Gore 

Browne. The Governor subsequently informed the Colonial Office that Tūranga 

Māori „objected to the Union Jack hoisted at the Magistrate‟s residence during my 

stay; said they should not recognize the Queen, and that unless I visited them for the 

purpose of restoring the lands which the Europeans had cheated them...out of, they 

did not wish to see me; [and] that I might return from whence I came, and take my 

English Magistrate with me.‟
16

 As Raharuhi Rukupo of Rongowhakaata informed the 

government, „we do not understand the meaning of your flag... What we do know is 

that you protect, and you seize, you are kind, and you are ready to fight, you feed 

with soft food, and you feed with hard.‟
17

 

  

10. Crown attempts to purchase land from Rongowhakaata were limited and 

unsuccessful. In 1851, Rongowhakaata rangatira Te Waaka Perohuka and Raharuhi 

Rukupo rejected Native Land Purchase Commissioner McLean‟s offer to purchase 

land from them.
18

 Raharuhi later told the government, „w have the land in possession 

from which flows fatness, and from the fatness of our land we derive what we are 

now possessed of, namely money.‟
19

 Other than a small area at Makaraka (less than 

58 acres), purchased in 1857 and known as the „government paddock‟, the Crown 

acquired no Rongowhakaata or other land at Tūranga before 1865.
20

 Rongowhakaata 

saw a strong connection between Crown purchases and substantive Crown 

sovereignty and control, and consequently regarded the purchase of land with 

apprehension.
21

 After being withdrawn from the district the former Tūranga Resident 

Magistrate subsequently recalled that Māori there „denied the right of the 

Government to send a Magistrate amongst them, on the ground that, as they had not 

sold their land to the Queen, the Government had no authority over them‟.
22

  

 

11. Following the petitions of some settlers to have their claims to own land in the 

Tūranga region investigated, the Crown sent a Land Claims Commissioner to the area 

but he did not make any recommendations.
23

 From the early 1850s a movement had 

emerged among Rongowhakaata and other Tūranga Māori to reclaim or „redeem‟ 

lands occupied by settlers. In some cases payments earlier made for land were 

returned to the Europeans, while one settler was informed that his land would be 

resumed because he „had had it long enough‟.
24

 By the late 1850s this movement, in 
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which Raharuhi Rukupo of Rongowhakaata was a „prime instigator‟,
25

 had attracted 

significant support from Tūranga rangatira, a number of whom maintained that lands 

claimed by the settlers as having been „sold‟ to them had merely been allocated to 

them on a permissive occupancy basis. Because of this stance, most settlers decided 

to withdraw their formal claims until a better opportunity for obtaining legal title 

presented itself in the future.
26

 

 

12. The tense race relations which prevailed generally in New Zealand by the late 1850s 

were a matter of concern for Rongowhakaata. Although they rejected the Queen‟s 

authority over them, they also refused to support the King movement which had 

emerged in other parts of the North Island. They preferred to remain neutral in 

matters not directly involving them and refused to take sides.
27

 In March 1860 the 

first Taranaki War between British troops and Māori broke out when the Governor 

ordered the survey of Waitara lands purchased against the wishes of Wiremu Kingi 

and other customary owners. Rongowhakaata rangatira attended the government‟s 

Kohimarama conference in July 1860, and assured him of their neutrality.
28

 Tūranga 

Māori, though sympathetic to Kingi‟s plight, refused to respond to his appeal for 

military support, declaring that it was „necessary for them to remain at home and take 

care of their own land‟.
29

 They adopted a similar stance when Imperial troops invaded 

the Waikato district in 1863.
30

  

 

13. In 1862 the Taranaki prophet Te Ua Haumene founded the Pai Marire („Good and 

Peaceful‟) religion. Based on the Christian bible, Pai Marire promised the 

achievement of Māori autonomy. Its message of peace and autonomy of religious 

worship appealed to many Māori at a time of war, and a number of North Island 

Māori had converted to the new faith by the end of 1864, when Te Ua Haumene sent 

a group of Pai Marire teachers to Tūranga. They travelled by way of Opotiki where in 

March 1865 some followers were involved in the ritual killing of the missionary Carl 

Volkner, who was suspected of spying for the Crown.
31

 One leader of the Pai Marire 

party repudiated the murder as contrary to the teachings of the new faith, as did Te Ua 

himself.
32

 Another missionary who was with Volkner was allowed to escape 

unharmed.
33

 William Williams, upon receiving news of the arrival of the Pai Marire 

party at Opotiki, also recorded rumours that Te Ua had ordered „that all the pakeha 

shall be killed whether they are clergymen or laymen‟.
34

 Williams received a copy of 

Te Ua‟s instructions a few weeks later, after he had first heard of the killing of 

Volkner, and noted that these rumours were unfounded. There was, he wrote, „no 

sanction...to murder‟ contained within the instructions.
35

 

 

14. Tūranga Māori, upon receiving news of the events at Opotiki, assured the Reverend 

William Williams and the other settlers that they would protect them.
36

 They rejected 

a proposal to seize the Pai Marire party upon their arrival at Tūranga, telling Williams 
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that „they had not had any shedding of blood here & they did not wish to have any.‟
37

 

The chiefs were initially wary of the new religion. Yet, once the emissaries arrived in 

mid-March, their teachings won a large number of new converts, including a number 

of Rongowhakaata.
38

 Anaru Matete of Rongowhakaata explained to settlers his 

people‟s belief that by joining Pai Marire „we shall save Te Ao and the remnant of 

our people.‟
39

 He and others of Rongowhakaata assured the settlers of their continued 

desire for peace and their intention to protect Europeans resident in the district.
40

 

Some of the Pai Mārire emissaries also announced their peaceful intentions towards 

the settlers.
41

 Despite this, rumours persisted of threats to kill all Europeans, in 

consequence of which some of the settlers began leaving.
42

 

 

Waerenga a Hika, 1865 

 

15. The spread of Pai Marire and the killing of Volkner alarmed the government, which 

responded in an unequivocal fashion. Donald McLean, the Superintendent of the 

Hawke‟s Bay Province, was appointed General Agent for the Government in March 

1865 to co-ordinate its response. In April 1865 Governor Grey issued a proclamation 

condemning the „fanatical sect, commonly called Paimarire‟ and declaring the 

Crown‟s intention to „resist and suppress, by the force of arms if necessary...fanatical 

doctrines, rites and practices‟ committed in the name of this new religion.
43

 The 

Crown‟s capacity to enforce this proclamation was limited, however, as a 

consequence of which all „well-disposed‟ persons were also requested to assist in its 

enforcement. McLean was instructed to capture the Pai Marire leaders if this was 

practical.
44

 Tūranga settlers had initially asked the government to send them firearms, 

but came round to the view that this was not a good idea as it would complicate the 

situation and they would be powerless to stop Māori from disarming them and using 

the guns against them in the event of conflict.
45

 

 

16. In April 1865 a group of Rongowhakaata and other Tūranga Māori leaders assured 

McLean that they would protect the settlers in Tūranga. They said they would not 

interfere in any war in Opotiki, and urged McLean not to send any soldiers to 

Tūranga. McLean noted the friendly reception Pai Marire had received from many 

Tūranga Māori and doubted the sincerity of the promise to protect the settlers, 

notwithstanding their clear undertakings to both McLean and the settlers directly 

concerned.
46

 Meanwhile, the chiefs were reportedly „apprehensive‟ lest the reception 

given to the Pai Marire emissaries should be used as a basis upon which to take 

military possession of their lands.
47

 

 

17. In May 1865 Governor Grey‟s representative, Captain Luce, transported the Ngati 

Porou chief Mokena Kohere to Tūranga. Whilst there, he planted a Union Jack on 

disputed lands at Kaiti, an action which resulted in much tension in the district. 

However, the local Pai Marire party were reportedly „afraid to bring on a disturbance 
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for fear of embroiling themselves with the Govt‟, and the flagstaff was left standing.
48

 

Rongowhakaata met with Luce at Whakato and assured him of their neutrality.
49

     

 

18. Pai Marire emissaries carried the religion to the East Coast north of Tūranga in June 

1865.
50

 Chiefs favourably disposed towards the Crown resolved to make war upon the 

Pai Marire emissaries, despite the efforts of the leader of the Pai Marire party Patara 

Rakatauri to leave the district in order to avoid such an outcome. The „loyalist‟ party 

were quickly provided with arms, ammunition and other logistical support from the 

Crown and were supplemented by colonial troops.
51

  Fighting took place between Pai 

Marire adherents and other East Coast Māori between June and October 1865. The 

Pai Marire adherents were defeated.  

 

19. In the fighting on the East Coast in October 1865, Pita Tamaturi of Rongowhakaata, a 

protégée of Raharuhi Rukupo, was captured by the Crown‟s local Maori forces. 

Shortly afterwards Lieutenant Reginald Biggs, a Turanga settler then commanding 

some of the Crown‟s forces, shot and killed Pita.
52

 This action does not appear to 

have been reported to the Crown at the time. For other services in the East Coast 

campaign Biggs was promoted to Captain.
53

 

 

20. Some East Coast Pai Marire survivors of the fighting fled to Tūranga from where they 

had received some limited assistance during the fighting. In consequence some East 

Coast chiefs were willing to travel south to fight against Pai Marire adherents.
54

 

Rongowhakaata from both the Kawanatanga („loyalist‟) and Pai Marire camps were 

anxious to avoid such an outcome. They continued to mix freely with one another and 

remained keen to keep their district out of the conflict.
55

 Anaru Matete, a 

Rongowhakaata Pai Marire supporter, urged the refugees from the East Coast fighting 

to leave Tūranga.
56

 

 

21. In September 1865 a small garrison of government soldiers was sent to Tūranga. 

Their numbers were strengthened the following month.
57

 At the end of October 1865 

tensions were greatly exacerbated when a small number of East Coast Māori arrived 

in pursuit of Pai Marire refugees from the East Coast fighting. Tūranga Māori urged 

them to return home and „not to bring fighting & bloodshed into this district‟.
58

 

However, on 1 November 1865 the government issued orders that the colonial troops 

who had been engaged in the fighting on the East Coast were to be marched to 

Tūranga, where peace was to be enforced and all Pai Marire emissaries forcibly 

expelled or taken prisoner. McLean was also instructed to warn Tūranga leaders that 

land confiscation and military settlements would be imposed upon them if they did 

not remain in peace.
59

  

 

22. With the presence of large numbers of Ngati Porou and Crown troops at Tūranga it 

was widely assumed that war was imminent, and some outlying settlers abandoned 

their homesteads in favour of the small township on the banks of the Tūranganui 
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River. In some cases property was plundered from the unoccupied properties, 

although Raharuhi Rukupo of Rongowhakaata, one of the most senior Pai Marire 

rangatira, quickly promised to restore this to its owners or to replace any damaged 

goods, and Pai Marire followers were shortly afterwards seen collecting up the stolen 

property for these purposes.
60

 He had made several attempts to meet with the senior 

British officers present at Tūranga, but on each occasion had been informed that this 

would have to await the arrival of McLean. Meanwhile, dialogue – instigated by 

Raharuhi Rukupo and Anaru Matete of Rongowhakaata – continued between local 

Pai Marire and Kawanatanga leaders, and at the end of October a warning was issued 

to all „loyal‟ Māori against maintaining such communications.
61

      

 

23. Donald McLean arrived in Tūranga on 9 November 1865 to enforce the government‟s 

instructions, and require the submission of Rongowhakaata and other local Pai Marire 

to the Crown. McLean brought with him a substantial government and allied Māori 

military force. McLean gave Tūranga Pai Marire an ultimatum, drafted on the 

evening of 10 November 1865, describing the terms they must comply with to avoid 

war. They were required to surrender to the government any who had been involved 

in murder or other serious crime, give up their arms, swear the oath of allegiance, 

submit to the rule of British law, compensate settlers for their losses and immediately 

expel from the district those who had come as Pai Marire emissaries. Consistent with 

the instructions issued to him, McLean further warned that non-compliance with the 

terms of his ultimatum would resulted in the confiscation of their lands and the 

establishment of military settlements.
62

  

 

24. A day after the ultimatum was issued, the refugees from Tokomaru, whose immediate 

expulsion had been a key demand, departed the Pai Marire stronghold of Waerenga-a-

Hika for home, followed by Henare Potae, the „loyalist‟ chief from the area.
63

 On 12 

November Raharuhi Rukupo of Rongowhakaata and most other senior Pai Marire 

chiefs wrote to McLean to again inform him of their desire for peace and their anxiety 

that he should come and see them so that this could be finalised as a matter of 

priority.
64

 McLean had considered war at Tūranga „more than probable‟ prior to 

arriving there, and he refused to meet the Pai Marire party.
65

 His only concession was 

to extend the deadline of the ultimatum, upon being told that some Pai Mārire might 

be willing to comply with his terms.
66

 The „loyalist‟ Ngati Kahungunu chief Tareha 

Te Moananui, who was also present at Tūranga, was greatly angered by McLean‟s 

refusal to talk to the Pai Marire party and continued with his own negotiations until 

just before the Crown assault on the Pai Marire party.
67

   

 

25. When McLean‟s ultimatum expired on 16 November 1865 without any Pai Marire 

having complied with its terms, McLean handed over control of the district to the 

senior military officer present, Major Fraser. He was instructed that the Te Aitanga a 

Mahaki pa at Waerenga-a-Hika required special chastisement as it was „evident that 

no peace can exist until those Natives are compelled to submit to British law and 

authority‟.
68

 Colonial forces and their Māori allies, including a small contingent of 

Tūranga Māori, accordingly marched on the Pai Marire pa at Waerenga-a-Hika on 17 

November 1865. The Rongowhakaata pa Pukeamionga (near Patutahi) was not 

                                                 
60 O‟Malley, „“An Entangled Web”‟, pp.141-142; Stirling, pp.102-103; and Tribunal Report, pp.80-82. 
61 Tribunal Report, p.81. 
62 Tribunal Report, pp. 84-86, citing „Terms of Surrender‟, AGG-HB7 2E, Archives New Zealand. 
63 O‟Malley, „“An Entangled Web”‟, p.146. 
64 Tribunal Report, pp.87-88; O‟Malley, „“An Entangled Web”‟, pp.146-147. 
65 O‟Malley, „“An Entangled Web”‟, p.138; Tribunal Report, p.88. 
66 Tribunal Report, pp. 87-90. 
67 Tribunal Report, pp.88-89, 110-112. 
68 Tribunal Report, p.90. 



approached.
69

 By 19 November as many as 200 mainly Rongowhakaata 

reinforcements had arrived at Waerenga-a-Hika to support the occupants of the pa. 

They advanced on the British line but lost some 34 killed in close range battle before 

withdrawing inside the pa.
70

 On the evening of 21 November Fraser reported that the 

state of affairs remained unchanged, „the Hau Haus being too dispirited to attack us, 

and their pa being too strong to be taken without a little time‟.
71

  

 

26. On 22 November 1865 Fraser raised a flag of truce and sent a messenger over to the 

pa to inquire whether its inhabitants wished to surrender. The response came back 

that they would agree to this if their lives were spared and they were not sent to jail. 

Following reassurances that only the „worst characters‟ would be sent out of the 

district, about 200 men and 200 women and children came out of the pa. Another 

group led by Anaru Matete of Rongowhakaata, numbering up to several hundred, 

meanwhile made their escape from the pa and made their way towards Lake 

Waikaremoana. Seventy-one of the pa‟s occupants were killed during the five-day 

siege.
72

 The colonial forces and their East Coast Maori allies looted the graves within 

the pa for pounamu and other taonga.
73

 

 

27. In the immediate aftermath of the conflict some of the government‟s East Coast 

Māori allies proceeded to indiscriminately loot and raid settler and Māori homes and 

property in the district, resulting in a complaint by a prominent settler that the Pai 

Marire party had inflicted far less damage on the district compared with those who 

had come to fight them.
74

 The damage done to food crops and general devastation of 

the local economy resulted in acute food shortages for Tūranga Māori, some of whom 

died of starvation as a consequence.
75

 

 

Confiscation and Cession in Tūranganui a Kiwa, 1866-1868 

 

28. After the fighting at Waerenga a Hika in November 1865, the Crown confirmed its 

earlier intention to confiscate land in the Tūranga area in order to institute „a scheme 

of colonization‟ and gain some remuneration from the cost of the war.
76

  This plan 

was complicated by significant private interest in acquiring lands in the area, and by 

an apparent Māori strategy of leasing and selling land, such as Rongowhakaata‟s Te 

Arai block, before it could be confiscated.
77

 Public interest in the Tūranga lands was 

heightened further by the discovery of oil in the Waipaoa Valley early in 1866. The 

Auckland provincial government quickly determined to purchase the oil springs, but 

found itself in competition with private interests also seeking to acquire these and was 

further confronted with an ultimately unsuccessful effort by the Hawke‟s Bay 

province to annex Tūranga within its own boundaries. Plans for their acquisition were 

further complicated by significant interests in the area belonging to those alleged to 

have been in rebellion, prompting the Auckland superintendent to propose legislation 

under which the Native Land Court would be required to certify as confiscated any 

customary interests found to belong to those who had engaged in acts of rebellion 
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against the Crown. Considering the New Zealand Settlements Act „unsatisfactory and 

expensive‟, and facing criticisms from the Imperial government for its harsh 

confiscations elsewhere, the colonial government adopted this proposal as its own.
78

  

 

29. Accordingly, the East Coast Land Titles Investigation Act (ECLTIA) was passed into 

law in October 1866. Specific clauses were also included in the Native Lands Act 

1866 to enable provincial superintendents to make valid land purchases before 

certificates of title were issued and enabling the governor-in-council to suspend the 

operation of the Native Land Acts over specified districts, thus preventing private 

parties from completing land purchases. In February 1867 a proclamation was issued 

with respect to a large part of inland Tūranga it was discovered had been 

inadvertently excluded from the schedule to the ECLTIA. This included the oil 

springs and much valuable agricultural land.
79

 An amendment Act was passed in 

October 1867 to include this area in a revised schedule and correct a clerical area in 

the wording of the original Act which effectively excluded „rebel‟ interests from 

those liable for confiscation under the original Act. In 1868 the East Coast Act was 

passed by Parliament. It contained similar provisions to the earlier East Coast 

legislation, including a requirement for the Native Land Court to exclude those 

deemed to have been in rebellion from land titles. However, the Crown had decided at 

an early stage to seek a cession of land interests in lieu of its claims under the 1866-

68 legislation, thus effectively consolidating its interests in fewer land blocks.   

 

30. Biggs, who had fought at Waerenga a Hika, was appointed to represent the Crown in 

Court hearings under the 1866 Act. Biggs attempted to negotiate the cession of a 

defined block of land before any application was made to the Native Land Court. The 

government proposed to pay compensation to any „loyal‟ Māori whose land was 

included in the block to be ceded. Negotiations stalled however because Biggs 

wanted the cession of almost the entire Tūranga district;
80

 far more land than Māori 

were willing to give up. The government threatened Tūranga Māori that it would 

revert to using a „harder law‟, the New Zealand Settlements Act 1863, if they did not 

agree to cede the amount of land it sought, but ultimately decided against such a 

move.
81

 Tūranga Māori were also warned that the „land-taking court‟ would be sent if 

they did not readily comply with the Crown‟s demands.
82

 

 

31. In July 1867 large numbers of Rongowhakaata and other Tūranga Maori assembled 

for a scheduled Native Land Court sitting at Tūranga. It was ultimately adjourned 

without adjudicating upon any lands in order to allow the Crown the opportunity to 

amend the defects in the 1866 Act. Shortly after this 256 Rongowhakaata and other 

Tūranga Māori signed a petition complaining of the intimidating tactics used by the 

Crown in its attempt to secure all the flat land in the district.
83

 In light of the short 

duration of the fighting in 1865 and the length of time since it ended, they argued 

they should not have to give up any land. In February 1868 Donald McLean again 

attempted to secure agreement to a cession of land ahead of a further Land Court 

hearing the following month. He once more threatened Tūranga Māori with the „land-

taking court‟ if they would not accede to his demands, but was unsuccessful.
84

 

McLean did secure the agreement of a few Rongowhakaata and other Maori to the 

purchase of the 741-acre Turanganui No.2 block, which was awarded to the Crown in 
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1869 and surveyed as the site of the Gisborne township.
85

 When the Land Court 

opened the Crown unsuccessfully sought to have it investigate title to the whole of the 

Tūranga district. Local Māori then withdrew most of their claims on the basis that 

they did not have confidence in the Land Court operating under the ECLTIA.
86

  

 

 

Imprisonment on the Chatham Islands, 1865-1868 

 

32. In the first six months of 1866 approximately 30 Rongowhakaata men who had been 

captured in the fighting at Waerenga a Hika were taken to Wharekauri (the Chatham 

Islands), where they were held and imprisoned without trial with a large number of 

other Tūranga men while arrangements were made to confiscate their lands. 

Approximately 9 women and 8 children accompanied the Rongowhakaata men to the 

Chathams, being among the 49 Tūranga women and 38 children sent to Wharekauri.
87

 

A further 6 Rongowhakaata men were among approximately 52 men, predominantly 

from Hawke‟s Bay, sent to Wharekauri in October 1866. This group was 

accompanied by eight women, but it is not known if they included any 

Rongowhakaata women.
88

 The Tūranga detainees and their families made up over 

two-thirds of those unlawfully imprisoned at Wharekauri and their removal from 

Tūranga reduced the resident Māori population of the district by up to 40% in the 

case of the worst-affected groups.
89

 

 

33. Crown officials advised chiefs in Tūranga in March 1866 that the length of the 

prisoners‟ detention would be determined by their behaviour on the Chathams. 

According to the Defence Minister, however, the object was „to have them out of the 

way until the question of the confiscation of land should be settled‟.
90

 When the 

prisoners later asked to be sent home they were told they would be held until 

arrangements for confiscating their lands had been finalised.
91

 In June 1867 McLean 

advised the government that the prisoners should be held until the government had 

managed to complete its confiscation arrangements at Tūranga.
92

 He repeated this 

advice when the Premier suggested in December 1867 that the „Native Political 

Offenders‟ held at the Chathams might be granted an amnesty and allowed to return 

home.
93

The detainees on the Chathams were never tried for any offence. 

 

34. Te Kooti Arikirangi Te Turuki of Rongowhakaata was among those Tūranga Māori 

taken to the Chatham Islands. Te Kooti was among the government‟s allies at 

Waerenga a Hika but he was accused of spying and supplying Pai Marire forces with 

ammunition.
94

 He was detained, questioned and then released in late 1865 for lack of 

evidence. In March 1866, Te Kooti was again arrested and detained in Napier prior to 

being sent to the Chatham Islands along with other Rongowhakaata in June 1866. 

Influential Tūranga traders had urged the removal of Te Kooti, whose independent 

trading activities were seen as a threat.
95

 On 4 June 1866, Te Kooti wrote to McLean 

requesting that he be brought to trial.
96

 One government interpreter later confirmed 
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that Te Kooti had made repeated requests to be tried and remained perplexed at the 

basis upon which he was being held.
97

 His requests to be tried were ignored. As Te 

Kooti lamented in a waiata about his exile:  

 

I te toru o Maehe ka whiua atu au ki runga i te kaipuke. 

Ka tere moana nui au nga whakaihu ki Waikawa,  

Ka huri tenei te riu ki Ahuriri hei a Te Makarini, 

I whiua atu au ki runga ki a Te Kira au e noho nei. 

Ka tahuri whakamuri he wai kei aku kamo e riringa nei. 

Hanganui Hangaroa nga ngaru whakapuke, ki Wharekauri, 

E noho. E te iwi tu ake ki runga ra tiro iho ki raro ra 

Awangawanga ana te rere mai a te ao ra runga i Hangaroa 

I ahu mai Turanga i te wa kainga kua wehea 

Na konei te aroha e te iwi kua a haere nei kupapa 

E te iwi ki raro ki te maru o te Kuini, 

He kawe mo tatau ki runga ki te oranga tonutanga. 

Kaati ra nga kupu i maka i te wa i mua ra 

Tena ko tenei e te iwi whakarongo ki te ture kawana 

Hei whakapai ake mo te mahi a Rura naana nei i raru ai e. 

 

On 3 March I was flung on board the ship. 

I was borne across the great ocean, by the headlands to Waikawa, 

Sent on and dropped off at Ahuriri, to McLean 

Then thrown aboard the St Kilda, there to remain. 

I turned back, the tears welling from my eyes. 

Hanganui, Hangaroa, the waves rise up, to Wharekauri,  

There to remain. O people, arise and look to the north 

The clouds flying towards us over Hangaroa bring grief. 

They come from Turanga, the distant home from which we are now separated 

Causing such yearning, o people. We will continue quietly now, 

O people, under the shelter of the Queen, 

That we may all be carried to the prosperous life. 

Enough of the words recited in days gone by, 

This is it, o people, obey the law of the governor, 

Which will set to right the troublesome work of Rura.
98

 

 
35. The government‟s inability to complete confiscation arrangements at Tūranga caused 

the detention of the prisoners to drag on into 1868. The detainees and their families 

faced miserable living conditions. They were unused to the cold conditions which 

prevailed at the Chatham Islands and arrived poorly clothed for the harsh climate. 

Despite this, they were expected to build their own accommodation and provide at 

least part of their own food, although they were poorly equipped for the task. At least 

22 died while at Wharekauri including some of the women and children.
99

 Some of 

the guards sent to accompany the prisoners were physically abusive towards them, 

and the doctor appointed to look after them was „physically incapable of attending to 

his duties‟ as a result of his alcoholism. On one occasion he forced the males and 

females to parade naked while he supposedly checked them for venereal diseases.
100

 

Although the behaviour of the detainees while at Wharekauri was considered 
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generally good, the government released only a handful of prisoners. The remainder 

were held indefinitely until such time as their lands could be confiscated by the 

Crown. 

 
The Pursuit of Te Kooti and the Whakarau, 1868-1869 

 

36. In June 1867 instructions were issued to inform the prisoners that they would not be 

allowed to leave until all arrangements for the confiscation of their lands had been 

finalised. This came as a severe blow for many, and the new Ringatu faith founded by 

Te Kooti gained in strength as the mood began to change.
101

 Plans were thereafter 

hatched for their escape. Te Kooti led 298 Māori in a successful escape in July 1868. 

They seized a ship, and reached the mainland south of Tūranga at Whareongaonga. 

Te Kooti wished to lead his followers, who became known as the Whakarau, 

peacefully to Taupo. However government forces, supported by Māori allies, under 

Biggs‟ command soon set out to apprehend them. Once the Whakarau‟s intention to 

head inland was clear, Biggs sought to block their only route of escape towards 

Waikaremoana, thus ensuring a confrontation would take place. Faced with a choice 

between fighting or unconditional surrender, involving likely further imprisonment 

without trial, Te Kooti and his followers opted for the former. Te Kooti defeated the 

government forces and their Māori allies at several engagements in July and early 

August 1868. Following this the Whakarau remained at Puketapu for several months 

while Te Kooti considered his options. Some people came from Tūranga to join the 

Whakarau as did parties from several other iwi.
102

 

 

37. Confronted with a major campaign against Titokowaru on the West Coast, the 

government was willing to offer terms to the Whakarau. In September 1868 a 

Catholic missionary, Reignier, was authorised to negotiate peace terms on behalf of 

the government, on the basis that no further action would be taken against them if 

they agreed to lay down their arms and surrender. The government also promised to 

find them land to live on. However, Reignier was unable to personally convey these 

terms to Te Kooti and, while it seems some kind of peace offer reached the 

Whakarau, whether the full extent of the government‟s terms were communicated 

remains uncertain.
103

 

 

38. The Whakarau attacked Matawhero in the early hours of 10 November 1868. On 12 

November several Rongowhakaata rangatira visited Te Kooti at Patutahi to urge him 

to make peace but he took them captive. On 14 November, he went to Oweta to meet 

with Rongowhakaata, taking several more rangatira captive and executing five of 

them (Paratene Turangi, Ihimaera Hokopu, Renata Whakaari, Te Hira Kokopu, and 

Iraia Riki). Those who had not fled were compelled, on pain of death, to join Te 

Kooti, except Raharuhi Rukupo whose decision not to join Te Kooti was respected.
104

 

About 300 Tūranga Māori were taken prisoner by Te Kooti and taken inland as he 

withdrew in November 1868.
105

 In December 1868 Te Kooti raided a farm at 

Pipiwhakao, killing four Maori.
106

 In these attacks in November and December 1868, 

Captain Biggs and more than 50 men, women and children, both Māori and Pakeha 

were killed. All of the Pakeha men killed were members of the militia or military 

volunteers. Most occupied disputed lands claimed by Te Kooti, while in the case of 

Biggs, who continued with his confiscation efforts up to the eve of the attack, there 

was a further motive for the attack (the killing of Pita Tamaturi in October 1865). The 
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Māori victims also appear to have been carefully selected, being implicated in the 

arrest and exile of Te Kooti, or involved in dealings for land claimed by him.
107

  

 

Deed of Cession, November-December 1868 

 

39. Little progress was made in the Crown negotiations for a cession of land until after 

the arrival of the Whakarau in July 1868. However, the pursuit of Te Kooti and the 

Whakarau by the Crown and allied forces raised tensions in the Tūranga district, 

causing both Māori and settlers to fear for their security. This fear and uncertainty 

influenced the cession negotiations, pressuring Tūranga Māori to show loyalty to the 

Crown so that they would continue to have Crown support against possible attack. 

Captain Biggs had advised his superiors on the eve of the attacks on Tūranga in 

November 1868 that he expected to be offered 10,000-15,000 acres of flat land by 

Tūranga Māori and recommended that the Crown accept this offer.
108

 After the 

attacks on Tūranga pressure for a settlement was greatly intensified. Although Donald 

McLean believed the attempt to seek a cession of land so soon after the attack on 

Tūranga would convey the wrong impression to local Māori, the government 

remained determined to press on with its plans.
109

 J. C. Richmond, who had reached 

Tūranga by early December 1868 warned local Māori that the government was 

prepared to withdraw its troops and leave Tūranga at the mercy of Te Kooti if Māori 

did not give it all the land it wanted.
110

 The presence of large numbers of the 

government‟s Māori allies in the district from elsewhere, some of whom indicated an 

intention to claim the land, further added to a general climate of fear and 

intimidation.
111

  

 

40. From 18 December 1868, 279 Tūranga Māori signed a Deed ceding about 1.195 

million acres to the Crown. They represented a minority of Tūranga Māori, as many 

others were either members of the Whakarau or were at that time being held prisoner 

by it.
112

 The deed did not purport to convey the interests of the non-signatories. Such 

customary rights as they had were instead assumed to have been confiscated. The 

deed provided for a commission to be set up to investigate the ownership of this land, 

and return most of it to „loyal‟ Māori. It was agreed that the Governor would reserve 

some land for a military settlement in Tūranga, but the quantity of this was not 

specified in the Deed.
113

 Loyal Maori found to have interests in any area retained by 

the Crown were to be compensated with rebel interests of equal or greater value. The 

effect of the deed was therefore to confiscate the interests of „rebels‟. The deed made 

no provision for reserves for those whose lands were confiscated. 

 

41. In February 1869 the governor‟s formal acceptance of the deed of cession was 

gazetted and native title over the entire area extinguished. The Crown‟s prima facie 

title was, however, subject to fulfilment of the terms of the deed.   

 

42. There is no record that the area to be retained by the Crown for the purpose of 

establishing military settlements had been defined at the time of the signing of the 

deed of cession. When the Poverty Bay Commission, which had been appointed to 

hear the claims of „loyal persons‟ under the deed of cession, opened its hearings in 

June 1869, the Crown agent present, W. S. Atkinson, announced that an agreement 
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had been reached whereby three blocks – Te Muhunga, Patutahi and Te Arai – were 

to be given up absolutely to the Crown. The definition of this land proved extremely 

contentious. Neither the boundaries of these blocks nor the acreages of them were 

recorded in the Commission‟s minutes at the time of the hearing. Although Crown 

estimates of the land it had acquired by virtue of this agreement ranged between 

20,000 acres and 67,400 acres, Tūranga Māori consistently maintained that they had 

agreed to give up three equal blocks of 5,000 acres each, with any area in excess of 

this to be returned to them.
114

 Upon survey in 1873 the combined Patutahi and Te 

Arai blocks were found to contain 31,301 acres. Considering this inadequate, Crown 

officials extended the boundaries to the Hangaroa River, thereby including a further 

19,445 acres. There is no record of this extension having been sanctioned or approved 

by Tūranga Māori, who had only ever agreed to give up 15,000 acres. The block, in 

which Rongowhakaata held extensive interests, as finally surveyed encompassed 

50,746 acres, while Te Muhunga was found to contain 5,415 acres. In all the Crown 

retained an area in excess of 56,000 acres, much greater than the 15,000 acres 

Tūranga Māori consistently testified that they had agreed to give up under threat of 

the withdrawal of military protection.
115

 

 

43. It was originally intended that the Poverty Bay Commission would include a process 

to compensate loyal Māori who lost land on the Patutahi, Te Muhunga and Te Ārai 

blocks.
116

 However this did not occur.
117

 The Crown established a military settlement 

at Ormond, on the Te Muhunga block, on approximately 5,000 acres of the retained 

land and kept the remaining 51,000 acres for other purposes.
118

 In 1869 the 

government had agreed that any land retained would be divided into three equal 

portions, with one-third each being retained by the Crown, Ngati Kahungunu and 

Ngati Porou respectively. In 1872 the Native Minister told Ngati Porou that the 

Crown had retained 5,000 acres at Ormond and would now give 10,000 acres to them 

at Patutahi in order to form a military settlement. Instead, in 1873 Ngati Porou chiefs 

sold their interests in 10,000 acres „confiscated in the district of Turanga‟ for the sum 

of £5,000.
119

 Ngati Kahungunu leaders were also eventually paid for their claims, 

though some of their rangatira later stated that they had desired to return the land to 

its customary owners, but had been discouraged from doing so by the Crown.
120

 

 

44. During the 1873 sitting of the Poverty Bay Commission Tūranga Māori complained 

that the „Patutahi and Muhunga blocks were not in accordance with the agreement in 

the deed of cession.‟
121

 Numerous petitions and appeals followed thereafter over 

many decades, in all of which Tūranga Māori maintained their agreement to the 

cession under pressure of just 15,000 acres. In 1882 and again in 1920 a number of 

these petitions and complaints were investigated by commissions of inquiry. In 

response to these complaints and the findings of the 1920 Native Land Claims 

Commission that an area of more than 20,000 acres
122

 of Rongowhakaata land in 
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excess of that agreed to in 1869 had been retained by the Crown, the Crown entered 

protracted negotiations to compensate Rongowhakaata for the Patutahi block between 

the 1920s and 1940s, culminating in the payment of £38,000 in 1950 in varying 

shares to individuals of Rongowhakaata earlier identified by the Native Land 

Court.
123

  

 

War: The Battle of Ngatapa, December 1868-January 1869 

 

45. Following the attack on Tūranga in November 1868 by Te Kooti and his followers, 

the government quickly assembled a force from Tūranga and neighbouring iwi to 

apprehend them. They fought several engagements with the Whakarau who had 

retreated to Ngatapa by early December 1868. This pa was located in a strong 

defensive position at the top of a steep hill. At least 57 members of the Whakarau 

were killed during the fighting in November and December 1857.
124

 

 

46. Colonel Whitmore and a force of Armed Constabulary arrived in Tūranga in 

December 1868. In early January they besieged Ngatapa in conjunction with Māori 

allies. On 5 January 1869 Te Kooti and some of his followers escaped down an 

unguarded cliff. They were pursued for several days by the government‟s East Coast 

Māori allies.
125

 Minister of the Crown J. C. Richmond announced a bounty on the 

head of Te Kooti and other leading figures in the Whakarau, whether dead or alive, 

and this was subsequently endorsed by the government.
126

 

 

47. Colonel Whitmore reported that at least 136 of Ngatapa‟s defenders were killed 

during the battle before he returned to Turanga.
127

 There is evidence that the number 

killed may have been greater. Between 86 and 128 of those taken prisoner were 

summarily executed without trial by the Crown‟s East Coast Maori allies, with the 

acquiescence of the senior Crown military and civilian representatives present.
128

 

According to a number of eye witness reports, as prisoners were returned to camp 

they were stripped naked, lined up against a cliff, and immediately executed, their 

bodies falling over the side of the cliff. Summary executions of this nature lasted for 

three days.
129

 At least some of those Rongowhakaata killed in this manner had been 

taken prisoner by Te Kooti during his raid on Oweta.
130

 Ropata Wahawaha, the leader 

of the Crown‟s East Coast Maori allies, had been captured by Rongowhakaata in 

1828 and held as a slave of Rapata Whakapuhia for some years. The execution of the 

Ngatapa prisoners was seen as his revenge on Rongowhakaata.
131

 The Crown had 

previously considered the execution of prisoners “in cold blood” to be an “unlawful 

act, repugnant to the feelings and customs of civilised people.”
132

 Despite having 

criticised some of those among its Maori allies involved in the executions at Ngatapa 

for similar actions in an earlier campaign, there was no inquiry into events at 

Ngatapa. Ropata was subsequently rewarded and honoured by the Crown for his 

military services.    
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48. In September 1869, five Māori men captured at Ngatapa were charged with offences 

relating to the attacks carried out by Te Kooti and the Whakarau in the Tūranga area 

in 1868.
133

 Three of the five, including the Rongowhakaata men Hetariki Te Oikau 

and Rewi Tamanui Totitoti, were convicted and sentenced to death, but later had their 

sentences commuted to imprisonment. A fourth committed suicide in custody. 

Hamiora Pere was convicted of high treason. An additional charge of murder against 

him was dropped, probably as a result of lack of evidence. Despite this, his sentence 

was not commuted and he was executed in November 1869.
134

 

 

49. Following the fall of Ngatapa pa, Te Kooti and surviving members of the Whakarau 

made their way to the Urewera district. Crown forces continued to pursue Te Kooti 

and his followers over much of the central North Island until 1872. In that year Te 

Kooti sought shelter in the King Country. Here he advocated peace and adherence to 

the law. In 1883 Te Kooti (along with other Māori who had fought against the Crown 

during the New Zealand Wars) received a formal pardon from the government for 

„offences of various kinds, more or less of a political character‟ committed during the 

fighting. That same year the government promised to grant Te Kooti land at Orakau 

upon which he could live. However, the area in question proved to be largely swamp 

and the land was never granted him.
135

 In 1891 he was allowed to occupy a block of 

600 acres at Ohiwa Harbour in the Bay of Plenty. The land was poor quality and the 

title was never formally transferred during Te Kooti‟s lifetime.
136

 He died in April 

1893 as a result of an accident which occurred while travelling to Ohiwa. The Ohiwa 

land was subsequently granted to the Ringatu church, rather than to Te Kooti‟s 

descendants. 

 

50. After Ngatapa, Te Kooti never again visited Tūranga. He planned to do so for the 

opening of Rongopai, one of four great meeting houses erected in tribute to him, in 

1888, but decided against it as a result of significant settler and some Māori 

opposition to his return. In 1889 Te Kooti set out for Tūranga. Facing the threat of 

armed settler mobs at Turanga determined to prevent his return, he turned back before 

reaching the district, but was arrested at Waiotahi. At a trial before the Resident 

Magistrate at Opotiki, at which he was refused legal representation and was not 

provided with a translation of the evidence against him until the end of the case, he 

was found guilty of unlawful assembly and required to post sureties of £1,500. He 

was briefly jailed when unable to raise this sum. Upon his release Te Kooti 

successfully appealed against his conviction in the Supreme Court. This decision was 

overturned by the Court of Appeal, which described Te Kooti in derogatory terms and 

upheld the original conviction.
137

 Although Te Kooti committed himself to peace 

following the wars, he was branded a dangerous and violent fanatic by many Pakeha 

and continued to be stigmatised as such long after his death.      

 

Confiscation and the Poverty Bay Commission, 1869-1874 

51. The Poverty Bay Commission was set up under terms of the 1868 Deed of Cession to 

investigate the ownership of the portions of the ceded land that would be returned to 

Māori. The Commission was to exclude those found to have been in rebellion against 

the Crown from the titles it awarded.
138

 The Commission, made up of two Native 
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Land Court judges, was also empowered to investigate settler land transactions 

entered into with Māori over previous decades.
139

 The wording of the deed of cession 

suggested that loyal Māori had specifically requested that land deals entered into with 

Europeans should be investigated, though the extent to which such a request was 

freely made is doubtful. Rongowhakaata had previously opposed the transactions. 

However, at Tūranga nearly all of these land deals took place after the proclamation 

of Crown pre-emption in 1840, and therefore had no legal basis, as officials privately 

acknowledged.
140

   

52. The Commission sat at Tūranga in 1869 for 33 days, awarding 101,000 acres in 75 

blocks to Māori individuals and 1,230 acres to settlers.
141

 These lands included more 

than 20,000 acres in 45 blocks awarded to Rongowhakaata individuals, and about 

1,200 acres of Rongowhakaata lands awarded to settlers.
142

 In 1870 a new 

government attempted to transfer the Commission‟s functions to the Native Land 

Court, but the Court‟s jurisdiction was successfully challenged after it had heard a 

few cases. The few decisions it did make were subsequently validated by an Act of 

Parliament.
143

 

53. The Poverty Bay Commission briefly reconvened in 1873. This hearing was 

hampered by significant opposition to the Commission, including Rongowhakaata 

opposition to the investigation of their Okirau block, culminating in a boycott of its 

proceedings, with support from the Hawke‟s Bay Repudiation movement leader, 

Henare Matua. In November 1873 Wi Pere informed the Commissioners of the desire 

of local iwi for the remaining lands not yet adjudicated upon to be returned to twelve 

trustees to act on behalf of the tribes. The Commissioners stated that it was beyond 

their power to recommend such a step. Instead, the unadjudicated lands were returned 

in four large tribal blocks. However, as the government took no steps to recognise 

these tribal blocks by legislation, such boundaries as were given to the Commission 

proved meaningless, especially after the district was returned to the normal 

jurisdiction of the Native Land Court in 1874.
144

  

54. Following the first sitting in 1869 a further 37,278 acres were awarded to Māori by 

either the Commission or the Native Land Court, sitting in its place,
145

 including the 

inland Rongowhakaata block Waihau (13,800 acres). In total, 138,278 acres were 

awarded by the Commission over a period of four years, including more than 35,000 

acres of Rongowhakaata lands.
146

 A few customary owners said to have been engaged 

in acts of rebellion were formally excluded from the titles issued, and had their 

interests confiscated. There were also many more informal exclusions from title, in 

which cases the question of participation in rebellion was not investigated. This 

included hundreds of Rongowhakaata customary owners who had been captured and 

taken prisoner by the Whakarau, and whose names were included in a detailed list 

compiled by a government official for the Commission.
147

 No statutory law was 

enacted to enable the confiscation of „rebel‟ interests by means of the Poverty Bay 

Commission. This was contrary to long-established principles of English 

constitutional law, including the Magna Carta, which had stipulated that „No man of 

                                                 
139 Tribunal Report, p. 339, citing New Zealand Gazette, 13 February 1869. 
140 Tribunal Report, pp.368-75. 
141 Tribunal Report, p.344-6. 
142 Fiona Small and Philip Cleaver, „Rongowhakaata and the Native Land Court, 1873–1900‟, CFRT, 2000, Wai 

684 #A24, p.17. Exact figures are difficult to obtain, as Small and Cleaver worked from a list of what they termed 

„core‟ Rongowhakaata blocks that excluded some PBC blocks in which Rongowhakaata have significant interests 

(see ibid, pp.7-8). 
143 Tribunal Report, p. 347-8 
144 O‟Malley, „“An Entangled Web‟‟, pp.454-5; Tribunal Report, pp.391-2. 
145 Tribunal Report, p. 340. 
146 Small and Cleaver, p.21. 
147 Tribunal Report, pp.365-7, 393. 



what estate or condition that he shall be, shall be put out of land or tenement, nor 

taken, nor imprisoned, nor disinherited, nor put to death, without being brought to 

answer by due process of the law.‟
148

 No provision was made for „rebels‟, who may 

have been rendered landless as a consequence.
149

 

55. The titles issued by the Poverty Bay Commission differed from those issued through 

the normal Native Land Court processes in that they were joint tenancies, rather than 

tenancies in common. This disadvantaged land owners in that all interests were 

assumed to be equal. It also meant that owners were unable to leave their interests to 

their descendants. Instead, upon the death of an owner, their interests reverted to the 

remaining owners. This encouraged those on the titles to sell their interests. The 

Native Grantees Act 1873 was introduced to remedy this grievance, but did not apply 

to land already leased, sold or mortgaged or to the interests of those who had already 

passed away.
150

 The Poverty Bay Lands Act 1874 provided that all future title 

investigations for land in the block subject to the 1868 Deed of Cession were to be 

conducted under the Native Land Act 1873. 

 

Introduction of Native Land Laws, 1860s and 1870s 

 

56. Concern about perceived failures in the existing system of dealing with Maori land 

prompted the Crown to introduce a new system in the early 1860s. The Crown 

established the Native Land Court, under the Native Land Acts of 1862 and 1865, to 

determine the owners of Māori land “according to native custom”, as well as to 

convert customary title into title derived from the Crown.
151

  The Crown‟s pre-

emptive right to purchase land was set aside, giving individual Māori the same rights 

as Pakeha to lease and sell their lands to private parties and the Crown.
152

 

 

57. The Crown aimed to provide a means by which disputes over the ownership of lands 

could be settled and to facilitate the opening up of Māori customary lands to 

colonisation. It was expected that land title reform would eventually lead Māori to 

abandon the tribal and communal structures of traditional land holdings. Bringing 

customary lands under the British title system would also give Māori landowners the 

right to vote.
153

 However, it was the perceived failure of the pre-emption purchase 

system that provided the immediate impetus for Parliamentary action in 1862.  

 

58. The native land laws introduced a significant change to the Māori land tenure system. 

Customary tenure among Tūranga Māori was able to accommodate multiple and 

overlapping interests to the same land.
154

 The Native Land Court was not designed to 

accommodate the complex and fluid customary land usages of Māori within its 

processes, because it assigned permanent ownership. In addition, land rights under 

customary tenure were generally communal but the new land laws gave rights to 

individuals. The Crown did not consult with Rongowhakaata on the native land 

legislation prior to its enactment. Māori were not represented in Parliament at the 

time that the 1862 and 1865 Native Land Acts were enacted. 

 

59. Māori had no alternative but to use the Court if they wished to secure legal title to 

their lands, including securing title against the competing claims of others. A freehold 
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title from the Court was necessary if they wanted sell or legally lease land, or to use it 

as security to enable development of the land. However, the nature of the titles issued 

by the Court meant these were not widely accepted as security. The Court‟s 

investigation of title for land could be initiated with an application to the Court in 

writing from any individual Māori. There was no requirement to obtain wider consent 

before an application was lodged, but once it had been accepted by the Court all those 

with customary interests were obliged to participate in the investigation of title, or 

lose their interests. In some instances surveys or investigations of title proceeded 

without the support of all of the hapu who claimed interests in the lands.    

 

Rongowhakaata experience of the Native Land Court, 1875-1894 

 

60. The first Native Land Court hearings in Tūranga took place in 1867 and 1868, but no 

titles were determined. In 1870 the Court, sitting in place of the Poverty Bay 

Commission, adjudicated upon titles to approximately 758 acres of Rongowhakaata 

land in 14 blocks in the Manutuke area.
155

 The Court sat under the East Coast Act 

1868, which required the Court to confiscate the interests of rebels. The interests of 

those Rongowhakaata customary owners considered to have been in rebellion in the 

14 blocks investigated in 1870 were confiscated by the Court.
156

 The Court did not 

return to Tūranga until 1875. The East Coast Act 1868 was not repealed until 1891. 

However, it is unclear whether its requirement to confiscate the interests of rebels was 

followed by the Court at Tūranga after 1873.
157

   

 

61. The majority of Rongowhakaata land that passed through the Court was investigated 

under the Native Land Act 1873. This Act required that the names of all owners be 

listed on a memorial of ownership. Under the 1873 Native Land Act, no owner could 

independently sell an individual interest unless all the owners consented to this. In 

practice, however, if the owners were not unanimously in favour of sale, they could 

subdivide the land between the sellers and non-sellers so long as there was majority 

support for subdivision. Those in favour of sale could then sell their share of the 

land.
158

 Amending legislation passed in 1878 enabled any owner or other interested 

person to apply for a partition of interests without obtaining majority support.
159

This 

led to a rapid rise in the number of purchases made from individual Rongowhakaata 

owners.
160

 

 

62. Some Rongowhakaata made use of the Court after 1875, although in the wake of the 

loss of the Patutahi block and the hearings of the Poverty Bay Commission there was 

little of their customary land remaining in the Tūranga area to investigate. Between 

1875 and 1883 the Court adjudicated title to 6,472 acres of Rongowhakaata land in 22 

blocks in the Tūranga area (as well as the Kaiti block, 4,350 acres, just north of 

Turanga in which they held shared interests).
161

 Rongowhakaata individuals also 

established customary interests, along with claimants from other iwi, in 175,000 acres 

in six blocks, in the more rugged inland portion of their rohe.
162

 Up until 1900 only 
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six more Rongowhakaata blocks totalling 93 acres, were investigated by the Court 

and there was almost no customary land remaining.
163

  

 

63. Rongowhakaata attempted to manage the Court‟s processes to avoid costly and 

contested cases. Rongowhakaata leaders generally initiated the survey of land and 

resolved lists of owners out of court before seeking confirmation of those owners 

from the Court. This approach was encouraged by the Court and most title 

investigations in Tūranga were settled quickly by the adoption of out of Court 

settlements.
164

 As a result there were few rehearings sought by Rongowhakaata of 

title awards.
165

 The Court did, however, occasionally have to adjudicate on contested 

hearings, notably lands in which interests were shared by different Rongowhakaata 

hapu,
166

 or in which Rongowhakaata interests were shared with other iwi.
167

 

 

64. Although they used the Court in the absence of any legal alternative, many 

Rongowhakaata opposed the native land laws. In 1873 Rongowhakaata leaders joined 

other Tūranga Māori in supporting the pan-iwi Repudiation Movement and its 

petitions criticising the native land laws and the operation of the Court.
168

 A key 

criticism was that the laws took control away from Māori, who wanted to use their 

own processes to determine title and administer their lands.
169

    

 

65. By the mid-1870s support was growing for the establishment of Māori institutions 

that would function in parallel with Pakeha institutions. Following the unsuccessful 

efforts of Rongowhakaata and Tūranga Māori during the final sitting of the Poverty 

Bay Commission in November 1873 to have their unadjudicated lands returned to 

twelve trustees to act on behalf of the hapu and iwi, some of the tribes formed their 

own unofficial komiti and encouraged Crown officials and settlers to participate in 

their proceedings in some cases.
170

 In 1877 Tūranga Māori formed the Turanganui a 

Kiwa komiti, which was intended to deal with civil and criminal cases as well as 

carry out land title determinations. Rongowhakaata sought legal empowerment to 

administer their own local affairs but this was not given. Without legal authority the 

position of the komiti was tenuous.
171

   

66. Survey charges and other costs involved in securing title through the Court varied but 

could be a burden on Rongowhakaata. While some blocks were surveyed for as little 

as one penny per acre the Waiwhakaata block cost one shilling and sixpence an acre 

to survey.
172

 Attending Native Land Court hearings could be expensive for 

Rongowhakaata with claims to the land if the hearings were contested.
173

 Wi Pere 

informed the Native Land Laws Commission in 1891 that in some cases rightful 
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owners were deterred from attending Court hearings by the high costs involved in 

doing so.
174

  
 

Land Alienation – Crown and Private Purchasing to 1909 

 

67. The government sent its first land purchase agent to Tūranga in 1873. The Crown 

preferred to purchase land but initially some Tūranga Māori would only agree to lease 

their lands. The Crown therefore leased several blocks of Rongowhakaata land.
175

 

The lease agreements usually included clauses that prohibited the Māori lessors from 

selling the land to anyone other than the Crown.
176

 By 1881 the Crown had 

withdrawn from all the leases it had previously agreed to. 

 

68. Crown agents also entered into negotiations to purchase land from 1873. The 

Crown‟s instructions to its agents were to negotiate openly and with tribal leaders. 

The Native Land Act 1873 required the consent of a majority of owners before a sale 

could proceed, but new legislation enacted in 1877 provided that the Crown could 

apply to have the Native Land Court award it any interests it purchased.  Negotiations 

with individuals became increasingly common after this point. Crown purchases of 

Rongowhakaata land began with pre-title advances paid in 1874, but the first 

purchases were not completed until 1880.
177

 The Crown did not acquire any of 

Rongowhakaata‟s small Tūranga blocks before 1900, but by 1897 it had purchased 

nearly 120,000 acres of the rugged inland blocks in which Rongowhakaata shared 

interests, this being nearly two-thirds of those lands, including areas set aside as 

reserves from the initial purchases.
178

 

 

 

69. The Crown enacted legislation which it used to prohibit private parties from also 

negotiating for the same blocks the Crown sought to purchase. It frequently made 

payments on blocks to individuals before the Native Land Court had determined 

ownership and before owners had consented to sale, as occurred with 

Rongowhakaata‟s inland blocks. The Native Minister ordered this practice to stop in 

1879, though it continued in some cases. Sometimes these advances could bind the 

recipients into the sale of the land before a price had been agreed on.
179

    

 

70. Private parties acquired more than 21,000 acres of Rongowhakaata‟s Tūranga lands 

by 1900, this being three-quarters of the lands they had retained there in 1873.
180

 

Many private purchasers leased land before its title was determined by the Native 

Land Court, as a preliminary step to purchase.
181

 It was also common for private 

purchasers to acquire individual interests over time. For example, one private 

purchaser negotiated 106 separate deeds for one block. Even though such transactions 

were void, once sufficient shares had been acquired, usually over several years, the 
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purchase could be completed.
182

 From 1878 private purchasers could apply to 

partition out any interests they had purchased.
183

 In some cases private purchasers 

took advantage of Māori debt to acquire land despite some legislative provisions that 

prohibited the acquisition of Maori land in satisfaction of debt.
184

 

71. Even before extensive Crown and private land purchasing had commenced, a local 

Crown official recommended in 1875 that the Arai Matawai block, 4,214 acres of 

confiscated land beside the Waimata river, be returned to Rongowhakaata as a reserve 

as they, „have not any [land] left upon which they can reside‟. Arai Matawai was, the 

official added, „of little value, being principally hills... It is, however, a piece suitable 

for a Native reserve‟.
185

 This land was proclaimed as a reserve in 1877 on the basis 

that, “it is absolutely necessary to make some such provisions to guard against the 

natives being left without land to live upon‟.
186

 Although intended as a tribal reserve 

for Rongowhakaata,
187

 title to Arai Matawai was vested in only 23 owners.
188

 

Following decades of protest by Rongowhakaata, and the enactment of the Maori 

Land Claims Adjustment and Laws Amendment Act 1904 (s.12) and 1906 (s.13), the 

Native Land Court was empowered to identify the beneficial owners of Arai 

Matawai. In December 1908 title was awarded to 642 individuals of 

Rongowhakaata,
189

 equivalent to 6 ½ acres of low-value hilly land per owner. 

 

72. The native land laws mandated compliance with a number of technical requirements 

before transactions for Māori land could be completed. Some of these were intended 

to protect Māori interests. For example, a certificate from the Trust Commissioner 

was required confirming that Māori owners understood the transaction and had 

received the consideration promised and that liquor did not form part of that 

consideration. Purchasing of interest in titles on which restrictions on alienation had 

been place was prohibited. However, these were widely considered weak and largely 

ineffectual protective mechanisms. The native land laws were frequently amended 

and some facets of the laws were complex and contradictory.
190

 By the 1890s, a 

number of land transactions that had been entered into were incomplete due to their 

failure to comply with all requirements of the native land laws. In 1893, the 

government established a special court to validate such transactions. The Validation 

Court perfected title to nearly 50,000 acres in Tūranga. Although proponents of the 

validation process insisted that it was solely designed to deal with transactions 

entered into in good faith and dismissed arguments that it would open the way for the 

validation of fraudulent or inequitable transactions, early decisions indicated a wide 

interpretation of the Validation Court‟s role.
191

 Tūranga Māori objections to the 

validation of illegal land transactions were usually dismissed by the Validation Court, 

and along with the heavy expense involved in attendance, this may have contributed 

to Māori generally not attending.
192

  

Attempts for community management of Māori owned land 
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73. The individualised titles issued by the Native Land Court created a number of 

problems for Māori over time, including the fragmentation of interests as a 

consequence of succession rules, the difficulty of obtaining development finance on 

the basis of the Court-awarded titles and the general inability to manage lands 

communally.
193

 In response, some Tūranga Māori sought a legal mechanism to 

facilitate tribal control over the administration and alienation of Māori land in 

Turanga.
194

 In 1878 the Tūranga leader Wi Pere and his lawyer, William Rees 

proposed a scheme to achieve this. They established trusts to manage and develop 

Māori-owned land. They intended to develop and dispose of some Māori land in 

order to bring more settlers to Tūranga. They envisaged that Māori would benefit 

from the profitable disposal of developed land and that tribal control of the alienation 

process would ensure that Māori derived benefit from economic activity generated by 

new settlers.    

74. The Rees Pere scheme attracted considerable support in Tūranga, including amongst 

Rongowhakaata. Some 74,000 acres in Tūranga were vested in the trusts by 1881.
195

 

Given their limited remaining land holdings in Tūranga, Rongowhakaata had less 

land available for vesting in the trusts. Owners vested the Pakowhai block (4,950 

acres) and interest in Kaiparo block (431 acres) in trusts, as well as some interests in 

the small Ahipipi and Whakawhitira blocks, and Rongowhakaata interests in 

Whataupoko.
196

 However the trusts soon ran into insurmountable financial and legal 

difficulties. Heavy costs were incurred developing land, and purchasing land Māori 

had previously sold. The Supreme Court ruled in 1881 that land could not be vested 

in trust if the title to the land had been determined under the Native Land Act 1873. 

This had a major impact on public confidence in the scheme, and debts began to 

steadily accumulate. Despite a number of petitions from Tūranga Māori supporting an 

1880 Bill, Rees and Pere were unable to secure political support for legislation that 

would have given recognition to the trusts and overcome other legal obstacles.
197

  

75. Pere and Rees reacted to these difficulties by forming a company as the vehicle to 

administer their scheme. The New Zealand Native Land Settlement Company 

acquired interests in over 205,000 acres at Tūranga.
198

 This included interests in the 

Rongowhakaata blocks Kaiparo, Pakowhai, and Matawhero.
199

 The Company failed 

financially and despite requests from many for the government to intervene, nothing 

was done. In 1891 the Bank of New Zealand, which was the principal creditor, 

proceeded with the mortgagee sale of some 36,300 acres of Company lands. The 

lands sold included the Kaiparo block, but the otherwise landless Rongowhakaata 

owners disputed the Company‟s actions, remained on the land and sought government 

help, but were later forcibly evicted.
200

 Other Rongowhakaata land interests earlier 

vested were sold by the trust in the late 1880s and early 1890s, including parts of 

Matawhero, Ahipipi, and Whakawhitira.
201

 

76. Following the 1891 mortgagee sale, a new trust was established in 1892 to redeem 

lands encumbered with debt as a consequence of the Company‟s failure. It sold 

further interests in Matawhero.
202

 It also brought more Rongowhakaata lands into the 

trust in questionable circumstances. In 1896 the trustees successfully applied to the 
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Validation Court to vest Tahora 2C1(3) and Tahora 2F2 in the trust even though the 

land was not part of the new trust established in 1892. The Tahora application was 

based on an deed alleged to have been signed in 1889 in which all of Tahora 2 was 

vested in the Company, even though it had gone into liquidation in 1888.
203

 The new 

trust was also overwhelmed by debt, and in 1902 the government established a 

statutory trust to take over the indebted lands in order to avoid a further planned 

mortgagee sale of these.      

77. What became the East Coast Māori Trust sold some land to pay off the debts it 

inherited, including the 1905 sale of the remaining portion of Matawhero and 4,638 

acres of Pakowhai (leaving a reserve of 374 acres).
204

 The East Coast Māori Trust 

developed a number of farms on the remaining lands, including Rongowhakaata‟s 

Tahora lands. The Trust was economically successful, but the beneficiaries were only 

given a meaningful role in the Trust‟s administration in the late 1940s. Most of the 

Trust‟s assets were returned to Māori in 1955. This amounted to only about a quarter 

of the lands vested in trust in 1892.
205

 Tahora 2C1(3) and 2F2 were transferred to 

owner incorporations prior to this, in 1953.
206

 As part of the process of winding up the 

trust, beneficial owners agreed to pay compensation of £96,751 to the descendants of 

owners of the lands that had been sold between 1892 and 1905 in order to reduce 

debt. This included £16,000 compensation paid for Pakowhai, a considerably lower 

sum than the £27,000 sale price in 1905.
207

 However, despite Rongowhakaata 

protests, no compensation was paid for the blocks sold in 1891,
208

 including 

Rongowhakaata‟s Kaiparo block.
209

 

 

Twentieth Century Land Administration 

 

78. The Crown became concerned in the late nineteenth century that Māori land was 

often not being used profitably, due in part to multiple ownership resulting from the 

titles issued by the Native Land Court and a lack of access to development finance. 

The Crown accepted that existing procedures for managing Māori land were 

inadequate. It was also concerned that further alienation of Māori land might leave a 

reviving Māori population with insufficient land for their needs and requiring state 

support.   

 

79. In response to these issues and pressure from bodies such as the Kotahitanga 

movement, which received significant support from Rongowhakaata, from 1900 the 

Crown introduced Māori Land Councils with a mix of Crown-appointed members 

and elected Māori representation. The Councils were responsible for supervising all 

land alienation and could administer lands voluntarily placed under their authority by 

Māori landowners. The Crown aimed to enable Māori to retain land while ensuring 

that „idle‟ land was leased and the income generated used to develop it. The Councils 

were also given a role in determining the ownership of Māori land with the assistance 

of elected Māori committees, but by this time title to almost all Rongowhakaata land 

had already been determined by the Native Land Court. Only a small quantity of 

Tūranga land was voluntarily vested in the Tairawhiti Māori Land Council before 

1906. At this time the Councils became government appointed Boards. In 1913 the 

requirement that there be elected Māori representation on the Board was abolished. 
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80. The Stout Ngata Commission, set up to appraise Māori land in 1907, found that over 

70 percent of Cook County, encompassing the Tūranga district and north to Cape 

Runaway, had been purchased by the Crown and settlers, and most of the land still 

owned by Tūranga Māori had already been leased. The proportion of land retained by 

Rongowhakaata was lower than the rate observed by the Stout Ngata Commission 

across Cook County; by 1907 they retained only about 9,000 acres, or less than 15 

percent of their Tūranga lands.
210

 The only significant block remaining was the Arai 

Matawai Reserve (4,214 acres), an area of hill country set aside as a reserve for 

Rongowhakaata in 1877 due to their near-landlessness, and granted to 642 owners in 

1908.
211

  

 

81. The Stout Ngata Commission recommended that no additional Rongowhakaata land 

be vested in the Tairawhiti Board for lease. Despite this, Tairawhiti was one of two 

land districts selected to test the efficacy of compulsory vesting of Maori land in a 

Land Board. By 1909, some 51,000 acres of land were vested in the Tairawhiti Māori 

Land Board which had jurisdiction over the East Coast including Tūranga.
212

 The 

Board was initially authorised to lease or mortgage the lands vested with it, and from 

1908 it was empowered to supervise land sales. Its role became one largely of 

ensuring that the legislative steps prescribed for sales were complied with. Under the 

Native Land Act 1909 all existing restrictions on the alienation of Māori land were 

removed. The Board could approve land sales that would leave Māori landless, if the 

land would not in any event provide sufficient income to support them, or where 

Māori had adequate alternative forms of income. Under this regime more than 100 

sales of the remnant of Rongowhakaata‟s small and fragmented land holdings were 

approved, resulting in the loss of more than 3,300 acres of land. 

 

82. The Board was able to lease lands for terms of up to 50 years without consultation 

with the owners. The only remaining substantial Rongowhakaata blocks suitable for 

leasing were Paokahu and Arai Matawai, and these were leased under Board auspices. 

Although such leasing helped to ensure that these lands remained in Māori 

ownership, it also resulted in a substantial loss of control. As many of the leases 

expired in the 1950s owners wishing to resume control of these found in some cases 

that tenants had begun to neglect maintenance of such lands once it became clear their 

leases would not be renewed. The Māori owners of such properties therefore faced 

substantial and immediate costs before they could return the lands to full 

production.
213

  

 

83. From the early twentieth century Tūranga Māori took advantage of legislation 

enabling the establishment of incorporations to manage their lands. However, some of 

the incorporations continued to encounter problems accessing finance. In some cases 

such lands were among those leased by the Tairawhiti Māori Land Board. Other lands 

were sold and in some instances the incorporations appear to have remained largely 

dormant. However, some of the larger incorporations were successful over time.
214

 

Almost all Rongowhakaata land holdings were too small and intensively occupied by 

their owners to be suitable for incorporation; the exception being the Arai Matawai 
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block, which was incorporated in 1953, after it was returned to owner control by the 

Board. 

  

84. From 1953 onwards the government introduced measures allowing for the 

compulsory acquisition of „uneconomic‟ interests in Māori lands. Although this move 

was intended to counter the fragmentation of interests, it was greatly resented by 

some of those impacted by the policy, which was ended in 1974.
215

 The policy had a 

significant impact on the ownership of the Paokahu and Arai Matawai blocks, as 

substantial interests were transferred to the Mangatu Incorporation, which did not 

represent Rongowhakaata owners.  
 

Consolidation Schemes 

 

85. In the twentieth century, as a result of individualisation, succession and partition of 

interests, many Rongowhakaata owned small and fragmented interests in a number of 

scattered land blocks. Many sections were too small to be further subdivided, while 

difficulties in identifying and location owners made it difficult for the rapidly 

growing number of owners to utilise their land. From the 1920s, the Crown attempted 

to address the issue of Māori being left with fragmented and often uneconomic land 

holdings by introducing consolidation schemes. Under consolidation, existing titles, 

based on customary connections to the land, were to be extinguished and substituted 

for new titles that grouped whanau interests across numerous blocks into single or 

contiguous areas to encourage development of these lands for farming purposes. 

 

86. The consolidation scheme implemented in Tūranga was at Manutuke. It affected 539 

land titles made up of 16,838 separate interests owned by Rongowhakaata and 

another iwi, and was complex, time consuming and resource intensive. Between 1959 

and 1969 interests in these small uneconomic land holdings covering 22,345 acres 

were rearranged and new blocks formed. The scheme could not have proceeded 

without community co-operation, but there was no other form of Crown assistance 

available to Rongowhakaata seeking to improve titles affected by Maori Land Court 

processes. Many Rongowhakaata lost their ownership interests in land with which 

they had strong whakapapa associations because their interests were regrouped into 

other areas. The interests of more than 800 owners in Arai Matawai were relocated in 

other blocks, including so-called „sinker‟ blocks, such as Whareongaonga and 

Pakowhai. Similarly, Paokahu was used as a „sinker‟ block for non-Rongowhakaata 

owners elsewhere in Turanga, resulting in many individuals linked to other iwi, and 

holding small interests in numerous blocks, being relocated to Paokahu. This reduced 

Rongowhakaata‟s interests in this culturally significant land. The process caused 

great distress for many of those concerned, and the consolidation scheme was unable 

to address the basic problem of too little land remaining in the ownership of too many 

people.
216

  

 

Public Works 

 

87. The Crown compulsorily acquired a number of pieces of Māori-owned land from 

Rongowhakaata whanau and hapū under public works legislation in the nineteenth 

and twentieth centuries. Land totalling more than 300 acres was acquired for a range 

of public purposes including roads, railways, an aerodrome, harbour facilities, public 

sanitation, waterworks, and cemeteries.
217

 Sometimes no compensation was paid for 

the land where it was considered that the public works on the land taken would 
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increase the value of the surrounding land.
218

 In addition, between 1862 and 1927 

various legislative enactments allowed for up to five percent of any Māori land block 

to be compulsorily acquired for roading purposes without compensation. Such takings 

included 46 acres of Te Arai Matawai taken in 1907, 14 acres of Waiohiharore taken 

in 1884, and 13 acres taken at Awapuni by 1884. Papakainga land was also taken at 

Manutuke in 1929, 1931, and in 1958–1960.
219

 Prior to the middle of the twentieth 

century, the Crown generally did not consult with Māori before compulsorily 

acquiring their land for public works.
220

  

 

88. There was insufficient justification for the Crown to acquire lands it took in 1900 at 

Waiohiharore for public health purposes, and in 1902 at Awapuni where land was 

taken for a cemetery.
221

 In some cases compensation was inadequate or not even paid. 

The Crown did not return land to Māori that it had acquired for public works once it 

no longer needed those lands for the purpose for which they were taken. Much land 

taken in the Gisborne area was retained because the government considered it would 

be needed for other public purposes connected with the city.
222

 In other cases where 

land was considered surplus the Crown was tardy in returning this to its former 

owners, as in the case of the Paokahu lands now known as Kopututea, 69 acres of 

which were taken for Centennial Marine Drive 1944, of which 35 acres were not 

required for the road, being returned to Māori in 1978.
223

 Alternatives to taking land, 

such as leasing, were not seriously considered until the 1970s, when the owners of 

Paokahu opposed the taking of all of the block for a rubbish tip and negotiated the 

lease of a smaller area for that purpose.
224

 Changes in ownership of Paokahu wrought 

by the compulsory acquisition of „uneconomic‟ Rongowhakaata interests from 1953–

1974 mean that it is the Mangatu Incorporation, as the predominant owner, that is 

consulted about the future of Paokahu, rather than the customary owners, 

Rongowhakaata. 

 

Environmental Issues 

 

89. The alienation of many of the lands contained within the Waipaoa River and Te Arai 

River catchment areas in the nineteenth century was followed by a dramatic reduction 

in indigenous forest cover in the three decades after 1890 as lands were converted to 

pastoral production. This resulted in an equally dramatic increase in erosion as soil 

instability increased and contributed to a significant silting and river aggradation 

problem. Flood risks on the lower reaches of the river, where most Rongowhakaata 

lived, greatly increased as a consequence, and in the 1930s and 1940s severe flooding 

resulted in significant damage to the Gisborne flats.
225

  

 

90. Increased soil erosion and flooding were among many environmental problems 

experienced by Rongowhakaata as a consequence of changes to the landscape and 

waterways of Tūranganui-a-Kiwa after 1840. The development of the Waipaoa River 

Flood Control Scheme in the 1950s destroyed wahi tapu and important fish habitat 

(including tuna). Wherowhero lagoon was also substantially reduced and negatively 

affected by the Waipaoa River Flood Control Scheme, as well as by the placing of 

railway embankments and related culverts, and extensive drainage operations on 
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adjacent land. Prior to these changes, the large lagoon had been an important source 

for Rongowhakaata of kaimoana, birds, and other resources.
226

 

 

91. The use of Te Arai River for the Gisborne town supply and as a source of irrigation 

has greatly reduced river flows, lowered water quality and destroyed formerly 

bountiful fisheries of significance to Rongowhakaata. The drainage of important 

wetlands habitats, such as Awapuni Moana, deprived them of important sources of 

food. Rongowhakaata‟s claim to ownership of Awapuni Moana was dismissed in 

1928 on the presumption that it was not customary Maori land but, as „an arm of the 

sea‟, was Crown land. Subsequently, Awapuni Moana was affected by substantial 

accretion, to which adjoining riparian owners, including many Rongowhakaata, had a 

claim. Under the Reserves and Other Disposals Act 1953 the Crown declared 

ownership of the 730 acres of Awapuni Moana, including the substantial areas of 

accretion. It proceeded to drain and develop the land. In the 1970s and 1980s 

Rongowhakaata and other Tūranga iwi lobbied for the return of the land and, in 1989, 

the Crown returned the land to them. 

 

92. The development of the port of Gisborne involved dramatic and irreversible changes 

to the Tūranganui River, including the blasting and destruction of sites of great 

customary significance, including Te Toka a Taiao, the deepening of the channel, 

reclamations and excavations, sand extraction, and the diversion of the river in order 

to widen the harbour. Reclamations at Kaiti beach destroyed rich and culturally 

significant kina, paua, and koura habitat. Tūranga Māori were rarely consulted about 

such changes, which significantly impacted on kai moana resources and access to 

them. Even so, Tūranga Māori had cooperated with the establishment of Waikanae 

Park in 1939, gifting 40 hectares of land to the people of Gisborne while stipulating 

that their rights to pipi and other kaimoana (such as the prized tuatua beds along 

Oneroa) not be disturbed, but those rights were subsequently disturbed. The discharge 

of human waste into the rivers and sea at Tūranganui-a-Kiwa has caused great 

distress to local Māori for cultural, environmental and public health reasons, as has 

the discharge of industrial effluent into the waterways. Today, the shellfish found 

within proximity to the city of Gisborne are unfit for human consumption.
227

 

 

Social and Economic Impacts 

 

93. By the early twentieth century most Rongowhakaata had become dependent on rural, 

seasonal and casual labouring for their livelihoods, supplemented by what little 

income was received from their land interests. During the early decades of the century 

Rongowhakaata‟s land interests at Tūranga were reduced to less than 6,000 acres, 

more than two-thirds of which was comprised in a single block of hill country (Arai 

Matawai). By the 1930s population growth, combined with a stagnant rural economy, 

forced many to seek alternative employment opportunities. From World War Two 

onwards many families joined the urban, waged and mostly unskilled or semi-skilled 

workforce and almost no Rongowhakaata were farmers.
228

 For most families these 

changes initially involved migration from Rongowhakaata‟s main settlement at 

Manutuke to Gisborne, though over time there was also increasing outwards 

relocation to centres outside the traditional rohe of the Rongowhakaata, such as 
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Wellington and Auckland.
229

Today only one-third of Rongowhakaata live in the 

Gisborne region.
230

 

 

94. Although some individuals entered the ranks of the salaried and professional classes, 

for many others poor educational qualifications limited their opportunities. This often 

meant wage labouring in types of employment most vulnerable to economic 

downturns, especially since the early 1970s.
231

 

 

95. From the early twentieth century many Rongowhakaata lived in impoverished 

circumstances. Poor housing, inadequate sanitation and poor nutrition often resulted 

in poor health outcomes, including high levels of mortality, particularly infant 

mortality. In particular, Rongowhakaata suffered a high incidence of a range of 

communicable diseases over many decades, including typhoid, tuberculosis, 

influenza, measles, bronchitis, and other endemic and epidemic diseases.
232

 

 

96. The Rongowhakaata population today is disproportionately young and has shown 

significant growth in recent census. It was also severely impacted by economic 

restructuring since the 1980s, but has shown some signs of improvement across a 

range of economic indicators since that time. Rongowhakaata have also performed 

relatively well across a range of cultural factors, including knowledge of and use of te 

reo Māori.
233

 The problem of landlessness that has plagued Rongowhakaata since the 

1870s continues to be aggravated by the growing iwi population. In addition to the 

practical obstacles of this landlessness, such as an ongoing lack of land for housing 

and a small economic base, it has severe cultural impacts on Rongowhakaata. 
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