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1911.
NEW ZEALAND.

NATIVE AFFAIRS COMMITTEE:

MOKAU-MOHAKATINO BLOCK.
(Mr. JENNINGS, Chairman.)

Report h>, might up on the 19th October, 1911, together with Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence
and Appendix, and ordered to be printed.

ORDERS OP REFERENCE.

Extracts from the Journals of the House of Representatives.
Friday, the 4th Day of August, 1911.

Ordered, " That StandingOrder No. 219 be suspended, and that a Native Affaire Committee be appointed, con-
sisting of twelve members, to consider all petitions, reports, returns, and other documents relating to the affaire
specially affecting the Native race that may be brought before the House this Session, and from time to time to
report thereon to the House, with power to call for persons and papers ; three to be a quorum ; the Committee to
consist of Mr. Greenslade, Mr. Herries, Mr. Jennings, Mr. Kaihau, Mr. MacDonald, Mr. Mander, Hon. Mr. Ngata,
Mr. Parata, Mr. Rhodes, Dr. Te Rangihiroa, Mr. Seddon, and the mover."—(Hon. Sir J. Cabboll.)

Tuesday, the Bth Day of August, 1911.
Ordered, " That Paper No. lOIg (G.-1., 1911), relative to the Mokau-Mohakatino Block, be referred to the

Native Affairs Committee."—(Hon. Sir J. Cabroll.)

Fbiday, the 11th Day of August, 1911.
Ordered, " That the name of Mr. Dive be added to the Native Affairs Committee."—(Hon. Sir J. Carroll.)

# REPORT.

(a.) The Committee has made inquiry into the facts referred to in parliamentary paper G.—l.
(b.) Its purpose has been to ascertain the facts relating to the transactions of the Government

in connection with the Mokau-Mohakatino Block, with special reference to Mr. Massey's comments
thereon.

(c.) The following is a summary of the main facts set forth in the statement of the Govern-
ment contained in the said parliamentary paper :—

1. In September, 1908, Mr. Herrman Lewis, the owner of the Mokau leases, formerly
held by Mr. Joshua Jones, applied to the Native Minister for an inquiry by the
Native Land Commission, consisting of the Chief Justice and the Hon. Mr. Ngata,
into the circumstances relating to the block, with a view to having the area dis-
posed of under the Native Land Settlement Act, 1907, the respective values of
the interests of the Natives and the lessees to be determined by some independent
tribunal.

2 In February, 1909, the Commission, then consisting of the Chief Justice and Chief
Judge Palmer, dealt with the matter.
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3. This Commission suggested that grave doubts existed as to the validity of the said
leases, and reported against the adoption of the lessees' proposal.

4. On the 19th April, 1910, Mr. C. P. Skerrett, K.C., acting on behalf of the Native
owners, gave notice to the Registrar-General of Lands, claiming .£BO,OOO damages
against the Assurance Fund, on the ground that the District Land Registrar had
wrongly registered Mr. Jones's leases.

5. As the result of much negotiation, the Government decided that it was advisable to
purchase the interest of the Natives and the lessees, which they believed could
have been acquired for £1 per acre.

6. At this time the Government valuation of the whole block was £31,273, but the Govern-
ment decided that it was advisable to have a further valuation made before it
finally determined to purchase. This valuation was made by two Crown Lands
Rangers from the New Plymouth office of the Lands Department, at the request
of the Commissioner of Crown Lands, who acted under instructions from Mr.
Kensington, Under-Secretary for Lands.

7. The Commissioner of Crown Lands, in sending to Mr. Kensington the Rangers'
reports, advised that the Government could not safely pay more than £26,000
for the land.

8. Mr. Kensington then reported to the Government suggesting that it might be advis-
able, in order to have the area settled, to pay from £30,000 to £35,000 for the
whole estate, but that there would be considerable risk of loss if more than £30,000
was paid.

9. The Government decided that in the face of these reports it could not pay the sum
of £53,000 for the property.

10. The lessee then suggested to the Government that it should purchase the interests
of the Natives, and acquire the interest of the lessee compulsorily.

11. After consideration, the Government determined that it would not adopt tliis course,
because, owing to the difficult legal questions involved as to the validity of the
leases, it would probably have to pay the Natives on the assumption that the title to
the leases was doubtful, and the lessee on tin, assumption that the title was good.
It was felt to be impossible to form a reliable estimate as to the amount of com-
pensation the State might tie called upon to pay.

12. On the 20th September, 1910, Mr. Skerrett, on behalf of the Natives, wrote to the
Native Minister urging that an Order in Council should be issued under sec-
tion 203 of the Native Land Act, L 909, permitting his clients to sell their interest
to the lessee, undertaking that if the Crown agreed to this course the lessee would
enter into an agreement to subdivide the land within three years from the date
of purchase in areas not exceeding those prescribed in Part XII of the Native
Land Act, 1909. Mr. Skerrett also suggested that if the Government agreed to
this course it would be relieved from all claims by the Natives or the lessee upon
the Assurance Fund.

13. On the sth December, 1909, the Government resolved that an Order in Council
should issue in accord nice with Mr. Skerrett's application, being influenced mainly
by the fact that this arrangemeni would secure immediate settlement of the Mokau-
Mohakatino Block in small areas.

14. Formal application was then made, on behalf of the Natives and the lessee, for the
issue of an Order in Council, under section 203, and also for the consent of the
Native owners of the land, to a sale to the lessee of their interest for the sum of
£25,000 cash.

15. These applications were dealt with in strict accordance with the Native Land Act
and the regulations made thereunder, and finally the Natives agreed to the sale
of their interest, and an Order in Council was issued permitting the sale to take
effect.

16. For the purpose of this sale a fresh valuation of the block was made by the Valuation
Department at the instance of the Maori Land Board, and the value of the whole
estate was certified to be a little over £40,000.

At the request of the Committee, Mr. Massev made a statement setting out the facts relating
to this matter which he thought called for inquiry. Mr. Massey's statement is as follows:—

" Mr. Massey: I had thought it would not be necessary for me to make a statement,
seeing that the statements I made at Auckland and in the House have practically led up
to the inquiry being held. However, I have committed to writing a statement of the
position as it appears to me, and with your permission I propose to read it:—

" (1.) The Mokau-Mohakatino Blocks, consisting of 53,000 acres of land, were leased
by Mr. Joshua Jones from the Native owners for fifty-six years from July, 1882.

" (2.) With the object of providing sufficient capital to develop the property, Mr.
Jones mortgaged his interests to an English firm.

" (3.) In course of time the mortgagees foreclosed, and the property was sold in
New Plymouth by order of the Registrar of the Supreme Court, and was bought in by
the representatives of the mortgagees.

" (4.) The mortgagees, having become the owners of the leasehold interests, sold
such interests privately to Mr. Herrman Lewis.

" (5.) Mr. Herrman Lewis mortgaged the property to the English firm from whom
he had purchased it, or their representatives, for the amount of the purchase-money or
thereabouts.
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" (6.) Messrs. Findlay and Dalziell were solicitors for Mr. Herrman Lewis, and
mortgagees of that individual's interest to the amount of £1,000.

" (7.) Mr. Herrman Lewis apparently approached the Government, through his
solicitors or otherwise, and the result was that an Order in Council was issued so as to
enable him to purchase the whole block from the Native owners, by so doing avoiding
the provisions with regard to limitation of area in the Native Land Act, 1909.

" (&.) A meeting of ' assembled owners ' was held at Te Kuiti, and an offer was
made by Herrman Lewis to purchase the freehold. His offer was declined. Another
meeting was held, iind adjourned; and at the adjourned meeting it was decided to
accept £25,000 in cash and £2,500 worth of shares in a company to be formed, for the
freehold of the land. That works out to 10s. 4id. per acre; and it has been stated that
the meeting was not properly representative of the Native owners.

" (9.) A meeting of the Executive was held on the 15th March of this year, the Hon.
James Carroll presiding, when it was agreed to authorize the alienation of the land
referred to by Order in Council. A meeting of the Maori Land Board was held at Te
Kuiti on the 22nd March, when the sale was confirmed, but the Gazette with the Order
in Counoil was not published until the 30th March, or a week after the sale had been
confiru.ed by the Maori Land Board.

" (10.) The company does not propose to part with its mineral rights to the new
settlers, so that, with the other blocks of Native land in the same locality the leases of «which are held by the company or members of the company, they will possess what will
practically amount to a monopoly of the coal-bearing areas on the west coast of the
Taranaki Provincial District."

Your Committee finds that the statement of the Government above referred to, contained in
parliamentary paper G.-l, correctly sets out the facts relating to the Government's association
with this transaction.

As to Mr. Massey's statement of the position, it correctly sets out the facts therein referred
to and is in agreement with the statement of the Government except as to three minor matters :—

(1.) In clause 7, it is suggested that the limitation provisions of the Native Land Act
were avoided by the issue of an Order in Council, whereas in fact the Order in
Council was issued in accordance with such limitation provisions.

(2.) The statement in clause 8 to the effect that the meeting of Native owners therein
referred to was not properly representative was disproved.

(;).) The statement in clause 10 to the effect that the company, or members of the com-
pany, will possess practically a monopoly oF coal-bearing areas on the west coast
of the Taranaki Provincial District was disproved.

The only additional facts which the Committee deems it necessary to refer to are that the
lessee finally acquired the interest of the Natives in the blocks for the sum of £25,000 in cash and
the sum of £2,500 in fully paid-up shares in a company having a capital of £100,000, formed to
acquire the Mokau-Mohakatino Block and other properties.

Mr. Herrman Lewis, the lessee, sold all his interests in the Mokau-Mohakatino blocks (except-
ing an area of 7,000 acres, which are subject to certain sub-leases) to Mason Chambers for the sum
of £71,000 in cash and £4,000 in fully paid-up shares in the company. The company purchased
from Mason Chambers, paying in cash and shares in its capital the sum of £85,000.

The sum paid to the Natives for their interest in the land was greater than the actuarial
value of the interests of the Natives burdened with the leases, assuming the purchase-money
obtained by the lessee to be the true value of the block.

Suggestions were made before the Committee reflecting upon certain departmental officers
concerned in this transaction, but your Committee is satisfied that these suggestions were entirely
disproved.

You), Committee recommends that the report, together with the minutes of the proceedings
and a copy of the evidence taken, be laid upon "the table of the House and printed.

Wμ. T. Jennings, Chairman.
19th October, 1911.
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MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS.

Wednesday, the 16th Day of August, 1911.
The Committee met at 11 a.m., pursuant to notice. .
Present: Mr Jennings (Chairman), Hon. Sir James Carroll, Mr. Dive, Mr. Hurries, Mi.

MaoDouald, Mr. Mander, Hon. Mr. Ngata, Mr. Parata, Dr. Te Rangihiroa.
.Minutes of previous meeting were read and confirmed.

/'(/per No. U. 1, Mokau-Mohakatino Mock.

Mr. Massey attended, and the method of procedure was discussed.
.Mr. Massey then retired.
Resolved, on the motion of .Mr. Berries, seconded by Mr. D.ye, lhat Mr. Massey be heard

and allowed to call, through the Chairman, for persons and papers.

_
Resolved, on the motion of Mr. Dive, That all evidence given by witnesses he on oath.
Resolved, on the motion of Mr. Dive, That the proceedings of the Committee be open to the

on the motion of Mr. Herries, That evidence given be taken down in shorthand by

'el)O 'y,V-.0/, (7/, That first meeting in connection with the paper be on Friday, the 18th August, at

11 o'clock.

Friday, the 18th Day of August, 1911.

The Committee met at 11 a.m., pursuant to notice. ,
Present: Mr. Jennings (Chairman), Hon. Sir Janus Carroll, Mr. Dive Mr Hemes, Mr.

Ma, Donald, Mr. Mander, Hon. Mr. Ngata, Mr. Parata, Mr. Seddon, Dr. le Rangihiroa.
Minutes of previous meeting were read and confirmed. ~_..-. v ij

Mr. Massey attended, and, after some discussion, handed in a list ot witnesses he would

read
d'us follows: Mr. Joshua Jones; the Chairman, Maniapoto Land Board (with

minute'«d Mr. Herrman Lewis; Mr. H. 1). Bell, Solicitor; Mr. Huti
Macdonald, Otaki; Mr. E. H. Hardy, Surveyor, Te Kmti.

M r Massey then withdrew. .
Resolved, on the motion of the Hon. Sir James Carroll, That the witnesses be summoned for

'JVcMlay, the 22nd August, and Wednesday, the 23rd August,
j%/solved, That the opening statement by Mr. Massey be heard on Tuesday, the 22nd August,

at 11 o'clock.
The Committee then adjourned.

Tuesday, the 22nd August, 1911.
The Committee met at 11 a.m., pursuant to notice. •
Present: Mr. Jennings (Chairman), Hon. Sir James Carroll. Mr Dive, Mr. Hemes, Mr.

MacDonald, Mr. Mander, Hon. Mr. Ngata, Mr. Parata, Mr. Seddon, Dr. le Rangihiroa.
Minutes of previous meeting were read and confirmed.
A letter from Mr. Joshua Jones, who had been summoned as a witness, was read.

Action with regard to same was postponed.
On the motion of the Chairman it was Resolved that the evidence taken be laid upon the

Table of the House and printed.

_
Resolved That Mr. Massey be heard, but that no witnesses be called to-day.
Mr Massey then attended, and the representatives of the Press were admitted.
The Chairman drew the attention of the Committee to a Press Association report which ap-

ne&red in the New Zealand Herald of Saturday, the 19th August.

' Mr. Massey made a statement, and was questioned by the Hon. Sir James Carroll, the Hon.
Mr Neata, and the Chairman. f' Mr. Massey also requested that two further witnesses be called, viz., I. Rattenlrary, ot

Tongaporutu, and Te Oro, of Tongap-.inutu.
The Committee then adjourned.

Wednesday, the 23hd day of August, 1911.

Mr Massev attended, and the representatives of the Press were admitted
Mr' Massey called Mr. Joshua Jones, who was sworn, and made a statement in reply to ques-

tions put by Mr. Massey, and produced exhibits numbered 1 to 8.
The Committee then deliberated, and it was resolved to ask Mr. Bell to be in attendance at

11 a.m. to-morrow, Thursday morning, the 24th August.
The Committee then adjourned.
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Thursday, the 24th day of August, 1911.
The Committee met at 11 a.m., pursuant to notice.
Present: Mr. Jennings (Chairman), Hon. Sir James Carroll, Mr. Dive, Mr. Greenslade, Mr.

Berries, Mr. MacDonald, Mr. Mander, Hon. Mr. Ngata, Mr. Parata, Mr. Seddon, Dr. Te
Rangihiroa.

Minutes of previous meeting were read and confirmed.
A letter was read from Mr. Dalziell (of Findlay, Dalziell, and Co.) requesting to be allowed

to attend and cross-examine any witnesses who may comment upon the acts of any member of his
linn in the matter.

Resolved, That Mr. Dalziell be informed that lie may attend and deal with any statement made
concerning his firm.

Resolved, on the motion of Mr. Berries, that copies lie obtained from Land Transfer Office
of all transactions in connection herewith.

Resolved, on the motion of the Hon. Sir James Carroll, Thai the Press be requested to report
evidence only.

Mr. Massey then attended, and the representatives of the Press were admitted.
The Chairman drew the attention of the Press to the resolution passed with reference to their

reports.
Mr. Massey requested, on behalf of Mr. Joshua Jones, that the latter should be admitted while

evidence was being given.
The request was granted.
Mr. Massey then called Mr. Francis Henry Dillon Hell, solicitor, Wellington, who was sworn,

and made a statement, and was questioned by members of the Committee and by Mr. Massey and
Mr. Dalziell, and handed in exhibits numbered 9, 10, 11, and 12.

The Chairman announced that the inquiry would be resumed on Wednesday next, the 30th
August, at 11 a.m.

Wednesday, the .'soth day of August, 1911.
The Committee met at I I a.m., pursuant to notice.
Present: Mr. Jennings (Chairman), Hon. Sir James Carroll, Mr. Dive, Mr. Greenslade, Mr.

Berries, Hon. Mr. Ngata, Mr. Parata, Mr. Seddon, Mr. Maude)-, Dr. Te Rangihiroa.
Minutes of previous meeting were read and confirmed.

Paper No. G. 1, Mokau-Mohakatino Block.
The following correspondence was read by the Clerk : Letter from Mr. Joshua Jones-; telegram

from Mr. Hernnan Lewis; letter from Mr. F. H. D. Bell; letter from Mr. Joshua Jones; letter
from Assistant Land Registrar, New Plymouth, enclosing copy of registers.

Resolved, That, in accordance with a request in Mr. Bell's letter, he be allowed to strike out
a certain pasage given in his evidence.

Resolved., That as Mr. Joshua Jones'has refused to sign the copy of his evidence submitted to
him, it be printed without his signature.

Mr. Massey then attended, and the representatives of the Press were admitted.
Mr. Dalziell and Mr. Joshua Jones also attended.
Mr. Tuiti Macdonald was called and sworn, and made a statement, and was questioned by

members of the Committee and by Mr. Massey, and produced exhibit numbered 13.
The Committee then "adjourned until Thursday, the 31st day of August at 11 a.m.

Thursday, the 31st day of August, 1911.
The Committee met at 11 a.m., pursuant to notice.
Present: Mr. Jennings (Chairman), Hon. Sir James Cajroll, Mr. Dive, Mr. Greenslade, Mi,.Herries, Mr. Mander, lion. Mr. Ngata, Mr. Parata, Mr. Seddon, Dr. Te Rangihiroa.
Minutes of previous meeting were read and confirmed.

Paper No. G. 1, Mokau-Mohakatino Block.
Mr. Massey attended, and the representatives of the Press were admitted.
Mr. Dalziell and Mr. Joshua Jones also attended.
Mr. Greenslade drew the attention of Mr. Massey and the Committee to a report of a statement

made by Mr. Massey to a representative of the New Zealand Herald and published in that paper
on the 29th August, and commented upon it.

Mr. Walter Harry Bowler, President of the Waikato-Maniapoto Maori Land Board, was
called and sworn, and gave evidence in reply to questions by Mr. Massey and members of the
Committee, and produced exhibits numbered \i to 27, both inclusive.

The examination of Mr. Bowler had not been completed when the Committee adjourned until
Friday, the Ist September, at 11 a.m.
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Fbiday, Ist September, 1911.
The Committee met at II a.m., pursuant to notice.

Present: Mr. Jennings (Chairman), Hon. Sir James Carroll, Mr. Dive, Mr. Greenslade, Mr
Herries, Hon. Mr. Ngata, Mr. Mander, Mr. Parata, Mr. Seddon, Dr. Te Rangihiroa.

.Minutes of previous meeting were read and confirmed.
******

Paper No. G.-l, Mokau-Mohakatino Block.
After discussion with regard to the payment of witnesses' expenses it was resolved that the

matter stand over for the time being.
Mr. Massey then attended, and the representatives of the Press were admitted.
Mr. Dalziell and Mr. Joshua Jones also attended.
The examination of Mr. Walter Harry Bowler was continued, and he was questioned by

members of the Committee and by Mr. Massey, and produced exhibits numbered 28, 29, and 30.
Mr. Edwin Henry Hardy was called and sworn, and gave evidence in reply to questions by

Mr. Massey. His examination had not concluded when the Committee adjourned until Tuesday,
sth September, at 10.30 a.m.

Tuesday, sth September, 1911.
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m., pursuant to notice.
Present: Mr. Jennings (Chairman), Hon. Sir James Carroll, Mr. Dive, Mi-. Herries, Mr.

Mander, Hon. Mr. Ngata, Mr. Parata, Mr. Seddon, Dr. Te Rangihiroa.
Minutes of meeting of Sub-Committee, and of previous meeting of Committee, were read and

confirmed.

Paper No. G.-l, Mokau-Mohakatino Block.
A telegram from Pirika Hoihoi and others was read, and was received by the Committee.
Mr. Massey then attended, and the representatives of the Press were admitted.
.Mr. Dalzioll ami Mr. Joshua Jones also attended.
The examination of Mr. E. H. Hardy was continued. Witness was questioned by Mr. Massey

and members of the Committee, and produced exhibits numbered 31 and 32.
At 12.55 p.m. it was resolved that the witness be further examined to-morrow, Wednesday,

the 6th September, at 10.30 a.m.
The Committee then deliberated, Mr. Massey being invited to remain. Mr. Massey intimated

that he would require to call Mr. Loughnan.
The Committee then adjourned.

Wednesday, 6th September, 1911.
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m., pursuant to notice.
Present: Mr. Jennings (Chairman), Hon. Sir James Carroll, Mr. Dive, Mr. Herries, Mr.

Mander, Hon. Mr. Ngata, Mi,.Parata, Mr. Seddon, Dr. Ie Rangihiroa.
Minutes of previous meeting were read and confirmed.

Paper No. G.-l, Mokau-Mohakatino Block.
Mr. Massey attended, and the representatives of the Press were admitted.
Mr. Dalziell and Mr. Joshua Jones also attended.
The examination of Mr. E. H. Hardy was continued. The witness was questioned by members

of the Committee, Mr. Massey, Mr. Joshua Jones, and Mr. Dalziell.
Mr. Robert McNab was sworn and made a statement, and was questioned by members of the

Committee and by Mr. Massey, and produced exhibits numbered 33, 34, 35, and 36.
The Committee deliberated and then adjourned until to-morrow, Thursday morning, the 7th

September, at 10.30 a.m.

Thursday, 7th September, 1911.
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m., pursuant to notice.
Present: Mr. Jennings (Chairman), Hon. Sir James Carroll, Mr. Dive, Mr. Greenslade, Mr.

Herries, Mr. Mander, Hon. Mr. Ngata, Mr. Parata, Mr. Seddon, Dr. Te Rangihiroa.
Minutes of previous meeting were read and confirmed.
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Paper No. G.—l, Mokau-Mohakatino Block.
Letter from the Assistant Land Registrar, forwarding documents (Exhibit No. 37), was read.
Mr. Massey then attended, and the representatives of the Press were admitted.
Mr. Dalziell and Mr. Joshua Jones also attended.
Frank Rattenbury was called and sworn, and gave evidence in reply to questions by Mr. Massey

and members of the Committee.
Te Oro Watihi was called and sworn, and gave evidence in reply to questions by Mr. Massey

and members of the Committee.
Herrman Lewis was called and made an affirmation, and was questioned by members of the

Committee and Mr. Massey.
The examination of the witness had not concluded at 12.")") p.m., and the Chairman announced

that the inquiry would be proceeded with at 10.:}() a.m. on Tuesday, the 12th September.

******The Committee then adjourned.

Tuesday, 12th September, 1911.
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m., pursuant to notice.
Present: Mr. Jennings (Chairman), Hon. Sir James Carroll, Mr. Dive, Mr. Greenslade, Mr.

Herries, Mr. MacDonald, Mr. Mander, Hon. Mr. Ngata, Mr. Parata, Dr. Te Rangihiroa.
Minutes of meeting of Sub-Committee, and of previous meeting of Committee, were read and

confirmed.
Paper No. G.-l, Mokau-Mohakatino Block.

Letters were read from the President, Waikato-Maniapoto Maori Land Board, and Mr. Joshua
Jones.

Resolved, that the clerk be instructed to inform Mr. Jones that he cannot be heard as a
principal or by counsel in connection with the inquiry.

The Chairman read a telegram from Mr. Herrman Lewis intimating that he would be unable
In attend to complete his evidence until Thursday or Friday next.

Mr. Massey was then invited to join the Committee, and after discussion it was resolved that
the inquiry be adjourned until Wednesday, the 13th September, at 10.30 a.m., the following
witnesses to be requested to be in attendance : Paeroroku Rikihana and Mr. F. G. Dalziell.

Resolved, That Mr. Kensington and Mr. T. W. Fisher be summoned for Thursday, the 14th
September.

Wednesday, 13th September, 1911.
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m., pursuant to notice.
Present: Mr. Jennings (Chairman), Hon. Sir James Carroll, Mr. Dive, Mr. Greenslade, Mr.

Herries, Mr. MacDonald, Mr. Mander, Hon. Mr. Ngata, Mr. Parata, Dr. Te Rangihiroa.
M i mites of previous meeting were read and confirmed.

******
Paper No. G.-l, Mokau-Mohakatino Block.

Letter from Registrar, Native Land Court, Auckland, enclosing list of names of owners
(Exhibit No. 39), was read.

Paeroroku Rikihana, of Otaki, was called and sworn, and gave evidence in reply to questions
by members of the Committee and Mr. Massey.

Frederick George Dalziell was called and sworn, and made a statement, and produced exhibits
numbered 40 to 48, both inclusive.

Mr. Dalziell had not completed his statement when the Committee adjourned until Thursday
morning, the 14th September, at 10.30 a.m.

Thursday, 14th September, 1911.
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m. pursuant to notice.
Present: Mr. Jennings (Chairman), Hon. Sir James Carroll, Mr. Dive, Mr. Greenslade, Mr.

Herries, Mr. MacDonald, Mr. Mander, Hon. Mr. Ngata, Mr. Parata, Dr. Te Rangihiroa.
Minutes of previous meeting were read and confirmed.

Paper No. G.-l, Mokau-Mohakatino Block.
Mr. Massey and Mr. Joshua Jones attended, and the representatives of the Press were present.
Frederick George Dalziell continued his statement, and was afterwards questioned by members

of the Committee, and produced exhibits numbered 49 and 50.
The cross-examination of Mr. Dalziell had not been completed when the Chairman announced

that the inquiry would be resumed on Friday, the 15thSeptember, at 11 a.m.
The Committee then adjourned until 10.30 a.m. to-morrow, Friday, the 15th September.
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Friday, 15th September, 1911.
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m., pursuant to notice.
Present: Mr. Jennings (Chairman), Hon. Sir James Carroll, Mr. Dive, Mr. Greenslade, Mr.

Herries, Mr. MacDonald, Hon. Mr. Ngata, Mi. Parata, Mr. Seddon, Dr. 'IV Rangihiroa.
Minutes of previous meeting were read and confirmed.

******
Paper No. G.—l, Mokau-Mohakatino Block.

A letter was read from J. D. Ritchie, Chairman, Board of Land Purchase Commissioners.
Mr. Ma.ssey, Mr. Joshua Jones, and representatives of the Press attended.
Ihe cross-examination of Frederick George Dalziell was concluded, the witness being questioned

by members of the Committee and by Mr. Massey.
Herrman Lewis was next called, his examination, which was commenced on the 7th September,

being concluded.
The Chairman announced thai the inquiry would be resumed on Wednesday, the 20th

September, at 10.30 a.m.
#*..-��•*

The Committee then adjourned.

Wednesday, 20th September, 1911.
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m., pursuant to notice.
/'resent: Mr. Jennings (Chairman), Hon. Sir James Carroll, Mr. Dive, Mr. Herriee, Mr. Mac

Donald, Mr. Mander, Hon. Mr. Ngata, Mr. Parata, Mr. Seddon, Dr. Te Rangihiroa.
Minutes of previous meeting were read and confirmed.

Paper No. G.—l, Mokau-Mohakatino Block.
Mr. Massey and Mr. Joshua Jones attended, ami representatives of the Press were present.
Archibald William Blair, solicitor, Wellington (of Messrs. Chapman, Skerrett, Wylie, and

Tri|>|i), was called and sworn, and made a statement, and was questioned by members of the
Committee and by Mr. Massey, and produced exhibits numbered 51 and 52.

William Charles Kensington, Under-Secretary tor Lands, was called and sworn and made a
statement, and was questioned by members of tin- Committee and by Mr. Massey, and produced
exhibits numbered 5.3 to 92, both inclusive.

The Committee then adjourned.

Thursday, 21st September, 1911.
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m., pursuant io notice.
Present: Mr. Jennings (Chairman), Hon. Sir .lames Carroll, Mr. Dive, Mr. Herriee, Hon. Mr.

Ngata, Mr. Parata, Dr. Te Rangihiroa.
Minutes of previous meeting were read and confirmed.

Paper No. G.-l, Mokau-Mohakatino Block.
A letter from Mr. Kensington, Under-Secretary for Lands, enclosing a lithograph, was read

(Exhibit No. 93).
Mr. Massey, Mr. Joshua Jones, and representatives of the Press attended.
Thomas William Fisher, Under-Secretary for Native Affairs, was called and sworn and made

a statement, and was questioned by members of the Committee and by Mr. Massey, and produced
exhibits numbered 94, 95" and 96.

The Committee then deliberated.
Resolved, on the motion of Mr. Herries, That Mr. Joshua Jones may be allowed to make a

statement strictly confined to matters which have been mentioned in the course of the taking of
evidence.

The Committee then adjourned until Friday, the 22nd September, at 11 a.m.

Friday, 22nd September, 1911.
The Committee met at 11 a.m., pursuant to notice.
Present: Mr. Jennings (Chairman), Hon. Sir James Carroll, Mr. Greenslade, Mr. Herries,

Mr. MacDonald, Hon. Mr. Ngata, Mr. Parata, Mr. Rhodes, Mr. Seddon, Dr. Te Rangihiroa.
Minutes of previous meeting were read and confirmed.

Paper No. G.-l, Mokau-Mohakatino Block.
The following correspondence was read : Letter from Joshua Jones; letter from the Speaker,

enclosing letter from Joshua Jones; letter from Joshua Jones forwarded by the Speaker.
Resolved, on the motion of the Hon. Mr. Ngata, That the letter from Joshua Jones, forwarded

by the Speaker, be received.
The clerk was instructed to inform Mr. Joshua Jones that the Committee will be prepared to

iieai- his statement on Tuesday, the 26th September, at 10.30 a.m., and to direct his particular
attention to the resolution adopted by the Committee on Thursday, the 21st September,

VIII
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Tuesday, 26th September, 1911.
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m., pursuant to notice.
/'resent: Mr. Jennings (Chairman), Hon. Sir James Carroll, Mr. Greenslade, Mr. Herries, Mr.

MftcDonald, Hon. Mr. Ngata, Mr. Parata, Mr. Rhodes, Dr. Te Rangihiroa.
Minutes of previous meeting were read and confirmed.

Paper No. 6.-1, Mokau-Mohakatino Block.
The following correspondence was read by the clerk : Letter from W. C. Kensington, Under-

secretary for Lands (Exhibit No. 97); letter from W. C. Kensington, Under-Secretary for Lands
(Exhibit No. 98) ; letter from Joshua Jones.

Mr. Massey attended, and representatives of the Press were present.
Joshua Jones was called, and a discussion ensued with regard to the nature of the statement

to be made by him.
Resolved, That the statement of Joshua Jones be heard on Thursday, the 28th September, at

10.30 a.m., such statement to be made with regard to events subsequent to the purchase by
Herrman Lewis, but Mr. Jones to be allowed to refer briefly to the findings of the Stout-Palmer
Commission.

The Chairman road a telegram received by him from David Whyte.
Mr. Massey handed to th'j Chairman a letter lie had received from F. Itattenbury.
The Chairman announced that the inquiry would be resumed on Thursday, the 28th September,

At 10.30 a.m.

Thursday, 28th September, 1911.
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m., pursuant to notice.
Present: Mr. Jennings (Chairman), Hon. Sir James Carroll, Mr. Dive, Mr. Greenslade, Mr.

Herries, Hon. Mr. Ngata, Mr. Parata, Mr. Rhodes, Mr. Seddon, Dr. Te Rangihiroa.
Minutes of previous meeting were read and confirmed.

Paper No. O.—l, Mokau-Mohakatino Block.
Mr. Matssey attended, and representatives of the Press were present.
Mr. Joshua Jones was called, and sworn, and read a statement, and handed in exhibits

iiumbered 99 to 109, both inclusive.
A telegram was received by the Chairman from David Whyte, intimating that he did not

intend to give evidence before the Committee.
The Committee then adjourned.

Thur3oay, 12th October, 1911.
Tlic Committee met at 10.30 a.m. pursuant to notice.
Present: Mr. Jennings (Chairman), Hon. Sir J. Carroll, Mr. Dive, Mr. Greenslade, Mr.

Herries, Hon. Mr. Ngata, Mr. Parata, Mr. Rhodes, Mr. Seddon, Dr. Te Rangihiroa.
Minutes of previous meeting were road and confirmed.

Paper No. G.—l, Mokau-Mohakatino Block
After deliberation as to whether the inquiry should be reopened to enable examination of

Mr. Massey with regard to a statement reported to have been made by him in liis speech at Levin,
the Chairman moved, That the inquiry be reopened on this particular point.

And on the question being put, the Committee divided, and the names were taken down as
follows :—

Ayes, 5.—Hon. Sir .1. Carroll, Hon. Mr. Ngata, Mr. Parata, Dr. Te Rangihiroa, the Chair-
man.

Noes, '2. Mr. Dive, Mr. Herries.
Resolved, That the inquiry be reopened on this particular point.
Mr. Massev was then invited to attend, and representatives "!' the Press anil Mr. Joshua ■times

were admitted.
Mr. Massey replied to questions pu! by tin, Hon. Sir J. Carroll.

Wednesday, LBth October, 1911.
The Committee met at, Id a.m. pursuant to notice.
Present: Mr. Jennings (Chairman), Hon. Sir .1. Carroll, Mr. Dive, Mr. Greenslade, Mr.

Herries, Mr. MacDonald, Hon. Mr. Ngata, Mr. Parata, Mr. Rhodes, Mr. Seddon, Dr. Te Rangi-
hiroa.

Minutes of previous meeting were read and confirmed.
Deliberation re Paper No. G.-l, Mokau-Mohakatino Block.
Resolved, on the motion of Mr. Herries, That the expenses of witnesses who were summoned

be paid according to the Government scale:
Revision of accounts to be left in the hands of the Chairman.

ii—l. 3a.
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The Chairman informed the Committee thai a draft report had been prepared and would
be submitted to the Committee

Resolved, That the draft report be read and discussed in clauses.
Clause (a). "The Committee has made inquiry into the facts referred to in parliamentary

paper G.-l."
Agreed to.
Clause (b). "The purpose has been to ascertain the facts relating to the transactions of the

(iovei-rmi! lit in connection with the Mokau-Mohakatino Block, with special reference to Mr. Massey's
comments thereon."

Agreed to.
Cliiuse (a). " The following is a summary of the main facts set forth in the statement of the

Government contained in the said parliamentary paper:—
'I. In September, 1908, Mr. Herrman Lewis, the owner of the Mokau leases, formerly

held by Mr. Joshua Jones, applied to the Native Minister for an inquiry by the
Native Land Commission, consisting of the Chief Justice and the Hon. Mr. Ngata,
into the circumstances relating to the block, with a view to having the area dis-
posed of under the Native Land Settlement Act, 1907, the respective values of the
interests of the Natives and the lessees to be determined by some independent
tribunal."

Agreed to.

" 2. In February, 1909, the Commission, then consisting of the Chief Justice and Chief
Judge Palmer, dealt with the matter."

Agreed to.
'!. This Commission suggested that grave doubts existed as to the validity of the said

leases, and reported against the adoption of the lessees' proposal."
Agreed to.

•■ 4. On the i'.Hh April, 1910, Mr. C. P. Skerrett, K.C., acting on behalf of the Native
owners, gave notice to the Registrar-General of Lands, claiming £80,000 damages
against the Assurance Fund, on the ground that the District Land Registrar
had wrongly registered Mr. Jones's leases."

Resolved, That consideration of this section be postponed.
■' 5. As the result of much negotiation, the Government decided that it was advisable

to purchase the interest of the Natives and the lessees, which they believed could
have been acquired for £1 per acre."

Agreed to.
'6. At this time the Government valuation of the whole block was £31,273, but the

Government decided that it was advisable to have a further valuation made before
it finally determined to purchase. This valuation was made by two Crown Lands
Rangers from the New Plymouth office of the Lands Department, at the request
of the Commissioner of Crown Lands, who acted under instructions from Mr.
Kensington, Under-Secretary for Lands."

Agreed to.
" 7. The Commissioner of Crown Lands, in sending to Mr. Kensington the Rangers'

reports, advised that the Government could not safely pay more than £26,000
for the land."

Agreed to.

" 8. Mr. Kensington then reported to the Government suggesting that it might lie advis-
able, in order to have the area settled, to pay from £30,000 to £35,000 for the
whole estate, but, that there would be considerable risk of loss if more than £30,000
wiiN paid."

Agreed to.
" !). Tin Government decided that in the face of these reports it could not pay the sum of

£53,000 for the property."
Agreed to

" 10. The lessee then suggested to the Government that it should purchase the interests
of the Natives, and acquire the interest of the lessee compulsorily."

Agreed to.
"11. After consideration, the Government decided that it would not adopt this course,

because, owing to the difficult legal questions involved as to the validity of the
leases, it would probably have to pay the Natives on the assumption that the title
to the leases was doubtful, and the lessees on the assumption that the title was
good. It was felt to be impossible to form a reliable estimate as to the amount
nf compensation the State might be called upon to pay."

Agreed to.
" 12. On the 20th September, 1910. Mr. Skerrett, on behalf of the Natives, wrote to

the Native Minister urging that an Order in Council should be issued under
section 203 of the Native Land Act, 1909, permitting his clients to sell their
interests to the lessee, undertaking that if the Crown agreed to this course the
lessee would enter into an agreement to subdivide the land within three years from
the date of purchase in areas not exceeding those prescribed in Part XII of tin-
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Native Land Act, 1909. Mr. Skerrett also suggested that if the Government
agreed to this course it would be relieved from all claims by the Natives or the
lessee upon the Assurance Fund. ,'Agreed to.

" 13. On the sth December, 1909, the Government resolved that an Order in Council
should issue in accordance with Mr. Skerrett's application, being influenced by
the fact that this arrangement would secure immediate settlement of the Mokaii-
Mohakatino Block in small areas.'.

Agreed to.

" 14. Formal application was then made, on behalf of the Natives and the lessee, for
the issue of an Order in Council, under section 203, and also for the consent of
the Native owners of the land, to a sale to the lessee of their interest for the sum
of £25,000 cash."

Agreed to.

' 15. These applications were dealt with in strict accordance with the Native Land Act
and the regulations made thereunder, and finally the Natives agreed to the sale
of their interest, and an Order in Council was issued permitting the sale to take
effect."

Agreed to.
" 16. For tlie purpose of this sale, a fresh valuation of the block was made by the

Valuation Department at the instance of the Maori Land Board, and the value
of the whole estate was certified to be a little over .£40,000."

Agreed to.
At the request of the Committee, Mr. Massey made a statement setting out the facts relating

to this matter which he thought called for inquiry.
Mr. Massey's statement is as follows :—" Mr. Mas&ep: I had thought it would not be necessary for me to make a statement.

•seeing that the statements I made at Auckland and in the House have practically led up
to the inquiry being held. However, I have committed to writing a statement of the
position as it appears to me, and with your permission 1 piopose to read it:—

" (1.) The Mokau-MohakatinoBlocks, consisting of 53,000 acres of land, were leased
by Mr. Joshua Jones from the Native owners for fifty-six years from July, 1882.

" (2.) With the object of providing sufficient capital to develop the property, Mr.
•Tones mortgaged his interests to an English firm.

" (3.) In course of time the mortgagees foreclosed, and the property was sold in
New Plymouth by order of the Registrar of the Supreme Court, and was bought in by
the representatives of the mortgagees.

"(4.) The mortgagees, having become the owners of the leasehold interests, sold
.inch interests privately to Mr. Herrman Lewis.

" (5.) Mr. Herrman Lewis mortgaged the property to the English firm from whom
lie had purchased it, or their representatives, for 111■• amount of the purchase-money or
thereabouts.

" (6.) Messrs. Findlay and Dalziell were solicitors for Mr. Herrman Lewis, and
mortgagees of that individual's interest to the amount of £1,000.

" (7.) Mr. Herrman Lewis apparently approached the Government, through his
solicitors or otherwise, and the result was thai an Order in Council was issued so as to
enable him to purchase the whole block from the Native owners, by so doing avoiding
the provisions with regard to limitation of area in the Native Land Act, 1909.

" (8.) A meeting of ' assembled owners ' was held at To Kuiti, and an offer was
made by Herrman Lewis to purchase the freehold. His offer was declined. Another
meeting"was'held, and adjourned; and at the adjourned meeting it was decided to
accept £25,000 in cash, and £2,r>00 worth of shares in a company to be formed, for the
freehold of the land. That works out to 10s. 44<1. per acre; and it has been stated that
the meeting was not properly representative of the Native owners.

" (9.) A meeting of the Executive was held on the 15th March of this year, the Hon.
.lames Carroll presiding, when it was agreed to authorize the alienation of the land
referred to by Order in Council. A meeting of the Maori Land Board was held at Te
Kuiti on the 22nd March, when the sale was continued, but the Gazette with the Order
in Council was not published until the 30th March, or a week after the sale had been
confirmed by the Maori Land Board.

" (10.) The company does not propose to part with its mineral rierhts to the new-
settlers, so that, with the other blocks of Native land in the same locality the leases of
which are held by the company or members of the company, they will possess what will
practically amount to a monopoly of the coal-bearing areas on the west coast of the
Taranaki Provincial District."
''Your Committee finds that the statement of the Government above referred to contained

in parliamentary paper G.-l correctly sets out the facts relating to the Govern-
ment's association with this transaction.

Agreod to
The Committee then adjourned until Thursday, the 19th day of October, at 10.30 a.m.
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Thursday, 19th October, 1911.
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m. pursuant to notice.
Present: Mr. Jennings (Chairman), Hon. Sir J. Carroll, Mr. Dive, Mr. Greenslade, Mr.Herriee, Mr. MacDonald, Hon. Mr. Ngata, Mr. Parata, Mr. Rhodes, Mr. Seddon, Dr. Te Rangi

liiroa.
Minutes of previous meeting were read and confirmed.

Paper No. G.—l, Mokau-Mohakatino Block.
The Committee proceeded with the consideration of the draft report.

" As to Mr. Massey's statement of the position, it correctly sets out the facts therein
referred to, and is in agreement with the statement of the Government except as
to three minor matters."

Agreed to.
"I. In clause 7 it is suggested that the limitation provisions of the Native Land Act

were avoided by the issue of an Order in Council, whereas in fact the Order in
Council was issued in accordance with such limitation provisions."

Agreed to.
" 2. The statement in clause 8 to the effect that the meeting of Native owners therein

referred to was not properly representative was disproved."
Agreed to.

■'). The statement in clause 10 to the effect that the company or members of the company
v ill possess practically a monopoly of coal-bearing areas on the west coast of the
Taranaki Provincial District was disproved."

Agreed to.

" The only additional facts which the Committee deems it necessary to refer to are that
the lessee finally acquired the interest of the Natives in the blocks for the sum of
£25,000 in cash and the sum of £2,500 in fully paid-up shares in a company
having a capital of £100,000, formed to ncquire the Mokau-Mohakatino Block
mid other properties."

Agreed to.
" Mr. Hernnan Lewis, the lessee, sold all his interests in the Mokau-Mohakatino blocks

(excepting an area of about 7,000 acres which are subject to certain subleases) to
Mason Chambers for the sum of £71,000 in cash and £4,000 in fully paid-up
shares in the said company. The company purchased from Mason Chambers,
paying in cash and shares in its capital the sum of £85,000."

Agreed to.
" The sum paid to the Natives Tor their interest in the land was greater than the actuarial

value of the interests of the Natives burdened with the leases, assuming the pur-
chase-money obtained by the lessee to be the true value of the block."

Agreed to.
" Suggestions were made before the Committee reflecting upon certain departmental

officers concerned in this transaction, but your Committee is satisfied that these
suggestions were entirely disproved."

Agreed to.
Postponed section.
Section 4of clause (c) was then reconsidered. Mr. Berries moved to amend the section by

striking out the figures £80,000, with a view to inserting the words "a large amount as" in
lien thereof.

The amendment was negatived on the voices.
Resolved, That the section as read stand part of the report.
The Chairman moved. That the following clause be added:—" That the Committee has found from evidence given that a Civil servant is acting

as trustee for a land company, and will receive, directly or indirectly, payment for such
trusteeship. It was further shown in evidence that this instance is not singular. The
Committee is of opinion that it is not desirable that any Civil servant should be placed
in such a position, even though it is clear that in this case it was done with full authority
from the Department, which agreed, after receiving legal advice, to the arrangement."

The motion was lost on the voices.
Resolved, That the Chairman report the findings of the Committee to the House, with a

recommendation that the report, together with the minutes of proceedings and copy of" evidence
taken, be laid upon the table of the House and printed.
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MINUTES OF EVIDENCE.

Friday, 18th August, 1911.
William Ferguson Masset, M.P., in attendance. (No. 1.)

The Chairman: The Committee are prepared to hear you now, Mr. Massey, in regard to whatline you take up.
Mr. Massey: Well, Mr. Chairman, 1 understand, of course, that the object in referring thismatter to the Committee was that the fullest possible inquiry might be made into the whole trans-

action. It is quite true that by including my speech and making it a parliamentary paper 1have been made a party to the inquiry. To that I have no objection—l approve of it rather thanotherwise; and it seems to me that all I have got to do now—I do not want to narrow the inquiry
in any way; very much the reverse—is to give you a list of men whom I propose to call, and tosuggest, if it is not irrelevant, that the inquiry should be open to the PressThe Chairman: That has already been decided upon.Mr, Massei/: —and that the witnesses be examined on oath.

The Chairman: That too has been decided on.
Mr. Massey: I am glad to hear it. I would also suggest that in the usual way the evidencebe taken down and printed. These are the persons whom I should like called as witnessesHon. Sir J. Carroll: Before giving the names of witnesses I think Mr. Massey might give ussome lead as to the course he is going to pursue, and intimate to the Committee the several pointsupon which he requires evidence to be taken. We understood the other day that he would make

ii statement opening up his side, and then indicate to the Committee the points upon which hewanted evidence.
Mr. Mattey: Yes, if necessary I shall be prepared to make a statement when the Committeepropose to go on with the inquiry. I understand that you do not intend to go on this morning.Hon. Sir J. Carroll: We were under the impression that you would, in a preliminary waymake a statement. ' "Mr. Massey: If the Committee think it necessary I shall be quite willing to do so; but I donot want to narrow the inquiry in any way—l do not want to pin it down to certain points.Hon. Sir J. Carroll: Let me draw your attention to the last part of my statement: " There

is no reason why every detail of the transaction should not have the fullest publicity, and theGovernment will be very glad to assist so far as it can in this direction.'"Mr. Massey: Yes. What I thought of doing was to call Mr. Joshua Jones first. I know, ofcourse, that Mr. Jones's examination may possibly be lengthy.Hon. Sir J. Carroll: You can call any witnesses you like, only give us an idea in consecutiveorder of the points upon which you want information elicited.Mr. Massey: I do not think there is any one who knows so much about the whole position asMr. Joshua Jones, and Ido not think we can do without his evidence. I take Mr. Jones first, andthen I ask the Committee to call the Chairman of the Maniapoto Maori Land Board, with minutesand correspondence; I want Mr. Herrman Lewis; Mr. H. D. Bell; Mr. Tuiti Macdonald, ofOtaki; and Mr. E. H. Hardy, surveyor, Te Kuiti.
Hon. Mr. Ngata: Perhaps Mr. Massey may, when the Committee are ready to take the

inquiry, make a preliminary statement before examining witnesses.Mr. Massey: Yes; though, as a matter of fact, I have very little more to say than has beenstated by myself in the House and on the platform.
Hon. Sir J. Carroll: Well, your statement has been met by a statement of mine, and I shouldlike to keep within bounds, and, possibly, ask you to point out in any of the answers I have givenwhere there is any discrepancy, and what the discrepancies are between my answers and yourallegations. 'Mr. Massey: Well, I submit that it should be the other way. I made certain statements, andI ask Sir James Carroll, if he is able to do so, to contradict those statements.Hon. Sir J. Carroll: I have answered themMr. Massey: No, I think not. I submit that my statements have not been contradicted.The Chairman: That being so, would it not be well for you to indicate to the Committee asto where your statements have not been answered?
Mr. Massey: I will do that with pleasure, and perhaps add one or two other points that

require to be cleared up.
Mr. Herries: When we meet again Mr. Massey may make a sort of opening statement.Hon. Sir J. Carroll: That is what I want.
Mr. Massey: I am quite willing.
Mr. Herries: It does not follow that the Committee will be bound at all.Hon. Sir J. Carroll: No; the Committee acts "on its own"; but it must have some kindof basis to go on.
The Chairman: Are you preparsd now, Mr. Massey, to indicate to the Committee the pointsthat have not been answered ?
Mr. Massey: No. 1 shall be prepared at the next meeting of the Committee, if that will suityou.
JTon. Mr. Ngata: What date would you like witnesses summoned for?
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Mr. Massey: For the next meeting of the Committee. Mr. Joshua Jones is in Wellington,
and there will be no difficulty in getting him at the next meeting.

Mr. Massey then withdrew, and the Committee decided to fix Tuesday, the 22nd August, as
the date for further proceedings, the witnesses named by Mr. Massey to be summoned for that
day and the following day.

Tuesday, 22nd August, 1911.
William Ferguson Masset, M.P., in attendance, and examined. (No. 2.)

The Chairman: Before going on I want to draw attention to the report of last Friday's
proceedings that appears in the New Zealand Herald of Saturday, 19th August. It states who
were present, and so on, and it reads in this way : "In reply to a question, the Chairman said
he did not want to narrow the inquiry in any way. Through his speech he had been made a party
to the matter." Obviously that is a mistake—probably in telegraphing. It is a Press Association
message, but I notice in the Press Association reports in the other papers it reads in this way :
"In reply to a question from the Chairman, Mr. Massey said he did not want," &c. This is
rather important, because the New Zealand Herald report makes me a party to the inquiry.

Mr. Massey: It evidently refers to me.
The Chairman: The Committee will be pleased to hear your statement now, Mr. Massey.
Mr. Massey: I had thought it would not be necessary for me to make a statement, seeing

that the statements I made at Auckland and in the House have practically led up to the inquiry
being hold. However, I have committed to writing a statement of the position as it ajppears to
me, and with your permission I propose to read it:—(1.) The Mokau-Mohakatino Blocks, consisting of 53,000 acres of land, were leased by Mr.
Joshua Jones from the Native owners for fifty-six years from July, 1882.

(2.) With the object of providing sufficient capital to develop the property, Mr. Jones mort-
gaged his interests to an English firm.

(3.) In course of time the mortgagees foreclosed, and the property was sold in New Plymouth
by order of the Registrar of the Suprame Court, and was bought in by the representatives of the
mortgagees.

(4.) Ihe mortgagees, having become the owners of the leasehold interests, sold such interests
privately to Mr. Herrman Lewis.

(5.) Mr. Herrman Lewis mortgaged the property to the English firm from whom he had pur-
chased it, or their representatives, for the amount of the purchase-money or thereabouts.

(6.) Messrs. Findlay and Dalziell were solicitors for Mr. Herrman Lewis, and mortgagees of
that individual's interest to the amount of £1,000.

(7.) Mr. Herrman Lewis apparently approached the Government, through his solicitors or
otherwise, and the result was that an Order in Council was issued so as to enable him to purchase
the whole block from the Native owners, by so doing avoiding the provisions with regard to
limitation of area in the Native Land Act, 1909.

(8.) A meeting of " assembled owners " was held at Te Kuiti, and an offer was made by
Herrman Lewis to purchase the freehold. His offer was declined. Another meeting was held, and
adjourned; and at the adjourned meeting it was decided to accept £25,000 in cash and £2,500
worth of shares in a company to be formed, for the freehold of the land. That works out to
10s. 4£d. per acre; and it has been stated that the meeting was not properly representative of
the Native owners.

(9.) A meeting of the Executive was held on the 15th March of this year, the Hon. James
Carroll presiding, when it was agreed to authorize the alienation of the land referred to by
Order in Council. A meeting of the Maori Land Board was held at Te Kuiti on the 22nd March,
when the sale was confirmed, but the Gazette with the Order in Council was not published until
the 30th March, or a week after the sale had been confirmed by the Maori Land Board.

(10.) The company does'not propose to part with its mineral rights to the new settlers, so
that, with the other blocks o"f Native land in the same locality the leases of which are held by the
company or members of the company, they will possess what will practically amount to a monopoly
of the coal-bearing areas on the west coast of the Taranaki Provincial District.

Now, there are the main facts; and I submit to you, Mr. Chairman, and to the members of the
Committee, that up to the present time they have not been contradicted or proved to be incorrect,
or even explained away. Ido not profess to be strictly accurate in the whole of the details, because
it is impossible for any one to be accurate in such matters unless he has the run of the Depart-
ments—unless he is able to obtain his information from the departmental officers; and I need
hardly say that such information is, under ordinary circumstances, denied to private members
of the House.

The Chairman: It can be ordered by the Committee to be produced.
Mr. Massey: Exactly. That, I take it, is the object of the inquiry, and I sincerely hope that

every detail will be made public. The transaction is a matter of great public interest, and I
think it is right the people of the country, through their representatives in Parliament, should
know as much as possible of what has taken place. Speaking for myself, and as a member of Par-
liament, I am very strongly of opinion that the Government have made a serious mistake in
allowing the Mokau Block to be purchased by private individuals. I think the proper thing
under the circumstances would havo been for the Government to have purchased the block in the
ordinary way from the Native owners and from the lessees for what it was worth

The Chairman: Might I interrupt you at this stage? You are really now making comments.
Mr. Massey: I am simply expressing my own opinion on what has taken place, and I was

just to conclude by saying that I believe the proper thing would have been for the Government
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to have become the owners of the land in the way I have suggested, and then, after reserving the
best of the coal-bearing area for the State, to dispose of the land under the optional system as
provided in the Land Act, 1908. That is about all I have to say. There is no use my attempting
to go into details, because I am not sufficiently acquainted with them. I do not know whether
the Committee propose to examine me—l have not the slightest objection to being examined.

1. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] There are one or two points in the published report of your speeches
dealing with the Mokau question which do not seem to me to be covered by the points that you
now submit, and it is just as well to have them cleared up. You are made to say that, as a result
of the report of a Royal Commission, Mr. Joshua Jones's title to this estate became null and void ?
—That is not quite correct. From which report are you quoting?

2. From that in the N>ew Zealand Herald. It says that the Royal Commission found the
leases void, " so that the land again became Native land," and I think you repeated that in the
House?—What I am reported to have said is this : "A Royal Commission, consisting of Sir Robert
Stout (Chief Justice) and Mr. Jackson Palmer (Chief Judge of the Native Land Court), was set
up, considered the conditions of the lease, and found it had not been complied with. Therefore
they found it void." That is not a strictly accurate report of what I said. I looked up the report
of the Commission, and the Commission reported practically that the covenants of the leases had
not been complied with, particularly the covenant by which Mr. Jones agreed to spend £3,000
per annum. It was something like this, speaking from memory : Mr. Jones proposed to form a
company for the purpose of developing the property, and the company—or Mr. Jones—was to
spend £3,000 per annum in developing the minerals particularly. That money had not been
expended. The Commission referred particularly to that, and said that on that account, and
also on account of the fact that several Natives had not signed the leases in the first instance,
the leases were either void or voidable. I think that was the term they used. This, of course,
is a condensed report, and does not convey.exactly what I wanted to convey when I was speaking
I have the report of the Commission here, and it can be put in if necessary.

3. Do you conclude now that the title to the land legally passed from Mr. Jones to Herrman
Lewis or the Flowers estate?—lt legally passed from Mr. Jones, I believe.

4. And Mr. Jones has no legal estate in the block at all?—That is my opinion. Mr. Jones
may have an equitable interest, but I believe he has no legal interest in the land.

5. Then it was open for Mr. Herrman Lewis to deal with the Natives?—Through the Govern-
ment, yes. He could not go to the Natives direct.

6. Excepting under the provisions of the Act, when there were several owners?—Yes; but it
was impossible for him to deal with the Natives except under an Order in Council. I am speak-
ing of the whole block, of course.

7. The Order in Council comes in when the resolution is carried by the assembled ownere and
confirmed by the Maori Land Board ?—That is so.

8. Now, with regard to your statement that the Government ought to have bought this land
instead of leaving it to Mr. Herrman Lewis to buy : you say that it was bought at 10s. 4d. per
acre?—10s. 4Jd. it works out to.

9. Do you say the Government could have bought it at 10s. 4d. per acre?—l hope that evidence
will be forthcoming to show that the Government could have bought it for less than 10s. 4d. per
acre. Ido not say the Government are justified in buying anything below its value.

10. Have you considered what the Government would have had to pay Mr. Lewis for his
interest?—As I pointed out in the House, section 375 of the Native Land Act gets over that
difficulty.

11. The right to determine the lease?—No; the right to take a leasehold interest at a valua-
tion, the valuation to be fixed by a Compensation Court appointed under that section of the Act.

12. That is not the point. Suppose we had paid the Natives 10s. 4d. an acre : what would
the Government have had to pay Mr. Herrman Lewis for his interest?—My idea is that: not that
the Government should have purchased from Mr. Lewis, but that they should have purchased the
freehold interest from the Natives.

13. Subject to a lease for twenty-six years?—Not necessarily, for there again section 375 of
the Act comes in, wliich allows the interest of leaseholders to be determined by an Assessment
Court to be appointed for that purpose. I think that would have been the proper thing to do.

14. Hon. Mr. Ngata.~\ On the assumption that the leases were valid?—lt was for the Govern-
ment to say whether they were valid or not. I do not say for one moment that the opinion of the
Royal Commission was right, but it would be presumptuous on my part to set my opinion against
that of the Chief Justice and the Chief Judge of the Native Land Court.

15. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] You have not calculated the value of the interest of Mr. Herrman
Lewis or the lessees?—l presume it was worth what he paid for it.

16. And you presume the Government could have bought it for that?—l do not know. That
is a question lam not able to answer. It is a question they should answer, I think.

17. It is answered by myself in the statement I made. We made an actuarial estimate of
the cost of each interest. We had two valuations made of the land. " The Government found
itself faced with these difficulties—(a) It was advised that it should not pay more than £35,000
for the whole estate in the land," &c. You have not gone into an actuarial calculation?—No,
that is not a mater in which I am concerned.

18. On that point, then, it is just a matter of opinion between yourself and the Government
as to which was the right thing to do?—Yes.

19. That is, whether the Government should have bought or allowed others to buy in order
to permit of the land being cut up and settled, the main tKing being the settlement of the land?
—Exactly. I think the Government did wrong in allowing speculators to come in and exploit
the settlers.
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20. There arc no settlers ? —There will be, I hope.
21. There have not been any for twenty-odd years?—No; so much the worse. lam of opinion

that the land should not have been allowed to lie idle so long.
22. It was locked up so long because it was in European hands and got into a muddle, and

became the subject of litigation. There was never a chance of acquiring the block except under
the Act of 1909?—That is the Act you should have taken advantage of for the purpose when the
Natives were willing to sell the freehold interest.

23. Then you say, " Why was it not sold by auction or by tender, so that nobody could pur
chase more than the prescribed area? " Do you wish to amend that statement or leave it as it
is?—Supposing the Government had purchased the land in the first instance, or that the Natives
had been allowed to dispose of it themselves, it might then have been disposed of by auction or
tender, or under the optional clauses of the Land Act—my meaning being that any method would
have been better than the method by which it has been disposed of.

24. \ou ere aware that the Order in Council was issued subject to a condition agreed upon
that the land was to be cut up and sold in areas within the prescribed limits?—Yes; but I am
also aware of the fact that the present owners propose to retain the mineral rights and Bell to the
new settlers only the surface rights.

25. The mineral rights are not involved in the transaction at all?—The mineral rights have
been parted with by the Natives to the new purchasers; nothing has been done by the Crown to
retain the mineral rights either for the settlers or for the State.26. They were gone undor the lease in any case?—For the term of the lease.

27. And the covenants in association therewith were broken and voided long ago so far as
the Natives were concerned ?—Yes.

28. Then the only exception you take now is in regard to the mineral rights?—No, I do not
say that at all.

29. You are aware that one of the terms on which the settlement was arrived at was that
the land should be cut.up and sold in limited areas within three years?Mr. Herries: We have not seen the terms yet.

Witness-: I accept that statement from the Government, but it seems to me a very extra-
ordinary state of affairs when the Government allow a third party to come in in this way, insteadof settling the land themselves, as they might have done, and with more success than I think maybe expected from the company.

30. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] Does not that in effect mean the close settlement of the land?—lsincerely hope that it will mean the close settlement of this block, but it also means the exploitationof the settlers.
31. I do not know to what settlors you refer?—The intending settlers — the men who willgo on to the land in the future. They will certainly not be able to get on to the land on sucheasy terms as the Government could have afforded to give them.32. I say in this paper, " Ihe position to-day is that the title of the Mokau Block is vestedin the Chairman of the Maori Land Board. The land is being surveyed and roaded, and mustbe sold in areas not exceeding 400 acres of first-class or equivalent areas of second- or third-classland to persons making the necessary statutory declaration. If it is not so sold within three

years the Maori Land Board is empowered to conduct the sale." You are calling the Presidentof the Board, and he will give evidence on that point?—Yes. I am not acquainted with Mr. Bowler,but I have called him with that object.
Hon. Sir J. Carroll: We can explain also your reference to the discrepancy in the date ofthe Order in Council and the gazetting thereof. There was a lapse of some days.
Mr. Herries: There is hardly a date mentioned in your paper, Sir James. There is no dategiven for the meeting of the assembled owners.
Witness: My information is to the effect that there were three meetings of assembled owners.The second meeting was adjourned, thus making practically a third meeting.Hon. Sir J. Carroll: It will be all cleared up. As to the actual date, Mr. Bowler can givethat. All we say in this paper is, "All necessary notices were given, and the provisions of theNative Land Act and Regulations were fully complied with. (See New Zealand Gazette, 22ndDecember, 1910.) .... The Order in Council was not issued until after the meeting ofassembled owners, because it was not deemed advisable to issue it until the lessee had, after thatmeeting, entered into an arrangement securing the settlement in small areas of the block. The

issue of the Order in Council at that time was plainly valid, and could not prejudice the rightsof any one. The gazetting of the Order in Council was delayed owing to the absence of His Excel-lency the Governor from Wellington, but that delay did not and could not affect the rights of anyof the parties concerned." I will get evidence on that point, if necessary, from the witnesses youcall. We will have all the dates and everything supplied to the Committee.Witness: The important point is that the Order in Council was not made public by way ofbeing gazetted until after the sale had been confirmed by the Native Land Board.Hon. Sir J. Carroll: The Government insisted, as the important point on which the wholething rested, that the land should be cut up into small areas complying with the limitations pro-vided by the Act.
Mr. Herries: That was not contained in the Order in Council.33. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] That was the condition governing the whole thing. I think MrMassey, that if we get your statement in print we shall have an opportunity of seeing'whatwitnesses we may require?—Yes. I may find it necessary, Mr. Chairman, to ask for anotherwitness or two. I had a letter last night from the locality. There are two individuals concernedwho apparently desire to be called, and I think it would be well to give them an opportunity Imay say that I do not know them personally. One is Mr. F. Rattenbury, of Tongaporutu whosewife, I gather lrom the letter, is a Native; and he suggests also that an old Native Te Oro Wai-tihi, should be called.
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34. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] I think we can boil the issues in this matter down to practically two,

and I should like you to confirm them if you agree, Mr. Massey. The first is, that in issuing the
Order in Council the Government committed a. breach of the public interest?—-They did something
which was detrimental to the public interest.

35. In the second place, the transaction was not in the interest of the Native owners?—I am
also of that opinion; but I do not want in any way to limit the inquiry.

36. I quite understand that; but these are the outstanding features of the oase from your
standpoint ? —Yes.

37. With regard to the first point, that it was detrimental to the public interest ?—1
think you should add a third. I have expressed myself very strongly as being of opinion that
the Government should have purchased the property themselves instead of allowing others to
come in.

38. That is involved in the first issue. Coming to analyse that, would you go so far as to
say that in permitting the alienation of this area of land to a private individual the Government
were acting contrary to policy?-—Contrary to the best interests of the country, 1 should say; 1
mean, taking into account the size of the block. It is a proper thing for the Government to
alienate blocks suitable for settlers.

39. If it were alienated under conditions securing the ordinary limitations of holdings, would
you also regard that as against the public interests?—Yes, I see no reason for the third party
coming in.

40. I want to recall to your mind a statement you are reported to have made, and that is
this : " The lawyers who acted for the individual who owned the mortgage and who was purchas-
ing the land from the Natives were Findlay, Dalziell, and Co.; the gentleman who signed the
Order in Council was Sir James Carroll, Acting Prime Minister; the Chairman of the syndicate
is an ex-Minister of Lands of very strong leasehold proclivities—Mr. Robert MoNab." Now, do
you suggest anything by your juxtaposition of the names of gentlemen who were at one time
members of the same Cabinet?—I think that my first statement will not be contradicted—that
Findlay, Dalziell, and Co. were solicitors for Mr. Herrman Lewis. As to the next statement, I
do not think I said that Sir James Carroll signed the Order in Council, but presided at the
Executive Council meeting when the Order in Council was agreed to. lam not quite sure whether
it is necessary for the gentleman who presides at an Executive meeting to sign an Order in Council.
As to the third, at the time I spoke I was not quite clear whether the property was still in the
hands of the first syndicate or whether a company had been formed. It turns out that a company
had been formed, of which Mr. Robert McNab is chairman or president—a company calling itself
" The Mokau Land and Estate Company." There are the three facts ; and I think I was justified
in asking for an inquiry, seeing what had taken place.

41. But was not the suggestion in your juxtaposition of the three names this : that Dr.
Findlay as a member of the Cabinet used his influence with the Acting Prime Minister to secure
a concession to Mr. Robert McNab?—Oh, no. I cannot allow any one to place me in that position.

42. There was a suggestion in the juxtaposition of those three names of something improper?
—No. In referring to Mr. McNab you will see the reference is to his leasehold proclivities. That
is what I had in my mind.

43. The emphasis was on the leasehold proclivities?—Yes; that while Mr. McNab did every-
thing he could while Minister of Lands to make the freehold impossible, so far as the Crown lands
of this country were concerned, he himself was quite willing to become one of the purchasers of
a large block of 53,000 acres of Native land. With regard to Findlay, Dalziell. and Co., I do
not think that legal firm, with Sir John Findlay as its senior partner, should have allowed itself
to be placed in the position of being solicitors for Mr. Herrman Lewis where an Order in Council
was necessary to enable him to obtain the title.

44. Apart from the impropriety of it, is there any suggestion that the firm ?—I make no
suggestion.

45. We will let it stand at that. Going a little further, you say that the Government could
have bought all the interests involved in this block on terms that would enable it to put the land
out at a price that would'not involve loss to the country?—That is my opinion.

46. Well, let us look at some of the facts submitted in the statement made by the Native
Minister. " The Government was advised that it should not pay more than £35,000 for the whole
estate in the land." By " the whole estate " is meant the freehold as well as the' other outstanding
interests, including the leasehold interests. Supposing, therefore, that the land was the absolute
freehold of the Natives unlimited by any leasehold interests, £35,000 was the price at which it
would have paid the Crown tn buy it. As against that we have the well-known fact that the Maoriswanted £22,500 for their freehold interests, and the other well-known fact that Mr. Herrman
Lewis held a mortgage for £14,000 which had been assigned to him by Flowers's trustees; so that
the interest of Mr. Lewis as mortgagee and that of the Natives amounted to £36,500?—Yes; and
you could not buy the land for double that amount to-day.

47. I am speaking of the facts as they stood at the time. The report of the Government's
own officers was that it could not go beyond £35,000?—Does Mr. Ngata suggest that the Govern-
ment never go beyond the amount indicated by their own officers when they purchase land ?

48. Sometimes they do. The papers will probably show that they stretch a point by adding
a few thousands in order to make a deal?—l am not a land-speculator, but if I were I should be
very glad indeed to have the block at £50,000.

49. Let us deal with the next aspect—the interest of the Native owners. You have asked thisquestion, among others, in the report of your speech : " Why was not a sufficient area reserved
for the Native people? Not a single acre was so reserved." Do you mean to suggest that these
people are landless?—Not at all. Ido not know; they may be for anything I know to the con-
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trary. There are two hundred owners, I understand. The Royal Commission recommended very
strongly that sufficient reservations should be made for the use of the Maori people, and I under-
stand that has not been done.

50. I suppose you are aware that, among other things, the Board have to inquire whether the
Natives have sufficient other land—in fact, the duty is thrown upon them to do so?—Quite so.
I am going on the opinion expressed by the Commission.

51. Before the Board can confirm the resolution passed by the meeting of assembled owners
the statute requires that it must be satisfied. Now, the second point I want to put to you is thie:
From the Maori standpoint, is not the bargain that has been made in this particular case a good
one ?—Well, I think not.

52. In view of these facts, that the land was leased from them for fifty-six years?—Part of
the term had expired.

53. Nearly one-half of the term had expired?—Yes.
54. They were receiving under the lease £217 for the first term of twenty-eight years?—Yes.
55. They were not actually receiving that, because the whole area had not been leased. As

a matter of fact, the rental received was a little under £190. For the balance of the term under
their covenants they were to receive £422 rent—that is, according to the Commission's report.
As against that you have £25,000 cash and £2,500 in shares in a company to be formed, making
£27,500. Looking at it quite apart from other facts, it is a great improvement on what the
position would have been for the Maoris for the next twenty-eight years?—l am not prepared to
admit that. Mr. Ngata as a lawyer knows perfectly well that at this stage it would have been
the duty of the advisers of the Native owners—and I happen to know that some of the owners are
very intelligent men who would scarcely need professional advice —to have pointed out to the
Natives that the covenants of the leases should have been complied with, and one of the most
important was that £3,000 per annum from 1882 was to be expended in developing the property;
and, so far as the minerals were concerned, the Natives were to get 10 per cent, of the net profit.
If all this money had been expended it seems to me the Natives would have been in for a very
good thing—a very much better thing than they have got by selling their interest for £27,500.

56. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] That covenant that you speak of was waived?—Well, that is a matter
for the lawyers to express an opinion upon. Ido not suggest for one moment that the land should
have remained locked up. I think it was the duty of the Government tp see that the land was
opened for settlement and that the best was made of it.

57. The Chairman.] Have you any knowledge of this land at all?—Very little, indeed. I
have been in the vicinity, but never on the block.

58. Are 3'ou aware that most of it runs from 1,000ft. to 1,500ft. and more in height above
the sea?—I have had letters from settlers in the locality who have described the land to me, and
they say that a lot of it is fit for close settlement—agricultural purposes—and the rest is good
grazing-land. I once rode from Te Kuiti to Waitara, and though we did not pass over the block
we passed close by it.

59. You would be about ten or fifteen miles from it when on the main road?—But it lies
down to the beach.

60. Oh, no; it does not go that way at all?—I do not pretend to have seen the block.
61. You are not aware that it is very hilly country?—No.
62. I do not mean the parts That have been subleased. There have been about 1,400 acres

subleased out of the 50,000 acres?—Yes.
63. Are you aware that three different valuators—Government, local bodies', and private—

have valued the land on different occasions, and that their valuation of it is less than the price
that has ben paid for it?—I do not care two pins about that. The fact remains that the land
has been purchased at a very big profit on the price paid by Mr. Herrman Lewis to the Native
owners, and for the value of the lessee's interest.

64. However, you are not aware that three qualified valuators have valued the land at a
price far less than that which has been paid for it?—I have heard that stated in the House.

65. The property has* been mortgaged on six or seven different occasions—to McMillan, then
from McMillan to Plimrner, from Plimmer to Johnston, from Johnston to Hopkinson, and to
Flowers and Travers. Are you aware that the Flowers people spent over £5,000 in trying to
develop the property?—l am not acquainted with the details. '66. You said that had the property been secured by the Government it would probably have
been thrown open for close settlement. Well, Flowers and Hopkinson, the mortgagees, spent over
£5,000 in cutting up 24,000 acres in 1897?—That, again, I presume, is included in the mortgage.

67. No, not one penny was charged against Mr. Jones : they were precluded from throwing
the land open by an action taken by Mr. Jones. My question was put simply to show that these
people were prepared to throw the land open for occupation?—Yes. That is a point about which
we can get information from Mr. Jones himself.

68. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] You are calling Mr. Jones as a witness. Will you intimate the
points upon which you require his evidence, because you know what he is?—I shall endeavour to
keep him to the point as closely as I possibly can.

69. The Chairman.] Is there anything further you would like to say?—No.

Wednesday, 23rd August, 1911.
Joshua Jones sworn and examined. (No. 3.)

1. The Chairman.] Where do you reside?—At Mokau.
2. You are summoned to give evidence in connection with the paper that has been submitted

to the House. Have you seen the paper at all?—No; but I dare say I have seen the purport of it.
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3. It has been published in the newspapers?—Yes, 1 hare seen it.
4. Have you anything to say in connection with this paper, or would you prefer to be asked

questions by Mr. Massey, at whose request you have been summoned as a witness?—My reply to
that is this : This is not my Committee. I shall obey the orders of the Chairman to answer any
questions of Mr. Massey's, but I shall have a great deal to say about this perhaps on some other
occasion.

5. Mr. Massey.'] I want you, Mr. Jones, to give the Committee some information with regard
to what is known as the Mokau-Mohakatino Block. I presume you know all about it?—Yes.

6. You know more about it than any man alive, I think?—I think I ought to.
7. Can you give the Committee, approximately, the area of the different blocks? —The total

area is about 56,500 acres.
8. Will you tell us something about its situation?—It is situated between the Mok'au and

Mohakatino Rivers, at the mouth. It is bounded on the north by the Mokau River, and on the
south by the Mohakatino for a distance of the length of the block, all but about three miles; on
the east by a line due north and south from a spring at Totara down to—it is supposed--the
Mohakatino River.

9. Does the railway which is being constructed from Stratford to Ongarue go anywhere near
the block ?—On the south-east corner it will go within four or five miles of it, at a township called,
I think, Mungaroa.

10. Then the block is within four or five miles of the Mungaroa Township?—That is co, if
you can rely on the Crown survey.

11. And at Mungaroa there will be a railway-station?—Yes.
12. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] Is that the surveyed route of the railway?
13. Mr. Massey.] Yes. About the main road, Mr. Jones—and when I say " the main road "

I am speaking of the road from Awakino to Waitara—does that road go anywhere near the block?
—It crosses theblock.

14. That is, after crossing the Mokau River going south?—It runs direct to the Mohakatino.
The road crosses the block for a distan3e of about three miles.

15. I want you to tell us something of the quality of the land, and I do not think I can do
better than quote a paragraph that I have here from a settler in the locality and ask you whether
it is correct. The writer of the letter to which I refer—a man named Jackson—says this: " 1
have been on perhaps the worst portion of the block, which, though broken, is good mixed bush
on a good papa formation, which grows and holds grass excellently. A great portion of this
estate is easy country of magnificent quality. I believe few people realize the enormous quantity
of coal in it. Coal shows in nearly every creek on the Ohura side, and outcrops of reefs 18 ft.
thick are numerous." Would you consider that to be a fairly correct description of the block?—
Yes, it is very fair. Some of the valleys are very rich, and all the hills are fit for sheep, and
the coal is cropping out as the writer of that letter says in the creeks—in fact, the Government
have had a survey made of the thickness of each seam.

16. Have you seen an advertisement of the Mokau Land and Estate Company with regard to
this particular block which appeared in one of the Wellington papers some few week ago?—l saw
it in the New Zealand Times, I think it was.

17. I am referring to the New Zealand Times. Would you consider this description of the
property fairly accurate? It is referred to an " heavy bush and limestone country of first-class
quality, with good roads from New Plymouth and Te Kuiti "; and then it goes on to say that
the Mokau River is navigable the entire frontage of the block for fifty miles. Do you consider
that correct?—Speaking of the land, undoubtedly. Limestone land is the best you can get any-
where—limestone and heavy clay. The hills will run fully a couple of sheep to the acre, and the
valleys are very rich.

18. Do you want the Committee to understand that the valleys are particularly rich?—I do
not know of any richer land in the North Island than those valleys. It is wonderful to see the
fruit and vegetables and ntaize and other things that are grown there where there is cultivation.

19. Then you think that the description in the advertisement is fairly correct?—Well, it is
written haphazard, and I am on my oath. When you get up to Mangapohoi, some twenty-eight
miles up the river, there is a rapid that could not be termed navigable except by canoes.

20. You think it is not quite correct to say that the river is navigable for fifty miles?—No,
it is not. I have taken a steamer twenty-eight miles up to this rapid, and cannot get over it.
It is a particular spot—the boundary betwixt the larger lease and the smaller lease inland. Above
that you can go for, I daresay, twenty miles.

21. The river is navigable for twenty-five miles, would you say?—For twenty-eight miles, 1
should say, because I have taken a steamer right up to this Mangapohoi Stream.

22. Do you know anything about the coal-deposits?—Yes, I think I do.
23. Can you give the Committee, from your own personal knowledge, any idea of what the

coal-deposits are like, arid whether they are numerous or otherwise?—Once I saw Mr. Park there,
the Government Geologist. He went over them. Some of the seams are across the river.

24. You mean some of the seams referred to in Mr. Park's report?-—Yes. The river does
not make any variation in the seams; they are on the other side too. He speaks of some seams
on one side of the river, but there are the same seams on the other side too. He mentions a
certain creek on this new lease that the company have got—the 14,000 acres—but if he had gone
on to the south bank and proceeded a little distance from the river he would have seen the same
seam of coal.

25. In Mr. Park's report—one of the reports of geological explorations by Sir James Hector
and Mr. Park, dated 1887—there is this paragraph at page 44 : " At Mangangarongaro Creek
three seams are exposed; and about a mile up the Mangakawhia four seams crop out in a sand-
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stone face, their thickness in descending order being ft., 7$ ft., 3 ft., and 8 ft. About a mile
farther up the Mokau two more seams are exposed in the bank of the river, their thickness being
5 ft. and 5J ft. respectively. Some two years ago these seams were worked by a Mr. Stockman,
but on account of the obstruction of the Native owners of the land very little was done to develop
the coal. From what I could learn the total output of this mine was about 100 tons of coal, which
is said to be equal to the Grey coal for steaming purposes. Several parties hold Native leases of
coal-areas in the Mokau, but the New Plymouth Coal-mining Company are the only one working
their coal at present. Their lease is situated on the north side of the river, and extends from the
Mangakawhia to the Mangangarongaro, having a river frontage of about a mile and a half,
with coal showing for most of the distance. The mouth of their main drive, which is about 150ft.
long, is situated about 3 chains from the Mokau River on the Mangangarongaro Creek. The coal
is conveyed from the mine to a shoot on the bank of the Mokau by means of a wooden tramway.. The coal-seams in the Mokau lie very flat and rise to the north-north-east into sound
dry ground, and, with a deep-water channel to the outcrop, offer exceptional facilities for working
to advantage." And with regard to the quality of the coal : " These are glance coals, are tender,
and do not cake; burn well, leaving a white ash. They have the appearance of bituminous coals,
but are largely hydrous." From your knowledge, would you consider that a fairly accurate
description of the minerals on the block—and I want the Committee to understand that this refers
not only to the block in question, but to the adjoining block which is also held by the company?—
You put the question with regard to the minerals?

26. I am speaking now of the coal?—I think that description is very fair. I took a lot to
London and had a test made of it there. You can go back from the river eighteen miles, to the
nearest point to the market, and see the same seams of coal.

The Chairman: Do you wish the Committee to infer, Mr. Massey, that that report is a report
on coal on the Mokau Block? It has nothing to do with the seams on that bank. They are on
the opposite side of the river.

Witness: I understand that I am giving evidence and not the Chairman. If he is giving
evidence I had better retire.

The Chairman: You will have to conduct yourself properly before the Committee, Mr. Jones.
You admitted yesterday, Mr. Massey, that you do not know the block?

Mr. Massey: Quite so; though it seems now that Mr. Lang and I travelled over three or four
miles of it some years ago when going from Te Kuiti to Waitara.

The Chairman: What I want cleared up is this : What you are reading does not refer to a
part of the Mokau Block.

Mr. Massey: But the connection is this : Mr. Jones gave evidence to the effect that the seams
to which this report refers also go right through to the other side of the river.

Witness: If I urn to be contradicted and stopped it will be better to tell me to leave the room.
That gentleman said it had nothing to do with the seams on the south bank.

The Chairman: If you do not conduct yourself properly, Mr. Jones, I shall ask the Com-
mittee to deal with you.

Witness: I shall retire without being asked.
Mr. Masse;/: I think, Mr. Jones, you should finish your evidence.
Witness: I have a perfect right not to be contradicted, and I will not be. I will let the

country know it, if not you. It was the same before the A to L Committee. I say that those
seams are on my side of the river, and that this report refers to them.

The Chairman: Then answer the question in that way.
Witness: lam not going to be contradicted. The Chairman has no right to do that.
[Mr. Jones left the room, but presently returned accompanied by Mr. Massey.]
Witness: I have returned, gentlemen, at the request of Mr. Massey. If the Chairman wants

to give evidence let him go into the box.
I'he Chairman: You must desist from that conduct.
Witness: If you are going to insult me any more I shall go away.
The Chairman: I will not tolerate this from you. I will leave myself in the hands of the

Committee.
Mr. Massey: I think you had better be satisfied with answering the questions, Mr. Jones.
Witness: Well, then, let me answer.
27. Mr. Massey.] Will you tell us something about the limestone-deposits?—The limestone-

deposits on the block are almost beyond limit.
28. Have you any evidence to offer in the way of reports on the limestone-deposits on your

block ?—Yes.
29. Have you got them with you?—Yes, sir. I have got them somewhere among my papers

here. I will produce reports from the highest authorities in England and New Zealand.
30. As to the block on the other side of the river, can you give the Committee any infor-

mation with regard to the persons who hold the leases from the Natives?* Are they the same, or
practically (lie same, individuals who now own what was Mr. Jones's block? — They are the
Palmerston crowd.

31. You mean the Mokau Land and Estate Company?—Yes.
32. They have a lease of the block on the other side of the river?—About 14,000 acres, I

think it is.
33. It is coal-bearing country also?—Yes, there is coal on it.
34. Is the coal being worked at all?—I am not too sure about that.
35. You are only certain of the fact that there is coal there?—Yes.
36. And plenty of it?—Yes.
37. Is the position this : that a company holding those two blocks of coal-bearing country

have practically a monopoly of the coal-bearing deposits on the west coast of the Taranaki Pro-
vincial District?—l fancy there is a little coal in Kawhia, but it is not of this quality.



J. JONES.' 9 I.—3a.

38. How would the coal at Kawhia be got to market?—By means of trams to Eteamers, or
something of that sort.

39. What distance would it have to be taken by tram?—I am not sure.
40. The company holding these two blocks of land would have an immense advantage over

the owners of any other area of coal-bearing country in the Taranaki District?—An absolute
monopoly, as well as being within five miles of railway.

41. They would have practically a monopoly of the coal-bearing deposits?—Yes.
42. You know from your own personal knowledge that there is plenty of coal on both pro-

perties?—l do.
43. You know that the coal is of fair quality?—Of very fair quality; at any rate, it is

fetching a very good price—about 30s. now at Waitara, from the opposite bank.
44. What does it cost to get it to Waitara?—About 155.; but I would not tie myself to that

figure.
45. You have been connected with this property for a very long time?—Since 1876.
46. Have you received any offers for your interest in the property?—Yes. There wae an

agreement made betwixt myself and the Natives in 1882 that I should form a company with a
capital of at least £30,000 to work this coal, and spend £3,000 per annum, I think it was, in the
working of it.

47. What I want to get from you is whether any offers have been made to you by individuals
in this country, or by capitalists in England, to purchase your interest in this block at any
time?—Immediately I entered into this agreement that I speak of I sent to Adelaide, and some
of my friends came over. Ihey thought £30,000 was too little. They came here with a capital
of £45,000 to work the coal. They brought £5,000 with them, and a letter of credit for £40,000.
They came up to Mokau and looked at the property, and were very well satisfied with it; but
about this time some evil-disposed persons prompted the Natives to throw my coal into the river,
which I had taken out to send away by a steamer to Adelaide.

48. In what year was that?—1884 or 1885. lam not sure.
49. Nothing came of it?—These people said, "We cannot come here and spend our money

in this manner "; and they took their money away. As to this compact that there has been so
much talk about, the Natives vitiated it and not I.

50. What I was getting at was this : It has been stated that within recent years you received
from England an offer of £100,000, or thereabouts, for your interest in the property : ie that
correct?—Yes, it is.

51. Have you any documentary evidence of it?—I think so. Here is a cable bearing on the
lubject. [Document produced.]

52. This is dated from London, 9/4/10, and is addressed to "Jones, care Stafford Tread-
well." It reads, " Returned Madrid associated with company willing purchase Mokau £100,000,
two-thirds cash. Proposing construct harbour-works in accordance with your views, provided
option given for next six months, will remit by telegraph immediately £100.-—John Carr, Allison
Smith." That is a cable which you received from London from the persons whose names are
attached to it?—-Yes. Mr. Carr is the man who built the Napier breakwater. He is a man who
is well known in New Zealand, and who knew all about Mokau.

53. He had a personal knowledge of Mokau?—Yes.
54. Was that an offer for your interest in the property, or for the whole property? Did it

include the frehold interest?—No, only the leases. I had no authority over the freehold.
55. You were willing to accept the £100,000 for your interest?—Yes. Here is an indorse-

ment on the cable : " Arranging extension lease minerals. Wait fortnight see Doyle." That was
my agent in London.

56. That was your reply to that cable?—Yes.
57. You were willing to accept the offer?—Yes, for this reason : that building a harbour wae

equivalent to two or three hundred thousand pounds additional value being put on the property
when large steamers could- come in for coal. They were prepared to do that work without its
costing me or the Government anything.

58. You think this would have been a good thing, not only for yourself but for the Native
owners, if it had been agreed to?—I think so—and good for New Zealand too.

59. What prevented the offer being accepted?—When I got the cable Mr. Treadwell and my-
ielf went and saw the Prime Minister.

60. Mr. Treadwell at that time was your solicitor?—Yes. I showed the Prime Minister this
oable, but I did not show him the amount of money I was to get. He was very courteous and
said, "Well, that is your private business; but if your people build a harbour and go on with
this matter it will be a grand thing for the Natives and for the country." He said, " Mr. Carroll
is up at Gisborne. I have telegraphed him to come back." At this time there was a proposal
on the board that would have settled everything, in my opinion—namely, that I should surrender
my leases and the Government buy the freehold, and in return for the leases they would give me
an extension of the mineral leases as set forth on the back of my cable. There were two consider
ations. One was that I had received no benefit from the leases all the time I had been on th»
property; and the Prime Minister said, "You are entitled to some consideration for that, and
I will also give you a further extension upon the building of the harbour." He said, " I am
very glad to see it; it will settle all the bother. You see Mr. Carroll about it when he comes
back. I am going to Invercargill." Mr. Carroll came back from Gisborne, and Mr. Treadwell
and I waited on him and laid the matter before him. He said, " I saw Sir Joseph Ward before
he went to Invercargill." Mr. Treadwell and I discussed this matter with Mr. Carroll about the
same agreement that I am telling you of. There was no difference in it. Mr. Carroll said, " I
think it is a very good thing and a solution of the trouble. It is a good thing for the Natives
and all of us."

2—l. 3a.
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61. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.'] That was that the Natives should sell out?—And the scheme too.
You approved of the scheme as well.

62. Mr. Massey.] Go on, please!—At the interview Mr. Carroll said, " Treadwell, just you
draw out a telegram from me to Sir Joseph, asking his authority to give Mr. Jones a letter so
that he can cable to London."

63. Was any one else present?—No, only we three. Mr. Treadwell wrote out the telegram,
and Mr. Carroll signed it and sent it away there and then.

64. Was a copy taken of that telegram?—l do not know. The telegram was in Mr. Tread-
well's handwriting. The letter he was to give me was to be " subject to approval by Parliament."
I am not sure about a reply coming, but Mr. Treadwell saw Mr. Carroll, and the latter said,
" Sir Joseph is hurrying back on account of the King's death, and when he arrives we will look
into the matter." Sir Joseph arrived in Wellington on the Monday morning. I did not go near
Mr. Carroll until the Thursday, knowing that the Premier would be flurried and worried. On
the Thursday Mr. Hine was down from the country, and I was talking to him about it, and I
said that we were trying to see Mr. Carroll that day. Mr. Hine said, " Why, there's Mr. Carroll
over there in the street." He went over and shook hands, and Mr. Carroll said, " Come over
at 3 o'clock—you and Jones and Treadwell." We went up, and Mr. Carroll said that they had
had a meeting over this matter; that Cabinet had looked into the matter, and had decided not
to go on with the deal, but it was concluded to send the matter to a Royal Commission.

65. Mr. Hine was present when that conversation took place?—Mr. Hine, Mr. Treadwell, and
myself, when we were told that the Government would not go on with the agreement with me.

66. That, of course, prevented the negotiations being proceeded with?—Yes. I had my sus-
picions about the thing at the time, and I said to Mr. Carroll incidentally, " Might I ask you
was Dr. Findlay at the Cabinet meeting?" and he said, " Yes, he was." lhat was all that took
place, and there the matter ended. I have never been able to get that public inquiry yet.

67. Mr. Massey.] The point I am endeavouring to establish here, Mr. Chairman, is that a
firm of business men were prepared to purchase the leasehold interests for £100,000 and to build
a harbour at Mokau. Do you know anything, Mr. Jones, about the sale of their interest by the
mortgagees, which took place, I think, at New Plymouth? The mortgagees sold their interest by
order of the Registrar at New Plymouth?—On 10th August, 1907.

68. Did they hold that interest for long, or did they part with it?—They parted with it in
the following June to a person named Herrman Lewis. On 12th June, 1908, a form of transfer
of the property was put through to a man'named Herrman Lewis at £14,000, and it was mort-
gaged back the same day for the same sum without any consideration passing.

69. Have you personal knowledge of that transaction?—The Land Transfer Register.
70. Would you mind showing me the document?—I have a copy of theLand Transfer Register,

and will undertake to produce it.
71. Now, did you at any time offer your interest in the land to the Government, or, rather,

to the Minister of Lands, who, of course, represented the Government?—Yes. When this man
Lewis was negotiating for this property I offered my interest to Mr. McNab at a valuation.

72. You approached Mr. McNab and offered your interest in the block at a valuation?—
On the 31st March, 1908.

73. By whom was the valuation to be made?—That was left out, I suppose. It would follow
that the Crown would have an assessor and lan assessor—something of that sort. It did not go
that far. My solicitor and Mr. Kennedy Macdonald and I went to see Mr. McNab. Mr. Jennings
was to have gone with us, but he made himself scarce. He had to go to Palmerston, or something
like that.

74. The Chairman.] On what data was that?—31st March, 1908.
75. I do not think I was in Wellington then?—You interviewed Mr. Macdonald with me at

that time.
76. Mr. Massey.] You approached Mr. McNab: I want to get Mr. McNab's reply?—l went

with Mr. Treadwell and Kennedy Macdonald to a place up here with a flagstaff in front of
the door.

77. Th3Ministerial residence in Molesworth Street?—Yes. There was a crowd of people about
there. I did not go in, but Mr. Treadwell and Mr. Macdonald were there nearly an hour dis-
cussing this matter. They came out and said, " Mr. McNab declines : he will not purchase this
land. He will not take over your leases at their value "; and there was an end of it. I never
saw Mr. McNab.

78. You are quite clear about the fact, though, that Mr. McNab, on behalf of the Govern-
ment, declined to have anything to do with the proposed purchase of your interest in the land?—
Absolutely. At this time, you must remember, this client of Findlay, Dalziell's, was negotiatingfor the purchase.

79. With whom?—With Flower's executors.
80. At that time Findlay, Dalziell, and Co. were negotiating on behalf of Mr. Herrman Lewie

to purchase the interest of Flower—was that it?—l'o purchase it from Flower's agents here—Travers, Campbell, and Co. Herrman Lewis was then negotiating the purchase. He was Findlay,Dalziell's client, but they did not come into the transaction until the 3rd August, 1908.81. What date did you approach Mr. McNab?—On the 31st March.82. Then Findlay, Dalziell, and Co. did not come into it until some time afterwards!—No,though they were solicitors for Mr. Lewis—at least, Mr. Dalziell was.
83. Do you want the Committee to understand that Findlay, Dalziell, and Co. were solicitorsfor Mr. Herrman Lewis at the time Mr. Lewis purchased the interest of the mortgagees?—Not in

this purchase. I cannot say that. Travers, Campbell, and Co. transferred the property to Herr-man Lewis, and also got the mortgage back on the register. It was not necessary for him to goto his own solicitors, Messrs. Findlay, Dalziell, and Co., for that purpose. It was on the 3rdAugust, as he tells us that he went to them.
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84. I want you to tell the Committee if you have any information with regard to the Natives
approaching the Government with the idea, of selling their interests to the Government, or of
the Government approaching them—the Native owners/—Yes. I understood that the Government
had bought the property.

85. Where did you get that information (—lt was common rumour, but how it became con-
firmed to me was that the Native Minister, Mr. Carroll, told me.

86. Mr. Carroll informed you at that time that the Government contemplated purchasing?—
Not at that time; it was subsequently. 1 went to him and said, " Under some of these agreements
there will be something coming to me. 1 am pressed lor money. You might as well let me have
a bit. ,' He said, " Well, I know yours is a hard case.' lie appeared well-intentioned. He said,
" I do not know what fund to take it from, Jones, but I have let Pepene Eketone have an advance
on the purchase, and I do not see why you should not have it. I will see Mr. Salmond and see
what fund I can take the money from to get it for you." I said " Thank you." I saw him about
a week afterwards, and he said, " Mr. Salmond advises that we cannot do anything."

87. Who was Pepene Eketone?—One of the owners of theblock.
88. Mr. Carroll informed you that he had made an advance to Pepene as an indication of

their intention to purchase?—An advance upon the purchase, I understood.
89. Part of the purchase-money?—Absolutely.
90. Do you know of your own knowledge that the Natives were willing to sell?—Absolutely.
91. And Mr. Carroll gave you to understand that the Government were willing to purchase?

—Not only willing, but anxious to purchase. I think he will say the same now. I think they
were anxious to do so, because Mr. Carroll said, " This is a settlement of the difficulty if we buy
this land."

92. Do you know why the purchase by the Crown from the Natives was not proceeded with?
—I do not.

93. Was a price mentioned?—Yes.
94. What was it?—lt is in some of the correspondence — £15,000, which would be aboutss. 9d. an acre.
95. That is to say, the Government were arranging to purchase the Native interest for

£15,000?—So I understood from Mr. Carroll.
96. What year was that?—It was about a couple of years ago. I am not too sure about the

date, but I am perfectly certain of the interview with Mr. Carroll, because he seemed sympathetic.
97. There was nothing, to your knowledge, to prevent the Government purchasing the block

from the Natives?—Nothing whatever. They could have purchased, because it was laid down in
the correspondence that Herrman Lewis could have claimed under the Native Land Act. There
are clauses in that Act which would allow him to claim compensation for his leasehold.

98. You are referring to section 375 of the Native Land Act, 1909?—Yes.
99. Did Mr. Carroll give you to understand that he intended to purchase the leasehold interest

under section 375?—No. Mr. Carroll was not going to purchase under section 375. He was
going to purchase the freehold, but Mr. Herrman Lewis was taken care of and provided for under
the public works clauses of the Native Land Act. Mr. Carroll agreed that he was provided for
there.

100. You approached the Upper House by petition on one occasion asking for an inquiry,
did you not?—Yes, on the recommendation of Sir Joseph Ward.

101. You went to the Legislative Council?—I went to both Houses. There was an under-
standing—they were rushing away for the election

102. What year was that?—1908, I think. They were rushing away for the election, and
the lower House was too busy, and some one—l am not sure it was not Mr. Jennings—said, " The
other House will inquire into it for you; we are very busy." I went to the Upper House and
they brought up a report recommending the Government to set up a competent tribunal to make
an independent inquiry, and in the meantime to prevent further dealings with the land in
question. But I never could get that inquiry; I have not got it yet.

103. Have you got the report of the Committee of the Upper House?—Yes.
104. Is this it: "The Public Petitions Committee, to which was referred Petition "No. 50,

of Joshua Jones, has the honour to report'thereon as follows : The Committee has given the subject-
matter of the petition much consideration, and has taken a considerable amount of evidence there-
on. The Committee recommends that the Government should refer the case to a Royal Commission,
or other competent tribunal, for inquiry into its merits, and that, pending the investigation by
that body, steps should be taken at once to prevent further dealing with the lands in question."
It was ordered that the report lie upon the table. Apparently it came up a day or two afterwards,
because there is this entry in the Journals of the Legislative Council : " Petition No. 50, of Joshua
Jones.—On motion of the Hon. Mr. Thompson, resolved, that the report of the Public Petitions
Committee upon the petition of Joshua Jones, of Mokau, No. 50 of 1908, be agreed to, and referred
to the Government for consideration." That was on 9th October, 1908. I will put the Journal in.

Witness: On the 7th October, when the recommendation was brought up and laid on the table
of the Council, I said to my solicitor, " You go at once and get Dr. Findlay to set up this inquiry."
He went; he was away a good while. He came back and said, " I have seen Dr. Findlay." I
asked, "What did he say? " He said, "The Government will not set up an inquiry; you shall
not have it." I looked at him and asked, "Why is that? You know the Premier advised me to
petition Parliament, promising that he would act on any recommendation made." He said, " I
do not know, but he has given me terms on behalf of Herrman Lewis, and if you do not agree to
these, from what I can judge from him you will get nothing." I said, " What on earth has Dr.
Findlay got to do with Herrman Lewis? " Hβ said, "He tells me that his firm are Mr. Lewis's
loliciton in this transaction."
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Hon. Mr. Ngata: Are we going to have Mr. Treadwell?
Mr. Massey: Ido not propose to call him.
Hon. Sir J. Carroll: Mr. Jones is repeating what Mr. Treadwell told him. It would be better

to get it from Mr. Treadwell.
ll'itness: Here is his own handwriting.
105. Mr. Massey.] Will you read the letter, Mr. Jones?—To make sure as to what did take

place, and having some knowledge of men, I thought I would get Mr. Treadwell to reduce it to
writing. Here is a letter, dated 24th October, written to Mr. Treadwell asking for the par
ticulars of what took place between him and Dr. Findlay.

106. Hon. Mr. .\gata.\ Is that a parliamentary paper that you have there'/—Yes, the report
of the A to L Petitions Committee last year. This is what Mr. Treadwell says, under date 29th
October, 1908: " With reference to your letter of the 24th instant addressed to us, we cannot
say that it quite correctly states what the position is; it would be better for us, therefore, to
detail the facts in so far as they appear to be material so that you can understand the present
position. As you say, the Select Committee reported, and the report was adopted by the Legis-
lative Council, we believe., without discussion or dissent. The writer several times saw the Attorney
General with reference to the matter, and a perfectly plain intimation was given to him by Dr.
Findlay that the Government would not either appoint a Commission to deal with or investigate
the allegations in the petition. The Government, of course, cannot prevent dealing with the land,
but we had an intimation from Dr. Findlay before the end of the session that no legislation would
be introduced. Mr. Dalziell is acting for Mr. Herrman Lewis, and an agreement has been arrived
at provisionally between the writer and him which your statement does not tally with. This
agreement, of course, has not yet been completely approved by you, though we have understood
from you from time to time that you will acquiesce in its terms. In order that you may quite
appreciate what the position is, we enclose a copy of the draft (see note) which we have to-day sent
to Messrs. Findlay, Dalziell, and Co. You will see that in some respects it does not accord with
what you state in your letter. We cannot, of course, say that it has been conveyed to ue either
by Dr. Findlay or Mr. Dalziell that these terms will be approved by the Crown, nor apparently
is it necessary that they should—the matter is more one of private arrangement between you and
the other parties in dispute than for the Crown ; but the Attorney-General certainly told the
writer that he had submitted a memorandum prepared some little time ago of suggested terms of
settlement which are little different from those embodied in the draft to the Hon. Mr. Carroll,
and that Mr. Carroll thought it was a fair arrangement in so far as the Natives were concerned.
We have, of course, stated to you our opinion as to what the effect of not coming to some settle-
ment is; but, of course, that is a matter of deduction from the circumstances, and not a matter
of what has been put to us by Dr. Findlay or Mr. Dalziell. There is one other matter in your
letter which is not correctly stated : that is, that Messrs. Travers, Campbell, and Peacock, solicitors
for the executors of the late Wickham Flower, are acting with Messrs. Findlay, Dalziell, and Co.
in common interests. We cannot see that that is the position. The interests of Mr. Lewis and
the executors of the late Mr. Flower, while they are in both cases antagonistic to yours, may con-
flict, and undoubtedly in some respects they do conflict. We trust this letter is sufficient for your
present purposes. If you require any further information kindly let us hear from you.—Yours
truly, Stafford and Trisadweli,.—Note.—The £5,000 in the draft agreement was increased to
£11,000." I will put the original in. [Document put in.]

107. Mr. Mast-eij.] You petitioned the Upper House and got a favourable recommendation,
but nothing has been done: is that the position?—Yes. I drummed at the Government's doore
for nearly two years, but they would not give it to me.. 108. You got no inquiry?—l asked Sir Joseph Ward, " What is the reason why you will not
give me this inquiry? " He said, " I think we must have overlooked it; you are entitled to it."
At that Mr. Treadwell said, " Dr. Findlay told me we would never get an inquiry." Sir Joseph
Ward said, " That is not my view. I never said so. I promised Mr. Jones an inquiry. I re-
member the circumstance, and he is entitled to it. He shall have it." But they forgot it again;
I never got it.

109. You petitioned the House of Representatives last year, did you not, asking for an
inquiry?—Yes, consequent on my not being able to get the one that was recommended by the
Committee of the Upper House.

110. What happened in connection with your petition of last year : have you got the report
of the Committee?—l have it here.

111. Will you put it in?—Yes.
112. Does it recommend an inquiry?—No. It says, " That, in view of the fact that the peti-

tioner believed hie original lease from the Natives to be legally sound, and taking into consider-
ation the treatment meted out to him by solicitors in England, whereby he lost hie interest
in the estate, the Committee recommends that in any such mutual understanding the petitioner's
claims to equitable consideration should be clearly denned." That is the wording of it. The
" mutual understanding " mentioned there is something between the Government and Mr. Herr-
man Lewis. The Government complied with that recommendation very strictly.

113. What did they do?—They clearly defined that I had nothing to do with it.
114. You mean to say that nothing has been done to give effect to the recommendation of the

Committee?—That is so. They clearly defined that I had nothing to do with it, because they gaveHerrman Lewis facilities under some other document signed by the Governor.
Mr. Massey: The point I wanted to establish was that you had done everything possible—

that you had petitioned the Legislative Council and the House of Representatives, and got favour-
able recommendations in both cases, but nothing has been done.

Mr. Mocßonnbl.- The petition that came before the A to L Committee was a petition to be
heard at the bar of the House.
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Mr. Masscy: Partly only
Witness: Alter keeping me for thirteen weeks they said, " You shall noi be heard there.
115. Mr. Massey.] There were two requests in the petition. 1 have it here. I find that Mr.

Macdonald is right with regard to the prayer of the petition; but the Committee, while reporting
against Mr. Jones so far as his appearance at the bar of the House was concerned, reported in
his favour with regard to consideration of his interests in equity. Leaving that point, Mr. Jones,
do you remember writing to the Chairman of tfle Waikato-Alaniapoto Land Board, asking to be
notified of any intention on the part of his Board to dual with these lands/- 1 wrote to Mr. Carroll
and 1 wrote to the President of the Bourd. Mr. Carroll instructed Mr. Fisher to inform me that
I had better write to the President of the Board, but I got no such intimation at all.

116. Have you a copy of the letter which you forwarded to the President of the Maori Land
Board? —Yes, sir. [Document produced.] I have also a copy of the letter to Mr. Carroll, and
Mr. Fisher's reply.

117. 1 want you to read the letter which you wrote to the President of the Maori Land Board,
and his reply, so that they may be placed in evidence?—This is my letter—it was registered
dated from Mokau, 11th March, 1911 : " Sir,—Mokau-Mohakatino Block: On the 29th Decem-
ber, 1909, I wrote to the Hon. James Carroll with respect to certain parties endeavouring to obtain
titles adverse to my interests in these lands, and he replied through the Under-Secretary, Mr.
Fisher, advising that I should bring the matter to your notice; and on 17th January, 1910, 1
adopted this course, but you did not see fit to acknowledge my letter. I have heard indirectly
that Mr. Fisher is a member of the Board. No Gazette, or official information reaches me in this
neighbourhood. I have, however, heard incidentally that some dealings are being attempted with
these lands through the Board. or may not be correct, but I would remind you of the
before-mentioned letter, and again state that no legally constituted Court of law, upon competent
trial, has decided that my rights in this estate have become void. The Under-Secretary, Mr.
Fisher, cannot but be aware that the Legislative Council Committee, in 1908, and the Committee
of the House of Representatives, 1910, both reported in effect that I had been defrauded with
regard to the title to the lands, and recommended the Government to set up inquiry into the facti,
which I have not yet obtained. Please take notice.—l have, &c, Joshua Jones."

118. Now, would you mind reading the reply that you received? —"Office of the Waikato
Manianoto District Maori Land Board. Auckland, 25th March, 1911.—Mr. Joshua Jones, Mokau,
Taranaki.—Dear Sir, —Mokau-Mohakatino Nos. If, Ig, Ih, 1j : I have the honour to acknow-
ledge the receipt of your letter of the 11th instant, which reached me on the 22nd idem. Yester-
day an application was made to the Board, then sitting, for confirmation of resolutions passed by
the meetings of assembled owners held at Te Kuiti on the 22nd instant. The resolutions provided
for the sale of all four blocks to Mr. H. Lewis for the sum of £25,000 in cash, besides £2,500
worth of shares m the Mokau Land and Coal-mining Company (Limited) to be formed. Mr.
Dalziell appeared in support of the application, and pointed out that any rights which you might
have as against the present lessee would be in no way prejudiced by the present proceedings,
which affected only the owner's reversionary interest. He was prepared to take confirmation on
this understanding. The Board therefore decided to affirm the owners' resolution to sell, and it
is proposed that the transfers will be executed as soon as the purchase-money has been paid and
the shares delivered.—Yours faithfully, W. H. Bowler."

119. He says that your letter reached him on the 22nd of that month?—Yes, my letter of the
11th. It was registered at Awakino on the 15th March, so that it ought to have reached him the
following day, but it took seven days to get to him, apparently.

120. Do you know the date on which the confirmation of the sale to Mr. Herrman Lewie by
the Natives took place? —Yes.

121. What date was it?—Here it is, in his letter: " Yesterday an application was made to
the Board." That was the 24th.

122. No notice was taken of your request?— None that I know of. It was all .lone quietly.
123. If anything had been done you would have known?—I ought to have known. I got no

intimation.
124. You got no intimation of what was intended to be done or had taken place until after

the confirmation?-—lhat is so.
125. Do you know the date of the Gazette notice?—Yes, the 30th March. The Order was

signed by the Governor in Council on the 15th March and gazetted on the 30th. But there is a
more important point than that about it. It appears that this Order in Council was sanctioned
on the sth December previously, if you can believe Sir James Carroll, as no doubt you can.

126. There is no mention of the sth December?—lt is in Hansard—in Sir James Carroll's
paper.

127. You are not able to put that in evidence, are you?—Yes; why not?
Hon. Mr. Ngata: It is in the statement.
Witness: It is admitted.
Mr. Massey: If it is admitted, that is sufficient!
Witness: Why I take particular notice of it is this : It is dated the sth December, while on

the Bth December Sir Joseph Ward shook me by the hand and said he would put my title all rightfor me.
Hon. Mr. Ngata: Here it is : "On sth December, 1910, Cabinet resolved that an Order inCouncil should issue."
Witness: Sir Joseph Ward, as he was leaving Parliament House, shook me by the hand and

said, " Jones, lam sorry I have not been able to attend to you; I have been so busy. lam goingto Rotorua now "—he was just getting into his motor-car. " Come and see me when I come back
and I will fix the thing up for you "—as I understood, on the basis of this letter that had been
talked about so much.

13 I.—3a.



I.—3a. 14 .1. j(

128. Mr. Masxey.] You are quite clear of the date on which this conversation took place?
You say it was the Bth December.' Be was jumping into his motor-car as he was leaving Parlia-
ment Iliiiisc. I cannot mistake the date.

129. Did Sir Joseph Ward ;it any time while these negotiations were going on, or while you
were pressing him to agree to the offer made by the people in England—did he intimate that he
as Prime Minister could aot consent to parting with the minerals?-—Yes. 1 put the question to
him-—Mr. Carroll was not there. I said. " You might as well give me these minerals in fee."
■■ No," he said. " 1 cannot do that. There is a fueling on the part of the public against alien-
ating the fee-simple of any minerals. 1 cannot do that. But I will tell you what: I will extend
your present lease to the original term, and give you a further extension beyond that on your
building a harbour.' , 1 was satisfied with that.

130. Sii Joseph Ward at that time declined to allow the minerals to be parted with?—He
said lie could not agree to the fee-simple of the minerals being let go.

131. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] That was assuming it was made Crown land?—Yes, that was the
basis of the discussion that he would purchase. That was the basis of the discussion and the
agreement.

132. What agreement?—The agreement that he was agreeable to, pursuant to this cable from
London—that he would purchase the freehold. You had not come down from Gisborne then.
That was when he said that the public objected to the freehold of the minerals being parted with.
That is the agreement I refer to.

133. A verbal agrement?—Hold on : there was a written document showing what the terms
were.

134. Mr. Massey.\ Can you put that document in?—l will do so. It is repeated in another
letter, dated the 22nd June, 1910, from Mr. Treadwell to the Prime Minister. [Copy of letter
put in.]

135. Do you know anything of an offer having been made to the Government by Mr. Jennings
on behalf of a Mr. Kemp Welch, who was agent for Mr. Flower?—l know what Mr. Jennings
told me.

136. Is it in writing?—No; I have no documentary evidence of it—only what Mr. Jenningt
told me.

137. What did Mr. Jennings tell you?—He said he had got a document from Mr. Kemp
Welch to offsr the property to the Government.

138. Mr. Kemp Welch was Flower's trustee?—No; he was one of the executors of the will.
139. Is he a resident of New Zealand?—No; a London man.
140. He has resided in New Zealand, though?—For a short time. He came out for a trip.
141. It has been stated that Mr. Justice Parker, an English Justice, in his official capacity

gave it as his opinion on the Ist November, 1907, that you were entitled to redeem your interest
in the property, though the mortgagee had sold such interest at New Plymouth on the 10th August
of that year?—Mr. Justice Parker made an order. I have it here.

142. Will you put it in?—Yes. I have his order to that effect. He had all the information
that was before these Judges, save and except the transfer to Herrman Lewis. [Document put in.]

143. It has been stated that £5,000 was expended on the property by Mr. Wickham Flower,
or the people with whom he was connected—expended in developing the property by making surveys
and so on : is that statement correct, or was the £5,000 part of the mortgage?—Yes. The Com-
mittee ought to understand the whole thing on that point. This man Flower defrauded me.
He said he bought the property here at auction on the 28th April, 1893. He said he bought it
for himself, whereas in reality he bought it for me and charged me a thousand guineas for doing
it. He was subsequently held guilty of fraud by the High Court for having done so and acted
in such a manner. With regard to the £5,000 :In the interim I went to him with every penny
due to him. I took a solicitor with me named Jellicoe. He went to the National Bank of New-
Zealand in London, made arrangements, and found the money, and went to Flower. Flower said,
" I will not take it. The property is mine." Mr. Jellicoe argued the point with him. He said,
" You bought that property as solicitor for Jones." " No," said Flower, " I bought it for my-
self." This was in August, J893. On the 16th September, while this money was available for
him, he sent a cable out here to get the land surveyed. I warned him. I said, " You mind what
you are about. I will never'pay for that survey. You have no right to do it. You have no right
to assume ownership." He did not care a button about me; he did survey the land. And that
is this £5,000, or whatever it cost. He expended that money improperly, while he was trustee
for me and while the money due to him was lying available, lhat is the point I wish to make.

144. Do you know of a Government surveyor making an estimate of the coal and limestone
on your block—Mokau-Mohakatino?—Mr. Park and Mr. Skeet.

145. But since then?—No. I believe it has been examined twice for valuation purposes, but
I never knew anything about it.

146. You have no knowledge of any estimate being made of the coal on the block?—No.
147. Do you know whether any land was reserved for the use of the Native owners when the

property was sold just recently?—No, T do not know.
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Thursdat, 24th August, 1911.
The Chairman: Before proceeding with the inquiry I wish to inform the representatives of

the Press of a resolution that has been passed unanimously by the Committee—" That the Press
be requested to report only the evidence in these proceedings.,' (To Mr. F. G. Dalziell, of l-'indlav.
Dalziell, and Co.) : With reference to your application, Mr. Dalziell, the Committee has deoide/d
that you are to be allowed to be present, to deal only with matters that affect your firm.

Francis Husky Dillon Bell, Solicitor, Wellington, sworn and examined. (No. 4.)
1. The Chairman.] Are you prepared to make a statement, or would you rather that Mr.

Masser questioned you?
Sir. Masse;/: If Mr. Bell will make a statement it may render a lot of questions unnecessary.
Witness: I am prepared to make a statement.
2. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] Is it a statement of fact?
3. The Chairman.] It is a statement that will be given as evidence, I presume?—Yee. 1

understand that Sir James raises the point that I might refer to matters which are not precisely
fact. May I say that I desire to show that the Natives have really suffered a wrong—I do not say
by anybody's act, but they have suffered a wrong, and I desire to state facts in support of that
proposition.

The Chairman: I understand the position you take up. The Committee would like you to
do as you say.

Witness: Of course, I shall have to refer to an Act occasionally, but only to show what I
mean in my statement. Ido not want to be an advocate, but I want to establish my case if I can.

4. The Chairman.] Will you proceed, Mr. Bell, please?—Will the Committee permit me to
state, first, the position of these Native owners of the Mokau Block as to legal advice. When the
Native Land Commission was established the Government invited Mr. Skerrett to act on behalf
of the Natives generally before the Commission, and no better appointment could have been made.
Mr. Skerrett, when asked to advise the Natives interested in the Mokau Block, was not asked by
the Natives, but by the Government under the appointment which they gave him. In that sense,
and in that sense only, as I understand it—l speak in Mr. Skerrett's absence, but with some
knowledge —in that sense only was Mr. Skerrett the legal adviser of the Native owners of the
Mokau Blocks. Before the first meeting of the assembled owners a number—a representative
number—of the Native owners came to me and obtained an opinion from me, and they asked me
to advise them and act for them. I did not attend the first meeting of the assembled owners, but
I met Mr. Skerrett, and had the opportunity of discussing briefly with him his position and mine.
Mr. Skerrett thought that he represented a large majority of the Native owners. I thought the
contrary, but we neither of us knew. Mr. Skerrett attended the first meeting of the assembled
owners in January. That meeting rejected the proposition to sell by an overwhelming majority,
so far as it was put to the vote. It was clear that they were against it; and Mr. Skerrett returned
to Wellington and then informed me, first, that he was mistaken in supposing that he represented
anything like a majority; secondly, that I represented a large majority; and, thirdly, that he
would take no further steps in the matter, leaving the Natives' interests, so far as he was con-
cerned, to me. And he went to England. I do not refer to any part of the conversation between
Mr Skerrett and myself but this, and I have verified it by ascertaining the instructions which
Mr. Skerrett gave to his office, which were that nothing further was to be done by them and that
the matter was ended. So it is clear that by the mutual assent of Mr. Skerrett and myself, from
that point of time 1 represented, at all events, a large majority of the Native owners. I think
it may be said that my learned friend Mr. Dalziell represented a minority—in this sense, that a
minority were in favour of selling, and were, so to speak, in the camp of Mr. Dalziell's client.

Mr. Dalziell: I think it would serve the purposes of justice if I might be allowed to say one
word here.

The Chairman: Ido not know that you can at this point in the proceedings. You will have
an opportunity later on. *

Mr. Dalziell: I think-Mr. Bell will agree to my doing so.
The Chairman: If Mr. Bell has no objection you may.
Witness: I have no objection.
Mr. Dalziell: It is only this : I should like it very much if Mr. Bell would be absolutely sure

about his facts before he states them. I will give you an illustration. Mr. Bell says that the
resolution to sell was thrown out by a majority. As a matter of fact, with respect to Block If—
the main block, and the only block, I think Mr. Bell will admit, about which, so far as the lessee
was concerned, there was any substantial doubt—a majority of the Native owners voted in favour
of the sale of that block. Unfortunately, Mr. Bell was not present; but that is a fact. The voting
was taken down. Ihe only reason why that resolution was not taken before the Maori Land Board
and verified was that all parties concerned desired that the whole of the block should be dealt with
at the same time and, if possible, the whole question settled. I make that statement at this stage
because it would be a pity, I think, if Mr. Bell's statement was allowed to go without contradic-
tion. I may say in addition that a majority of the Natives present were against the sale of the
other blocks.

Witness: I am obliged to Mr. Dalziell. I speak only from what Mr. Skerrett reported to me
when he returned. He seems to have arrived at a different conclusion as to what was the result
of the meeting than my learned friend Mr. Dalziell.

Mr. Dalziell: There was the actual voting.
Witness: At all events, I am glad Mr. Dalziell has had the opportunity of making the correc-

tion. As I have said, it was apparent to Mr. Skerrett that so far from the majority being in the
camp of my learned friend Mr. Dalziell, they were in the camp opposed to him. At my instance
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the Natives appointed a committee of themselves—four or five of themselves, I think, and two
other gentlemen—a Mr. Hardy, a surveyor, of Te Kuiti, and Mr. Tuiti Macdonald, a half-caste
Native interpreter who lives at Otaki. Two things were discussed and settled — first, that the
Natives were clear they would not sell. On that point I used no influence with them. That was
a matter for their judgment. They were absolutely clear that they would not sell; they did not
want to sell, and they thought the price was ridiculous. They spoke of it as a " Government
price."

5. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.} That is, those in your camp?—l only saw, of course, the represen-
tatives -I suppose, some eight or nine who attended at my office. They said it was a " Govern-
ment price "—an expression which I understand to mean an insufficient price. There was no
question about that at all. The second question was whether the leases should be attacked. That
was quite an independent and separate question, and had no relation to the question whether they
should soil the freehold. The question of what that would involve was discussed, and eventually,
as I do not act for Natives without making them provide for possible costs payable to a defendant,
it was notified to them that the amount for the three actions that would be necessary would be
£800, of which £100 was paid. The question of whether they should or should not raise £800
to litigate tha subject-matter of the leases had nothing whatever to do with the question of whether
they should assent to the sale. The second meeting of assembled owners had been advertised. 1
asked the Natives—those who, as Sir James Carroll says, were in my camp, and who were subse
quently ascertained to be 77 per cent, of the whole number, according to the statement of Mr.
Hardy—l asked them whether they really desired that 1 should be present at the meeting if they
intended to take the course they told me they desired. I explained to them that my assistance
was not necessary to enable them to reject a resolution, and that it was an expensive matter to
cart a busy lawyer to Te Kuiti and keep him there for two or three days. Both Tuiti and Mr.
Hardy fully understood that. They reported from Te Kuiti that the Natives were all of one mind
still -that they were all signing the authorities, and that it was ascertained that 77 per cent, of
them were adverse, and that there was no necessity for the legal adviser to attend the meeting.

6. Mr. Massey.] Was it Tuiti Macdonald and Mr. Har.dy who reported that?—Mr. Hardy as
chairman telegraphed. The meeting took place, and I was not there. I did not go because they
told me on two or three occasions that it was unnecessary : they were still of the same mind. The
meeting took place, and as I understand it the second meeting was equally futile for the purposes
of the intending purchaser. And then the amusement began. The Natives in the meantime had
ascertained—according to the committee's report to me—that they could not raise the money
because they were prohibited from selling and their lands were trust lands—l mean the lands
outside the Mokau Block. In some way the committee themselves were led into the belief that the
two questions were coincident, and that the only choice to the Natives was whether they should
raise £800 to litigate the leases or surrender at discretion to the demands of the purchaser.
Now, with all that my learned friend Mr. Dalziell had nothing whatever to do, nor do I believe
his client had anything to do with it. In some way or other the Natives were misled into believing
that they must either raise £800 or surrender. They could not raise the £800, and they sur-
rendered. As I say, I know Mr. Dalziell had nothing to do with it, for very good reasons. Some-
body prevented my being informed of the change of opinion. The legal adviser of the Natives did
not know that there had been any alteration, with the result that the Natives never had an\r advice:
they were not told what should be plain to anybody—that the question of whether they should
litigate the leases had nothing to do with the question whether they should assent to the sale;
and in the negotiations that took place they had not the benefit of any legal advice. Unfor-
tunately, Mr. Skerrett was in England. The Government may have supposed that I was looking
after the Natives, and in the end the Natives came to that conclusion. I wish to make it quite
clear that the Natives had no independent legal advice of any sort upon the question whether they
•hould submit to the terms which the Maori Land Board permitted to be placed before them.

Mr. Dalziell: Might I interject here? I think it will keep the matter in its order. The
inference one would draw from the statement just made by Mr. Bell is that no agreement at all
was arrived at at that meeting—the second meeting. Mr. Bell has not told you that after that
meeting

Witness: I am not troubling about what took place after the meeting. I have stated only
what took place at the second meeting, and I have said that what took place afterwards I knew
nothing whatever about.

Mr. Dalziell: But you have not stated to the Committee that there was a third meeting.
Witness: I know £here was.
The Chairman: I think it would be better for you to allow Mr. Bell to proceed, Mr. Dalziell.

You will have an opportunity afterwards.
Witness: I know perfectly well what took place after the second meeting : the Natives' assent

was obtained, as I have said, without independent legal advice, and I being prevented from know-
ing—not by Mr. Dalziell or his client—that there was any change of opinion. The Maori Land
Board obviously thought it very desirable that a resolution should be passed, because they kept
holding meeting after meeting for the purpose of obtaining such a resolution. I have no doubt
they genuinely thought it was a good thing to do. I now come to the second point to which I wish
to address myself. It has been suggested that there was a claim of £80,000 against the Assurance
Fund, and that Mr. Skerrett advised the Natives to take £25,000. I wish to put this to the Com-
mittee : It is perfectly plain to me, speaking in Mr. Skerrett's absence and without any know-
ledge of his opinion, that he could not have thought so. Either he thought there was nothing in
the claim against the Assurance Fund or he did not. If he thought there was, then that meant
that there was a claim against the Assurance Fund for £80,000 in respect of the registration of
these leases against the land, and that in addition to that the Natives still had the freehold. Well.
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it is ludicrous to take £80,000 and add to it the freehold and say that that is worth £25,000.
Of course, Mr. Skerrett could not have held that opinion. And as Mr. Skerrett launched a claim
of £80,000 against the Assurance Fund, I do not think he ever believed that the £25,000 was a
sufficient sum. But if he did, he must have believed there was nothing in the claim. Now, there
was nothing in the claim; there was nothing whatever in the claim against the Assurance Fund.
And I venture to say that the Government Law Officers can never have advised the Government
that there was any foundation for the claim. The Act provides that the Assurance Fund shall
not be liable in respect of any legal disability of the person who signs an instrument which gets
on the Register. That is expressly provided by the statute. In the second place, it is ludicrous
to suppose that the Assurance Fund is to indemnify people against their own folly. The Assur-
ance Fund is to indemnify a person who loses his land by the act of another. It is not liable to
a person who, by reason of himself signing a deed and thereby inducing the Registrar to register
that deed, suffers loss through a transfer to a subsequent purchaser. The only instance in which
anything of the kind lias ever been suggested is the case of a Native reserve; but the reason in
the case of the Native reserve where the Public Trustee recovered against the Assurance Fund was
this : that the people who there signed that deed of lease which granted a Native reserve were
trustees, and that the people they injured were not themselves but their beneficiaries, and the
Public Trustee recovered for the beneficiaries. There is no instance of the Assurance Fund being
held liable to a man because he is silly enough to sign some document which he should not sign.
Again, the whole matter is purely chimerical. As to whether these leases were valid or not, great
respect no doubt must be paid to the opinion of the Native Land Commission; but there is the
Act of 188S—the Mokau Act—which fays that the leases signed in favour of Mr. Jones in the Mokau
Block shall be valid for all purposes, and that nobody else shall be allowed to register in respect
of those lands.

7. The Chairman 1 Under certain conditions: there were certain conditions specified in the
Act?—Yes; but I am referring to the section of the Act. The Commission have reported that
because leases were obtained and signatures were not obtained to the original lease, but were
obtained to subsidiary leases instead, therefore the leases were invalid; but there was the statute,
and these people signed the leases and they got on the register. However, it is immaterial. But
the absurdity of the position, as I understand it, is this : If that claim is valid it exists just as
much to-day as ever it did. The purchase of the freehold has not extinguished the right of the
Natives to damages for the registration of the documents creating leases. It has been held that
they did right to take £25,000 for the freehold because of the existence of these leases, and because
these leases, being hold by hnnn fide purchasers for value under the Land Transfer Act, depreci-
ated seriously the value of the land. If that is so, and if those leases were improperly registered,
then the Natives have just as good a claim for £80.000, or whatever the sum be, against the
Assurance Fund to-day as they ever had. The purchase of the freehold by Mr. Lewis has not
extinguished the claim of the Natives, if nny claim exists, against the Assurance Fund. Another
ground unon which the Law Office's of the Crown could not have advised there was any claim
is this : The leases were registered many years ago, and the Land Transfer Act limits the right
of action for damapes in such cases to six years from the time when the cause of action accrued,
and the cause of action in this case accrued at the time the leases were registered. It is suggested
—and it is possible to found an argument on the suggestion—that the cause of action arose at
the time the transfer to the hona fide purchaser for value was registered. That is not the act of
the Registrar which is complained of. The act of the Registrar which is complained of is the
registration of the invalid lease, not the transfer to the bona fide purchaser for value, which he was
bound to register. But the point I wish to make to the Committee, and which was apparent to me
all along, and which wns apparent to the Natives who were advised by me, is that if there is such
a claim it is not got rid of. I read Mr. Dalziell's letter upon that point with great astonishment.
As to the way in which the Natives were led to pass these resolutions—and I expressly say that
they were not misled by mv learned friend : they were led into agreeing on the assumption that
they had to find £800 as the alternative. It is quite obvious that if any Government officer or
the Maori Land Board had considered the matter for a moment they would have seen that if the
Natives desired to litigate the matter the Government had already offered them legal assistance.
I do not doubt for a moment that the Government would have been just as willing to allow me to
act for the Natives as Mr. Skerrett, and to guarantee the Natives against expense. But all that
is as to the wrong that the Natives, I think, suffered by being persuaded into the idea that it was
a good thing for them to sell this land ani get rid of litigation. Litigation did not affect them.
They could enter into it or not as they pleased. If they attacked the leases there would be litiga-
tion, but nobody could attack or put them to cost about their legal position. The Maori Land
Board, from the point of view of those who were advising the Natives, took a most extraordinary
view. The Board's business was to protect the Natives. Now, the sole obiect. of this meeting of
assembled owners was to get a conveyance from the Maori Land Board instead of from the Natives.
The purchasers could not have got a conveyance of this land from all the Natives. That is well
known. Some of them, at nil events, would not sell under any circumstances. The only way to
get the thing carried through was to get a statutory conveyance signed by the Maori Land Board,
which conveys away the lands of people who do not want to sell if you can get a maiority of those
who want to sell to vote that such a conveyance shall be executed. That was the obiect, and the
only obiect, of calling the owners together. The Maori Land Board did its best to give effect to
that by insisting upon meeting after meeting, until a resolution was passed which put into their
hands the power of conveying away the of people whom they knew perfectly well did not
want to sell. The Board made conditions. They hnd no power, I submit, to impose the condition
which lias been emphasized so much—that the purchaser shall sell the land in pieces to subpur-
chasers. There is no power given to the Maori Land Board by the statute for that purpose. The
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Maori Land Board did something dse which is still more extraordinary, Mr. Chairman. They
directed that £2,500—10 per cent, of this £25,000—should be paid into the hands of certain
Natives to be applied in payment of expenses.

Hon. Sir ■/. Carroll: Perhaps we will get that better from the Board.
Witness: Yes. My point is this: I am submitting that the Maori Land Board was not only

concerned in getting the resolution passed, but it actually provided that the expenses—of whom
I do not know—should be paid by 10 per cent, of that money; and this 10 per cent, has been
placed in the hands of two people, one of whom is making a claim of £1,000 for commission for
selling the land.

Hon. Sir J. Carroll: That wants to be reduced to the actual fact, which is as to what the
Board did.

Witness: Yes, Sir James. If I am misstating the position I am very sorry. But, again,
the Board had no power to do that.

Hon. Sir J. Carroll: If it did it.
Witness: "If it did it." What the Board did with regard to this 10 per cent. I do not

know. It seems from what Sir James has said that I have misunderstood it; but the Board did
something with 10 per cent, of the purchase-money when it had no power to interfere with a
shilling of it. Of course, a lawyer's opinion is not worth anything on the question of value, and
I am not offering an opinion, but I am suggesting this as a fact which I used to guide the Natives
upon this question of value, that if there were a number of experienced gentlemen who were willing
to pay a large sum of money for the land, they might well rely on that as against the opinion of
valuers who were employed to assess the sum at which it would pay the Government to buy the
land. The Natives, I think, were influenced to some extent by that way of putting it, and I still
adhere to it. The position I take up is this : that the Natives never had independent legal advice,
and that the Maori Land Board, whose business it was to protect the Natives, saw that they had
no independent legal adviser, and ought to have seen that they were protected. The Maori Land
Board, so far from trying to protect the Natives, did everything in its power to force through
this sale. Secondly, that there never was any substance in the claim against the Assurance Fund,
but that if there was, then it is still open, and if £80,000 is the damage which was suffered by
the registration of the leases, the freehold must be worth a quarter of a million. Those are the
facts which I venture to submit, speaking from the point of view of the Maoris, are important
I have nothing whatever to say on the question of the Government's action. I am neither com-
petent nor desirous to express an opinion upon it. That is all I desire to say.

8. Mr. Massey.] You referred, Mr. Bell, to a sum of £800 which the Natives were required
to raise before any action could be taken. By whom was that £800 intended to be held?—By the
committee representing the Natives.

9. That is, by Tuiti Macdonald?—lt was to be put into a bank.
10. In whose names?—Well, I suppose I should have had some control.
11. Still, it was to have been held in trust?—Yes.
12. It was not to have been handed over to your firm or any other firm?—No.
13. You mentioned that 77 per cent.—I think you said 77 per cent.;—of the Native owners

were opposed to the sale when it was first suggested to them?—l do not know that. The 77 per
cent, was the information I got, by telegram or letter, from Mr. Hardy and Mr. Tuiti Macdonald
between the first and second meetings, when they were getting the signatures to the warrants.

14. They informed you by telegram or letter that 77 per cent, of the Natives were opposed
to the sale?--Ycs.

15. Have you got the letters?—Yes, I have the one about the 77 per cent. And here is one
of the telegrams. [Produced.]

Mr. Masse?/: There is one paragraph in this letter from Mr. Hardy referring to the point
I have raised, and it is this : " It was not till after the second Court "—I presume that was the
second meeting of assembled owners—" that Dalziell learnt the strength of his opponents repre-
sented by my party—namely, 77 per cent, of the whole."

Witness: The telegram'reads: "New authority excluding Macdonald signed by Natives.
Have been very successful.as to signatures to writ, &c. Hope see you shortly. Notified Board
re adjournment.-—Hardy." That is only one of the telegrams I received, and the final result is
said to be 77 per cent.

16. Mr. Massei/.] According to this letter, then, the strength of the party opposed to the sale
even at the second meeting was 77 per cent.?—That is Mr. Hardy's report. Of course, I was
not there.

17. Mr. Hardy was one of the committee appointed to look after the Native interests?— Fee,
he was chairman.

18. Is it correct that Mr. Hardy changed his mind after the second meeting, or changed his
attitude?—His explanation is here in this letter. He says. "Luckily, however, about that time
Mr. David Whyte, representing a syndicate from Hawke's Bay, called upon me (being an old
friend) and asked me to subscribe for shares in a company formed to take over the Stubbs' coal
property, and the Mokau lands if Le.vis succeeded in getting the freehold. I refused to take any
shares, but, having heard the whole proposals of the company, thought it would overcome the
Native scruples against parting with their land if they coidd sell and retain an interest in the
form of shares. I forthwith laid the proposition before the Natives and it was promptly accepted,
all facts having been divulged and afterwards published in Wellington."

19. There is another point about which I want to ask you. It has been suggested that if
the Government had purchased the freehold interest from the Native owners there would have been
difficulty about acquiring the interests of the leases. I do not know whether you have noticed
section 375 of ths Native Land Act, 1909. If so. might I nsk you whether you think the difficulty
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is provided for there J—l should have thought it quite plain that it was; but, then, 1 am only
giving a legal opinion.

20. It is really a legal opinion lam trying to get—perhaps "on the cheap " ?—1 should have
thought it quite plain.

lion. Sir J. Carroll: Ido not think there is any dispute about that. The Government could
not have got the lessees' interest for nothing. Mr. Massey wants to make it quite clear that we
could have determined the lessees' interest, apparently, without paying for it.

Mr. Massey: Oh, no, Ido not say that. I must put the section in evidence to meet the sug-
gestion that has been made by the Native Minister. It is as follows :" If any land so purchased
by the Crown "—that is, Native land—" remains subject to any lease or license, the Minister of
Lands may, if in his opinion the land is required for immediate settlement, determine that
lease or license by notice under his hand delivered to the lessee or licensee, and to all persons
having any legal estate or interest in the lease or license. (2.) The lessee or licensee and all other
persons having any estate or interest in the lease or license so determined shall thereupon be
entitled to compensation in accordance with the Public Works Act, 1908, in the same manner as
if the land had been European land taken by the Crown for a public work, and all the provisions
of the said Act shall, with all necessary modifications, and so far as applicable, apply accordingly.
(3.) Every claim for compensation under this section must be made within twelve months after
the determination of the lease or license in pursuance of the notice aforesaid." My point is that
if the Government had purchased the freehold interest under this section they could have deter-
mined the leases, and compensation would have be.jn arrived at in the same manner as when land
is taken under the Public Works Act. I ask that that section be put in evidence. [Statutes
put in. J

21. The Chairman.] With regard to the price: In your experience, Mr. Bell, are the Maoris
the only persons who object to the price that the Government offer to pay for land when the Govern-
ment wish to purchase?—No. The valuation of the Government officers for the purpose of pur-
chase, and the valuation of Government officers for the purpose of rating, are two entirely different
things.

22. You know that when an estate has been taken under the Land for Settlement Act the
price that is put on it is in some cases an extraordinary one. Would the Maoris do anything
unusual in endeavouring also to get a very high price for their land?—No. If you are putting
it to me that the Government pay a fair price for Maori land —well, I do not know; but the
Maoris do not think the Government do.

23. In connection with the Maori Land Board : Is it unusual in your experience for the
Board to have frequent meetings with the Natives when dealing with the disposal of their lands?
—iNo, it is not unusual, but I have never known of a case like this, of a Maori Land Board
trying to persuade Maoris against their will to sell their land for a sum.

24. Hon. Sir J. Carroll: I think I must take exception to that statement, because Mr.
Bell, I think, is not in a position to say that the Maori Land Board did persuade the Natives?—
No; I think that is correct. I ought not to say that the Board did. I say that the whole of the
evidence before me shows that that was what they were engaged in doing—persuading the Natives
that it was for their benefit that they should sell the land.

25. That is evidence you gather from correspondence between yourself and your clients?—
Not only that, but from the circumstances any one could draw that inference.

26. The Chairman.] In regard to attacking the Land Transfer Fund, you are aware that
proceedings were threatened by parties interested. When the sale was held by the mortgagee
proceedings were instituted, and caveat was lodged against the registration of that title to the
purchaser. Well, if that had been carried out what would have been the proceeding? Would not
the Land Transfer Assurance Fund have been assailed?—By Mr. Jones?

27. By any person. Mr. Jones, for instance, did lodge the caveat?—He could not have
recovered against the fund. The document registered was a document which Mr. Jones had
executed. He could get the document set aside, but he could not recover.

28. If the Court had'sustained Mr. Jones in his contention, would not Mr. Jones have had
a clear case against the Assurance Fund?—Absolutely none whatever—at least, that is my humble
opinion. I do not think it is arguable that Mr. Jones could have had a case against the Assurance
Fund. He had a case against the people who were registered.

29. With regard to some of the Maoris not agreeing to a sale, is it not frequently the case
that some Maoris interested in a block object to sell, and that they are protected even by statute
now at the present time from being cut out of any block?—If they are landless?

30. Yes?—If you are asking me whether the Act of 1909 has not created a great change in
the law, I say that it has. Before, a recalcitrant owner could require his interest to be cut out.
The effect of the Act of 1909 is to enable people to sell his land over a Native's head without his
consent.

31. By resolution of a majority of the Maoris interested?—Yes, the minority disappears.
32. Mr. Herrits.] A majority of those present?—Yes.
33. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] You said that the Board forced this sale through. In what way

did it force the sale through that you are aware of?—The Board, after the first meeting, adjourned
for a second meeting. The resolution was not passed at the time of the second meeting, and they
adjourned for a third meeting. The Board, between the second and third meeting, knew that
the Natives were without independent advice, and they knew that the Natives were changing
their opinion and were being persuaded to change their opinion.

34. How do you know that the Board knew they were changing their opinion?—The Board
had before it what took place at the first and the second meetings. The object of holding the third
meeting was that the Natives' opinion should bo chnnged. What other object could there be?
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35. is not that in the region of mere deduction on your part/ It is deduction, but it i«
logical deduction.

36. The Board could hold meetings, could it not?—l do not understand you.
37. You suggest an act of compulsion. That wants clearing up?—The Board did resolve to

exercise its power of coercing those who were against the sale into selling by executing a convey
ance or transfer in favour of the intending purchasers.

38. "Coercing" is a very btrong term. Did the Board personally coerce? Did it see the
Natives? Did it pray and beseech them to sell? What act of the Board would you call coercion?
—They exercised their statutory power of coercing. Having ascertained at the first and the second
meetings that the Maoris were adverse, the Board continued to hold meetings until they could
get the statutory powers to coerce the recalcitrants.

39. I may be dull, but I fail to see ?—I have 6aid that the Board must have been con-
vinced that it was in the Maori interest, or they would not have done it. Ido not suggest that
they were corrupt.

40. If in the first meeting the majority of Natives were adverse to a sale, there is no option
in the Natives, according to you, to alter their opinion?—Certainly there is an option.

41. Ihen it must be clear that they afterwards decided, by a majority, to sell?—Yes, they
were misled as to the position. The Maori Land Board ought to have seen they were not misled.

42. Were they misled? —Certainly they were. They were misled by being informed that the
alternatives were only two—either to raise £800 or surrender.

43. You are not prepared to say who misled them?—Oh, yes. Their own committee misled
them; but Ido not know what induced their committee to do so. Mind you, do not suppose that
when I use the word " misled " I mean anything more than that the committee misunderstood
the whole position, and the Maoris misunderstood it.

44. Did the Maori committee subsequently inform you that they had been misled?—One or
two of them made the usual fuss afterwards, but I think their grievance was that they were not
getting enough, or something like that. As a matter of fact, I have not listened to them since.

45. Was not the committee you refer to a committee formed of your own clients?—At my
instigation. Two of them were not my clients—Mr. Hardy and Tuiti Macdonald. The others
were.

46. But Mr. Hardy was the chairman of the committee?—Yes, but he was not my client. The
clients were the Native owners of the blocks.

47. But he was in association with them—acting with them?—Yes.
48. And became chairman of the committee?—Yes.
49. I understand that that committee was acting between you and your clients—an advisory

board, really ?—Yes. They were the means by which so large and unwieldy a body should com-
municate with me, and through which I should communicate with so large and unwieldy a body.

50. That is the principle established by the Act: the main change in the policy — that a
majority of owners by resolution can sell the land?—I think that is a very just observation.

51. You say that the Board ought to have seen that the Natives had independent legal advice?
—When they saw that for some reason the Natives' attitude was changing.

52. You are aware that the Maori Land Board has to deal with hundreds and thousands of
transactions between Natives and Europeans with regard to alienation of Native land?-—I should
think you are exaggerating.

53. Well, all transactions go before the Board?—Yes. If you are suggesting to me that this
was not an exceptional matter and one which required very great care, when the Natives were
being asked to accept what was considerably less than the value of the land for certain alleged
reasons—if you are suggesting to me that it was not exceptional, then I differ, and express my
strong opinion that it was exceptional and did require special care.

54. Of course, the Board as a statutory body would satisfy itself on that point. It evidently
saw no reason to act otherwise than it did under the circumstances, although you take exception
to its action?—l think that if you had suggested to the Board that it was a matter which requiredgreat care they would have taken more care.

55. Can you suggest anything to a statutory body?—Well, I do not know whether you can.
56. In your remarks just now you said it was an exceptional case, especially when the Natives

were patting with the land at considerably less than its value?—Yes. There were special reasons
reducing the value. Nobody suggests that this land is worth only £25,000—at least, I have not
heard that suggestion. I am assuming that the value is supposed to be £25,000, because it is
depreciated by a certain class of invalid documents. Well, I say that is a case where great care
is required. But may I add this:Ifit be the rule that wherever Native land is subject to a longlease the lessee or some other person is entitled to buy it at its value as depreciated by the lease,
I shall be very glad to hear it, because many clients of mine will be glad to engage in that forniof transaction.

57. That is a rule. Personally, of course. Mr. 8011, you do not know anything about thevalue of the land ?—No. I should not if I had been there.
58. And you could not say whether the Natives got fair value or not?—l am perfectly sure

they did not, because I have the greatest possible respect for the gentlemen who have seen it andpurchased it, and would take their opinion on any question of the value of land.59. It is on that that you base your assumption?—Not only that. This is a block of land onthe coast north of New Plymouth, and one has a general idea of what improvement it is capable of.
and I have heard, though I have not seen it, of what the part of the block that has been improvedis supposed to be worth.

60. Any way, you could not give evidence as to value?—No; but I know this—and it is this
1 am speaking from when I say the price was absurd : whoever held that land would have had to
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commence improving it, and the Natives would have had the benefit of those improvements at the
end of the lease. You cannot take the land's value from the condition it was in through Mr.
Jones's impecuniosity. Whoever purchased the lease would have improved the value of those
lands, and the Natives were entitled to the inheritance which they would come into.

61. After twenty-odd years?—After twenty-six years. That is a very important matter. If
you lease land at a very low rent you do so because you are going to get the land back at a very
much higher value.

62. You said that a change came about in the mind of your committee which ultimately
resulted in their consent to the sale, of which you were not apprised I—For some reason they were
careful not to inform me that their minds were changing.

63. Mr. Tuiti Macdonald is a land agent, is he not?—l only know him as a licensed inter-
preter.

64. And a conductor of cases in the Native Land Court?—Yes, I think he is.
65. And Mr. Hardy—l do not know his connection with Native-land matters, but being a

European I should say he knew what he was about?—I think he did.
66. At the critical moment they failed—both these gentlemen of experience and intelligence

and business capacity in regard to Native-land transactions—failed to inform you of the pro-
ceedings which led up to the conclusion of the deal?—l think they arrived at the conclusion that
it would be a very good thing if I did not go up there.

67. You say that the sale of the freehold by the Natives did not extinguish any claim against
the Assurance Fund, supposing there was a claim?—That is so, and I do not see how it could.
You might have got a release from some of the Natives, but it could not release the claim by the
whole body. Ido not know what steps the Government may have taken to protect themselves, but
assuming they have taken no steps the claim still remains, if it exists at all. Of course, I think
it is all bogus—blank cartridge. May I add that Mr. Skerrett put it in because the time had
nearly expired. If the six years ran from the registration of the first transfer to a purchaser,
the time had very nearly run out. He put it in to save that. I do not think you will find that
Mr. Skerrett has ever told you there is anything in the claim on the Assurance Fund.

68. He had to preserve their right of action?—If the time does not run from when that lease
was first registered, or if you can find that Mr. Skerrett does not say so, 1 shall be very much
astonished.

69. You have read Mr. Skerrett's letter to myself—the letter that is printed? It reads:
" The existing leases reserve a very low rent, and are, generally speaking, disadvantageous to
the Natives, apart from the circumstances that they keep the Natives out of possession of the land
for some thirty years to come. Under these circumstances an arrangement between the Natives
on the one hand and Mr. Herrman Lewis and his mortgagees on the other is very desirable, both
in the Natives' interest and in the public interest. It is desirable in the interests of the Natives
because it will put an end to what may be an expensive and long-drawn-out litigation, and will
put an end to leases granted by my clients upon disadvantageous terms. It is desirable in the
interests of the public because such an arrangement would at once make available for settlement
a large area of land suitable for subdivision and sale, a condition of things much to be desired
in the interests of the public generally and of the west coast of the North Island in particular.
Negotiations have therefore taken place between myself as representing the Natives on the one
hand and Mr. Dalziell as representing Mr. Herrman Lewis and his mortgagees on the other hand.
I think that an arrangement can be made by which the Native owners should sell their reversion
in the block expectant on the determination of the leases for a sum of £25,000, to be paid in
cash within three months from the date of the contract. It would be a term of the contract for
sale that Mr. Herrman Lewis should, within a period of three years, subdivide and sell the blocks
of land in areas not in excess of the areas prescribed in Part XII of the Native Land Act, 1909,
and that Mr. Lewis should not be entitled to call upon the Native vendors for conveyances or
transfers of any part of the block except to purchasers of the same in the prescribed areas. The
interests of the Natives will be protected, because if the purchase-money is not paid within three
months they will be entitled to rescind the contract for sale, and the parties will revert to their
legal rights anterior to the making of the contract. The whole arrangement will be made without
prejudice to the existing rights of the Natives to avoid the leases or to re-enter and determine
the leases should for any cause the sale not eventuate "?—Yes. I have quite an unfeigned respect
for any opinion of Mr. Skerrett's, but I do not think he could have been serious when he wrote
that about the Land Transfer Act. Mr. Skerrett supposed, evidently, that you would take steps
to get the claim under the Land Transfer Act cancelled if you allowed the sale, but you have nol
done it.

70. In your opinion, would the Crown be excused for taking action under advice so given,
or opinion so expressed?—Mr. Skerrett was not advising you.

71. No; but on the opinion expressed there, would it?—You see, you ask me a very peculiar
question. If you had acted on the advice given you by the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court
and the Chief Judge of the Native Land Court, of course, you never would have agreed at all.
Now you ask me to compare the Chief Justice and the Chief Judge of the Native Land Court with
Mr. Skerrett. It is exceedingly difficult for me to venture an opinion upon that point.

72. I understand your position?—My answer to you is that you have the opinion of the Chief
Justice and the Chief Judge of the Native Land Court, and if you are going to act on legal advice
you should choose the Judges and not the lawyer.

73. You say that the leases under the Act of 1888 were validated?—They were directed to be
registered; they were validated by the Act of 1888. That opinion is against the opinion offered
by the Chief Justice and the Chief Judge; quite right. Mr. Skerrett and I are at one as to the
leases, all except If— that the opinion of the Commission ought not to be acted upon without
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your legal advisers advising you to do so. As to If, we are all agreed that the lease was void-
able, and the Commission were quite right in that opinion.

74. Mr. Masxey.) Is that the big block ?—Yes.
75. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] That is the block in which the majority of the Native owners con-

sented to the sale. (To witness) : Had the Government acquired the freehold from the Natives,
the claim of the lessee would have held good—that is, the freehold must be subject to the leases!-
No doubt.

76. Any purchase would be subject to those leases?—If the leases were good, of course, it
would be subject to them.

77. Theie is a strong suggestion, statutory or otherwise, that they were. They were hard
to remove, at any rale?— Yes, 1 think they were good except the one in respect to Block If. But
Ido not quite see what your question means. I am only a witness upon the question whether the
Natives have been injured; 1 cannot be a witness on the question whether the Government did
wrong in not purchasing themselves. Why should not the Government have left them alone? Why
should the Maori Land Board persuade these people to part with their land?

78. That is where we disagree. You will insist that they were persuaded?—lhe alternative
you are suggesting to me is that the Government should have purchased. I understand that Mr.
Massey puts that as an alternative. I have not done so. I cannot understand it. Why should
the Natives be obliged to sell at a gross under-value because you are not prepared to give a fair
value?

79. We differ on that point. We say that the Natives got a very good price under the cir-
cumstances?—The Government say so. Ido not think you yourself think so.

80. Oh, yes, I think they did under the circumstances. However, that is neither here nor
there. You have made it clear that your evidence is merely as to the Natives and their interest?
—I hope that I made it quite plain that I have not here ventured an opinion as to the action of
the Government in the matter. I am not a politician; I am only a lawyer in this matter, and
the question is whether it was advisable for the Natives to sell. Whether the Government have
acted rightly or not Ido not know. Ido not think it is in the public interest, but that is another'
matter.

81. In your reference to Mr. Skerrett, in your opening statement, you made it appear, 1
thought, that he was associated with the Commission at the time the Commission investigated and
reported on the Mokau land ?—No, I feel sure he was not, because I knew he had given up acting
under your first authority, given some time before that. He was brought in again, I understand,
under that general authority. I assume, for instance, that the Government paid Mr. Skerrett's
expenses in connection with Mokau as well as other lands.

82. No; That is the point I want to clear up?—The Maoris have not paid him, as I under-
stand it

83. I could not say. He was not engaged by the Government at all?—Then he will be paid
out of the £2,500.

84. That is a matter between him and his clients?—Entirely so. But I am confident Mr.
Skerrett never thought he was acting for persons who were responsible to him for his fees othei
than the Government.

85. I think you are wrong there. He was entirely dissociated from the Government. He
was acting for certain of the Native owners of the Mokau Block?—If he was acting only for
certain of the owners he could not possibly have given general advice. His advice given to you
is on behalf of the whole Natives. I know Mr. Skerrett so well; he is very careful what he says
in that way. He did not say he was acting only for a few Natives when he comes to you.

86. He says in his letter, " I have the honour to apply on behalf of the Native owners "I—
lam confident I am right that Mr. Skerrett was acting then under the authority which you had
given him to advise the Maoris.

87. No, that is not so?—Well, of course, you know and Ido not.
88. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] Was there any time when you could say you represented the whole of

the owners subsequent to Mr. Skerrett dropping his brief?—Never at any time. I never claimed to.
89. You represented a section?—What you call a section turned out to be a large majority,

so I understand.
90. More or less?—More or less.
91. You did not represent the whole of them?—l never pretended to. The question arose

between Mr. Skerrett and myself as to which represented the majority, and he was satisfied after
the first meeting that I did.

92. You did not at any time represent the Pepene faction?—No. That is the gentleman
who is now claiming £1,000 for effecting the sale. Those gentlemen who were supposed to be repre-
senting the Maoris ai-e now claiming a commission for having sold the block.

93. The statements of fact in the evidence that you have given us are limited to what took
place after the first meeting of assembled owners and up to the second meeting?—And after the
second meeting to this extent, that the Natives had no independent legal advice.

94. But as to the details of what actually took place at the meetings of assembled owners you
have no personal knowledge?—No.

95. Beyond what Mr. Hardy and Tuiti Macdonald informed you?—l have put in Mr. Hardy'e
report.

96. So that all the charges you have made against the Maori Land Board, more particularly
the President of the Board, are largely from what you have deduced from Mr. Hardy's report?—
Why do you say " more particularly the President " ?

97. The Board was never at the meeting of assembled owners. The only place where the
Board comes in is to set the machinery in motion. The Board itself as a Board is never present
at the meeting, only the President?—That is so.
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98. As to the iest, your statement is }r our opinion, very largely, m a lepra! gentleman?—I
should be very much surprised to leara that you do not agree with me.

99. For instance, you do not agree with the Commission in its opinion with regard to the
validity of the leases in its report to the Government, and you have given that in evidence?—
It is a question of the right of the bona fide purchaser for value to Ih>l<l it. you see. You may say
thai it is Mr. Jackson Palmer I am differing from.

100. Not the Chief Justice?—Oh, the Chief Justice too.
101. But there is a doubt upon that point when such eminent gentlemen as yourselves differ

about the position of Mr. Jones's leases?—If you are going to accept the Chief Justice, there
never was a claim upon the Assurance Fund, because the leases were never validly registered. If
you accept what the Chief Justice and the Chief Judge said, then the claim against the Assurance
Fund is bogus and there is an end of it. If they are right, no damage was suffered by the regis-
tration.

102. The Chairman.\ That is owing to the fact that the leases never were registered?—Yes,
that they were void, and that it was a provisional register, and therefore the same right of attack
exists as if there was no Land Transfer Act. If the Chief Justice and the Chief Judge are right.
there is still no claim against the Assurance Fund, and they do not suggest that there is.

103. Hon. Mr. Ngata."\ You have not a list, I suppose, of this committee that was set up at
your instance?—Yes. This was the first committee: Mr. Hardy, Mr. Tuiti Macdonald, Aterea,
and Pairoroku. Then I can give you the change that was made at the meeting held on the 2P.th
January—the meeting of the owners of sections: .Mr. Hardy, Aterea, Pairoroku, Wetini, Tauhia.
Tβ Oro, and Tatana. They wrote on the 29th January to say that at a meeting held at Mokau
on the 29th January business was discussed and so forth, and it was decided that there should be
a change. I will put the letter in. [Letter put in.] They got rid of Tuiti Macdonald at that time
for some reason.

104. Beyond Mr. Hardy's statement in a letter to you that he had obtained the authority
of 77 per cent, of the owners, you do not yourself know that you represented 77 per cent, of the
owners?—No. They said in tho letter that the warrants which had been sent out were being
signed in great numbers.

105. Did that authority ever reach your office?—No, I never would accept it afterwards.
When they had sold I would not be bothered any more witli them.

106. I suppose we can get it from Mr. Hardy?—Yes, I think you will get from him how
many signed.

107. You expressed an opinion as to the effect of certain provisions in the Act of 1909 with
regard to the powers of assembled owners. You are aware of the provision in the statute for a
dissentient owner cutting out his piece?—No; it is only if he is landless, is it not?

108. No. If he signs a memorial of dissent at the meeting the Board must send that on to
the Native Land Court for partition. Do you know whether that was done at any of these meet-
ings?—No. If you have got the Native Land Act there would you mind referring to the provision
that you mention?

109. It is in section 348, I think?—No, I think you are wrong. That section relates to a
case where there has been an application for partition. It empowers the Board to deal with the
land notwithstanding a pending application for partition.

110. I have given you the wrong section; but there is such a provision, I know?—l think
it only applies to landless people.

111. No. Passing to another point, it is unfortunate that Mr. Skerrett is not here, but in
his letter to the Native Minister he says, " I think that an arrangement can be made by which
the Native owners should sell their reversion in the block expectant on the determination of the
leases for a sum of £25,000, to be paid in cash within three months from the date of the con-
tract." Mr. Skerrett does not express any opinion there that that is an insufficient sum for the
freehold of the Natives. I understand he put that view before the first meeting of assembled owners
—that he considered that>£2s,ooo, if accepted by the Natives, was a fair thing for them?—Yes,
he told me he had done.so. He told me also that the Natives did not agree with him, and that
he was not going to do any more in the matter.

112. I know as a matter of fact that he was of opinion that if the Natives got £25,000 it
would be a good thing for them?—Yes, he could not have recommended it unless he thought so.

Mr. Dalziell: I should like to mention that clauses 344, 345, and 348 of the Native Land
Act give the power that Mr. Ngata referred to just now.

113. Mr. Mander.] I should like to know whether, in Mr. Bell's opinion, there were any greater
difficulties in the way of the Government purchasing this block than in the way of Herrman Lewis
purchasing?—Yes. There was no difficulty in the way of the Government purchasing from the
Natives and Herrman Lewis combined, but if the Government dealt with the two separately they
would have to arrive at two separate prices. Mr. Herrman Lewis combined both interests, and
therefore it was simpler for him.

114. Mr. Seddo?i.~] You referred to the Mokau Land Act and some provisions of it: what
bearing has that on these leases?—The question is whether these Natives would have a claim on
the Assurance Fund though they had executed these leases. Well, they executed a series of docu-
ments within an Act of Parliament which declares that these leases shall be valid for all purposes.
Those documents are presented to the Registrar, who has the Act of Parliament before him. It
is the Natives who mislead him. Ihe injury done to the Natives is not done by the Government
in any way; it is done by the Natives themselves. My reference to the Act is to show that the
Registrar would not register the leases unless somebody came to him and said, " Here are leases
executed within this power." Otherwise he could not register Native leases at all.
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115. You give it as your opinion that the Natives have no claim on the Assurance Fund
whatever?—Yes. I have never heard of such a claim—a claim by a person who, by his own act,
has lost his land. No such claim agai.nst the Assurance Fund has ever succeeded yet, at all events.

116. Mr. Dive.] I understood you to say that if there was any claim against the fund it
had to be made within six years of the lease?—That is my opinion.

117. And I understood you to say further that you are satisfied the Crown Advisers could
not have advised the Government that there was any claim against it?—Yes, I do not believe the
Crown Advisers ever have done so.

118. Then the reply made by the Native Minister to Mr. Massey, that that was one of the
reasons why the Government could not purchase, falls to the ground ?—I was not trying to reply
to the statement, but that would folio.v from what I said.

119. I understood you also to say that the Maori Land Board could not make any stipula-
lations or terms as to the sale of that land, in respect of how it should be cut up and settled
within a certain time?—l should think it was perfectly clear. Ido not suppose anybody contends
that they could. Mr. Skerreti Bays that Mr. Herrman Lewis will enter into a covenant to that
effect. The Maori Land Board has no power to make such conditions. You do not suggest it,
do you, Mr. Ngata.

Hon. Mr. Ngata: The facts are not as stated, you see.
120. Mr. Ilerries.] When did these Natives first come to you, Mr. Bell? Have you got the

date?-—I have the date of thefirst meeting.
121. You said it was before the first meeting of assembled owners: that was on the 6th

January. Did they become your clients before the first meeting?—Oh, yes. I gave an opinion
—a long opinion—on the 23rd December, 1910.

122. To whom?—It was sent to Tuiti Macdonald, but there had been several Natives asking
for it.

123. Is that the first opinion that you gave?—lt was the first written opinion. I had ex-
pressed my view as to the report of the Commission before that.

124. When did they come to you the second time?—They were there on the 11th and 12th
January. I have minutes of meetings on those dates.

125. That was after the first meeting?—Yes.
126. That was after thefirst meeting of assembled owners?—Yes.
127. Was that the time the committee was set up?—The committee was set up on the I Ith.
128. Did you at any time suggest any price that they should accept?—Oh, no.
129. Did they ever consult you with regard to the price that they should accept?—No. They

told me that the £25,000 was a " Government price," and that the land was worth a great deal
more. They were quite determined not to sell at all.

130. It was not a question of price?—There were both questions; but they were not bargain-
ing about the thing at all.

131. Did they consult you with regard to attacking the leases?—Yes, at the meeting on the
11th January. My opinion was given on the two points in December.

132. Did you advise them that they had a good case?—With regard to If, a perfectly clear
case; with regard to the other leases, no. If was the important lease.

133. Whiit was the date of the third meeting of assembled owners?—That I do not know.
134. Was it some time after the second one?—l think it was some little time after. I never

knew anything at all about it. I remember seeing in the newspaper that the sale had been agreed
to, and was very much astonished.

135. Mr. Massey.] Did the agents of the Natives—Mr. Hardy or any of the others—inform
you of the change of attitude on the part of the Natives?—No, they carefully abstained from
doing it. Mr. Hardy explains why he did not : somebody came to him and offered him some
shares or something.

136. Hon. Mr. Nc/ntn.] Was your position known to the Board at all in this matter—was it
known that 3r ou were advising the Natives?- Yes.

137. By communication direct with the Board?—Direct letter. Several telegrams passed be-
tween Mr. Bowler and myself as to the date. Both Mr. Dakiell and Mr. Bowler were evidently
desirous that I should be there. Neither Mr. Dalziell nor Mr. Howler did anything to keep me
away.

138. I do not mean to suggest that at all. I just wondered whether the Board knew you
were representing the Natives?—I can give }'ou a duplicate of the first formal letter [put in].

Mr. Massey: I can answer that question of Mr. Herries's about the date of the last meeting.
I have a copy of a letter from Mr. Bowler on the subject, and he says this : " Yesterday an appli-
cation was made to the Board then sitting "—this is dated the 25th March—" for confirmation
of resolutions passed by a meeting of assembled owners held at Te Kuiti on the 22nd instant."
The third meeting, therefore, was held on the 22nd, and the sale was confirmed by the Board,
apparently, on the 24th.

139. Mr. Dalziell.] With regard to Mr. Skerrett, Sir James Carroll told you that Mr. Skerrett
was not employed by the Government. You suggest that Mr. Skerrett told you after the first
meeting that you were to take charge on behalf of all the Natives?—No, he did not say that. He
said, " I shall not interfere any more; you represent the majority." And he told his office so.
That I verified by asking Mr. Blair.

140. I have no doubt that is so, but do you not know that when arrangements were made at
the second meeting they were made to suit the convenience of you and Mr. Blair and myself?—
That is so.

141. So that even at that date- late in February—Mr. Blair was representing a section of
the Natives?—Yes. Well, Mr. Blair told me what I have told you. I did not remember, but I
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do recall now, what you tell me—that when you were trying to arrange a date Mr. Blair's con-
venience was consulted.

142. You say there is nothing in the claim against the Assurance Fund. Do you think that
one should not give some credit to a claim of that kind made by Mr. Skerrett?—If you give credit
to the claim at all, obviously you must give credit to the fact that lie claimed £80,000.

143. Either Mr. Skerrett thought there was something in the claim or else he was bluffing :
you must choose one of these alternatives?—Well, you sec, I do know something about it. Do not
ask me any more about it. I have discussed the matter. I cannot give you any idea of what Mr.
Skerrett's mind on the subject was. Ido not know.

144. I do not think it is fair that you should make a suggestion of that kind : you say that
you must refrain from referring to a matter which you could tell us about?—l did not mean that;
I am not suggesting that. You arc asking me what 1 think Mr. Skerrett thought, and I say I
cannot tell you.

145. You said that the Maori Land Board —and, it would almost follow, a section of the
Natives—were endeavouring to prolong this meeting, so that the Natives could be induced to sell.
You said that, did you not?—l think the Board did, and 1 think you did too, because I think you
did your duty to your client.

146. Do you know that the chairman of the meeting was asked by the representatives of both
sides—Pepene on one side and Tuiti Macdonald on the other, one proposing it and the other
seconding—to adjourn for the convenience of both sides at each meeting?—lhe Natives who came
to me did not take that view at all.

1-17. I was present at the meeting. You do not know that that is so?—Not at all, except
that they were very much annoyed that there was a second meeting.

148. Do you know that at the second meeting, when you were expected bill were not present,
Tuiti Macdonald, who represented your section, and that his section were willing to sell, but they
asked the President of the Board to adjourn in order that they might meet their people at Mokau?
—Did that take place?

149. Yes?—Then Tuiti Macdonald seems to have sold everybody. Who purchased him? 1
know you did not. Who did?

150. I know you did not either. Do you not think he might have honestly come to the con-
clusion that it was the best tiling to do in the circumstances?—Absolutely impossible, because if
he had lie must have telegraphed me that his mind had been changed.

151. You said just now that they arrived at the conclusion that it would be a very good thing
if you did not attend. Do you not think that that is hardly a fair way to put it? Might they
not just as readily have arrived at the conclusion that, as they could not find the sum which you
very properly insisted upon their finding, it was best in the circumstances to come to an arrange-
ment?—Well, they were either knaves or tools. You tire asking me to assume that the)' were
fools. 1 am quite ready to assume that they were fools. I told both of them that they were
either fools or knaves, and that is my answer to you. Either they did not appreciate their
duty, and were too silly to see their duty in front of them, or for some reason or other they agreed
to abrogate their duty. I do not know which it was. I told Mi. Hardy quite plainly to his
lace that he was either knave or fool.

152. The question of the £25,000 was one on which (here might lie two honest opinions?—
Certainly.

153. And if they took the one opinion you think they were necessarily wrong?—No, that is
not the point. They were the people who were guiding the committee whose duty it was to have
me there if there was a change. It was at their instance that I did not go, because it was unneces-
sary, for all they had to do was to object to the resolution. Then, if there was a change, it was
obvious that I must be sent for.

154. I do not know-what took place between you and your clients?—But you know what is
the ordinary dut}- of a solicitor to his client and a client to his solicitor.

155. Is it not obvious that the reason why they could not get you there was that they could
not find the funds which 1-ou very properly insisted on their finding?—:No ; I had £100 which
they had paid me. That was quite enough to take me to Te Kuiti and back.

156. The impression there was that they could not find the funds to take you to Te Kuiti?—
No, I never suggested that.

157. You have suggested that the Board had no power to appropriate this £2,500. You do
not know of jour own knowledge, I think, that the Board did that?—No, I have not seen the
document which did it, but Tuiti Maedonald, who was appointed one of the committee, told me
of it; and I was informed on very good authority that Eketone was also appointed.

158. But anything that would be done in the way of setting apart any sum would be done
by resolution of the Natives?—Has not any of the money been spent yet?

159. I do not know; but I should like this made clear?—l think it is quite right to say, as
Sir James Carroll suggested, that I really know nothing about it, except in the ordinary way
when one gets information on very good authority. 1 have not seen the order of the Board which
deducted £2,500 from the purchase-money, but I understand that has been deducted.

160. But you do not know there has been any order of the Board, do you?—No.
Mr. Dalziett: I think it is fail, to say that there is no such order and could not be such an

order. Anything done Mould have to be done by the Natives themselves, with the consent of all
of them.

Witness: Where do you say I am wrong about the £2,500?
Mr. Dalziell: In suggesting that the Board has made an order deducting that.
Witness: I accept your correction.

4—l. 3a.
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Wednesday, 30th August, 1911.
Turn Macdonald eworn and examined. (No. 5.)

1. The Chairman.'] What are you by occupation?—I am a farmer at present, and also a
Native-land agent.

2. Where do you reside?—At Koputuroa.
3. Do you desire to make a statement to the Committee in reference to the paper that is being

inquired into?—-Yes. I should like, with the Committee's permission, to say a few words in con-
nection with some letters that have appeared in the Dominion in connection with the Mokau
matter. One was by Mr. H. D. Bell, and another was signed " Fairplay," of Otaki.

The Chairman: I am sorry to say we cannot deal with that matter just now.
I. Mr. Massey.] You are one of the owners of what is known as the .Mokau Block?—No.
5. Have you been connected with the sale of the block to Mr. Herman Lewis?—Yes.
6. When did you become connected with it?—Probably it would simplify matters if I were

to give my evidence from the commencement of my connection with Mokau matters.
7. I am quite willing that you should do so?—Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee,

my first connection with this case was before the Native Land Court at Te Kuiti, at the latter
end of last year. There were several applications for partition before the Native Land Court,
and two of the owners in Block If asked me to act on their behalf in partitioning Block Ih.

8. Which is Block Ih—is that the big block?—No, Block If is the big block; this is one of
the smaller blocks. It comprises about 15,000 or 17,000 acres. When the case came before the
Court for hearing

9. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] What would be the date of that?—It would be about November, I should
say—November or December of last year. When the case came before the Court a Native—Mr.
Pepene Eketone, of Te Kuiti—stated that there was some trouble in connection with the block
regarding some lease from the Natives to Mr. Joshua Jones, and that the Court could not proceed
with the partition seeing that there was a lease hanging over this block—and not only over that
particular portion, but the whole of the Mokau blocks. He contended that under the circumstances
it would be useless for the Court to proceed with the partitioning. That was the first knowledge
I had that there was such an encumbrance over the land. I contended that there was no infor-
mation before the Court to enable it to take notice of the objection raised by Pepene Eketone.
However, the Court ruled against me, and decided to dismiss the application. I then held a
meeting with my clients to see what was our position.

10. The Chairman.} Will you state who your clients were at that time?—Rangiawhio alia/
Ngareta, of Mokau, who has two names in the title, and Aterea te Ahiwaha, who resides at Mahoe-
nui. There were several others. I have not got their names here. Mr. Hardy has all our papers
in connection with the matter, including the authorities signed by the Natives for me to act on
their behalf. Those two natives whom I have named are, I take it, the principal owners in the
block, as far as shares are concerned. An I was saying, we held a meeting to see what we should
do in the matter.

11. Mr. Massey C\ A meeting of whom?—Of my clients.
12. Only them?—Yes. It was decided that we should come to Wellington and go through the

papers here and see if there was anything in the suggestion put forward by Pepene Eketone regard-
ing the lease by Mr. Jones over the Mokau Block. We came down from Te Kuiti to Wellington.

13. Hon. Mr. Ngaia.] At what time was this?—About two days after the dismissal of our
application before the Native Land Court. It would be about December of last year. We had
been in Wellington about two or three days when there appeared in the Gazette notice of an appli-
cation by Mr. Herrman Lewis for the purchase of this block from the Natives—an application to
call a meeting of assembled owners.

14. Mr. Massey.] The advertisement was inserted by the Maori Land Board?—Yes, it was
an advertisement by the Maniapoto Land Board for the purpose of calling the owners together to
see whether they would agree to the resolution.

15. Mr. Herries.] Here is the Gazette [handed to witness]: is that what you mean?—Yes.
" Notice of Meeting of Owners under Part XVIII of the Native Land Act, 1909.—Regulation
No. 48.—The Maori La rid Board for the Waikato-Maniapoto Maori Land District hereby notifies
that a meeting of the owners of the Mokau-Mohakatino No. If will be held, in pursuance of
Part XVIII of the Native Land Act, 1909, at Te Kuiti, on Friday, the 6th day of January, 1911,
at 2 o'clock in the afternoon, for the purpose of considering the following proposed resolution :1 That a proposed alienation (by way of sale) of the land, at a price to be decided at the meeting,
be agreed to.' Dated at Auckland, this 19th day of December, 1910.—W. H. Bowler, President."

16. Mr. Massey.] Does that notice refer to the whole block?—No; this refers to Block If
only. There are other notices respecting the other blocks in the same Gazette.

' 17. Are they all there?—Yes.
18. Mr. ffe'rrie*.] WThat is the date of the Gatett*?—The 22nd December.
19. The Chairman.] Proceed, please, Mr. Macdonald?—Whilst here with the Natives we saw

the report by the Commissioners—Sir Robert Stout, Chief Justice, and Mr. Jackson Palmer, Chief
•fudge of the Native Land Court—which showed certain defects in the leases held by Mr. Joshua
Jones over these blocks. In view of that report I advised the Natives to approach Mr. Bell and
get his advice in connection with all the leases and the testing of their validity in the Supreme
Court. We then approached Mr. Bell with the view of getting his opinion. At that time we
heard that Mr. Skerrett was going to attend the next meeting of the Board. I said to the Natives,
" Seeing that Mr. Skerrett is going to Te Kuiti in connection with Mokau matters, it would be
advisable for us to get Mr. Bell's opinion on another question outside of the leases "—that was,
conoerning the Board's jurisdiction in dealing with the applications in several blocks. And that
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opinion we got from Mr. Bell. I have it here. In that opinion he said it was only in Block If
that he had no doubt we could upset the lease.

Mr. Massey: 1 would suggest that the witness read the whole opinion.
Hon. Sir J. Carroll: Mr. Bell has already stated that he gave that advice. I think it will

be quite sufficient for the witness to say that Mr. Bell gave it as his opinion that the lease of If
could be attacked successfully.

Witness: That is so. He said that the leases of the other blocks were assailable only on cer-
tain questions, and those questions could be brought forward only by very much litigation. The
people whom I was representing had only a very small interest in Block If, and the opinion of
Mr. Bell was against us with regard to the blocks they were largely interested in. However, I
attended the meeting of the Board—the first meeting of assembled owners.

20. Mr. /Jerries.] Was that in January—the 6th January?—Yes. Those present were Mr.
Dalziell, myself, and Pepene Eketone. At that time there was a breach between Pepene's party
and my party. It was this : those in Pepene's side wanted to sell to the company.

21. Mr. Massey.] What company?—Herrman Lewis's company, I take it.
22. Did you know there was a company?—It was mentioned by Pepene Eketone and his party

that they wanted to sell to a company.
23. Do you know the names of any of the other members of the company than Mr. Herrman

Lewis?—No.
24. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] You did not know there was a company?—No. Before the resolution

was put by the President of the Board I objected on behalf of my clients. My first objection was
that my clients did not want to sell. As a matter of fact, some of th,em were Te Whiti-ites and
Tohu-ites : they would not sell at any; price, even if the weight of the land were given them in
gold. It is an old gospel of theirs. My second ground was this :we thought we were entitled to
more than wus offered in the resolution.

25. Mr. Mas-fey. J What was offered?—£25,000. As a matter of fact, the Natives informed
me at the time, as a ground for our objection, that a certain portion of this block had been sold
—if my memory serves me right—to a private company for £2 per acre. It was the northern
portion.

26. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] Was not that another block across the river, of 17,000 acres?—Yes.
27. Mr. Massey.] It was only separated by the river?—Yes.
28. And it was sold for ?—I was informed, for £2 an acre.
29. Have you seen the block?—Yes.
30. Is it similar land to the Mokau-Mohakatino Block?—It is practically the same, only it

has not so much bush, and it is fern country just beyond.
31. The Chairman] Practically level?—Yes.
32. To whom did that land belong—to Stubbs?—lf my memory serves me aright, it did.
33. Mr. Massey.] Who purchased that block?—That I could not say. However, after all our

protest against the resolution, it was put. Before it was put I was quite confident that I would
defeat it, as I had quite 75 per cent, of the owners with me.

34. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] ITie owners of If?—No, of all the other blocks excepting If. My
party owned practically the whole of the other blocks, but not If. The voting on the resolution
in connection with If, if my memory serves me, was equal, but as far as the other blocks were
concerned there was a majority against the resolution.

35. Mr. Massey.] Do you remember the numbers, for and against, in those blocks?—As far
as numbers went they defeated us, but when it came to shares we outnumbered them.

36. You had the area?—Yes. I think there were about twenty-five or thirty to eight of my
people.

37. Mr. Hemes.] In which block?—ln Blocks Ih, le, Id, and Ij. In Block If, if my memory
serves me, the sellers had a small majority. After that meeting of the Board I advised the Natives
to come to Wellington again to see Mr. Bell as to what we could do further in the matter.

38. Mr. Massey.] There was no talk of adjourning at that meeting, was there?—No.
39. The meeting was over and at an end?—Yes. I decided that that should be our last meet-

ing with Mr. Bell in connection with the matter, and that we should proceed with our litigation
in testing the validity of all the leases or encumbrances over the whole of the blocks. A committee
was formed, authority for us to act being signed by the people. When we got to Mr. Bell's office
a meeting of the committee and Mr. Bell was held. Mr. Bell wanted us to pay him a sum of £100
in connection with work that he had already done—giving his opinion and attending to other
matters in connection with the whole block. • This we paid. After that Mr. Bell mentioned a sum
of £800. This sum was to be a fighting fund for us. The amount was to be handed over to a
committee, and this committee was to pay out when Mr. Bell required the money. If we failed
to find this £800 that was the end of our case. The writ was issued by Mr. Bell.

40. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] You do not know whether the writ was issued, do you?—Yes. we
have the writ, signed by 75 per cent, of the owners.

41. Mr. Massey.] Was it served?—No.
42. Mr. Herries.] Do you know the date of this?—lt would be shortly after the meeting in

December; it would be about January.
43. After the first meeting of the owners?—Yes. Tt would be early in January when Mr. Bell

drew up the writ.
44. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] Was the writ in connection with all the blocks? —Yes. I and the

other Natives proceeded again to Mokau with the view of obtaining the signatures not only of
our clients, but of all the other Natives who were in favour of opposing the sale and testing the
validity of those leases. When we got to Mokau a special meeting was convened by the committee
for the purpose of raising funds. Every scheme conceivable for raising funds was placed before
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our committee, but without success; We even went so far as to depute some of the Natives to go
to Auckland and ascertain whether their titles there were good for mortgaging in order to raise
funds. That also wa.s a failure.

•15. They had other land.; there, had they?—Yes, a lot of other land; but they had leases over
it. Whilst we were endeavouring to get funds another advertisement appealed in the Gazette,
similar to the first.

Mi. Mr. Mousey.] Did it mention the proposal to sell to .Mr. Herrnian Lewis.'— Thai I am
not prepared to say. As Far as my memory serves me, the wording was exactly the same as in
the first notice.

17. Mr. //rn-us.\ At what date was this 7 [Gazette produced] Will you read the notice out,please? " Notice of Meeting of Owners under l'art Will of the Native Land Act, 1909.—Regu-
lation No. 18. The Maori Land Hoard for the Waikato-Maniapoto Maori Land District herebynotifies that the adjourned meeting of the owners of the Mokau-Mohakatino No. If will be held,
in pursuance of Part XVIII of the Native Land Act. 190!), at Tβ Kuiti, on Tuesday, the 21st day<>< February, 1911, at 11 o'clock in the forenoon, for the purpose of considering the following
proposed resolution : ' 'I hat a proposed alienation (by way of sale) of the land, at a price to be
decided at the meeting, be agreed to.' Dated at Auckland, this :'>lst day of January, 1911.—
W. 11. Bowler, President."

48. What is the date of the Gazette?—The 2nd February, 1911.
19. Mr. Mass, i/. \ With regard to this meeting, there is a discrepancy here. You were present

at the first meeting, and you told us that it was not adjourned—that the meeting came to an end/
—It was at an end.

50. Did you know of the adjournment.'—l am not«in a position to say. It was at this meet-
ing that Mr. Skerrett appeared, with Mr. Dalziell.

51. For the first time?—Yes.
52. Was Mr. Skerrett working with Mr. Dalziell?—No, I could not say that.
53. Was Mr. Skerrett in favour of the sale or opposed to it?—1 take it from Mr. Skcrrett's

address that he was between both parties. The way he was addressing the Board was to show the
Natives the benefits they would gain by acceding to the salt—as far as litigation was concerned.54. Mr. Skerrett put before them the possible benefits that would accrue from the selling of
the land?—That is so—the benefits the Natives would derive as far as litigation and other matters
were concerned.

55. linn. Mr. Ngata.'] Was this at the February meeting?—Yes.
56. Was this the first meeting he attended?— Mr. Skerrett was not present at the first meet-ing. It was the second meeting he was present at, as far as my memory serves me.
.l/?\ Dalziell: At the time of the second meeting Mr. Skerrett was away in England.The Chairman: We will get all this from Mr. Bowler.
57. linn. Sir ./. Carroll.] As far as your memory serves you, Mr. Macdonald, it was thesecond meeting Mr. Skerrett was present at?—Yes.
58. Mr. Massey.] On whose behalf did Mr. Skerrett appear? You say you represented a

majority of Hie owners?—Yes.
59. Was Mr. Skerrett working with you?—No.
60. On whose behalf did he appear? What standing had he?—I am at a loss to this day asto that, but I take it that he was a friend of those who were opposing the resolution only to a

certain extent: he was showing my people the benefits they would gain by giving way to the sale.61. Telling them what a lot they could do with the £25,000—No;' as far as litigation and
other matters were concerned. I again opposed the resolution.

62. At the second meeting?—Y'es. But before coming to that I wish to say this; I noticethat in his evidence before the Committee Mr. Bell stated that it was well for Mr. Hardy and
myself that he should not be present at that meeting, when Mr. Skerrett attended. In fairnessto myself and Mr. Hardy, let me say that our position was this: we never had sufficient funds.Mr. Bell pointed out to us before we left his office that lie must be paid before he attended to anyof these Native matters, because prior to this case he had had a big transaction with Natives in that
district and had not been paid. 1 consulted the committee on the matter whether it was possibleto get Mr. Bell there or not, and the committee decided, in view of the fact that we had no fundswhatever in hand, that we could not ask Mr. Bell to attend and give us legal advice when Mr.Skerrett was attending the meeting of the Board.

63. You paid £100 to Mr. Bell?—Y'es.
64. Are you aware that Mr. Bell stated on oath that the £100 would have been more thansufficient to enable him to attend the meeting at Te Kuiti on behalf of the Native owners?—That

I could not say.
65. So that really there was nothing to prevent Mr. Bell attending?—That is so, exceptingthis : the committee were bound to protect Mr. Bell's interests as far as his costs were concerned,

and we did not care about wiring to him to come and then find that we had no money to pay him.Further, we thought that we could defeat the resolution, even if it was put, seeing that we had
a majority on our side. So, armed with that, we opposed the resolution. At this meeting it wasadjourned. I could see at that time that some of my people were getting away from me; theywere afraid of this £800 of Mr. Hell's. Rather than stay in ray camp and be saddled with £800
in costs, they went over to the other side. In view of this I again asked the Board to adjournfor a short period.

66. When you mention the Board do you mean that the Board was present as a Board, orwas it only the President?—The Board.
67. At the meeting of assembled owners?—Yes.
68. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] Were there three members?—There was the clerk.



29 1.-3a,i\ macdonald.

u'9. And the President!—I do not think the accessor was there.
70. Then it was not the Board I—At>.1—At>.
71. .1//-. Massey.] Still, the President was there in his official capacity?—Yes;
72. Did he take any part in the meeting?—No, no part whatever. It was at this meeting

that 1 asked for an adjournment for the purpose of looking into my position in opposing the
resolution. 1 found that my side was on the wane, and I asked the Chairman of the Board to
adjourn tor a fortnight to give me time to decide finally what stand we should take. After the
adjournment another meeting was convened by me, and Mr. Hardy and all those who were favour-
able to our cause and stood by us assembled at Te Kuiti.

7.'i. Hun. Mr. .Vi/a/a.] For how long did the meeting of assembled owners adjourn?—About
a fortnight. Il was unanimously decided by our committee, seeing that our numbers were waning,
that there was m> course open to us but to accept what we thought would be fair and just to both
parties to the sellers and non-sellers. Mr. Hardy was then deputed by our committee to approach
the company.

74. Hon. Sir J. CarroU.] When you say " the company " you mean Mr. Herrman Lewis? —
.\1 r. Herrman Lewis.

75. Mr. Massey.] Was Mr. Lewis present at these meetings?—No.
76. Who was his representative?—Mr. Dalziell, I take it.
77. Did Mr. Dalziell act for him at all the meetings?—Yes. Mr. Hardy had to give his reply

during the interval of two weeks. Then we should know whether we were to go on further with
the matter or accept what we thought fair and just for the Natives. Mr. Hardy went to Palmerston
North, and met there members of the company.

78. Hon. Mr. .Xgata.] I suppose we can get this from Mr. Hardy at first hand. Give us
facts that you know yourself. When did Mr. Hardy report back to you?—Before the next meeting.

7!>. What did he report! —That the company was agreeable to give us £2,500 worth of shares
in addition to the £25,000 that the company had already agreed to pay the Native owners. After
hearing Mr. Hardy the Natives were quite pleased, because, although they were selling their birth-
right, as it were, in the block, by means of the shares they still retained an interest. It was only
on that condition that they gave way.

80. Mr. Massey.] What is the capital of the company?—I am not prepared to say.
81. Was that point explained to the Native owners—the proportion represented by £2,500

worth of shares?—No; but the resolution before the Board covered that.
The Chairman : We will get that from Mr. Lewis.
Mr. Massey: My point is this: that if the witness, who was there representing the Native

owners, does not know the proportion of the capital represented by the £2,500 worth of shares,
it was impossible for the vendors to know.

82. The Chairman.] What is your answer to that, Mr. Macdonald?—1 could not say as to
that.

83. Mr. Massey.] Do you know the value at which the block was supposed to be taken over
by the company?—No.

84. /lon. Sir J. Carroll.] Will you go on now to the third meeting I—At the third meeting
.ludge Holland presided as President of the Board. Am I correct, Mr. Dalziell?

Mr. Dalziell: Yes.
85. Mr. Massey.] That was the adjourned meeting—the final meeting, Mr. Macdonald?—Yes.
86. According to the Chairman of the Board, it was held on the 22nd March?—Yes. This

was the meeting regarding which Mr. Bell remarked the other day in his evidence that I was
either sold or that the Natives were a lot of knaves or fools. Before we finally agreed, and before
consent was given by me, we had a meeting of all parties—sellers and non-sellers—for our last
stand, as it were, in connection with Mokau matters, and it was decided unanimously, in view
of the fact that they were getting a further consideration of £2,500 in shares and were still retain-
ing an interest in the block, and seeing that if they did not sell they would have to enter into
litigation of which they did not know the end, and which might result in their losing the land
they had left—rather that) encounter all these obstacles and intricacies of law they asked me to
give my consent before the Board, which was done.

87. The Chairman.] You gave your consent on behalf of your clients?—Yes. There was no
other course for us to take than that. My people were getting away. This £800 and all the other
troubles were working on them and they were departing from us gradually, and I knew that at
the nest meeting T would stand alone.

88. Did }our connection with your clients end with that meeting?—Yes.
89. Hare you anything further to add?—Only in connection with the £2,500 that has been

mentioned for costs. After the resolution was passed it was decided that we should convene another
meeting.

90. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] Xot a meeting of assembled owners, convened»by the Board?—No, a
meeting of the parties who had agreed to the sale. The Hoard had nothing to do with it what-
ever. This was a private meeting of owners, held to ascertain what would be the quickest and
cheapest way of paying costs. There were not only the costs of the present matter, but it appears,
from statements made by several prisons before that committee, that this matter had been going
on for years, and certain costs were incurred prior to this which had to be paid by the
owners. So it was proposed that the sum of 10 per cent, should lie deducted from all those who
were willing to pay.

91. Mr. Massey.] What costs were incurred?—Legal costs.
92. To whom was the money to be paid.' You say that Mr. Bell was out of it. Who was

entitled to receive the money?—The money had to be paid over to myself as representing one
party, and Pepene Eketone as representing another party.
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93. Two thousand five hundred pounds?—Yes.
94. And what did you propose to do with it?—It was for me then, with my committee and

Pepene's committee combined, to go through our accounts; and the accounts that were found right
and proper we would pay.

95. With the £2,500?—Yes; but we never got the £2,500.
9(>. Have the Natives been paid for the block?—Yes; but the majority of them would not

pay the 10 per cent., and have not do ie so.
97. Do you know whether the Natives have been paid for the block!—As far as my knowledge

goes, they have.
US. You are not quite sure?—No. There may be a small minority not yet paid.
99. Do you know how payment was made?—lt was agreed that an agreement should be drawn

up and signed by them, pointing out to the Board that they wished 10 per cent, deducted from
their share, to go towards the cost.

LOO. The agreement was to go to the Board?—lt was only an agreement between the Natives,
myself, and Pepene Eketone regarding the costs. It had nothing to do with the Board.

101. You were retaining 10 per cent, of the price received for the freehold?—Yes, from those
who would agree to it. It was optional. If they wanted to sign it they could do so, and if they
did not want to they need not.

102. Mr. Dive.] You were practically getting an order for £2,500?—Yes.
103. Mr. Massey.] How were the Natives paid?—They were paid under their orders.
104. Who paid them?—The Board.
105. Did the Board deduct the 10 per cent. ?—Not in the books of the Board, but under the

agreement.
106. The 10 per cent, was withheldI —No. First of all, the agreement was read to the Native,

and if he agreed to it, well and good; if not, he got paid in full. If he agreed, the 10 per cent,
would be paid over to the Costs Account, and the balance handed to him. The I'resident of the
Board had nothing whatever to do with the transaction.

107. Did he not approve of the transaction?—No, he neither approved nor went against it;
he was simply carrying out the wish of the Natives there.

108. Was the 10 per cent, paid?—Yes.
109. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] Was £2,500 deducted?—No.
110. Mr. Massey.] Not the whole of it?-—No, and there is no chance of getting it, because all

have been paid, and in many cases nothing has been deducted.
111. Who received the money that was paid?—The President was to hold that in trust, and

to draw it at any time we required it.
112. You were to have drawn it?—Myself and Pepene.
113. And Mr. Hardy?—No, only we two.
114. Hon. Mr. Xgala.] What amount has been paid to that Costs Account?—I should say

about £1,300 or £1,400.
115. That is the amount that was deducted on the authority of these people who signed the

agreement I—Yes.
116. Mr. Massey.] Pepene Eketone was one of the owners?—WTell, his wife had an interest.
117. He was interested in the block?—Yes.
118. He was. a large owner?—No.
119. But he was exceedingly anxious to sell?—Yes.
120. And he receives this money in addition to the value of his interest in the block?—l

could not say whether he is an owner, but his wife had an interest.
121. The Chairman.] Have you any other statement to make?— That is all.
122. Mr. Massey.] Coming back to this £800 : you seemed to suggest to the Committee that

there was no alternative other than accepting the offer made by Mr. Lewis or going on with litiga-
tion. Are you aware that there was another alternative?—What was the alternative?

123. It is scarcely necessary for me to tell you, as a gentleman well up in this sort of thing,
that it was open for the.Natives to hold on to the freehold interest, and, if they wanted to sell,
to approach the Government and request them to take over the interest of the Natives in the land.
My point is this : they were not compelled either to sell to Mr. Lewis or go on with the proposed
litigation, unless they felt 60 inclined; they had still the freehold interest in the block, and it
held good?—Yes.

124. You are quite clear about that?—Yes.
125. About the £800 which Mr. Bell required, it was to be held in trust—it was not to be

handed over to Mr. Bell?—No.
126. It was to be held in trust, in view of certain possibilities in connection with the pro-

posed law cases?—Yes.
127. The litigation would mean at least one Court case—perhaps several : there might be a

case in connection with each of the blocks? —Yes.
12*. There might be appeals from the decisions of the Supreme Court?—Yes.
129. And the cases might go against the Natives, in which case the other, side would be entitled

to costs?—Yes.
130. Therefore it was necessary to provide against possibilities?—That is so.
131. What I am trying to show is that there was nothing unreasonable in the suggestion of

Mr. Bell that a trust fund should be set up?—Oh, nothing whatever.
132. I do not know whether you counted the Natives at the first meeting of assembled owners,

but you told us, I think, that there were twenty-five on one side and eight on the other?—Approxi-
mately so, to the best of my knowledge.
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133. There were therefore thirty-three owners present?—I wish to point out that although

there were eight of my party, they were armed with proxies giving them much greater power than
their numbers would indicate.

134. There were thirty-three owners present?—Yes, to the best of my recollection.
135. Do you know the number of owners in the block?—lt depends on which block. There

were only thirty owners in If.
136. You know that there were about two hundred owners in the whole of the blocks?—Yes.
137. Then we get this position : that a majority of thirty-three owners had the right to deal

with the prcperty of the balance of the two hundred—that is, counting the proxies?—Yes.
138. They had the right to deal with property belonging to the balance of the two hundred?

—In Block 1h all the owners wTere present, although there were only six there.
139. Did the President of the Maori Land Board preside at the meeting of assembled owners?

—-Yes.
140. Was there one question put, or was the question put in connection with the proposed

disposal of each block?—The latter.
141. You have had considerable experience in Native-land transactions?—Yes.
li'2. Do you know of any other case where an Order in Council was issued to enable a trans-

action to be completed and at the same time avoid the limitation provisions of the Native Land
Act of 1909 '/—That is more for you, gentlemen.

143. I am asking whether you know of any other case where an Order in Council was issued
to allow the sale to take place?—No; but that does not say it should not have issued.

144. Do you know of any of the influences that were at work after the first meeting and after
the second meeting, before the Natives finally consented to the sale I Do you know of any of the
Natives being interviewed, apart from the meetings, by the parties interested in the purchase?—
As far us I am concerned, no.

145. Do you remember having a conversation with me about this transaction not many days
ago, in my room upstairs?—Yes.

146. Do you remember your expression of opinion to me with regard to the sale?
The Chairman: I hardly think that is fair, Mr. Massey. asking a witness's opinion of what

took place outside.
Mr. MatHe y: lam not asking his opinion of what took place outside.
The Chairman : You asked if lie remembered a conversation in your room.
Mr. Massey: Yes.
The Chairman : Well, I do not know whether that has any bearing on the witness's evidence.
147. Mr. Massey.] It has a great deal of bearing. Mr. Macdonald expressed a very important

opinion, and I want him to recollect it. I do not want to put the words into his mouth, but it
will be necessary for me to repeat it, and lam quite willing to repeat it on oath. Do you remember
the opinion you expressed to me of this transaction, Mr. Macdonald?—It would be a street opinion,
would it not?

148. It would be your opinion, after being mixed up with the whole business?—What I stated
was what all those who are opposed to your politics, I take it, would say.

149. There are no politics here. Do you remember the opinion you expressed here with regard
to the tiansaction?—It is not worth much.

150. Even though it is your own opinion? Do you remember telling me that in your opinion
the transaction was a gigantic swindle?—Yes.

151. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] Did you enlighten Mr. Massey as to what way it was a gigantic
swindle, or was it just a mere expression on your part?—Certain parties outside of Parliament
Buildings had got an opinion for the Government and another opinion against. It was just a
street expression.

152. The nature of the whole transaction you have described in your evidence?—Yes.
153. Mr. Massey asked you if, as an alternative course to selling or litigating, the Natives

could not have retained the freehold of tin, land, and you said "Yes. ,, Was not the freehold
subject to a lease of about tVenty-si x years?—Quite so.

154. And the rent they-were gettiiig was practically a peppercorn rent?— Yes.
155. In considering the advisability of selling you were influenced in a way by the fact that

you could not raise the .£BOO, that you would have to wait for twenty-six years before you came
into the property again, and for that twenty-six years the rent was a peppercorn rental?—Yes.

156. Was it under those circumstances that you decided it would be better for your clients to
sell?—That is so.

157. Him. Mr. Ngata.] With regard to Block If, you said that your people had only a small
interest in it?—Yes.

158. What proportion of the block did their interest represent?—About 30 per cent., I
should say.

159. To what party would the rest belong?—To the sellers and to those who were opposed—
the Te Whiti and Tohu people.

160. The section represented by Pepene Eketone?—Yes.
161. In the other blocks—lα, Ih, and Ij—what proportion did your people represent?—The

whole.
162. Did Pepene's people have an interest there at all?—Very small.
163. With regard to this .£BOO, what impression was left on the mind of the committee as to

it when they left Wellington?—That we had to raise this £800 or there would be no case at all.
164. Mr. Bell would not proceed with the case?—That is so.
165. Was anything said about his attending the meetings of assembled owners?—Yes. It was

pointed out by one of the Natives that Mr. Bell should attend, but shortly after that Mr. Bell
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told me to tell the Natives that he was not a popgun—that it would take more than os. to load
him in the event of his going to Te Kuiti. I took it from that that we would have to pay a stiff
fee to get him there. Those were his very words that I have used,

166. You saw Mr. Bell after the first meeting of assembled owners?—Yes.
107. From the time of the second meeting until the final disposal of the resolutions had you

any communication with .Mr. Hell ?—Mr. Hardy did. 1 was away at the time, and Mr. Hardy acted
us I acted when 1 was present. He informed Mr. Hell of 6ur position, and told me we could not
proceed any further with the matter : we would have to do the best we could.

168. From the time you first became oonnected with this block, towards the end of last year,
when the Native Land Court proceedings took place at Te Kuiti—from that time until the final
meeting of the assembled owners were you in communication with any member of the (iovern-
inent?—None whatever.

160. Did you have am communication with any member of the Native Department, except
the I,resident of the Maori Land Hoard.'—None whatever, except with him. Even with Mr. Dalziell
ami tiie company I liad no communication whatever. As a matter of fact, there was very bitter
feeling between my party and Pepene Eketone's party.

170. .Are you still of opinion that this Mokau transaction was a gigantic swindle?—No. As
far as the facts that I am concerned with and know of are concerned, I do not see where the
swindle is.

171. What made you express that opinion to Me. Massey?—l suppose it is a political phrase.
172. You have been a candidate for Parliament, have you not?—Yes.
1T*>. Against Mr. Parata (—Yes.
17-1. In the Opposition interest?—Yes—well, Independent Opposition.
I 7"). Mr. Ma-nsey.] When was this?—About two Parliaments ago.
176. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] You say that Judge Holland presided at the last meeting?—Yes.
177. Where was Mr. Howler?—He was busy with the sitting of the Hoard in another place

and could not attend.
178. lh>n. Sir ./. Carroll.] Was Block Ik the principal one of these Mokau blocks—was it the

largest] —Yes.
179. 'ion say that at the first meeting the non-sellers carried the day in respect of the other

blocks, but with Block It' the sellers had a majority?—Yes.
ISO. That was the block in which Mr. Hell gave the opinion that it was the only one where

the lease was assailable!—Yes
181. Mr. Dive.] What was the object of adjourning these meetings? Was it for the purpose

of influencing the Natives to change their minds and to sell?—No, not so far as we were concerned.
182. Is not that the usual procedure with the Natives—if they are not agreeable to accept a

c< ttaii; proposition, to keep on convening meetings with a view to changing their minds?—No,
certainly not. I asked for adjournments for our own purposes—in fact, I asked for an adjourn-
ment on several occasions to give us time to find funds to tight the cast—to raise Mr. Bell's £80(1.

183. 1 understand that, besides the £25,000, you are to to get also £2,500 worth of shares?
Fes.

What ratio will that number of shares bear to the capital of the company?—Those shares
will be divided according to the shares of the Natives in the block.

IS."), lint what is to lie the share capital of the company? In other words, what will be the
ratio of that £2,500 to the share capital of the company?—lt will bring the amount we get up
to £27,500.

186. Mr. Matsey.] Ihe evidence of the witness was that he did not know the capital of the
company, and therefore was not able to tell us the ratio in which the £2,500 worth of shares
stood to the capital of the company?—That is so.

187. Mr. Dive.] Is it nor a fact that the Natives are supposed to be fully conversant with
any agreement that is signed when making a sale? —Yes.

188. Am I to understand from you that they do not know tin' ratio that that .£2,500 will
bear to the capital of the company?—That is our position. It was explained that £100,000 was
the capital of the company —-that was, through the papers,

18!). linn. Sir J. Carroll.] The Natives deputed Mr. Hardy to make arrangements, and he
came down to Palmerston?—Yes.

190. Mr. Massey.] Are we to understand that Palmerston was the headquarters of the syndi-
cate or company even at that time?—That T could not say. According to Mr. Hardy, he met
some members of the company there. Whether it was the company's headquarters or not I could
not say.

191. Mr. Dire.] I understand that the £2,500 to be retained was to be held to pay any claim.
What were these claims? Who were making any claims?—These would be legal claims for costs
not only in this matter since I was connected with it. but for years previously expenses had been
incurred over the Mokau Estate. Evidently before then the Natives had been exerting themselves
to fight these leases—long before I came on the scene.

192. When these accounts have been paid will a full statement be submitted to the owners of
the block?—Yes.

193. Regarding your statement that this was a gigantic swindle, you said that this was a
street expression. Does it coincide with your own opinion?—l should say No. As far as this
Mokau affair is concerned, I would Ray T am not in a position to judge one way or the other.

194. Then, may I ask you, why did you make that statement to Mr. Massey—that it was a
gigantic swindle?—I think, Mr. Massey, you said there was some swindle in it, did you not?

Mr. Massey: Oh, no.
195. Mr.' Dive. ~\ Wrhat was your object in making that statement to Mr. Massey?—That is

an expression that I hear outside in the street.
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196. Then I ask you, does it coincide with your own opinion?—No.
197. Mr. Herries.] What was the reason why your clients opposed the sale of the land?—ln

the first place, they did not want to sell, being Te Whiti-ites and Tohu-ites; and, secondly, they
had an idea that it was worth more.

198. Was any further price suggested?—No.
199. Did they consider the land worth £2 an acre?—That was what they considered it worth.
200. Do your clients still think it is worth more than they got?—Yes.
201. They still think they got less than the real value of the land?—That is what they think.
202. You said they considered they had only two alternatives—either to find £800 or to part

with their land at a less value than they thought it was worth?—And make the best of a bad
bargain.

203. As a matter of fact, they have really taken less than they think the land is worth, in
order to make thebest of a bad job?—Yes.

204. What is your opinion about the value of the land?—Block If is very broken country,
and there is a lot of sandstone. All the hills there are razorbacks. A good portion of If'l would
not value at more than us. or 6s. an acre : there is no milling-timber on it.

205. What about the minerals? —There is coal. I was told that the moment you expose the
coal it all goes to pieces.

206. Mr. Massey.] Did you see the coal?—Yes, I went right through the mine.
207. Mr. IIerrien.] Is that on If?—No, it is on the other side of the stream.
208. It is not on (he same block?—No: but the very same seam crops out from the mouth

of the pit on the opposite side of the stream.
209. Mr. Dive.] Is that Stubb's coal-mine?—No.
210. The Chairman.] Did you say the crossing from Stubbs's mine to the other side was only

about 20 yards?—Just the width of the stream.
211. Mr. Ilerrits.] Taking all the blocks together, did you represent a majority of the owners?

—I should say so, in shai is.

212. The Chairman.,] You say you have been on the property : were you up above the coal-
mine, as far as the Panirau?—Yes, I went as far as the coal-mine and about two or three miles
above it.

213. You know the quality of the land above there?—It is very poor.
214. You are aware that a lot of the land was subleased by Flower's people? Do you know

where Mr. Joshua Jones himself lives—at the signal-station?—Yes.
215. You know that that is a portion of the Mokau Block?—Yes.
216. Do you know that the company had no right whatever over that?—Yes.
217. That was subleased?—Yes, that was a reserve.
218. It was a portion of the Mokau-Mohakatino Block?— Yes.
219. Did you go into the Mohakatino Block at all?—Yes.
220. How far?—About two miles and a half up the stream.
221. What was the quality of the land there?—lt is a little better than that towards the

coal-mines, but it is very broken country.
222. Are you aware that all that land is subleased—that all that land up the Mohakatino

was subleased for the full term by Flower's people?—Yes.
223. Do you think some confusion arises over the Munga-awakino and Mokau-Mohakatino

blocks iii the minds of some of the witnesses? The Munga-awakino Block is the block of Mr.
Stubbs—where the coal-mine is?—Yes.

224. You are aware that the company also purchased that?—Yes.
225. In connection with these blocks that have been mentioned to-day, is there any confusion!

Have the Mokau-Mohakatino and the Munga-awakino blocks been mixed up?—No.
226. How many Te Whiti and Tohu-ites were amongst your people?—I should say about five

—four or five very old people.
227. Your value of the land in the upper reaches, you said—and you are a farmer of that

land—was about ss. an atjre?—Yes.
228. Why do you place it at that figure?—I am judging it from land down the sounds that

we have—about 3,000 or 4,000 acres. I take it that our land there is much better than the land
here, because there is more sandstone. It is patchy, as far as limestone is concerned. This block
that the company took up adjoining the Mokau, part of it is bush and part fern, and I say that
that portion of the country is valueless, to my mind, because it is all pumice.

229. Did those clients of yours invite you to act as their agent, or did you ask to be allowed
to do it for them?—They invited me.

230. Mr. Masse?/.] With regard to the quality of the soil, do you know that the company
who are now the owners of the land describe this block as " heavy bush and limestone country, of
first-class quality," and go on to say that there are good roads from New Plymouth and Te Kuiti,
and that the Mokau River is navigable on the entire frontage of the block. Do you know that
to be a fact?—If that is stated in the report I say it is wrong, because the road from Tβ Kuiti to
Mokau is awful in winter. It is very broken.

231. It is a good road in summer, is it not?—Yes.
232. Fit for a bicycle or a motor?—Yes. We hired a motor-car from New Plymouth to Te

Kuiti to attend the meeting of the Board there, and the chauffeur said he would not drive there
again for a thousand pounds.

233. Ilnv. Sir J. Carroll.] That road does not go over the block?—Yes.
234. Mr. Manxey.] What time of the year was that—in winter?—Yes.
235. Do you know that the coal from the pit to which you refer is being sold at New Plymouth

for £1 10s. a ton?—l am not aware of it.
s—l. BA.
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236. Do you know that it is the same coal as the Huntly coal ? You stated in reply to Sir
James Carroll that the land was subject to an unexpired lease, having twenty-six years to run.
Do you know that there is very serious doubt as to the legality of these leases?—Yes, that is so.

237. You have read the report of the Native Land Commission?—Yes.
238. Sir Robert Stout, the Chief Justice, and Mr. Jackson Palmer, the Chief Judge of the

Native Land Court, are acknowledged authorities, are they not?—Yes.
239. They state that in their opinion the leases were void or voidable?—Yes.
240. Now I come to Mr. Bell's opinion. He says : "It is necessary to separately consider the

tease of Iv from the leases of the eastern half, and I take first the lease of If. Upon that lease,
which is dated 1882, the Commissioners state three matters for consideration. First, that the
lease has not been executed by seventeen of the Native owners; second, that the term of the lease
commences a year after its date; and thirdly, that the covenant to expend £3,000 per annum in
development has never been performed. With the most unfeigned deference to the high authority
of the Commissioners, I am unable to advise the Native owners to rely in any degree upon the
second objection. For whatever legal effect the postponement of the commencement of the term
might have had, I think that any Court would hold that the lease is referred to in terms in section
3 of the Mokau Act of 1888, and that the permission given to obtain further signatures to that
lease, and the further permission by section 4 to register the lease, and the further express recogni-
tion of its validity by section 5, prevent any question being raised as to the validity of the lease
in this respect. But of course the seventeen who did not sign are entitled to all their rights as
Owners unaffected by the lease, and the lessors were and are entitled to insist upon performance
af the covenant.'. So there were seventeen Native owners outside the lease altogether]—Yes.

211. It goes on : " For the reasons given by the Commission. 1 think that the agreement to
abandon the covenant in consideration of a higher rent is one not binding upon the Natives who
signed it." That is the opinion of Mr. Bell?—Yes.

242. I think that disposes of the statement that has been made that the then lessee covenanted
himself out of the condition to spend £3,000 per annum in development. Mr. Bell nlso says, "As
to the rights of the lessors in If, I think that they can only safely rely upon the breach of cove-
nant to expend moneys in improvement and to reside on the land, but I think they are entitled
to claim that the lease has been forfeited by reason of the breach of that covenant." That was
Mr. Bell's opinion?—Yes. I represented a very small minority in If.

Mr. Massey : The point I was endeavouring to get at is that there was very little doubt as to
the invalidity of these leases. I will put Mr. Bell's opinion in. [Document put in].

243. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] Have any of these Te Whiti-ites and Tohu-ites drawn their purchase-
money?—No.

244. Can you give us a list of them?—Yes.
Hon. Mr. Ngata: If the Committee will agree to take a list of them, we could check it with

the President of the Board.
Witness: You could get the list from the President of the Board.

Thursday, 31st August, 1911.
Mr. Greenslade: Before we start the proceedings, Mr. Chairman, I should like to call atten-

tion to a paragraph that appeared in the New Zealand Herald of Tuesday, 29th August. It is
headed " Parliment's Rest Over : A Chat with Mr. Massey." In it Mr. Massey is reported as
having said, " The Mokau inquiry is going on slowly but satisfactorily. The main facts as set
forth by myself on the platform are already established, though the details will take some time
to inquire into. As to the report, it will be just such a one as might be expected from a Com-
mittee consisting of nine .Government supporters and three Oppositionists." Is that correct, Mr.
Massey?

Mr. Massey: Yes, substantially.
Mr. Greenslade: I want to say, then, Mr. Chairman, that personally I regret this very much

indeed. As far as the Committee are concerned, Mr. Massey must admit that we have not shown
the least bias, or given any indication as to what our findings may be, for tht. iimple reason that
we cannot do so until the whole of the evidence has been taken. The innuendo is that because
there are nine Government supporters on the Committee and three Oppositionists therefore the
report will be of a favourable character to the Government. That is a very poor compliment
to the intelligence of Mr. Herries, Mr. Dive, and Mr. Mander.

Mr. Herries: They can look after themselves.
Mr. Greenslade: I take it they will vote as fairly and consider the matter as impartially as

I and every other member of the Committee will do. I regret the matter has assumed this form,
but I felt it my duty to bring it before the Committee. I resent the imputation, because it is
absolutely undeserved and unfair.

The Chairman: One statement made in this paragraph is that the inquiry is going on slowly.
Well, the slowness has been owing to Mr. Massey having to go away, and to Mr. Dive not being
able to be here. The Committee was adjourned to meet your own wishes, Mr. Massey, and Mr.
Dive's. Therefore the statement in this report is, I think, incorrect in that respect. However,
it is a matter, I suppose, that rests with the good taste of the individual who makes the comment.
We will proceed with the evidence.
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Walter Harry Bowler sworn and examined. (No. 6.)

1. The Chairman.} What are you, Mr. Bowler? —President of the Waikato-Maniapoto Maori
Land Board.

2. Mr. Masaey.] Is it not a fact, Mr. BowJer, that you have been present while the other
witnesses have been examined?—No, that is quite incorrect.

3. Or some of them?—None of them. I have not been in this room before.
4. The Chairman.'] Do you wish to make a statement?—I do not think I have any statement

to make.
5. Mr. Massey.] You have just stated you are President of the Waikato-Maniapoto Maori

Land Board : how long have you acted in that capacity?—For sixteen months.
6. Had you any experience in Native matters prior to your appointment?—I have been

connected with the Department for over seventeen years.
7. You have been in the employ of tiie Native Department?—Yes.
8. Who are the other members of the Board?—Mr. Seymour, and a Native named Mare

Teretiu.
9. Mr. Seymour is a European?—Yes.
10. You convened, or had something to do with convening, a meeting of the assembled

owners of what is known as the Mokau Block?—Yes.
11. Who requested you to convene the meeting?—An application was made to the Board.
12. By whom?—By Mr. Dalziell, acting on behalf of Mr. Lewis.
13. Mr. Herries.] Could you give us the dates as you go on? When was the application

received?— The application was received by me on the 24th December, 1910. It was forwarded
through the Under-Secretary by a memorandum dated the 20th December.

14. Mr, Massey.] I must ask that that document be put in?—Very well; I will put it in.
15. Who is the Under-Secretary?—Mr. Fisher.
16. You were requested, then, to convene a meeting?—Yes.
17. And you went through the necessary forms to have the meeting convened?—Yes. I may

say that the meeting was directed to be held by the Minister, and it was duly called.
18. You received your instructions from the Minister to convene the meeting?—Yes.
19. Have you got that in writing?—Yes.
20. Would you mind putting that in ?—Very well.
21 Then, how did you go about convening the meeting?—ln the usual way. The usual

notice was given in the Gazette.
22. Anything else?—And the Natives were notified by circular.
23. Each Native?—Each Native, as far as we could find them.
24. How many Natives were notified?—That I could not say. The notice was distributed

through the solicitors and agents to the Natives, as far as we could find them; but the Natives
were well aware of the proceedings, as is evidenced by the attendance at the meeting.

25. How many circulars were sent out?—l could not say.
26. Can you give us any information on this point?—No, I should not like to say. We

notified them as well as we could. The notice appeared in the Kahiti and the Gazette.
27. You do not want the Committee to understand that every single Native, in whatever

part of the country he may live, see3the Gazette?—No.
28. You know there are two hundred Native owners in these blocks?—No, I do not.
29. Are you able to tell the Committee how many Native owners there are?—Yes.
30. How many'?—One hundred and eight.
31. Are you quite sure of that?—Positive.
32. Do you know that we have had information from the Native Minister to the effect that

there are two hundred owners in these blocks?
Hon. Sir J. Carroll: No. I remarked that there were approximately two hundred owners.

I was not saying positively that that was the number.
33. Mr. Massey.] You have heard the Native Minister himself state that he expressed the

opinion that there were approximately two hundred owners in the blocks?—l have already stated
there were 108.

34. You do not know how many circulars you sent out?—No.
35. You do not know whether all those Natives received circulars?—l think it probable

some of them did not. It is quite reasonable to suppose they did not.
36. Can you give us the number that were present at the first meeting?—Yes. I took the

names of all of them. I can put them in. There were somewhere between thirty and forty.
37. Out of 108?—Yes.
38. You cannot tell us positively how many there were—it is rather vague to say there were

between thirty and forty?
Hon. Mr. Ngata: The babies, for instances, would not go to the meeting.
Mr. Massey: No, but the babies might be represented by their trustees.
The Chairman: May I ask that the examination go on. Anything that may come out of it

can be asked afterwards.
Witness: It is rather difficult to tell the number of owners, because some are owners in

different blocks. In one block I had twenty-seven owners, in another six, in another thirteen,
and in another eight. There would not be that many individuals.

39. Mr. Massey.] Do you know the number of owners in each block?—l could not tell you
offhand. There were a number of owners, and the title was continually changing by succession.
One man would come in by succession who perhaps had been in the title before, or perhaps he would
not have been. It is therefore difficult to say without working it out.

10. Ts it possible to work it out?—Yes.
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41. Could you supply that information to the Committee later on?—Yes.
42. You say there were between thirty and forty owners present, and there were 108 owners

altogether. Do you consider that a majority at a meeting of between thirty and forty members
should be allowed to dispose of the freehold interest of the other Natives in a block of 50,000-odd
acres of land?—That is the intention of the Act, is it not?

43. 1 am asking your opinion, because I take it that you are supposed, in your capacity
as President of the Maori Land Board, to look after the interests of the Natives when a block
is being disposed of ?—Perhaps I might make that clear. I have never yet known a case where the
Board has alienated the interest of any dissentient owner. I am going a little bit ahead, 1
know, but there were a number of dissentient owners at the first meeting, and I think that
accounts for a good deal of what transpired subsequently.

44. What do you mean by "what transpired subsequently'?—That was one of the reasons
why I thought it desirable that the first meeting should be adjourned.

45. What was the voting at the first meeting]—A statement has been made in evidence that
there was a majority in favour of the resolution in regard to only one block. That is incor-
rect. In Block If there were 24£5-J- shares in favour of the resolution, and 20^e3 s against sell-
ing. In other words, the majority in that block—the largest block—was in favour of the sale.
In Block Iα there was no voting at all: the Natives were unanimously against the sale.

46. What is the area of Block 1g?—2,969 acres. If is 26,480 acres, and that is where there
was a majority in favour of selling. In 1h there were 7-£s shares in favour of the sale and 11
against it. In 1j there were 5 shares in favour of the sale and J against. So that in that block
also there was a majority in favour of the sale.

47. You have given us the shares : would you mind giving us the voting of the individuals?
—The Act does not require us to take any notice of the voting of individuals. The voting is
governed by the relative interest. In If there were eighteen Natives in favour of the sale and
nine against. In 1h there were seven for and five against. In lj there were four on each side.

48. Leaving that for one moment, by what authority did you convene the meeting? I know
you were requested to convene it, but by what authority?—There is statutory authority.

49. In what section of the Act?—Section 341.
50. That section reads, " (1.) A meeting of the owners of any Native freehold land may

at any time, on the application of any such owner or of any person interested, and shall, on the
direction of the Native Minister, be summoned by the Maori Land Board of the district in which
that land is situated. (2.) Every such meeting shall be held at such time and place as the Board
appoints, and shall be summoned in manner prescribed by regulations. (3.) No meeting duly
summoned in the prescribed manner, and no resolution passed thereat, shall be invalidated or
otherwise affected by the circumstance that any owner has not in fact received notice of the
holding of that meeting." Do you know section 356 of the Act?—Yes.

51. I want to call your attention to subsection (3) of that section. 1 will read the part of
the section in which I am interested : " No meeting of assembled owners shall be summoned under
this Part of this Act to pass any such resolution as is referred to in paragraph (/) of section three
hundred and forty-six of this Act (relating to the approval of a proposed alienation), except
upon the written application of some party to the proposed alienation, who shall at the same
time pay to the Board the prescribed fee. (2.) The application shall contain a statement of all
the material terms and conditions of the proposed alienation. (3.) The application shall then
be considered by the Board, and if it is of opinion that the proposed alienation is one which
may lawfully be made, and which is not contrary to the public interest or to that of the Native
owners, the Board may call a meeting of the owners to consider the proposal." Paragraph (/)
of section 346 provides that the assembled owners may pass a resolution " That a proposed
alienation of the land or any part thereof (other than a purchase by the Crown) shall be agreed
to." Let me call your attention to this paragraph of section 356 r " The application shall then
be considered by the Board, and if it is of opinion that the proposed alienation is one which
may lawfully be made," etc. Were you of opinion that the proposed alienation might lawfully
be made?—Section 341, subsection (1), I think, answers your question—" shall, on the direction
of the Native Minister."

52. That is exactly what I want to get at. If it had not been for the direction of the Native
.Minister you, as President of the Maori Land Board, would not have considered it your duty
to call the meeting?—I did not say so.

53. Then, I want you to choose one of these two alternatives?—There was no alternative.
54. Here is the alternative : either you were of opinion that the alienation might lawfully

be made, and therefore convened the meeting, or else you took your directions from the Native
Minister?—We took the directionof the Native Minister.

55. It was not because you thought the alienation might lawfully be made?—Of course, we
had not considered the question.

56. Were you of opinion that the alienation might lawfully be made at that time?—We
liad not gone into it—we had not formed an opinion.

57. Then you did not consider that point when you convened the meeting ! —No.
58. You simply convened it because you were instructed to do so by the Native Minister?—

That is so.
59. There is provision in the Act with regard to a fee—a fee is required before the meeting

i* convened?— Yes.
60. Was tho fee paid?—Yes.
61. Who paid it?—The solicitors.
62. Who were they?—Mr. Dalziell.
63. On behalf of Mr. Lewis?—Yee.
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64. You know the limitation section in the Native Land Act?—Yes.
65. You know that it would be impossible to allow an alienation suuli as this to take place

without an Order in Council?—Yes.
66. Have you at any time had any similar experience of Orders in Council?—Yes.
67. Have you since you have bean appointed to the position you now occupy?—No, that is

the only one my Board has dealt with; but I know of other cases.
68. Other cases whore blocks of land have been allowed to be alienated by Order in Council?

69. From your own personal knowledge? —Yes.
70. Will you tell the Committee where they were?—I know of only one under the present

Act. That was a 1-acre section at Otaki, which was required by the Loan and Mercantile Agency
Company for a saleyard. I know of any number of cases under the old Act.

71. When you convened the meeting as President of the Maori Land Board, were you in-
formed that if the Natives consented to the sale an Order in Council would be issued?—No.

72. You did not ask anything about it?—No.
73. Still, you know that without an Order in Council the alienation could not take place?

-Yes.
74. Now I come to the meetings themselves. You stated that the Natives would not at

the first meeting agree to the sale?—No, I did not say that. I have already said that there
was a majority in favour of the sale in two blocks, and those two blocks aggregated over 30,000
acres in area.

75. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] Give us the area of each of them?—If, 26,480 acres; Ig, 2,969 acres;
Ih, 19,576 acres; Ij, 4,260 acres. So that at the first meeting there were 30,740 acres in respect
of which the Natives were in favour of the sale.

76. Mr. Massey.~\ Is it value or area that counts in such cases for the purposes of sale?—In
regard to the voting-power of interests?

77. Yes?—Well, it is area—area and value. In each block we had a number of owners
whose interests were not located, consequently the question of value would not come in. The
interests were not geographically defined.

78. Then, how do you become aware of the area which they own?—By the relative interest,
expressed in shares.

79. Is that sufficient for you?—Yes.
80. Then, if there was a majority in favour of alienation at the first meeting, according to

area, why was not the alienation allowed to take place?—-The main reason was that the Board
would not have felt justified in selling land on a bare majority-—on any majority. I do not
know a single case where the Board has sold the land of any dissentient owner.

81. When you say " dissentient owner," you mean one who was present at the meeting as
a dissentient?—Present or represented.

82. What was the date of the first meeting?—The 6th January.
83. When was the second meeting held?—On the 10thMarch.
84. Were you requested to convene the second meeting?—lt was an adjournment of the

first.
85. Will the minutes show that?—Yes.
86. You will put them in later on?—Yes.
87. The first meeting was practically adjourned?—Yes.
88. Was the date of the adjourned meeting fixed then?—No, it was left to me to fix.
89. By whom was it left to you?—By all parties.
90. How many Natives were present at the second meeting?—l have not got a note of the

number. It might have been thirty or forty.
91. Are you quite sure there were as many Natives present at the second meeting as at the

first?—I did not count them, for the simple reason that I knew the matter was not going on—l
knew they were going to approach me for another adjournment. There would probably be
thirty or forty present thep.

92. You have got the minutes of the second meeting?—Yes.
93. You will put them in?—Yes.
94. Will the minutes show the number present?—No, they only say that a large number

were present.
95. Was Mr. Dalziell present at the second meeting?—Yes, he was present.
96. As representing Mr. Lewis?—Yes.
97. Was any other legal gentleman present?—Not that I can remember. ,
98 Had the Native owners the benefit of legal advice at these meetings?—At the first meet-

ing Mr. Skerrett was there.
99. Whom did Mr. Skerrett represent?—lhe Natives.
100. Are you quite sure?—I had his assurance of it.
101. By whom was he paid ?—I do not know.
102. Do you know that Mr. Skerrett represented only a minority of the Native owners?—

I was never led to believe so. Mr. Skerrett advised me that lie acted for the Natives, and he
explained the position to them very fully.

103. Do you know Tuiti Macdonald?—Yes.
104. Dα you know that he told us that at the first meeting 77 per cent, of the Natives were

against the sale?—Yes, I saw that in the paper.
105. And that Mr. Skerrett represented a minority of the Natives? You are not sure that Mr.

Skerrett represented a majority of the Natives?-- T understood from Mr. Skerrett that he repre-
jented the Native owners

37
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106. Had you any statement from any of the Native owners themselves as to their being
represented by counsel—at the first or second meetings?—No, except that a number of them
were present at the first meeting and Mr. Skerrett was their legal adviser.

107. The legal adviser of some of those who were present?—Some or all.
108. Do you not think it should have been your duty to satisfy yourself, as President of

the Board, that the Natives were properly represented by counsel at these meetings, seeing that
the other side were represented by counsel?—It is not usual for counsel to be present at meet-
ings of assembled owners. There is an inclination to mix these meetings up with meetings of
the Native Land Board. These were simply deliberative meetings of owners, which I attended
;is the representative of the Board.

109. An<\ at which you presided?—At which 1 was chairman, duly elected by the owners
present. I dnl not preside owing to my official capacity.

110. But you were appointed chairman on account of your holding the position of Presi-
dent of the Board?—No, they happened to elect me chairman—they could have elected anybody
else.

111. Still, it was your duty to be present at the meeting as President of the Board?—That
is so

112. You raised no objection to Mr. Lewis, who was evidently very anxious to purchase
these blocks, being represented by his counsel at all the meetings?—No objection at all.

113. There was no counsel present representing the Natives at the second meeting?—No.
114. And no decision was arrived at by the owners?—No. They were unanimous in wish-

ing for a further adjournment.
115. The Natives who were present?—Yes.
11G. Apparently they were not anxious to sell?—1 do not know that they were not. They

wanted further time to consider the matter.
117. What arrangement was made about the third meeting?—l was asked to adjourn the

second meeting to the 22nd March.
118. Bγ whom were you requested to adjourn the meeting?—By Eketone for one party, and

Tuiti Macdonald for the other. The matter was put to the vote, and carried unanimously.
119. How did you inform the other Native owners of the intended date for the adjourned

meeting?—It was not my duty to inform them. We had a large number of owners present, and
these and the agents concerned were aware of it. Mind you, we had thirty or forty present
there out of the 108. There might have been another twenty they could get into touch with.
These things get about pretty well. You cannot get into touch with Natives all over the country.

120. You know, of course, that some of these Native owners lived at Te Kuiti, some at
Mokau, some at Otaki, and some in other parts of New Zealand?—That is so.

121. There were no circulars sent out for the adjourned meetings?—Yes, for the second
meeting there were; for the third there were not. The third meeting was simply an adjourn-
ment for twelve days.

122. The Native owners were not notified by circular of the intention to hold a third meet-
ing on the 22nd March?—They were all there at the second meeting.

123. You told us that there were between thirty and forty present out of 108?—1 suppose
a good many of the others would be children and old people who could not come. The thing was
pretty veil known.

124. Do you not think that is a particularly loose way of doing things?—No.
125. Do you think Europeans would permit their business to be managed in that way?—

Could you have done any better ?
126. 1 am not under examination; but if 1 were President of a Maori Land Board I would

make it my duty to see that a circular was sent to each Native owner in a case where such im-
portant business was intended to be dealt with?—l do not know how you would find them.

127. Now, tell us about the third meeting?—The third meeting was fixed for the 22nd
March. 1 was not present.

128. Were you represented?—Yes. Judge Holland acted as my deputy. 1 was unable to
be present.

129. Have you got the minutes of the third meeting?—Yes.
l.ii). Will you put them in?—Yes.
L3l. It may be necessary for me to call Judge Holland, Mr. Chairman. 1 presume there

will be no objection. (To witness): Did you, as President of the Maori Land Board, satisfy
yourself, before this alienation was permitted, that each Native had sufficient land left to live
on?—Yes.

132. You were quite satisfied that each of these 108 owners had sufiicient land left to main-
tain themselves and live upon?—Yes.

133. Do you know anything above an arrangement by which £2,500 was to be collected from
these Native owners?—Yes.

134. Will you tell us what you know about it?—I attended at Te Kuiti on the Ist June last
to pay out the Mokau moneys A large number of the owners were present. I waited the whole of
tlie day, but none of them came round for their money. The next day 1 was going away by the
train—I had actually my luggage on the train. I may say that I had heard rumours that they
were not a happy family in regard to legal expenses and agents' costs. They came over to the
train as I was leaving—l had another fixture at Naruawahia on the 2nd—and said that every-
thing had been fixed up, and they were now prepared to take their money.

135. " They " ?—The Native owners who were present.
136. Were there many of them?—There would be between forty and fifty—a large number,

at any rate. I went back to the hall, and then they told me an arrangement had been arrived
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at whereby each Native was to pay 10 per cent, of hie proportion of the purchase-money in to
the Board —the Natives had carried a resolution to that effect. They were unanimous in wish-
ing to do so. I raised some objection—I pointed out that I was not a debt-collecting agency;
but finally I decided, as they all wished it, to hand them two cheques. I handed each Native two
cheques, taking his receipt in full. Without exception they handed the smaller cheque back
to me.

137. You collected the 10 per cent.?—I did not collect the 10 per cent. : they handed it back
to me. I got them to sign an agreement —which I can put in—stating that that was the arrange-
ment they had arrived at. It has been said the Board collected the 10 per cent., and actually
made the deduction. That is quite incorrect. The 10 per cent, was paid to me at the wish of
the owners, and I merely acted as banker. I gave them the Board's own receipt, and opened a
separate ledger acount for the amount they handed back.

138. Have all the Natives been paid? —No, there are some still to pay.
139. Was the £25,000 paid by Mr. Lewis to you?—Yes.
140. .1//. Herries.J On what date?—Some time in May. I could not tell you exactly.
141. Mr. Mansey.] For the purposes of the 10 per cent., did you take into your calculation

the £i!.50l) worth of shares?—No—10 per cent, of the £25,000. That was the arrangement
they intimated they had arrived at. It was not for me to say if the charge was excessive or
otherwise.

142. How much did you collect in this \\;i\■> —About £1,500.
143. That would represent £15,000?—Yes.
144. Do you still hold that money?—l hold all of it except some £276.
115. What is intended to be done with tin's money?—The intention was that it should be paid

cut as directed by a sub-committee consisting of I'epenc Kketone and Tuiti Macdonald.
146. The latter was the gentleman we had here yesterday?—Yes.
147. You say you have paid away two or three hundred pounds?—£270-odd, I think.
148. To whom?—We paH Mr. Damon £100—he was the interpreter and one of the agents--

and Tuiti Macdonald .£ 170-odd. Those are the only payments I have made.
149. Have you been notified by this sub-committee as to what is intended to be done with

the balance?—No.
150. You are simply holding it in trust in the meantime?—Yes.
151. Dave any other claims been made?—One or two verbal applications have been made to

me, but. I have not entertained them.
162. By whom were they made?—By another of the agents interested.
153. I want his name?—Will this go into the Press?
I r>4. I do not care whether it will or not. This is a public inquiry. I am asking for the

names of the claimants on this fund?—I have been asked by Andrew Eketone to pay him some-
thing on account.

155. How much?—He just wanted some money.
156. Did he state the amount?—No, as far as I recollect.
157. Are you certain?—l would not be certain.
158. Did he tender you an account?—I do not think so. I have no recollection of ever

having seen an account.
159. Was Andrew Eketone the only one?—l do not remember any other.
160. You are quite sure?—Yes.
161. What about Mr. Hardy?—Hardy never asked me for any money.
162. He has not made a claim?—No.
163. Is it intended by the Native owners to pay Mr. Hardy for his work in this connection?

—I do not know what they are going to do.
164. Has his name been mentioned to you?—I know that Mr. Hardy has a claim against

them.
165. For how much?—l do not know.
166. A claim on this fund?—Yes.
167. How do you know that he has a claim on this fund?—Because he told me.
168. And did he not mention the amount?—No; but I have a statement which I should

be very pleased to put in—a statement of accounts, iVc. It was handed to me, but I do not
attach much weight to it. It is a rather interesting statement of account made by these agents.
Ido not know if it is up to date. [Produced.] I really know nothing about it.

169. It is very valuable evidence for the Committee. I see, according to it, that Mr. Hardy,
up to the 11th April, had made a claim for £373. I will ask you to verify this?—He never
made a claim to me. I simply say that Mr. Hardy gave me that statement.

170. Exactly. The claim is really upon this fund, of which you appear to be trustee. The
account is headed " The Mokau Natives, in account with Edwin Henry Hardy, Te Kuiti,"
and the amount is set forth as £373 6s. 2d. ? —That did not concern me at all.

171. There is a claim by Tuiti Macdonald, which you say has been paid, for £296?—I have
not paid him that. I paid him £176.

172. The claim is for £296. I shall only refer to the first page here, which really explains
the whole position. It is as follows : " Minutes of meeting held at Te Kuiti on 4th April, 1911,
re Mokau-Mohakatino Blocks. —A meeting of those appointed by the Natives interested in the
Mokau-Mahakatino blocks was held to-day, 4th April, 1911, to consider the question of costs in
connection with (a) carrying on of the Mokau-Mohakatino case; (6) numerous meetings, at
various places, affecting the said blocks; (c) consulting solicitors, attending Maori Land Board,
Native Land Offices, and other matters contingent thereto. The representatives of the people
who met were the following: (1) Tuiti Makitanara (Macdonald); (2) Aterea Ahiwaka ; (3) Pae-
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roroku Rikihana; (4) E. H. Hardy; (5) Tauhia Tewiata; (6) Tarake Tewiata; (7) Tuhata
(J. H. Damon). Tuiti Makitanara was appointed chairman, and said, ' The first matter to
be discussed is the question of payment of costs incurred in carrying on the Mokau case. It was
definitely agreed before the Maori Land Board on 22nd March, 1911, that all costs were to be
deducted from the sum of £25,000 which was being paid in cash for the Mokau-Mohakatino
blocks by Mr. Herrman Lewis to the Native owners.' Every member present joined in the dis-
cussion, and Tuiti Makitanara finally moved, ' That Aterea's party and Pepene's party each
pays its own share of the costs, such costs to be deducted from the £25,000 payable by Mr.
Herrman Lewis.' Tuhata seconded the motion, which was put and carried." Would you mind
explaining, Mr. Bowler, what is meant by "Aterea's party"?—l do not know anything at all
about that statement. It is simply a minute of a conference of owners.

Mr. Massey: It is a meeting of the committee that seems to have had charge of affairs. The
minutes go on, " A discussion then took place about the bills of costs presented by various per-
sons actively engaged in prosecuting the matters relating to the case. Tuhata said, 'We ought
to seriously consider the generous spirit shown by those who provided food and other necessaries
at the various meetings, and rendered contingent services.' It was moved by Tuhata, and
seconded by E. H. Hardy, ' That the sum of £40 be paid to Tohia and Piko, of Mokau Heads,
to be distributed between themselves and others who assisted them.' Motion put and carried.
Bill of costs, Messrs. Bell, Gully, Bell, and Myers, Wellington : E. H. Hardy moved that the
account be paid, and that the sum of £100 advanced by Ateria Ahiwaka to Messrs. Bell and
Myers be refunded to him, thus leaving £21 12s. 4d. due to Messrs. Bell and Myers. Seconded
by Tuhata and passed. Paeroroku's bill of costs; Tawhia and Tarake's expenses: This amounted
to £68 7s. lid., and Kirk and Stevens's account £3 3s. (solicitors' fees). It was agreed, with the
consent of Paeroroku, that the bill be reduced to £60, less £16 ss. for money received from
E. H. Hardy, balance £43 155., and that Kirk and Stevens's bill of £3 3s. be paid. It was
also agreed to pay Tauhia Tewiata £50, less £6 Bs. advanced by E. H. Hardy, balance £43 125.;
and to pay Tarake Tewiata £50 for services rendered at Otaki, Mokau, and Te Kuiti on various
occasions."

Hon. Mr. Ngata: Does the witness hand this in as part of his evidence?
173. lien. Sir J. Carroll.] I presume they are simply notes supplied to you?—They are not

notes that I have taken. It is simply a document that was handed to me. I know nothing at
all about it.

174. Mr. Massey.] I ask that the document be put in as evidence?—I am agreeable to its
being put in. [Document put in.]

175. I want to come back to the gentlemen who were members of this committee which seems
to have managed matters in connection with the sale of the block. The first is Tuiti Macdonald.
That gentleman has a claim against the estate, has he not? He is one of those who claim and
has already been paid?—His claim, I understand, is satisfied.

176. He is one of the men who are to be paid, or have been paid, out of the 10 per cent,
which remains in your hands as trustee?—Yes.

177. The second one is Aterea Ahiwaka: is it not a fact that lie also has a claim?—I do
not know that he has. I must plead guilty to not having read that document through.

178. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] Why put it in as evidence if it is not yours? You simply hand
it in as their report?—As their report, not as mine.

Mr. Massey: What I want to say is this: that each member of this committee under notice
has a claim against the £2,500 which, or part of which, is now in the hands of the President of
the Maori Land Board.

Hon. Mr. Ngata: Something like Mr. Bell's £800.
179. Mr. Massey.] Mr. Bell had no claim of £800 against the £25,000, or anything like

£800. Mr. Bell's claim was £100, and, according to this statement, his claim was paid. How-
ever, I want to come back to Aterea : " Aterea's party and Pepene's party each pay its own
share of the costs, such costs to be deducted from the £25,000 "?—That may be so. lam simply
holding the money at the direction of the sub-committee.

180. Still, according to this, Aterea claims to lie paid for services rendered in connection
with the transaction?—Yes. •181. What about this third gentleman—Paeroroku Rikihana: has he a claim?—l do not
know that he has.

182. You know that Mr. Hardy has?—Yes.
183. What about the fifth man—Tauhia Tewiata?—l do not know that he has.
184. What about the sixth—Tarake Tawiata?—I do not know that he has.
185. You know about the seventh—Mr. Damon?—He had a claim, which has been satisfied.
186. So that of the seven members of this sub-committee a majority have either claimed or

have been paid moneys from the 10 per cent, which you hold as trustee?—You ask me if there
is a majority—l only know of three.

187. Macdonald is one?—Yes.
188. Aterea is another?—I do not know about that.
189. I have shown you the minute?—I do not know that that is right.
190. But the minute is there, is it not?—Yes; it may or may not be correct.
191. I hardly think that that is a fair answer?—I do not know anything of these minutes.
192. You know that Mr. Hardy has a claim?—Yes.
193. And Mr. Damon?—Yes.
194. That is a majority. Do you remember receiving a letter from Mr. Joshua Jones asking

to be notified in case of any attempted alienation of this block?—I only had one letter from him.
I remember receiving it.
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195. Do you remember the date on which you received it?—It is dated the 11th March. It

was received on the 22nd, and replied to on the 25th.
196. How can you account for what appears to be the case—that a letter dated the 11th

March from Mokau did not reach you till the 22nd? Was it a registered letter, do you re-
memberI—l could not say now.

197. I want you to account for what appears to be the case—that the letter was dated the
11th March, and did not reach you till the 22nd?

198. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] Was Mr. Bowler in the one place all the time?—I think I was in
Auckland for ten days or so before that letter came. I could not be quite certain now.

199. Mr. Ma.isei/.] You are not able to account for the fact—it appears to be a fact—that
the letter was written on the 11th March, and did not reach you till the 22nd?—No, I cannot
explain it.

200. Do you remember the contents of the letter?—Yes, I have it here.
201. Will you read it, please?—" Mokau, Taranaki, March 11, 1911.—T0 the President,

Maniapoto-1 uwharetoa Maori I,and Board, Te Kuiti.—Sir,—Mokau-Mohakatino Block : On tin1

29th December, 1909, I wrote to the Hon. James Carroll with respect to certain parties endeavour-
ing to obtain titles adverse to my interests in these lands, and lie replied through the Under-
secretary, Mr. Fisher, advising that 1 should bring the matter to your notice; and on the 17th
January, 1910, I adopted this course, but you did not see fit to acknowledge my letter. I have
heard indirectly that Mr. Fisher is a member of the Board. Xo Gazette or official intimation
reaches me or this neighbourhood. I have, however, heard incidentally that some dealings are
heiiijJT attempted with these lands through the Board. This may or may not be correct, but 1
would remind you of the before-mentioned letter, and again state that no legally constituted Court
of law upon competent trial has decided that my rights in this estate have become void. The
Under-Seeretary, Mr. Fisher, cannot but be well aware that the Legislative Council Committee
of 1908, and the Committee of the House of Representatives, 1 i>lo, both reported in effect that
I had been defrauded with regard to the title to the lands, and recommended the Government to
set up inquiry into the facts, which I have not yet obtained. Please take notice.—I have, itc,
Joshua Jones."

202. Mr. Jones there requested you to notify him, as an interested party, of any attempted
alienation?—Yes.

203. Did you comply with his request?—I replied to Mr. Jones. I think you read the letter
in the House.

204. When did you reply?—On the 25th March.
205. After the alienation had taken place?—After the alienation had taken place.
206. You did not comply with Mr. Jones's request, then, before the alienation took place?—

No. In explanation I may say that the Board inquired and ascertained that Mr. Jones's position
would not be altered, one way or the other. Any litigative rights he might have were not pre-
judiced by the sale.

207. Mr. Jones may still have a claim upon somebody?—Quite possibly.
•208. Is that the reason why you did not reply?—l suppose the reason why I did not reply

for the three days was that, the Board was sitting, and I was too busy.
209. Are you aware, as President of the Board, that the Order in Council did not appear

in the Gazette till several days after the confirmation by the Board took place?—Yes.
210. How did you know that an Order in Council was in existence?—l was advised by Mr.

Dalziell, and through my Head Office.
211. Are you in the habit of taking suggestions from counsel representing Maoris in connec-

tion with such transactions? Would that have been sufficient for you?—No; I verified it by
reference to the Head Office.

212. Have you the letter from the Head Office?—I have a telegram.
213. Will you put that in?—Yes.
214. Mr. Hemes.'] What is the date oT the telegram?—The 28th March.
215. Mr. Maxsey.] Are you quite sure of that?—Yes.
216. And the confirmation had been agreed to on the -"ith March?—The telegram reads,

" Moknu Order in Council signed. Will include this week's Gazette." It is dated the 28th
March. There is another one here, dated the 24th March : " Mokau not yet returned from
Governor." ■ .

217. It seems to amount to this: that you, as President, and the Board itself, confirmed the
alienation of this land without knowing officially that an Order in Council had been issued?—
We knew that the matter had been before the Executive.

218. How did you know that ?—From Mr. Dalziell.
219. Is that the manner in which you are in the habit of doing business in your capacity

as President of the Maori Land Board?—Certainly we take the word of a reputable solicitor.
We could always verify it.

220. That is for you to say: I will not comment upon this .very extraordinary transaction
at the present moment, but it will be my duty to call the attention of Parliament to what lias
taken place in this connection. Just one other question of importance : You say that you were
instructed to convene the first meeting by the Native Minister?—Yes.

221. If-you had received this instruction from the Native Minister would you have con-
vened, in- allowed to be convened, 'he meeting «f assembled owners?—lf we had not received the
instruction the Board would have met and considered the matter of calling a meeting. I cannot
say positively what the Board would have done.

222. IFon. Sir J. Carroll.] Regarding the minutes of the Native committee's meeting held
at Te Kuiti on the 4th April, 1911, re Mokau-Mohakatino Block, which have been handed in;
Who handed you those minutes?—Mr. Hardy gave them to me.

(5—T, 3a.
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223. He was secretary of the committee, was he not?—So I believe, judging from the minutes.
224. You simply accepted them as the minutes of a meeting of their committee? —Yes. I

think his main object in giving them to me was to assist me to work out the shares. There is a

list of shares attached.
■22."). You did not go through the whole of the minutes yourself?—I have not yet read them

right through.
226. Consequently they do not form part of your evidence? —No. I know nothing about

them,
227. A statement has been made to the Committee that the Board coerced recalcitrant owners

by holding meetings until they came round to the proposals. Is that correct?—Quite incorrect.
225. You .snv that the Maori Land Board took no action between the meetings of assembled

owners as to this Mokau transaction?—The Board took no action at all.
229. You attended the meeting of assembled owners as the representative of the Board, in

compliance with subsection (G) of section 342 of the Act?—Yes.
230. Is it a fact that the assembled owners have the absolute right to appoint whom they

wish as chairman?—Undoubtedly. They could have appointed anybody present. I explained
fully to them that it was not a meeting of the Board, but of owners, at which they had to consider
the question of dealing with their land.

231. The rule is that the Board would be made acquainted with the assembled owners' meet-
ing simply by the representative of the Board?—The representative of the Board reports to the
Hi,aid.

232. It lias been stated that at the first meeting the majority of owners in each case refused
to confirm the sale: is that correct? —No, it is incorrect. In the case of two blocks there was a
majority.233". Did the Board submit the terms of the meeting to the assembled owners?—The repre-
sentative of the Hoard not the Board itself. The Board was never present at any meeting of
assembled owners.

2'il. You siiv that £2,500 was deducted from the £25,000 witli a view to covering costs?—
Xot .£2,500. Some owners objected.

L.i"). As a result, you did not get £2,500. It was proposed to deduct £2,500?—Yes.
236. To cover what expenses—legal expenses?—Legal and other expenses, I understand.

I did nut inquire into the matter. The Natives simply said they wanted to hand over this money.
•I'M. Was anything deducted for land-tax from the £25,000?— Yes, £70-odd—land-tax paid

in advance by Mr. Lewis.
238. Mr. Matsey.] How did Mr. Lewis come to be liable for land-tax in connection with this

Transaction?—l understand lie was not liable.
239. Then why pay it?—He .paid it on behalf of the owners. The owners are liable. He

paid it, I understand, and deducted it from the rent.
240. Did you say that land-tax was deducted from the £25,000?—There was an amount of

some £73 deducted from the £25,000.
241. As a matter of fact, the Natives really paid the land-tax and not Mr. Lewis?—Yes, <ser-

tainly. He was in the habit of paying it, and deducting the amount from the rent.
242. But he would be liable for land-tax on account of his leasehold interest?—No; the

lessee would not be liable for land-tax.
243. Oh, come! Do you not know that a lessee pays land-tax on his leasehold interest if

that interest is over a certain amount?
Hon. Mr. Ngala: The law charges the Native owners with the land-tax, but the lessee deducts

it from the rent. That is our law.
244. Mr. Massey.] What I am really wanting to get at is this : by what right was the land-

tai deducted from the £25,000?
Hon. Mr. Ngatn: The law says so.
Mr, Massey : the £25,000 paid by Mr. Lewis to the Native owners, because that really

meant that the Native were paying the land-tax?—So they should.
Hon. Sir J. Carroll: They are liable for it.
245. .1//-. Massey.] Have the Natives on any previous occasion paid the land-tax on this land?

—The Natives have been paying the land-tax on this land for some time, I understand.
246. Are you quite sure of that?—Yes; they have paid it through Mr. Lewis.
247. Are you quite sure Mr. lewis did not pay the land-tax?—He had paid it, but deducted

the amount from the rent.
248. Had he a right to do that?—l presume so. It is a much more simple proceeding.
lion. Sir J. Carroll: We will get the Act and convince Mr. Massey.
249. The Chairman.] Who paid the rates to the Clifton County?—l presume Mr. Lewis did.
250. Mr. Massey.] Have you seen the lease to Mr. Lewis, or, rather, the lease which was, in

the first instance, drawn up as between Mr. Jones and the Native owners?—l have seen copies.
251. Do you know that in that lease there is a provision to the effect that all rates and taxes

were ibe paid by the lessee?—That is a common provision.
252. Do you know that that provision is there?—No, I could not say that it is.
283, Do you not think that it was your duty to satisfy yourself before this deduction was

made that it was a legal payment? I am instructed that there is a provision in the lease to the
effect that all rates and taxes were to be paid by the lessee. The lessee in this instance was Mr.
Lewis, the owner of the leasehold interest. Therefore the money should have been paid by him,
and not by the Native owners; but according to your own statement you have allowed that money—
the money due on account of rates and taxes—to be deducted from the £25,000?—Not the rates

254. This was tax—land-tax?—Yes, land-tax, I think it represented less than £1 apiece
from each owner.
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Hon. Mr. Xgata: This is the section, Mr. Maseey —section 46 of the Land and Income As-
sessment Act, 1908: 'L With respect to Maori land (other than mortgages) occupied by any person
other than the .Maori owner, the following special provisions shall apply, anything in this Act
to the contrary notwithstanding : (a) Such land shall be liable to one hall' of the ordinary land-
tax (but not to be the graduated land-tax) in respect of the Maori owner's interest therein.
{//.) If such land is held by a trustee (not being a Maori) in trust for the Maori owner, tlie tax
shall be payable on behalf of the Mauri owner by the trustee, (c.) In all other cases the tax shall
be pa\ able on behalf of the Maori owner by the occupier of such land."

Mr. Massey: Exactly.
Hon. Mr. Ngata: The liability is on the Native owners. That has been the law since 1894.
Mr. Masbty: But do you not see that in this case there was a covenant by which the lessee

was to pay the taxes?
Hon. Mr. Nyata: Every lawyer knows that that provision goes in, but the liability is on the

Native owner, because it is unlawful for owners to contract themselves out of liability for land-
tax.

Mr. Massey: 1 shall have to get this out of another witness later on. I know what has been
done in past years.

lion. Mr. \gata: There is over 100,000 acres of leasehold land, in my district, and we have
been paying the land-tax indirectly by the lessee paying for us and deducting it from the rent

Witness: It is done right through the country.
25u. Hon. Mr. Xgata.J There is some confusion, Mr. Bowler, about the commencement of all

these proceedings. There was an application made to the Board, was there not, under section 203
of the Native Land Act?—Yes.

256. That section reads, " The Governor may, by Order in Council, in any case in which
he deems it expedient in the public interest so to do, authorize any acquisition, alienation, or
disposition of Native laud, or of any interest therein, notwithstanding any of the provisions of
this part of this Act." Application was made to the Board for a recommedation that such an
Order in Council should issue?—Yes.

257. When was that application considered by the Board?—On the 6th January.
258. Mr. /Jerries.] That was the meeting of assembled owners?—No. 'lhe Board met on

the same day.
259. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] You have the minutes of the proceedings of the Board on that appli-

cation?—Yes.
260. And you will put them in?—Yes.
261. At that meeting who appeared before the Board in support of the application?—Mr.

Dalziell.
262. Acting for ?—Mr. Lewis.
263. Were the Natives present or represented?—Yes, a large number of Natives were pre-

sent, and Mr. Skerrett appeared as representative of the Natives.
264. Mr. /Jerries.] Was this subsequent to the meeting of assembled owners, or before the

meeting?—It was on the same day.
265. But was it later in the day or earlier?—l think it was in the evening.
266. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] According to the minutes, the meeting of the Board, when this ap-

plication was dealt with, was at 11.30 a.m.?—Yes. The Board met at 11.30, and heard counsel
for both parties. Then we adjourned, and the Courthouse was used by the Natives for the meet-
ing of assembled owners. And then the Board met again at night, after tea.

267. The meeting of the Board was held first. That application for a recommendation was
notified in the Gazette?—Yes.

268. I have the Gazette here, dated the 22nd December, 1910, No. 109. It reads : " Auck-
land, 19th December, 1910.—Notice is hereby given that the several matters mentioned in the
schedule hereunder written will be considered at a meeting of the Waikato-Maniapoto District
Maori Land Board, to be held at Te Kuiti, on Friday, the 6th day of January, 1911, at 10 o'clock
in the forenoon.—W. H, Bowler, President." And in the schedule were applications for recom-
mendation to His Excellency the Governor to authorize, under section 203 of the Act, the transfer
of Blocks If, 10, Ih, and 1j from the Natives to Herrman Lewis. We will put that in. [Gazette
put in.] On the same date, 19th December, you convened a meeting of the assembled owners, to
be held at Te Kuiti on the Gth January, at 2 o'clock in the afternoon?-—Yes.

269. Those notices have already been put in. The Board held its meeting on the morning
of the 6th January to consider the applications for recommendation under section 203?—Yes.

270. What decision did the Board arrive at?—ln the morning the Board arrived at no
decision.

271. But finally?—After going into the matter very carefully we finally decided to issue
the recommendation.

272. Mr. Herries.] By "finally" you mean after the meeting of assembled owners?—Yes.
We adjourned, and met again in the evening.

273. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] The minutes say that at 8 p.m. Mr. Dalziell appeared, and after
hearing him the Board decided to make the recommendation asked for in each case. At that
meeting of the Board, Mr. Bowler, on the 6th January, Mr. Skerrett made a statement to the
Board ?—That is quoted in the minutes.

274. I think that, for the information of the Committee, I will read what Mr. Skerrett put
before the Board :—" Mr. Skerrett : I act for the principal owners of the land, and desire to
explain the position which I take up. These lands were leased between 1882 and 1889. The
lease of No. If contained covenants re minerals and re the working of the land by the lessee.
Rentals reserved br all the leases are very small. The owner* obtained through Pepene Eketone
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an opinion from me in regard to these leases—that was in December, 1909. 1 then leu com-
pelled to differ from the report of the Stout-Palmer Commission (G.-li of 1909), except in one
respect—i.e., in regard to the opinion that the covenant re minerals was not valid. Air. Jones
and his assignees have paid £100 per year to the Natives in lieu of compliance with this covenant.
The position is that the Supreme Court could compel the lessee to comply with this covenant,
failing which it could cancel the lease. But the procedure is a very troublesome one. [Mr.
Skerrett explained procedure to the Natives present.] 1 have advised l'epene that the other
lenses were wrongly put upon the Provisional Kegister, and that the lessors had either a claim
for relief or for compensation from the Assurance Fund. The jjroceduie necessary in this direc-
tion would also involve the Natives in very expensive litigation. 1 am of opinion that the best
thing in the interests of the Natives is for the land to be sold at a fair price, but 1 refrain from
expressing an opinion as to what is a fair price. But if the Natives are satislied that the pre-
sent offer is a fair one, I would advise them to sell, and so save themselves expensive litigation.
If the owners sell the land in small parcels they are bound by the provisions as to limitation of
area contained in Part Xll of the Act, and must themselves undertake subdivision and loading.
Mr. Lewis will complete the pa3"inent of the purchase-money in three months, failing which the
contract for tale, if entered into, will be void. The contract, of course, cannot be signed until
an Order in Council has been issued and the resolution to sell, if carried, is confirmed by the
Board. When the Government had under consideration the purchase of the land, some six or
seven months ago, a valuation of it was made. It is again to be valued. lam informed that
the purchase-money- will exceed the value of the interests of the lessors and non-lessors, but if
such should not prove to be the case, the purchase-money will be increased accordingly, so that
the owners are assured of getting the full Government value. The owners also know that matters
in connection with the block are further complicated by the claims of Mr. Joshua Jones. Mr.
Jones is probably mistaken in his claims, but his continual agitation confuses the position so far
as both the lessee and the owners are concerned. When Mr. Lewis has paid the purchase-money
he is bound to subdivide the land and to dispose of it within three years. He cannot call for a
transfer of it to himself, but only for a transfer of the separate sections to his purchasers. The
Board will have power to extend this period of three years at its discretion, but if Mr. Lewis
makes default in selling the land as provided, the Board will have power to sell, to deduct com-
mission and expenses, and to pay over the balance to him. Some of the owners signed the lease
to Mr. Jones, some did not. It will be necessar}- for this matter to be gone into carefully. It
may be that some of the non-lessors have received rent. The owners, at their meeting, should
consider the question of the allocation of the purchase-monej'. Mr. Dalziell has asked me to
explain that if the Supreme Court allows the lease of No. If to continue the lessee has to expend
.£.'■}, ooo per year in working the minerals and timber, and the owners will have to give up the
additional £100 per year they now receive, and get in its stead a royalty of 10 per cent, on the
net profits, if any, arising from the working thereof. The annual expenditure of £3,000 would,
of course, be a matter of great inconvenience to the lessee." That is the statement of Mr. Skerrett,
made to the Board on behalf of the Native owners. In the afternoon the assembled owners held
their meeting. Have you the minutes of that meeting here?—Yes, I will put them in.

275. There is only this point I want you to explain : You say that that meeting—the first meet-
ing of assembled owners—was adjourned. Was the suggestion for an adjournment made by the
Natives at the meeting, or did it come from yourself as the representative of the Board?—I think
it came from myself, as representative of the Board. 1 made the suggestion mainly for the
reason that, although I could have taken a vote voting away two blocks, the Board would not
have felt itself justified, I think, in selling land where there was just a majority in favour of
the sale. We wanted to see the proposal either thrown out or carried by a good majority.

276. The position was that a majority had agreed to sell two blocks? —I did not like to
take that vote : the voting was too close. There would have been continual agitation by the
dissentient Natives afterwards, and it was not practicable to allow them to partition, because
the land was tied up for so long.

277. Does your list of, owners show the ages of the minors, for the succession orders?—No,
1 do not think so.

278. You have not got the Native Land Court list here, have you?—No. I have a list of
owners—the ages may be shown in some cases, but not in all.

279. I should like Mr. Bowler to give us a list showing the successors, and if there are minors,
to put in their names?—The Nativ* Land Court could supply that better than I could.

Tht Chairman: We will get it from the Native Land Court.
2SO. lion. Mr. Ngata.] You say there was no alternative open to the Board, since the first

meeting of assembled owners was directed by the Minister to be called?—Yes.
281. So there was no duty on the Board's part to consider the matter under the section

quoted by Mr. Masse}, ?—No.
282. Is that your reading of the two sections side by side—sections 341 and 356?—Yes.
283. One is mandatory, where the meeting is convened on the application of tke Native

Minister?—Yes, and in the other case the Boards considers the question, and, if it thinks fit,
calls a meeting.

284. Do you know that that provision—the direction in section 341—was made more par-
ticularly for proceedings where the Crown was interested—where the Crown was in negotiation
for the purchase of land from the Natives?—l understand that that was the position; but I do
not know what the intentions of the Legislature were.

285. It is, as a matter of fact, used for that class of procedure. Your Board has had
to convene meetings of assembled owners on the application of the Native Land Purchase Board?
—Tee, on the direction of the Minister.
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286. So it is not an unusual procedure (—i\o.
28i. Did the Board make a recommendation to the Governor under section 203?—Yes. I can

put a copy of that in.
288. Can you tell us the date when that recommendation was sent down i—l sent it down

mi the 11th January.
289. At the second meeting of the assembled owners, held on the lUth March, did you receive

any intimation that Mr. Bell was acting for a section of the Natives?—l had a telegram, and,
1 think, a letter, saying that he was interested—in fact, Mr. Bell was mainly instrumental in
having the meeting fixed lor the 10th. We had decided on an earlier date, but that date was
not convenient for .Mr. Bell, so the meeting was fixed for the 10th. 1 understood from the
Natives at the time that Mr. Bell had intended to come, but they could not find the necessary
money, and so he did not come.

290. Mr. Massey.] Do you know that he was notified that it was not necessary for him to
appear !—No, I do not.

SJ9I. You know that he had .£lOO in his bunds belonging to the Natives, for the purpose of
defraying expenses?—l do not. 1 heard that he wanted £800 before he would leave Wellington.

Mr. Massey: You have been misinformed.
292. Hon. Mr. Xyata.\ Were any minutes kept of the proceedings at the second meeting,

held on the 10th March?—Yes, I will put them in.
293. Will you let me see the minutes of the proceedings at that meeting? [Minutes pro-

duced.] " Mr. Macdonald said, ' The proposed sale has been discussed. There is now a prospect
(if settlement if further time is given for discussion. I would ask for an adjournment.' ' So
the application for adjournment was made by Mr. Macdonald?—Yes, and supported by all parties.

294. We heard something about proxies : were there any proxies handed in at meetings of
the assembled owners?—Tee, a great number.

295. At the first meeting?—Yes.
296. Mr. Massey. J How many?
297. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] Perhaps Mr. Bowler can hand in a statement of the proxies and the

way they were used at the first meeting and at the last?—l have the proxies here.
298. The Chairman.] Will you hand them in, please?—Yes.
299. Hon. Mr. Ngata.\ There were proxies used at the last meeting of assembled owners?—

Yes, a number.
300. You presided at two meetings—on the 6th January and 10th March?—Yes.
301. Were you made aware that Tuiti Macdonald was acting on behalf of 77 per cent, of

the Native owners in these blocks 1 Ido not mean by hearsay. Were there any documents handed
in to the Board to substantiate that claim of Mr. Macdonald's?—There were some proxies in his
favour, but lam inclined to discredit the statement that there were 77 per cent. He might have
had with him half of those present at the first meeting. At the second meeting I had no need to
test the feeling—they unanimously wished for an adjournment. They intimated that there was
a prospect of settlement.

303. You were not present at the third meeting?—No. It has been said that the Board
forced these meetings on the Natives. I may say that the last meeting, on the 22nd March, was
fixed for that date at great inconvenience to myself. After some trouble I got Judge Holland to
tnke the meeting. I think that tends to show that the Board and myself were not very much
interested in the matter. We had no desire to push the thing through.

303. Mr. Holland, as representative of the Board, reported to you as President?—That is co.
304. And it became your duty to put before your Board the proceedings of that meeting pre-

sided over by Mr. Holland?—Yes.
305. Was there any voting at the last meeting of assembled owners, held on the 22nd March?

—I was not present, but his minutes show that the resolution was carried unanimously.
306. We heard something about an agreement—an agreement signed by the owners as they

drew their money—an agreement about the 10-per-cent. reduction: is that agreement put in?-—
Yes, I produce it. „

307. Would you call it an agreement, or an order on the Board?—l do not think the Board
knew anything at all about it. It was pimply an agreement signed by the Natives when I was
present making the payments. It was taken mainly to protect my own position in the matter—in fact, I drew it. [Document handed in.].

308. It is signed by those who consented to the arrangement?—Yes.
309. It reads : " We, the undersigned owners in Mokau-Mohakatino Nos. If, Ig, Ih, ana 1j

blocks, do jointly and severally agree to ten per centum of our several proportions of the purchase-
money accruing therefrom being retained by the President of the Waikato-Maniapoto District
Maori Land Board, such precentage to be devoted towards the liquidation of the legal and agentf?'
costs due in connection with the said block. And we do further agree that such sums may be
paid out by him as directed by Messrs. Pepene Eketone and Tuiti Macdonald, and without further
leference to us." Were these signatures obtained in the presence of yourself?—I was preeent.
I was writing the cheques, and the agreement was being signed by the Natives as they signed
the receipts for their money.

310. Some have refused to sign it, I suppose?—Not then, but since. Those who were pre-
sent at Te Kuiti on that date were unanimous in wishing that this deduction should be made.

311. Where any one refuses to sign the agreement, do you compel them to hand back the
10 per cent. ?—Most certainly not.

312. Have any owners been paid in full, without deduction?—Yes, quite a number. Any
that do not wish to pay the 10 per cent, to the agents can be paid in full, of course.

313. About these agents and their claims : as President of the Maori Land Board, you have
had some experience of Native-land transactions?—Yes.
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'■Mi. Is it the usual thing, in connection with such transactions, to have interpreters and
Xative-land agents concerned in them?—Oh, yes.

315. Arid making claims for their costs?—I have no doubt they make claims.
316. You are aware that .such claims are made from time to time]—l have no doubt they are.
•317. Your Board is one of the must active in carrying out the provisions of the Act of 1909:

your experience has been a considerable one?—Yes, 1 think I can say that.
.'Slfci. Is it possible to avoid those expenses When transactions arc directly between the Native

owners and the European lessees or purchasers]—No, it is not possible. There must be some-
body to act as intermediary between both parties.• Slit. In fact, they are incidental to private alienation of Native land?—Certainly. They
are like lawyers.

320. When presiding at meetings of assembled owners, as the representative of the Board,
what part do you take?—I simply explain the operation of the Act to the Natives, and call on
them to elect a chairman, always explaining that they can elect anybody who is present. 1
always make it clear thai it is not a meeting of the Board. If lam elected chairman I hear the
owners on the matter, and put a resolution. It has to be proposed and seconded and carried in
the usual way.

321. Do you take any part in advising as to a private transaction?—Certainly not.
322. As to the reasonableness of the consideration?—Certainly not.
323. As to whether it is to their benefit] —It is always explained to them that it is for them

to say whether they will alienate the land or not. That was done in all these cases. It is done
in every case. [Witness handed in several documents, &c., referred to in examination.]

Fwdat, Ist September, 1911.
Wai.tkh Harry Buwler further examined. (No. 7.)

1. Mr. Dive.] Will you kindly tell us how you came to convene the first meeting of your
Board for the purpose of selling this land?—There was no meeting of the Board held for the
purpose of selling the land.

2. I understood yon to say yesterday iliat you were authorized by the Minister to call the
meeting?—There seems to be some confusion between the Board's meetings and meetings of
owners. I think you are referring to meetings of owners.

3. Did I understand rightly that you were instructed by the Native Minister to call the
meeting of assembled owners?—Yes.

4. What is your duty, then, with regard to calling the owners together?—It is provided by
regulation.

5. What is that /---We have to give fourteen days' notice in the Kahiti, and circularize the
Natives.

6. Did you circularize the Natives?—Yes.
7. Did they complete the business that day?—No.
8. What did you do J—We adjourned the meeting—or, rather, the Natives adjourned the

meeting.
9. To what date?—To a date to be fixed by me.
10. Did you circularize them again?—Yes.
11. All the Natives?—All the Natives, as far as I could.
12. I understand that 3011 confirmed the sale of this land before you got the Order in

Council: is that so?—We confirmed the sale, subject to verification of Mr. Dalziell's statement
that the Order in Council had been signed.

13. Why did you tai>e Mr. Dalziell's statement.'—I think I have already explained that.
The confirmation was subject to verification of that statement.

14. Do your minutes show that?—l think so. Yes, they do : " The Board decided to
confirm the resolutions in each case, agreement not to be signed until a certified lease of other
lands produced, and an Order in Council under section 203, 1909, gazetted."

15. Why did you take Mr. Dalziell's word for it?—Could we not take his word?
16. I am asking, Why did you? Would you have taken any other individual's word for

it?—Not to the same extent as a solicitor's word.
17. Why should you take his word when he was an interested party?—When we took his

word our decision was subject to verification of the statements made by him.
18. Why should you take an interested poison's word that such would all be in order?—We

only took his word to this extent, that if they were not in order our resolution would be of no
effect.

19. Is not this the position : that you were prepared to accept any statement made by him
to facilitate the sale?—Not at all.

20. What are the laws made for : are they not made for your guidance and direction?—Yes.
21. Why do you not conform to them? Why do you take outside statements?—Our proceed-

ings are eniterly in accordance with law. The resolution did not come into effect until the
Order in Council was gazetted.

22. You got notice, I understand, that such would be gazetted on the 28th, and yet you
confirmed the sale on—what date?—On the 23rd. You will notice that the Order in Council
is dated the 14th.
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23. You got a letter from Mr. Joshua Jones objecting to the sale, did you not?—Yes.
24. On what date did you get that letter?—That date has been stated in evidence. I think

it was 22nd March, speaking from memory.
25. What was the reason that you got it so late?—I do not know. I cannot account for

delays in transmission.
26. The Chairman.] Did you keep the envelope?—No.
27. Mr. Dive.] Was it a registered letter?—l could not say.
lion. Sir J. Carroll: It is not relevant, beyond the fact that that letter was sent in by Mr.

Jones.
28. Mr. Dive.] I understand that the Natives retain a certain interest in this land—£2,500

worth of shares?—Yes.
'2.). How is that going to affect local taxation? Will this company be exempt from taxation

tor local purposes?—That is a question that would be better answered by a solicitor, I think.
You should take legal advice on the point.

30. On looking through your minutes I notice they are pot signed by yoni—No.
31. How is that?—It is the usual practice not to sign them.
32. Mr. Berries.] How long have you been President of this Maori Land Board?—Since the

Ist April, 1910.
33. Is it the usual thing to get instructions from the Minister with regard to meetings of

assembled owners?—It is not unusual.
34. Is it usual in a case of private alienation, or is it generally done when the Crown has

an interest J —It is usually done when the Crown lias an interest.
35. Have you had any other rases, since you have been Chairman of the Board, in which

instructions have come from the Minister and the Crown has not been interested?—No, I cannot
recollect another.

36. Have you got that letter of instruction?—l have put it in.
37. Did it contain anything beyond the instruction to hold the meeting of assembled ownerst- -That was all.
38. Did it say for what purpose?—Yes, to consider the question of sale to Mr. Herrman

Lewis.
39. Did it mention the sum?—No.
40. In the Gazette notice the sum is not mentioned, is it?—No.
41. What was the exact offer made at the first meeting of assembled owners?—To purchase at

£25,000, or such greater sum as was found to be the Government valuation of the owner's
interest.

42. Who made the offer?—Mr. Dalziell, on behalf of Mr. Lewis.
43. Was Mr. Dalziell present at the first meeting of assembled owners?—Yes.
44. Was Mr. Skerrett?—Both were present.
45. Mr. Dalziell made that offer, and mentioned the actual sum?—Yes.
16. And the Maori owners voted on that proposition?—Yes.
47. Then subsequent to the meeting of the assembled owners, the Board held a meeting in

the evening of the same day?—That is so.
48. And you had before you an application for the removal of the restrictions?—An appli-

cation for a recommendation for an Order in Council. Our meeting was held both before and
after the assembled owners' meeting.

49. I am speaking of the meeting that took place in the evening?—That was a continuation
of the proceedings of the morning.

50. At that meeting there came before you an application for recommendation for an Order
in Council?—Yes.

51. And you recommended it?—Yes, the Board did.
5 v>. You knew at that time that the Natives were not at all agreeable to the sale?—We knew

that in the case of two blocks there was a majority in favour of the sale.
53. You knew that proportion of the Natives were not favourable to the sale?—Yes.
54. Yet you recommended that the Older in Council should be issued?—Yes, recognizing

that the issue of the Order in Council would not in any way prejudice the Natives if they did
not wish to sell.

55. Why did you recommend it?—Because we considered it in the interest of all parties that
the Order in Council should issue.

56. Have yon got the application that was sent to you—the application for the recommenda-
tion?—Yes.

57. Whom was that signed by?—Chapman, Skerrett, Wylie, and Tripp, solicitors for appli-
cants, on behalf of the Native owners.

58. It whs the Native owners who applied?—Yes, through their solicitors, Chapman, Sker-
rett, Wylie, and Tripp.

59. I/on. Mr. Ngata.] Was there not an application also from Herrman Lewis? It is so
gazetted?—Yes, there was also an application by Findlay, Dalziell, and Co., solicitors for Mr.
Lewis.

60. Mr. /TerrieH.] 'Ihcre were the two applications?—Yes.
61. At that meeting of the Board in the evening, were Mr. Skerrett and Mr. Dalziell both

iiresent?—Yes.
62. Did they argue the matter before you?—The proceedings are fully reported in the

minutes. They both addressed the Board at some length.
63. Wlio applied for the adjournment of the meeting of the assembled owners?—l stated

yesterday tlifit I think I was mainly responsible for the adjournment. Seeing there was no pro-
spect of unanimity, I suggested it. The Natives all welcomed the suggestion, and acquiesced.
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64. Was there a motion proposed and seconded?—Yes.
65. Do you know who proposed it?—l have it in the minutes.
66. It was on your suggestion?—Yes; but I took a motion, seeing there was no prospect

of unanimity.
67. Is it usual to adjourn these cases until there is unanimity?—Quite common.
68. Does it not sometimes happen that when there is no prospect the proceedings terminate?

--Yes, it does, if there is no prospect of a vote in favour of alienation; but in this case we had
a very strong faction in favour of sale.

60. There is no doubt the meeting was adjourned in order that they might come to a de-
cision?—It was adjourned in order to enable the Natives to have an opportunity of further
considering the matter, and in order to enable them to get into touch with a number who had
not been able to attend the first meeting, it having been fixed at short notice.

70. It was adjourned in order that ttiey should become unanimous?—No. It was adjourned
so that a moie representative meeting could be obtained, and so that they could think the matter
over.

71. Was there any suggestion that the whole proceedings should be dropped?—No; in fact,
if the Board had been anxious to force the matter through, I could then have carried resolutions
covering over 30,000 acres.

72. Was there any talk at that time about the sale—whether it was to Mr. Lewis himself
or to a company?—No.

73. I think Tuiti Macdonald said he understood it was to a company?—l understood the
sale was to Mr. Lewis. I did not know there was a company concerned at all.

74. At the meeting of assembled owners on the 10th March was Mr. Dalziell present?—Yes.
75. Did he make any statement?—He addressed the Natives at some length, I think.
76. Was it the same question that was put?—No question was put at all. The resolution

before the meeting was the same one.
77. There was no mention then about shares in the resolution?—No.
78. At the meeting of assemble! owners of the 22nd March you were not present?—No.
79. Was a meeting of the Board held on the same day?—Yes, but in Auckland. The Board

was not present at Te Kuiti.
80. You were present at the Board? —Yes, in Auckland.
81. What was the exact offer that was made at that meeting?—l was not present. The upshot

was that a resolution was carried in favour of selling for £25,000, plus £2,500 worth of shares.
82. Was there any mention in the resolution about £2,500?—I am talking about the resolu-

tion carried at the meeting of assembled owners.
83. That was the first time that the question of the £2,500 cropped up?—'lhe first intimation

I had of the £2,500 was in Judge Holland's report to me of the proceedings.
84. Did it then become apparent to you that the sale was not to Mr. Lewis but to a com-

pany?—Not necessarily.
85. How were they to get £2,500 worth of shares if there was no company?—Well, Mr.

Lewis might have been the owner of the shares for all I know.
86. So Mm knew nothing about the company?—No.
87. Was Mr. Dalziell present, do you know, at that meeting of assembled owners?—I could

not say. Probably lie was.
88 Yoti do not know how long the meeting took?—No.
89. When was the meeting of the Board held to confirm the resolutions?—On the 23rd.
90. That, woe in Auckland?—Yes
91. That was the same meeting that started on the 21st, I suppose?—The Board was then

in session in Auckland.
92. When did you get Mr. Holland's report?—On the 23rd, I think. I had an intimation

by wire from him that the resolution had been carried.
93. Have you got his report?—l have put it in. Yes, here it is. It was forwarded to me

on the 22nd, under a covering letter.
94. You state that the-resolution contained a statement about the shares?—Yes.
95. I see that that \ias been added : the rest of the resolution is typewritten, and that has

been added in writing. Is this Mr. Holland's writing?—No. I do not know whose it is.
96. This report of Mr. Holland's mentions nothing about the shares?—This is the report

here [indicated].
97. But this is a copy of the resolution, is it not?—The proper copies are signed. Those

that you have there are spare copies—they are not signed.
98. You are satisfied that the £2,500 worth of shares were voted on by the Natives?—Oh,

quite.
99. I ask because it does not appear at all on the spare copies, and has been put in in

writing in the signed copy?—Yes.
100. You think that Judge Holland signed that after the writing was put in?—Oh, yes.
101. I notice that, in the minutes of this meeting of assembled owners there is this: "Mr.

Macdonald handed in a further proposal regarding the £2,500 worth of shares. Further dis-
cussion ensued, ami Mr. Macdonald subsequently asked leave to withdraw his proposal, and, no
one objecting, leave to withdraw was granted." Do you know what that proposal was?—No. I
understand, though, that it was in regard to the allocation of the shares, possibly as between
the different parties.

102. You held a meeting of the Board on the 23rd, and Mr. Dalziell appeared before you
and asked you to confirm the resolution ?—Yes.

103. In these meetings of assembled owners there is no application for confirmation, is there?
—No; we confirm as a continuation of the proceedings.
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104. It is different from alienation under other parts oi' the Act?—Yes.
10.r ). Were any conditions imposed by the Board as a precedent to the confirmation?—Con-

firmation was conditional on the Natives being found to have other land and to the Order in
Council being gazetted.

106. The Board have power to make conditions, have they not?—Yes. A further condi-
tion was that the purchase-money was to be paid within three months, and the shares allotted.

107. The Act says, "the Board may so confirm the same, subject to any modifications which
in the opinion of the Board are rendered just or necessary by reason of that circumstance."
There was no modification?—No modification of the resolution.

108. The resolution, then, was confirmed exactly?—Exactly as carried.
109. We hear that conditions were imposed by the Maori Land Board with regard to cut-

ting up the property?—That is so. 'that was part of the arrangement.
110. What arrangement?—The proposal put forward by Mr. Dalziell.
111. It is not contained in the resolution?—No. That was an arrangement between Mr.

Dalziell, as Mr. Lewis's solicitor, and the Board, making it obligatory for the land to be cut up
within three months.

112. Under what section of the Act did you make that arrangement?—There is no statutory
authority. It was simply a matter of arrangement between ourselves, as agents for the Natives,
and the purchaser.

113. Do you not think it would have been better to make that a condition of confirmation,
which you had power to do?—No, seeing that we could safeguard ourselves by the fact that the
Board had to execute all documents.

114. But you say there is no statutory authority to do this?—That is so; but the Board
would not have completed the agreement to sell and the transfers without being satisfied that
those conditions were carried out.

115. Have you got anything in writing from Mr. Dalziel? Did he put forward any pro-
posals in writing?—I do not know that he did. It is all stated in the minutes.

116. Is there an agreement?—There was an agreement signed subsequently.
117. The minutes say, " Board decided to confirm resolutions in each case, agreement not

to be signed until certified lease of other lands produced and Order in Council under section 203,
L9o9j gazetted." What ia this agreement?—An agreement between tike Board and Mr. Lewie,
whereby the Board was to execute a transfer and Mr. Lewis was to pay the Board £25,000 and
allot the shares.

118. Will you produce the agreement?—Yes, I can put it in. [Document produced.]
119. Will you tell the Committee shortly what the effect of this agreement is?—The agree-

ment provides that the Board shall sell the land to the purchaser for the sum specified; that the
purchase-money shall be paid to the Board in one sum, and that the shares shall be allotted;
that in the event of default being made in payment of the money for three months the agree-
ment shall be void; that the land be vested in the President of the Board as trustee, he to hold
it to insure that the limitation provisions of the Act shall be enforced. It further gives the
President of the Board power, if the land is not cut up and sold in three years, to cut it up
and sell it by public auction. In case of any dispute arising the matter can be referred to the
Supreme Court for adjudication.

120. Is this signed with the common seal of the Board?—Yes.
121. On what day was it signed?—The 11thApril, 1911.
122. Is there any minute in your proceedings with regard to the signatures of this agree-

ment?—No.
123. It is not minuted?—No; it is not usual to minute the execution of documents.
124. Under what powers did you sign this agreement as Chairman of the Maori Land Board?

—Under section 356, subsection (6).
125. That section reads, "On the confirmation of any such resolution the Board shall

become, without further authority than the resolution, the agent of the owners for the time
being to execute in the najne of the Board an instrument of alienation in accordance with the
terms of the resolution as so confirmed, and the owners shall not be competent to revoke the
authority of the Board in that behalf." Is this document an instrument of alienation?—Yes. It
is an agreement to alienate.

126. Do you mean to say that this is an instrument of alienation?—Yes, it ie part of an
instrument.

127. I notice that the document is drawn up by Findlay, Dalziell, and Co.?—I think that
under the Act an agreement to alienate is an instrument of alienation

128. This document is the instrument of alienation?—It is an instrument of alienation
within the meaning of the Act.

129. Is there any other instrument of alienation?—Yes, there is a subsequent transfer.
130. Is not the transfer the instrument of alienation?—They are both instruments of aliena-

tion.
131. Have you ever signed an agreement like this before?—No. We have not dealt with

very many sales under this part of the Act.
132. It is unusual to alienate land under these conditions?—It is the only case in which I

know it to have been done; but there is nothing extraordinary about it.
133. Did you apply to the head of your Department to know whether you could undertake

this?—Yes, the agreements were submitted to the Solicitor-General for perusal.
134. Have you got the correspondence that passed between the Board and the Department?

—I could get it from the Head Office and put it in.
135. What I want to know is when was the question of this agreement first mooted?—After

the confirmation.
7 1.3a.
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130. Did not Mr. Dalziell at the time of confirmation bring it, forward.'-At the confirma-
tion it was made clear that the Board would be asked to execute an agreement. The agree-
ment was not submitted until after the confirmation.

137. 1 think it is an extraordinary thing that the Board should hold the land in trust.
You do not hold any other land in trust for the purchaser?—No.

138. It is not a usual thing?—The explanation is that the Hoard so held it to insure that
the land should be cut up into small holdings.

139. Is this the only case in which you hold land in trust for the purchaser)—Yes.
140. Did you receive any instructions from the Department that it was advisable to sign

the agreement?—No.
141. Did you apply to the Department to know whether it was advisable that yoti should?—

No, certainly not.
142. Then there was no communication between the Department and the Board as to the

advisability of signing this agreement?—No.
143. Or with regard to the agreement at all?—No, excepting that, I think, the agreement

was submitted to the Solicitor-General for revision.
144. Who submitted it?—I submitted it.
145. Through the Department?—Through the usual channel.
146. Have you got your letter to the Department?—No; I do not seem to be able to find one.
147. When did Mr. Herrman Lewis pay the £25,000?—I have not got the exact date. I

think it was some time in April.
148. I think you said May yesterday?—I could not say definitely without reference to my

account-books in Auckland.
149. The Chairman.] Will you furnish the date?—I can furnish it.
150. Mr. Herries.] Was it subsequent to the 11th April?—It was in May—about the middle

of May. I have just referred to my diary.
151. How was the money paid?—By cheque.
152. Whose cheque?—Findlay, Dalziell, and Co.'s cheque.
153. Was the £25,000 all paid in one cheque?—Yes.
154. Why was this instrument of alienation not registered, if it is an instrument of aliena-

tion?—-Seeing that a transfer was subsequently executed, I suppose there was no necessity to
register it. It is stamped.

155. Is there any further instrument of alienation? What is registered?—Subsequently
the actual transfer was signed in Wellington.

156. Can you produce that?—No. The purchaser would have it.
157. What was the transfer—to whom?—To Mr. Lewis.
158. What date was it signed?—At the same time as the payment was made. It would he

about the 18th or 19thMay, I think.
159. Are you quite sure there is a transfer from the Maori Land Board to Mr. Lewis? —Yes.
160. Do you know if it is registered?—No.
161. Do you remember signing it?—Yes.
162. Whose duty would it be to register it?—The purchaser's solicitors' duty, I take it.
163. I may say that I could not find any record of it. You are quite certain that you, as

President, signed a transfer?—I signed the transfer.
164. To Mr. Lewis?—lt may have been to Mr. Lewis or it may have been to the company.

Ido not recollect now. The money was paid, and the transfer, for the sake of convenience, may
have been drawn in the name of the company. I could not be certain on that point.

165. What was the date that you signed that transfer, did you say?—About the 18th or
19thMay.

166. Would you be surprised to know that no such transfer has been registered?—l do
not see that the point concerns me very much.

167. Are the conditions in the agreement put into the transfer?—I am making a mistake.
The transfer, of course, wes to myself as trustee. lam sorry to have made the mistake.

168. What is your, position, then? You, as President of the Board, put the common seal
of the Board on a transfer to yourself?—That is so.

Mr. Herries: You say that you signed it about the 18th May. I suppose we can get that
transfer, Mr. Chairman : the date is rather important. Tt appears to have been registered only
lately.

Hon. Mr. Ngata: On the Bth July.
169. Mr. Herries.'] Are you sure that it was not in July that you signed it?—Positive.
170. You signed a transfer, as President of the Maori Land Board, to yourself?—Yes.
171. Then you are the registered owner of the land^—I take it I am.
172. What is your position with regard to that?—I hold the land as trustee.
173. Under what section of the Act?—Under no section of the Act. It is part of the ar-

rangement entered into to insure that the land shall be out up into small holdings.
174. Is not that rather an unusual position for the Chairman of a Maori Land Board to

take up?—lt was vested in me in my private capacity, and not as Chairman of the Board. It
was done simply to insure that the limitation provisions of the Act should be enforced : if they
are not carried out by the person for whom I hold the land the Board has power to cut the land
up and sell it by auction.

175. Did you consult the Department as to whether you could take that position?—Yes.
176. Can you produce the correspondence?—Yes.
177. What was there in the correspondence: did you receive instructions from the Depart-

ment to take up that position?—No, the suggestion emanated from the Board, the matter was
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submitted to the Department, and 1 understand that Cabinet, after consideration, decided that
there was no objection.

178. You understand that it was submitted to Cabinet?—l understand so.
179. And there was no objection?—No departmental objection.
180. What is the actual acreage that is covered by the transfer?—I gave the area yes-

terday.
181. The whole area that was the subject of these resolutions was included in the transfer?

—Yes.
182. Have you had any subsequent transactions as trustee?—Yes.
183. What were those?—Sundry mortgages.
184. You have mortgaged the land ?—Yes.
185. To whom?—I really have not the information here. I would suggest that Mr. Dalziell

could furnish all information.
186. It has been stated that the land is held in trust, and it is part of our business to find

out whether it is still held in trust. You are the trustee, and you have mortgaged the land?—
Yes.

187. I see from the register that on the same date—Bth July—there is a mortgage from you
In William Nelson, Douglas McLean, Mason Chambers, Vernon Chambers, Paul Hunter, Robert
McNab, and C. A. Loughnan, over a portion of the land: is that so?—Yes.

188. Do you remember on what date you signed that?—On the same date as the transfer,
I take it.

189. What was the amount of the mortgage-money?—l could not say without reference to
the deeds.

190. You have no recollection?—No.
191. You signed the deed, yet do not remember?—l do not remember the amount.
192. What was the object of mortgaging?—l do not know. I was simply a trustee for the

bare execution. I was only an instrument to execute the deeds.
193. Who suggested that you should mortgage the lands?—lt was all part of the arrange-

ment entered into by the parties, and it was not my function to analyse
194. But you are one of the parties ?—No, only in name.
195. I thought you were acting as trustee?—Yes, but only nominally as trustee.
196. You are still acting as agent to look after the Natives' interest?—l am simply there

to see that the land is cut up in three years.
197. But supposing it is not cut up in three years?—I am there to cut it up. The Board

can cut it up if the company do not do so. The title is caveated by the Board.
198. You told the Committee that you signed a mortgage, but do not know what the amount

was?—Yes.
199. And you also signed another mortgage to Mason Chambers of another part of the

land?—Yes.
200. What is the object of that?—l do not know.
201. Do you know for how much the land was mortgaged to William Nelson, Douglas

McLean, and the others?—I said Ido not know the amount of the mortgage.
202. Do you know how much of the land is mortgaged?—l did not analyse the transac-

tion at all.
203. Did you receive any mortgage-money as trustee?—No.
204. Do you pay the interest?—No.
205. You are the registered owner of the land : if you mortgage it must be for some pur-

pose?—The mortgage was no doubt for the purpose of finance.
206. But you mortgaged the land in your capacity as trustee for the Natives?—Not as

trustee for the Natives—trustee for the purchaser. lam holding the land simply to see that the
limitation provisions of the Act are enforced.

207. Are you trustee for the Natives or for the purchaser?—For the purchaser.
208. If it is stated that the land is held by the Maori Land Board in trust, that is quite

incorrect?—Quite incorrect.
209. You, a Civil servant, hold it in trust for the purchaser—for Herrman Lewie?—Yes,

or his assigns.
210. And in that capacity you executed two mortgages, but did not take sufficient interest

in it to see how much money it was worth?—No, it did not interest me at all.
211. Supposing the mortgage is not paid, what is your position?— Our position is not

altered.
212. I mean your own position?—I am only the bare trustee. I can resign at any time.
213. But you are the registered owner?—Under a deed of trust.
214. Supposing the mortgages were not met and foreclosure took place, or a sale by order

(if the Supreme Court?—I could get out of it by resigning, and thus let it be somebody else's
funeral.

Mr. DahieU: It might save a good deal of time if I point out that the whole proceeding is
set out in the agreement which has been produced.

215. Mr. Herries.] I am trying to get at the peculiar position that a Civil servant is placed
in. In the event of the mortgage being foreclosed 3011 say you would resign : then all the pro-
visions to insure cutting up would go?—I had legal advice, and took every precaution to see
that my interests were safeguarded. I left the matter mainly to my solicitor. The Hon. J. A.
Tole acted for me in the matter, at the expense of the purchaser.
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216. It the mortgage is not met, your equity ol' redemption can bo sold ( —The title is
caveated, and there is a further provision, I think, in the mortgage, that there shall be no power
of eale.

217. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] Who has that mortgage?—Mr. Dalziell could probably produce the
document, or give you more informatim on the point.

218. Mr. Herriee.] You can get out of your trust simply by resigning?—Yes.
219. Then what guarantee is there that the land will be cut up?—l do not say I am going

to get out of it if the land is not cut up.
220. Supposing the mortgagees exercise their power of sale?—l think their power of s;tl<-

is specifically restricted in the mortgage; and the Board, further, caveated the title in order
to insure that the land will be cut up.

221. Are you sure there is that clause?—Yes, there is a special covenant in the mortgage.
I recollect that.

222. You seem to recollect that, but not the amount?—That was a matter that concerned
the Board. The matters of finance did not concern me; the Board was finished with the trans-
action.

223. You acted under instructions from the Department with regard to buying the land
and mortgaging it?—Oh, no.

2~24. You got permission from the Department?—l got permission from the Department to
act as trustee.

225. And with regard to mortgaging it?—That was a condition in the agreement.
226. If the company do not fulfil the conditions as to cutting up, what will be your posi-

tion?—That is set out in the agreement. The Board in that case has power to subdivide and
road the land, and sell it in areas to conform with the provisions of Part XII, regarding the
limitation of area.

227. Under what provision of the Act?—Part XIV.
228. That is, the Board have got the same power as in Part XV?—In regard to lands vested

in the Board.
229. It is under Part XIV, not XV?—Part XIV.
230. Then they must divide the land into two portions, and leas 6 one portion and sell

another 1
Hon. Mr. Ngata: That was only land vested in the Board on the recommendation of the

Native Land Commission.
Witness: We have power to sell in accordance with Part XIV.
231. Mr. Herries.] I do not think so. You think you are not compelled to lease half and

sell half?—Certainly not. It is European land, anyhow. That provision does not apply, but
we have power to cut the land up in the manner provided by Part XIV of the Act.

232. When was the caveat lodged?—l could not say.
233. Have you got it in the minutes?—The caveat would be registered in the Lands Transfer

Office.
234. Have you got any record of any determination of the Maori Land Board to lodge a

caveat?—No. That was part of the arrangement. It was not in the minutes. The caveat was
lodged simply for the Board's protection, so as to insure that the land would not be sold.

235. Did you sign the application for caveat in your capacity as Chairman of the Board?—
No. I understand the caveat was signed by Findlay, Dalziell, and Co. on behalf of the Board.

236. Are Findlay, Dalziell, and Co. the usual solicitors to the Board?—No.
237. Have they ever acted for the Board before?—No.
238. Did you give them any authority to sign the caveat?—lt was part of the arrangement

that the caveat would be lodged, and they went to the troubleof lodging it.
239. But surely the Board as a Board must know whether a caveat has been lodged?—I am

advised that the caveat has been lodged,
240. Does not the Board authorize the lodging of the caveat?—No.
241. Is it usual for caveats to be lodged without any resolution of the Board?—I do not

know of any other case where fhe Board has caveated a title.
242. And that is the usual procedure—the Board would not proceed to do it by resolution?

—It is impossible to bring all these small detail matters before the Board.
'243. This is a very considerable matter?—The Board's interests are protected by the lodging

of a caveat.
244. That seems to be the only protection ?—Probably a sufficient one.
245. Ihe caveat was only registered on the 18th August, 1911?—Yes, quite recently, I know.
246. What was the object of lodging the caveat?—The caveat protected jointly the purchaser

and the Board. Otherwise there was nothing to hinder my selling the land, perhaps. That
caveat has protected the purchaser.

247. Is there anything, except this caveat, to prevent you from actually selling the land
and going off with the proceeds?—l do not know the strict legal position; the caveat, anyhow,
would prevent it.

248. But you, as Chairman of the Board, could withdraw that caveat ?—Yes. Well, Mr.
Dalziell had better put another caveat on. Ido not know whether lie has or not. It never struck
me in that light before.

249. You say that Findlay, Dalziell, and Co. lodged the caveat, acting for tlie Board?—Yes.
250. Why did you employ Findlay, Dalziell, and Co. ? Why not your usual solicitors?—■

We do not usually employ solicitors.
251. Why did you not lodge it yourself?-—They have clone everything conneoted with the

matter, to save ur trouble. We could have done it equally well.
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252. Why was it delayed so long? If this is the only protection the Board has, why was

it delayed till the 18th August ?—There was no immediate need for hurry. Any transfer would
require to be signed by myself.

253. In your private capacity?—Yes.
254. Not as Chairman of the Board?—No.
25"). Who pays the rates and taxes on this do not know who pays them now. 1

Imy none.
256. You are the registered owner of the land?—I discussed that matter with Mr. Dalziell,

and he undertook to sec that they were paid.
257. lion. Mr. Ngata.] Are any due now?—l have not had any advice of any. I do not

anticipate any trouble about it.
258. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] You hold the land as security in any case?—Yes.
259. Mr. llerries.] But it is under mortgage—it may be mortgaged for a big sum?—There

is sufficient security to meet all rates, I think.
260. Have you any recollection whether the amount it is mortgaged for is a larger sum

than the value of the land?—Than the value of the owner's interest in the land?
261. Yes?—It is quite possible that it is. I could not say. Ido not know what the amount

of the mortgages is.
262. What is the position of the lessees—the original lessee (Mr. Lewis), or the people who

got his interest in the lease?—His leases were transferred to me. I hold them in trust.
263. As well as the freehold?—Yes. It brings the leases and the fee-simple into one owner-

ship.
264. Is this the largest transaction that has taken place in your land district as far as price

and area are concerned?—Yes.
265. It presented a good many unusual features?—Yes.
266. You have never had a transaction like this before?—Not one of the same magnitude.
267. Nor with agreements like that?—No.
Mr. Merries: I do not think I can ask any more questions till we get these agreements.
The Chairman: Do you wish them produced?
Mr. Herries: I certainly think they ought to be, and the other deeds—the mortgages.
The Chairman: We will get them all.
Witness: You could get certified copies, perhaps, from the District Land Registrar.
268. Mr. Dive.] Did I understand you to state that the land has to be cut up within three

years?—Yes.
269. Have you the right to extend that time?—Yes, the Board has.
270. You, as trustee for this company, I suppose, will be favourably disposed to giving them

an extension of time, if so required?—Why do you say that?
271. Will you be favourably disposed to give them an extension?—I think it very improbable,

unless they can give a very good reason.
272. You are trustee, and you mortgaged the interests in the whole of this land. Have the

Natives any say in reference to the mortgaging of this land?—Why should they?
273. They have £2,500 worth of shares in the company. How are their interests being

conserved by you as trustee?—I do not see that they have any interest, except their interest in
the company. They have no interest in the land.

274. Have they any say in this company?—They have, I suppose, their ordinary rights as
shareholders.

275. Have they been consulted with reference to mortgaging?—No.
276. You are trustee for the company as well as the Natives?—I am the trustee for the owner

<>[ the property.
277. The Natives are interested to the extent of £2,500?
Hon. Sir J. Carroll: They are not owners.
Witness: They are interested in the company—they are not owners in the land.
278. Mr. Dive.] The *Natives are interested to the extent of £2,500 worth of shares in this

company. You are the trustee, or owner of the land, nominally: is not that the position?—
Yes.

279. In allowing this land to be mortgaged, have you consulted the interests of the Natives?
—It is surely not necessary for me to hold a meeting of shareholders.

280. Do you know the duties of a trustee?—I know my duties in this case.
281. Are you conserving the Natives' interests?—I would not say lam not.
282. Are you perfectly satisfied that you are?—Yes, with regard to anything 1 have done.
283. Are you, or are you not, a very willing agent in the matter of carrying out the demands

of this company?
Hon. Sir J. Carroll: That is not a fair question.
The Chairman : The witness can answer it or not, as he thinks fit.
Ron. Sir J. Carroll: I do not think Mr. Dive should suggest anything of the kind.
[Witness did not answer the question.]
284. The Chairman.] In this deed of agreement there is a section—section 7—which reads

as follows: "The purchaser shall forthwith, after payment of the said purchase-money, take
steps to subdivide the said land for sale, and shall use his best endeavours to sell the same in
areas nut exceeding (lie limits prescribed by Part XII of the Act within three years from the date
of this agreement, or siu-h extended time as may under the provisions in that behalf hereinafter

t contained lie granted by the Board." In the event of the purchasers not complying with that
section, what would be your position?—There is a further provision—clause 9.
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'26b. Will you read it, please?—" If within the period of three years from the date hereof,
or within such extended time or times as may under the provisions in that behalf hereinafter
contained be granted by the Board, the whole of the said land shall not have been sold in sub-
divisions and transferred by the Board to the purchaser or a derivative purchaser or derivative
purchasers thereof in accordance with the provisions of paragraphs 7 and 8 hereof, then and in
such case the right of the purchaser to require further transfers and assurances of the part or
parts of the said land not theretofore sold and transferred in accordance with the provisions of
paragraphs 7 and 8 hereof (hereinafter referred to as ' the unsold lands ') shall, subject to and
without prejudice to the provisions of the next succeeding paragraph hereof, absolutely cease and
determine.,' And thereupon it is declared that I " stand possessed of the unsold land upon trust
for the Board to enable the Board to execute the trusts and purposes following : (a) To sell the
fee-sinrple thereof," <fee.

286. If that provision were not carried out, what would be your attitude?—l should recom-
mend the Board to cut the area up.

287. Are you aware whether the purchasers up to the present time have taken any steps to
survey or cut up the land or road it?—I am told they have a staff of surveyors up there.

288. Have you an} 1knowledge yourself?—No actual knowledge.
289. With regard to your being President of the Board, would not your position as trustee

under this deed of agreement strengthen the position of your Board in dealing with any dis-
agreement that might arise between the purchaser and the Board?—Possibly it would.

290. Would you not have a double strength by your being President of the Board and also
trustee, practically, of this property?—I think that was the only reason that actuated me in
taking the trust, to see that the limitation provisions of the Act were carried out.

291. Regarding transactions that you have had in the past, so far as the King-country is
concerned, is it in any way unusual for a number of the Natives never to agree? Are there in
your experience many disagreements when the first overtures are made?—Quite frequently.

292. That is not unusual?—No, quite a common thing.
293. Do you know this property at all yourself?—No.
294. You have never been on it?—No.
295. Mr. Massey.] Did I hear you say that the Board employed Findlay, Dalziell, and Co.

in connection with part of these proceedings?—No. I said that Findlay, Dalziell, and Co. acted
for the Board in lodging the caveat, thus preventing the registration of any further documents.

296. In that respect they acted for the Board?—Yes.
297. Findlay, Dalziell, and Co. were also solicitors for the purchasers?—Mr. Dalziell was.
298. I suppose that means' the firm, does it not?—I do not know that it docs.
299. Do you not think it a very extraordinary position in which to place a firm of solicitors

—to act on one hand as solicitors for the purchasers and on the other hand as solicitors for the
agents for the vendors? —They did not act in an advisory capacity to us; they simply acted as
an instrument in registering one document—a very small matter.

300. Who recommended you to sign the mortgage?—I had no advice on that point.
301. At whose request did you sign it?—At the request of Mr. Dalziell, as solicitor for Mr.

Lewis.
302. Mr. Dalziell seems to have taken a prominent part in connection with the whole of these

transactions?—He did.
303. Advising the Board occasionally?—I do not know.
304. Advising you as trustee?—Only in that instance, after the Board had finished its

proceedings.
:!()."). Are you aware that under this agreement the present owners of the land, whoever they

are, have the right to retain the minerals when the subdivision takes place?—You mean when
the land is cut up ?

306. Yes?—No, I am not aware of that.
307. Would you be surprised to learn that such is the case?—l would.
308. Would you be surprised to learn that the present owners intend to retain the mineral

rights?—I think that at thepresent time my position is that 1 own both the land and the minerals.
110)i. Mr. Ngala: Are you not confusing this with the other block, Mr. Massey?
.I//-. Massey: No. I know exactly what the position is.
Witness: I understand you are wrong.
Mr. Massey: I will not press it now.
The Chairman: Can you state to the Committee, Mr. Massey, what paragraph of this deed

that is in?
Mr. Masse//: I have been looking through the deed, and so far as I am able to ascertain it

refers only to the surface rights, and does not include the mineral rights.
Witness: Does it specifically say so?
Mr. Massey: No, it does not. Ido not think it is intended to say so.
The Chairman: Would you buy a property under those conditions?
309. Mr. Massey.] lam not under examination. (To witness) : You told us that Mr. Lewis

paid the required fee to the Maori Land Board, of which you are President?—I would not be
absolutely certain who paid it, but it was paid.

310. On behalf of ?—'lhe purchaser, I take it.
311. By whom was it paid?—I would have to refer fo my cash-book to be certain—either

by Findlay, Dalziell, and Co. or Chapman, Skerrett, Wylie, and Tripp.
312. I think you stated that Mr. Dalziell gave you the information with regard to the issue

of the Order in Council?— Ypp.
313. Did he tell you where he got that informationt—No.
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•ill. You simply took Mr. Dalziell's word for it.' Yes, but qualified our decision by making
it subject to verification of his statement.

315. Do you know whether there is any claim by Mr. Skerrett or his firm on the fund which
you hold by means of the collection of 10 per cent, from the vendors 1 No, 1 have heard nothing
of it.

.'ill). With regard to these £2,600 worth of siiares : do you know anything about the real
value of these shares?—No.

317. You know, of course, that there is a difference between the nominal value of shares in
a company and the real value?—Quite frequently.

318. Do you know how many shares are represented by the £2,600?—250 fully-paid-up
£10 shares.

319. You are quite olear about that?—Quite sure.
320. Do you know the value a< which this land stands in the books of the company?—No.
321. Do you not think that, as representing the Natives, and as one who was expected to

look after their interests, you should have looked this point up?—Searched the company's re-
gister when the land was Native land?

322. Just let me finish. You should have ascertained the value at which the land stands
in the books of the company, and compared that with the amount which was paid for it to the
Natives, so as to let them understand the real value—not the nominal value—of the shares which
were being handed over to them?

The Chairman: That is a statement: will you frame your question now, Mr. Massey?
323. Mr. Massey.] What I am asking is this : Did you satisfy the Native owners as to the

difference between the value at which they sold—the price they received for the freehold of the
land—and the value at which the land stands in the books of the company who own it now?—
No, I made no reference to the books of the company.

324. Do you not see the bearing this point has on the value of the shares?—Yes, but from
the evidence we had before us the consideration—the £25,000—was adequate, apart from the
shares.

325. Then the shares were not worth considering, apart from it?—They were worth con-
sidering, but they were additional to what we considered the proper purchase-money.

326. The real value of the shares was not considered?—No.
327. Hon. Sir J. Ctirroll.] When the Board agreed on the sale from the Natives to the pur-

chaser.and the £25,000 was paid, did the interests of the Natives as owners in the land entirely
disappear?—Yes, excepting that they retained certain shares in the company

328. That is an arrangement between themselves and the company, but as owners in the
land ?—Their interest disappeared.

329. The freehold then changed from Maori-owned land to European-owned land?—Yes.
330. And all subsequent transactions, mortgages and otherwise, affected land owned by

Europeans ?—Yes.
331. The Chairman.] Of all these documents that have been requested by the Committee,

will you see that certified copies are sent? They must be certified by some one other than
yourself?—Very well, sir. 1 would ask leave to take my minute-books, if I may—I want them
particularly in Auckland; but I will leave certified extracts.

The Chairman: Very well.
Mr. Berries: There should be certified copies of anything concerning the blocks, not merely

of what the witness referred to in his evidence.
Witness: I think the minutes of the two meetings of the Board cover everything in con-

nection with the block. Ihe matter was only before the Board twice.

p

Edwin Henuy Hardy sworn and examined. (No. 8.)
1. The Chairman.] What are you by profession?—Authorized surveyor and sheep-farmer,

Te Kuiti.
2. Have you seen the paper that forms the subject of this inquiry?—Yes.
3. Do you wish to make a statement to the Committee, or are you prepared to submit to

examination?—I will submit myself to examination, and, if necessary, enlarge upon any point.
4. Mr. Massey.] You have been connected with the sale of the Mokau-Mohakatino blocks by

the Native owners to Mr. Herrman Lewis or other purchasers?—Yes.
5. Will you tell us when your connection with this transaction commenced?—In November,

1910, I was engaged by Tohiriri to assist him to fill in and lodge an application for partition
in the Native Land Court. He was an owner in Block Ih.

6. At what date did he approach you ?—Some time in November, 1910. I cannot give you
exact dates.

7. What happened then?—His application for partition was thrown out, on the ground that
a lease existed over the property, and he could not be heard.

8. What was the next step?—The next step I was not connnected with.
9. I am speaking of the next step you were connected with?—I was not directly connected

with it, but I noticed from the Gazette that one Herrman Lewis had applied for the purchase of
certain blocks in Mokau-Mohakatino.

10. And then?—That party—Tohiriri—was present at that meeting.
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11. It was a meeting?—Yes, it was a meeting of the Native Land Board this time. I was
not present, but he was represented by Tuiti Macdonald, who is a sort of Native counsel. I
understood all thatwas going on, but I did not take an active part.

12. Can you give us the date, approximately, of that meeting?—l think it was either in
December or early in January.

13. That was a meeting of the Maori Land Board?—Yes, I believe so. Mr. Skerrett was
there, but I did not see him.

14. Was it not a meeting of the assembled owners?—Perhaps it was. I think it was.
15. Do you mind going on?—After that a deputation of Natives waited upon me at my

house, and showed me a report by the Maori Land Commission, I think it was—a report by the
two Judges, Chief Judge Palmer and Sir Robert Stout. They also showed me an opinion on
the position by Mr. H. D. Bell. They said that there was no one in Te Kuiti who could ade-
quately represent their case, and that I would be a suitable person to do so, and asked me if I
would do it.

16. When you say they " represented their case," what do you mean?—They were not quite
satisfied that they were getting justice done to them. They had an idea that they should retain
their land, and wished me to look into the matter and advise them. This was on a Sunday.
I said that I would read through the reports and meet them in the evening at 7 o'clock, which
in due course I did. There was rather a large attendance of owners from all round—not in
the large meetinghouse there, but in a pretty large building; and everything was thoroughly
discussed by them. Tuiti Macdonald was present. After everything had been thoroughly dis-
cussed by them I said I should be pleased to go to Wellington to advocate their cause with Mr.
Bell, and do what I could for them.

17. You came to Wellington?—In due course I came to Wellington. There was no com-
mittee formed then, but I met here in Mr. Bell's office four or five Maoris—Tuiti Macdonald,
Aterea, and others. We approached Mr. Bell and asked his advice. He made a desultory state-
ment with regard to the position, and said that if we wished him to undertake the case we must
first provide £100. He said he had not very much faith in thereport of the two Judges—he thought
they were not altogether correct in their conclusions; but, he said, he would discuss the matter
further when we returned, as we proposed to go outside and have a consultation. We went over
to the Wellington Hotel, and I was asked to go outside for a few minutes. On my return Tuiti
Macdonald explained that the Natives were entirely without means, and asked if I would pay
Mr. Bell the money. I said it was rather a bad start : they had come down with no money. I
did not see why they should ask me to pay for them; still, I said I did not see why they should
go right away back after they had been to all the trouble to come to Wellington. [ said, " I have
not £100 with me; I have .£5O, and I can get another £50 by the afternoon." They said they
were very grateful indeed; they knew I had been the friend of many of the Maoris up there,
and they would be very pleased if I would do that. So I went to the Union Bank and got a £50
note, and we forthwith proceeded to Mr. Bell's office. I put the £50 note before him, and said I
thought perhaps that would be enough to go on with, but if it was not sufficient I thought I could
get the other £50 in the afternoon, having wired to my banker at Te Kuiti. Mr. Bell was very
pleased at that; he was very much astonished; and he then proceeded to give instructions as to
the method of procedure in dealing with the case. He wrote out in a book the order of refer-
ence or something of that kind—a statement of what he proposed to do with regard to the
different blocks. He read it out, and asked me to sign each page of it. I was rather taken
aback at that, not knowing but that I might render myself liable for any costs; still, I did not
think it was very material, so I signed each sheet. Mi-. Bell ordered that everything was to be
printed—all the accounts and everything; and he gave instructions to his assistants to prepare
proper documents ready for the next morning. He said these papers would be ready for us to
take away in the morning—these writs. I have them here. He said that with regard to
Block If he was not quite sure that we would succeed.

Mr. Massey: Ido not think you need to go into so much detail.
Witness: Ido not know just what part you might think really material. Well, in the after-

noon I brou-ght the other £50. Ihen I went outside. Am Ito tell everything?
Mr. Massey: Whatever has any bearing on the matter.
Witness: I ask because a reference has appeared in the newspaper to my being a fool, and I

want to explain it. It occurred in connection with this business. I want to know if I should
say anything about that, because it was on that occasion that the expression " fool " was made
use of. When the Natives and I had left, I returned to Mr. Bell and told him that I had pro-
vided the money. He said, "You are a bally fool, Hardy." I asked why? He said, "The
Natives will never pay you." That is the occasion on which he said I was a fool. I told him
I thought I could trust the older Natives, and I thought everything would be right. We returned
to our homes, armed with all the documents.

18. Mr. Massey.] You informed Mr. Bell about the proposal to sell the block to Mr. Lewis,
did you not?—Yes, we had discussed all that.

19. What advice did he give you—did he offer any opinion upon the proposal?—No. He
said we were to contest the matter.

20. What do you mean by " contesting the matter " I—To1—To object to the sale.
21. You came to the conclusion that the proper thing to do, in the interests of the Natives,

was to object to the proposed sale?—Yes. The reason was that the older Natives at Mokau had
sentimental reasons against disposing of their property. The younger people apparently were
not so anxious not to sell, but out of respect to the wishes of the older Natives it was considered not
advisable to sell. The question of the value or the price was never discussed.

22. Between yourself and Mr. Bell?—Yes; nor did the Natives at any time tell me that
they were not satisfied with the price.
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23. What was the next move?—Mr. Bell said that before we could proceed further to stop

the case it would be necessary to found a fund of £800 at least. That was to engage counsel
and do various things connected with the affair. But that, probably, was not all the money that
would be required, because it was possible there would be very great opposition shown to our
propositions, and the matter might have to be taken to the Privy Council at Home.

24. Hon. Sir J. Carroll. ] The fund, then, was to contest the title with?—For the moment
the £800 was required as the next step towards taking the matter into the Supreme Court.

25. Mr. Massey.] To provide for possibilities?—Yes.
2G. This £800 was to be a trust fund?—It was to be placed in the hands of a third party

so that there should be no trouble about funds. Mr. Bell said " Don't you ask me for any advice
as to how this mono}' is to be raised. That does not concern me at all." So we knew the posi-
tion exactly. In due course we had a meeting at Mokau.

27. Before you leave that, let me ask this :do 3Tou know that when any one—European or
Native—approaches a firm of lawyers and asks them to undertake what may turn out to be a
very expensive lawsuit, it is usual on the part of the legal firm to ask for a deposit?—Of course
I quite understood that. I did not make any objection whatever. Well, in due course we
had a meeting at Mokau, and a good many signatures were obtained. They are here on the
document.

28. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] What was the document that you obtained the signatures to?—The
writ with regard to If—well, signatures to all the writs dealing with the whole of the leases, but
the most important was If.

29. Mr. Masse;/.] Ihat is the big block?—Yes. We had about forty signatures to that one.
30. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] Was it a warrant to sue?—lt was a statement of claim against

the lessee for not complying with the conditions as to improvements—the covenants of the lease.
Now, Mr. Bell told me that, in case the matter went before the Supreme Court, the lessee had
a right to relief once, but that he might be fined an amount; but Mr. Bell said that Mr. Lewis
would not be responsible for that—that as he had taken the property over at a valuable con-
sideration, no charge could be laid against him, but against the former lessee, Mr. Joshua Jones.

31. Mr. Massey.] Are you quite sure about that?—Yes, that is what I understood. In due
course we had a meeting at Mokau, when a committee was appointed to explain things to the
Natives.

32. Was the meeting held on the block?—No, on the opposite side of the river.
33. The Chairman] At the Maori kainga there?—Yes. The matter was explained to the

Natives by Mr. Damon (the interpreter) and Tuiti Macdonald, who was also an interpreter, and
it was stated that certain moneys would be required. As a result the sum of £50 was collected,
£20 from one person—a woman—and £30 from individuals. I never received that money. It
was taken charge of by Aterea, I think, and was expended, I believe, in food and expenses. I
had nothing to do with it at all.

34. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] Was the committee formed when you first saw Mr. Bell?—No. With
regard to the money, there seemed to be a difficulty in getting further funds, and it was ar-
ranged that I should have authority to dispose of any lands which were available, either by sale
or lease, so as to raise funds to carry one the Court business.

35. Mr. Massey.] Was the proposed sale discussed at this meeting at Mokau? —Oh, yes. All
those who were present agreed to oppose it.

36. Without exception?—Most of those who were there, I think, agreed to oppose the sale.

Tuesday, sth September, 1911.
Henry Hardy further examined. (No. 9.)

1. Mr. Massey.] Can you pick up your statement where you left off on Friday, Mr. Hardy?
—With your permission* Mr. Chairman, I will refer shortly to one or two things which were
not made quite plain on Friday. My first reference to Mokau-Mohakatino If should have been
In. I was rather at sea with regard to the geography. The block that Mr. Bell said he thought
could not be attacked was In, not Ik. Of If he was fairly certain, although he was not over-
sanguine with regard to any. Then you asked me if Mr. Bell had instructed me to oppose the
Rale of the land. I think I agreed to that, but in doing so I did not do myself justice, because
the onus of appearing at the Court did not rest with me at all. In the first place, Mr. Mac-
donald was counsel for the Natives, and he was the intermediary between myself and the Natives,
and I had nothing -whatever to do with the Court proceedings. In the second place, the objec-
tion to the sale went without saying, because it was a corollary to the issue of the writ; and, in the
third place, Mr. Bell said that in all probability lie would be present at the sitting of the Court
on the 10th March. Mr. Bell said that it would be somewhat costly to move him to Te Kuiti :
three days would be spent, two of them on the railway. I said that big guns required big
charges, and Tuiti Macdonald, taking his cue from that, said that Mr. Bell was not a five
shilling popgun. I mention that because that remark has been attributed to Mr. Bell. That
suggestion did not come from Mr. Bell, but followed on what I said with regard to the big guns
requiring a big charge. Then, with regard to the indorsement, when the order of reference was
drawn out Mr. Bell asked me to sign each sheet of it. I think Tuiti Macdonald ."iso sighed those
sheets, but I am certain that I did.

2. Eon. Sir J. Carroll.] What do you mean by "order of reference"?—He had a foolscap
book in which he wrote down all the instructions with regard to each block. Those were Ins

B—l. Ba.
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orders, i said to him when I had signed, " I know what is implied by my signature to those
pages—that I am personally responsible for any of your costs in connection with the business."
He said, " I do not hold you personally responsible." I said, " But I do, and I will see that
no expenses are incurred which I do not see the prospect of getting paid."

3. Mr. Massey.] When you speak of the order of reference, you merely mean the instructions
given by Mr. Macdonald and 3'ourself, as representing the Natives, in Mr. Bell?—Yes. Mr.
Bell's transcription of them is embodied ami his own decision as to what lie would do. It was
his own order of procedure, taken from our instructions to him. Of course lie was the ruling
spirit, and all we could do was to acquiesce in what he did. I asked Mr. Bell not to go beyond
£100 without letting me know. 1 want to show now that Mr. Bell was engaged, not continuously,
but pro re nata as circumstance arose. The deputation returned home. 1 went to Te Kuiti, and
the others to their respective homes, and I at once set to work to get particulars of the lands
available for sale or lease.

4. Mr. Herries.] Was that to raise the money?—Yes.
6. This was not the Mokau blocks?—No, other blocks held by Natives outside of them.
6. The Chairman.] Ihere were a number of other blocks on the other side of the river?—

Yes.
7. Were you interested in those also?—Yes. I need not recapitulate all the properties that

I took in hand.
8. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] Shortly, you tried on their behalf to finance on their other lands?—

Yes. There was the Mangapapa Block, for one, on the other side of the river. 1 went to the
Native Land Oflice to ascertain the position of the title, and found that that particular block was
under lease to a gentleman in Wellington for a number of years. There were about five years to
run, and there was nothing in the book about any new transaction having taken place. 1 thought
that I might perhaps be able to sell the freehold of that, and so raise money in order to carry on.
But I found that a new lease had been given over that property.

9. It is not necessary to go into those details. In a general way you tried to finance on the
Natives' other lands?—Yes. I have the items here.

10. The Chairman.] I must ask you to confine yourself to the properties that are the subject
of inquiry?—This is all leading up to the statement made by Mi. Bell, that he put upon me
the onus of getting him to Te Kuiti or not, and it was through myself and Mr. Macdonald that
he was kept from going to Te Kuiti. I went to explain to Mr. Bell when I was in town a month
ago that I was not responsible for that. I asked him if I should publish it, and he said No. I
will read the telegrams which passed between him and myself with regard to his presence at Te
Kuiti on the 10th March, and will leave it to you gentlemen to say whether I was at fault or not.
It was on the sth March that Mr. Bell telegraphed me first—"Do you wish me to come up in
time have clear day before meeting? Think sufficient if I arrive morning meeting, and see
Natives after meeting." This was the following day: "Will you kindly arrange for bedrooms
somewhere for self and T. W. Lewis, arriving together Te Kuiti Friday 2 a.m., and leaving again
Saturday morning. Please reply to-day where, so that we may go there on arrival.—H. D.
Bell." On the same day I replied, '" Have provided excellent accommodation for both at King's
Hotel Grand." I received this in reply : " Thanks for telegram about rooms, but await your
reply whether you consent my not going. Much prefer stay Wellington." I replied, " Mac-
donald says impossible to adjourn. Has evidently settled his plans. I will not proceed with
adjournment application. Will ascertain Macdonald's view re your attendance and report." I
telegraphed at the same time to Tuiti Macdonald at Kuputaroa — "Money (£5) wired," He
could not come until I sent him the money. " Case stands for 10th. Do you require Bell's
attendance here? " He replied, " Mr. Bell not required. Will arrive Thursday morning." I
then telegraphed to Mr. Bell, " Macdonald advises not necessary for you to come." I then re-
ceived this telegram from Mr. Bell: " Shall be greatly relieved if you consider my attendance
meeting unnecessary. Please reply to-day whether you agree with Macdonald." I replied, " You
need not come. Will Lewis,be coming?"

11. Mr. Massey.] Who was Mr. Lewis, by the way?—l did not know who he was.
Hon. Sir J. Carroll: He is another lawyer who was evidently appearing with Mr. Bell in the

case.
Witness: Mr. Bell's reply was, "Neither Mr. Lewis nor I will come." That is all I have,

Mr. Chairman, and I leave you to judge whether I was right in doing what I did.
12. Mr. Chairman.] Those telegrams will be put in, or certified copies of them?—Yes, I will

hand them in afterwards. In due course that meeting came off, and Mr. Dalziell appeared. All
our people were in Te Kuiti.

13. Mr. Massey.] That was on the 10th March?—Yes. We were all there. There was a
preliminary meeting held just before the Board sat, when everything was discussed. We were
marshalling our forces and getting our proxies, when it became quite clear to Mr. Dalziell that
he had not got a ghost of a show to carry his proposition for the sale.

14. You mean to carry the proposal with regard to alienation?—Yes. to carry the proposal
before the meeting, that the Mokau Block should be sold for .£25,000. When he saw this Mr.
Dalziell said that his instructions were very definite, and that if the Natives did not accept the
terms he had offered by 7 o'clock that evening he was very sorry he would have to withdraw the
offer. Upon that there was a look of chagrin on everybody's face on the other side. The repre-
sentative of the other side, Mr. Andrew Eketone, got up and said he did not like that talk at
all. He practically told Mr. Dalziell to go to blazes.

15. Was not Andrew Eketone in favour of selling?—Yes, he was on the other side, but he
was very much annoyed that Mr. Dalziell should suggest the possibility of his withdrawing the
offer. The result of that was a decision to recommend the Board to adjourn the meeting until
such time as the matter could be discussed in korero and a decision arrived at, The date fixed
was the 22ml March.
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10. The meeting was adjourned till the 22nd March I—Yes.1 —Yes. In the meantime we were to
have a meeting of the owners at Mahoenui. During the day the matter was discussed by every-
body, and in the evening there was a meeting held at Cole's boardinghouse in Te Kuiti,_ at which
every Native was present that we could get hold of. The town was full of the Mokau Natives,
and practically all those who controlled shares were there. The largest shareholders were all
present.

IT. How many were present?—Perhaps about twenty. The room was full, and people were
outside looking in at the window. Every one in the town knew about it.

18. That is to say, twenty Maoris were present out of 108 owners?—Of course, there were
a lot of people who were not directly interested, and had not a voice. In a case of this kind,
out of 108 owners there might be only ten who really represented the whole lot. As a matter
of fact, one person, Aterea, was a very large owner himself, because he and his brother and sisters
were successors to a great many of the Natives who had died. So he represented a very large
interest; and Paeroroku controlled nine shares. In their deliberations I took no part, because
they were not conducted in English. The only part I took was to state the efforts I had made to-
wards carrying on this work and the difficulties that had presented themselves to me. I also
pointed out that if we proceeded any further, and served the writs, we might be held responsible
for any expenses incurred by the other side; and 1 for one did not care to assume that respon-
sibility. After thoroughly discussing the pros and cons, the Natives themselves decided that
they would have to isell or do something; they could not go on any longer. Finally they referred
to me, and asked if I had any suggestion to make. 1 said, " Well, a crisis has come, and
desperate measures require desperate treatment. I should like to mention now a matter which
1 have carefully kept from everybody for quite a month.', 1 then told them that about a month
before Mr. David White, of Hastings, an old friend of mine, with whom I had been doing busi-
ness for some months before, had called upon me. This would be about the middle or early in
February, Mr. White had then put before me a paper dealing with a proposition on the part
of several persons at Hastings and Napier to acquire the coal-mine on the Mangapapa Block,
which is on the north side of the Mokau ltiver.

19. Is that oa the Mokau Block? —No, it is quite a separate piece of land.
20. Mr. Dalziell.] That was a meeting of Natives only, was it not?—Yes. Mr. Dalziell knew

nothing about this meeting. In fact, he did not appear at all in the matter as far as I was
concerned. I did not know Mr. Dalziell.

21. Mr. Massey.j You were on opposite sides?—Yes, all the way through. I was very much
up against him.

22. Up to a certain point?—Yes; I will come to that point. There is a time when resistance
is sometimes futile. Well, Mr. White put a paper before me, and explained that a company was
being formed, in which he was the prime mover, I understand, to take over the Mokau Coal Com-
pany, and if things should turn out all right, to take over the Mokau-Mohakatino blocks, either
by securing the leases or, if possible, getting the freehold.

23. Do you remember the date of the interview between yourself and Mr. White?—Yes, it
was about the middle or the beginning of February. It was much antecedent to the meeting
with the Natives at the boardinghouse.

24. Was that meeting between yourself and Mr. White prior to the first meeting of assembled
owners?—I could not say. It was about the beginning of February.

25. It was certainly before the second meeting of assembled owners?—Yes, it was certainly
before the 10th March. I saw the papers which Mr. White had, and the names of those people
who were subscribing. Mr. White asked me if I would also become a shareholder : would I put
my name down for 400 shares.

26. Were they £1 shares?—They were £10 shares. I said, " No, you have come to the wrong
shop. I will have nothing to do with your company. If I have any mone}- to spare I will put
it into sheep and cattle, when I can be sure of a good dividend; but no more companies for me."
That is all that transpired with Mr. White. Coming back to the meeting of the Natives, I said
to them that I had some-information which I thought at that stage they ought to know, and that
was that I understood .a company was being formed for the purpose of taking over the Mokau-
Mohakatino Block, and that the capital proposed was £100,000.

27. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] What date was this?—On the 11th March, when I told them.
In order to appease the sentimental objections of those Natives who did not wish to sell, I said
that if they could get some shares in the company they would still retain an interest in the land
for their lives. Somebody said, " How many shares should we ask for?" After a little thought
1 said, " Well, let us have 10 per cent, of the £25,000." That represented £2,50t) in shares.
They had a long consultation about that, and said they thought it would do very well.

28. You were talking then to the Natives belonging to your side?—No; all who were there,
sellers and non-sellers. But most of those in the room were our own people—in fact, all of the
committee were except Tauhia to Wiata : but he sent his brother, Tarake te Wiata, who, with Pae-
roroku, represented the Otaki Natives, and Aterea represented the Natives of Mokau and districts
above there.

29. Mr. Massey.] Well?—ln the end we got the shares.
30. How did you get them?—I understood from Mr. White that the company's headquarters

were at Palmerston.
31. AVas Mr. White in Te Kuiti at the time of the meeting?—No, he had gone weeks before.
32. Did you have a talk with Mr. Dalziell before going to Palmerston. No, not a word. I

kept Mr. Dalziell at arm's length. 1 did not need to, because he was honest enough not to come
near me. 1 have no fault to find with their part of the business in any way whatever. I was
never approached in any way by them. What I did was entirely on my own responsibility. I
•went to Palnievston and called upon Mr. Loughnan.
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33. Who is Air. Louglinun, by the way/—lie was the solicitor, 1 understood, ior the company.
34. How did you know that?—Mr. White, 1 think, had mentioned Mr. Loughnan,s name.

1 cannot tell you exactly at the moment why I went to him, except that I knew the head office was
in Palmerston, and that he had something to do with the company. Anyhow, 1 went to Mr.
Loughnan, and put the matter before him. I told him what the Natives wished—that they wanted
not only their money, but to retain an interest in their land. 1 said that that would satisfy
them, because if the land sold well they would profit by it. If there was any dividend they would
receive 2£ per cent, of it, their £2,500 representing 2£ per cent, of the capita!. Mr. White told
me that the company were proposing to buy the Mokau coal business for £45,000.

35. That had nothing to do with this?—No. As I say, the total capital of the company
was £100,000, but the Natives' interest in it would be £25,000 and 10 per cent, on that—£2,500
in shares.

36. But do you not see that £2,500 worth of shares is not 10 per cent, on the £25,000 received
by the Natives ?—Well

Mr.Massey: It does not matter; leave it.
Witness: I thought the 10 per cent, was a fair amount. If I had said 20 per cent, it might

have been considered excessive.
The Chairman: I shall ask you to confine yourself, please, to the subject of the inquiry. We

do not want to deal with the Mangapapa Block at all: it will only create confusion, 1 think.
Witness: I thought that if I omitted anything it might be a suggestion of falsehood.

That is the reason why I mentioned this matter.
37. Mr. Maseey.j I do not want to hurry you, but I want to make it clear that 1 am not ask-

ing for all this detail. I want you to come now to your interview with Mr. Loughnan?--\\<-
talked the matter over, and he agreed.

38. The Chairman.] Had your interview with Mr. Loughnan any bearing on the matter
before the Committee, or did it deal with the Mangapapa Block?—It had to do with this inquiry,
because the Natives wrere getting an interest in both.

39. I would ask you to confine yourself to evidence in connection with this particular in-
quiry. If you can dissociate the two it would simplify matters?—lt would be a difficult matter
to dissociate without dissembling.

40. Then you will have to do your best?—I would prefer to answer questions, and then per-
haps I need not digress so much.

41. Mr. Massey.] About this interview with Mr. Loughnan : did you make the suggestion
to Mr. Loughnan as solicitor to the company?—I did not know what position Mr. Loughnan held
in the matter. I only knew that he was interested in the company.

42. And you vent to him on that account?—Yes.
43. What did you suggest to him, or did he suggest to you?—He did not suggest anything.
44. What did you suggest to him?—I said that the Natives had decided that they would like

to have shares in the company if it were formed.
45. In addition to the £25,000?—Yes.
46. That is to say, that if the Natives sold the freehold, either to Mr. Herrman Lewis as an

individual or to the company, they required £25,000 in cash and £2,500 worth of shares?—Yea
47. What did Mr. Loughnan say to you?—He agreed.
48. On behalf of his principals?—I presume so.
49. Did you see any one else in 3onnection with the company?—Yes. They sent for a gentle-

man, and that was Mr. Mason Chambers. I was asked to state the position to Mr. Chambers
exactly, which I did, and he said it was a very fair proposition. He said that as far he was con-
cerned he was quite satisfied.

50. Did you see any one else besides Mr. Mason Chambers]—I think there was a clerk there.
Only those two.

51. Is Mr. Mason Chambers chairman of the company?—l could not say. I do not think
he is.

52. You do not know who is chairman?—1 do not know, except from what I have seen in
the paper.

53. Was any document drawn up between you as representing the Natives and Mr. Chambers?
—None whatever; it was simply a verbal arrangement.

54. Were you satisfied with that?—I thought that was a fair arrangement.
55. The fact of receiving £2,500 additional in the form of shares was sufficient to induce

you, as representing the Natives, to change your mind with regard to the sale of the block?- Xo.
I kept a perfectly even mind. I said, "I cannot confirm this; we must put this before the
Natives." So I hurried back. I first of all telegraphed to Damon to go to Mokau, and to Tuiti
Macdonald at Te Kuiti to go to Mahoenui, telling them at the same time that I was coming on.

56. You got baok to Te Kuiti?—I went straight away back. I got home on the Saturday
night at 2 o'clock, and on the Sunday morning I drove into Mahoenui with Tuiti Macdonald,
at which place it had been decided the meeting should be held. We got together there all the
Natives it was possible to get, and made known as well as we could what the proposition was.
and instructed the Natives to be sure to come to the meeting on the 22nd at Te Kuiti. It was
on the 19th when I went there, and I left again on the 21st. Everybody was present at that
meeting at Te Kuiti.

57. Everybody?—Everybody of any importance who was interested.
58. How many were there?—l suppose the room was pretty wpII full, say. fifty or sixty. All

the chief representatives of the Natives, anyhow, on both sides. I did not take any part in thai
at all. I did not attend the meeting that came off before the Board assembled.

59. You were at the meeting all the same?—No. I came afterwards, but I did not attend the
preliminary korero they had there, because, as I said. I did not take any active part in the Board
business at all. The man who did that was Tuiti Macdonald.
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60. lion. Sir J. Carroll.] On what date was that meeting?—The 22nd March.
61. Mr. Massey.] That was the final meeting?—Yes.
62. You say you were not present?—l was not present when they first started.
63. You came in before the meeting was over?—Yee.
64. Was the question put to the Natives as to whether the alienation should be proceeded

with, or whether the offer made to the Natives should be accepted?—l cannot tell you.
65. Did you explain to the Natives the result of your interview with Mr. Louglman and

Mr. Chambeis?—No. Mr. Damon and Mr. Macdonald and Mr. Dalziell, who were informed of
that, did. Mr. Dalziell was there representing the company.

66. Mr. Dalziell.] This was the meeting of assembled owners?—Yes.
67. Mr. Massey.] Mr. Dalziell was present at the meeting of assembled owners?—Yes.
68. You communicated the result of your interview then to Mr. Macdonald?—Yes, and Mr.

Damon.
69. Did you see Mr. Dalziell when you came back?—l saw Mr. Dalziell at the meeting of

assembled owners.
70. Mr. Dalziell was there representing the purchasers?
Hon. Mr. Ngata: The witness was not present at the meeting of assembled owners.
71. Mr. Masse;/.] 1 understood you to say you came in before the meeting was over?—That

was a preliminary meeting of the Natives themselves.
72. You were not present at that preliminary meeting?—Yes. I came in afterwards when

the matter was before the Board. The chairman was there.
7:i. It was not a meeting of the Board?—The representative of the Board was there.
74. The chairman of the Board was the chairman of the meeting?—Judge Holland.
75. Were you present when the question was put?—Yes, I think I was.
76. Was there a vote for and against?—Yes. It was put in the usual way, that all those

in favour of the motion should hold up their hands, and 1 think they all put up their hands.
Then the Chairman asked that those against the motion should hold up their hands, and no one

made any objection whatever.
77 Did you see many of these Natives prior to the meeting?—Yes, as many as ever I could

talk to.
78. And you explained the offer?—Yes.
79. You pointed out the advantages they would derive by accepting?—l did not point out

any objection. I could only converse with those who could speak English, and I did what I could
towards making the matter known as much as possible.

80. Did you not show to some of these Natives the advantage of the £2,500 in shares?—
No, except to show that they would always have an interest in the land. 1 was not the inter-
mediary. I did not profess to speak Maori.

81. How are these £2,500 worth of shares to be divided?—lney will simply be held in trust
by somebody for the Natives, and sold when the proper times arises.

82. You have not satisfied yourself on that point?—Not yet. There are many things not
(|uite settled up yet.

83. There is one point I cannot quite understand. You commenced with being a very
strong opponent of the sale of the land, and identified yourself with the 77 per cent, of owners.
As a matter of fact you acted for those who were opposed to the sale. But when it came to the
actual sale you seem to have taken the other side of the question?—Oh, no, I did not. I simply
let the Natives decide themselves.

84. But do you not see you proceeded to Palmerston to induce the people interested there,
and who apparently were interested at that time, to make an additional offer. Yr ou went back and
informed the Natives of that offer, and, according to your own statement, told them that they
would still be interested in the land to the extent of £2,500

Hon. Mr. Ngata: Is this a question?
Mr. Massey: Yes. I cannot understand the change of front on your part, Mr. Hardy, and

I want to give you an opportunity of explaining.
Witness: The onus "of changing front did not rest with me at all. I simply put the facts

as they were, and it was for the Natives to say whether it was satisfactory or not.
85. Mr. Massey.] But you appear to have changed your mind?—No, I did not change my

mind. If you asked any Maori what sum of money was to be substituted for the £25,000, there
is not one who could suggest any sum at all. I have never heard any other sum mentioned—not
£26,000, nor £30,000. As I said, that matter was never referred to. If it had been suggested
by any person that there should be an increase in that respect, no doubt I should have brought
it forward, or put the matter into the hands of those who were running the concern—that is,
Damon and Macdonald.

86. Is it not a fact that you were identified in the first instance with the 77 per cent, of
Natives who were opposed to the sale?—No. That 77 per cent, was only a term.

87. Never mind the 77 per cent. There were a certain number of the Natives strongly opposed
to i he sale at first?—l have told you that a few of the older people at Mokau were opposed, but they
were opposed to it simply on sentimental grounds.

88. I do not want to know why they opposed : the fact that they did oppose is sufficient for
me. It was on their behalf that you interviewed Mr. Bell in the first instance?—lt was on behalf
of everybody. We had the proxies, of course, and I gave distinct instructions that no proxies
of persons who had offered the slightest objection should be used at the meeting. Only those who
were present or had given specific instructions after being informed wr ere represented at that
meeting.

89. Were the proxies used?—l could not say.
90. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] At which meeting?—That on the 22nd March
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91. Was there any need to use the proxies/—Mo, because there was unanimity: there was
a unanimous agreement. I kept in the background. 1 had nothing to do with the law matters at
all. I was only to come in when the Natives wanted some suggestion that might be helpful to
them.

92. Mr. Massey.] You were engaged to look after their interests in the first instance?—Yes,
generally.

93. By whom were you engaged?—By all those present at Mokau. The people at Mokau
were only three or four old people. All the younger ones had gone to Mahoenui and Aria.
The old people were only the derelicts, as it were.

94. I suppose you are aware that we have had evidence to the effect that a very large pro-
portion of the Natives were opposed to the sale?—No. Ido not know that they were. I under-
stood that Pepene Eketone had been there the day before.

!).">. He was in favour of the sale?—Yes. He was there before we got there, and I understood
he made clear what he wanted, and it is possible that many of those Natives agreed with him.
But they did not voice their opinions. Only one or two of tlu older people voiced their opinions.
The others said nothing. So one could only infer from their conduct what they thought.

96. Was Mr. Dalziell present at all the meetings of assembled owners at Te Kuiti while you
were there?—I presume he was.

97. You were there?—Yes—well, 1 was not at the one when Mr. Skerrett was present.
98. Do you not think it should have been your duty to see that the Natives were properly

represented by counsel in connection with important negotiations such as these?—Certainly. The
telegrams showed the part I played on that.

99. It' you thought it was necessary for them to be represented by counsel, why did you not
engage counsel for the purpose?— was not time. Besides, as I have said, I had my in-
structions. I only took instructions from my superiors, and they were (In, Natives. They were
all there. Every one who has had any dealings with Natives knows that it' a man puts his spoke
in where he is not wanted he will very soon be shut up.

100. But you were paid for your services?—No.
101. That is to say, you have not been paid yet?—No; monetary matters are held in suspense.
102. You have made a claim?—No.
103. I have it here?—There is a statement there in that book.
Hon. Sir J. Carroll: That is Mr. Hardy's own book.
Witness: I never gave that book away. 1 lent it to Mr. Bowler. Things were not far enough

advanced to complete it. I merely had it bound for my own convenience.
104. Mr. Masse]/.] You told us thai you advanced £100 to Mr. Bell?—Yes. It was afterwards

repaid to me by Aterea, but Aterea again borrowed .£6O from me for himself and his mother,
because he had not been paid. At the time that statement was made up, that was the state of
affairs.

105. That explains this minute: "E. H. Hardy moved that the account be paid, and that
the sum of £100 advanced by Aterea Ahiwaka to Messrs. Bell and Myers be refunded to him "?—
Yes. At that time he had not taken the £60 from me.

106. The point is that according to your own minute the £100 was advanced?—I did not
take the minutes.

107. But these are your own statements?—They are not my own statements.
108. Then whose are they?—They are the translations of the meeting that was carried on

in Maori. I wrote those down afterwards from a statement made by Damon and Macdonnld.
1 did not translate them. 1 gave them to Mr. Bowler chiefly on account of the fact that I had
taken out a list of all the original owners and along with that a list of all the successors, with
their portions of shares.

109. Is this statement here a correct copy of an account rendered by you to the Mokau
Natives?—Yes, but it was not intended to be final by any means. It was correct as far as it
went, but it did not embrace everything.

110. Have you more than this owing to you?—I shall have more than that.
111. That is to say, your claim will be for a larger sum than the amount mentioned here?—

Yes.
112. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] You did not make a present of that £60?—No. I got that back

when Aterea was paid. You will see in that book a memorandum of moneys advanced to these
people.

113. Mr. Massey.] There is a lot more than that. One item here I see is a bonus of £55 10s.
for arranging about the shares?—I will explain that. When that matter was discussed I left
the room." 1 When they began to talk about the shares and some compensation for me for that
1 said I would leave the room; that that was a matter for them to discuss, and I went out. When
1 came back they said, " We have discussed this question of the shares, and we wish you to take
£55 10s." That was about 2 J per cent.

114. That is to say, the Natives were willing that you should be given that amount?—Yes.
115. You have not received it yet?—No.
116. Did you have any other interview with Mr. Loughnan at I'almerston than the one at

which Mr. Mason Chambers was present?—Not that I know of.
117. Oh, come. Have you had any other interview? Surely you know?—l do not know what

you refer to.
118. Did you have any other interview or interviews with Mr. Loughnan besides the one at

which Mr. Mason Chambers was present?—Do you mean on that occasion?
119. I mean at any time at Palmerston?—Yes.
120. How many?—As far as I know, one.
121. On what date?—l oould not tell you.
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122. Was it before the visit you have described, or .after?—lt must have been after.
123. Before you went back to Te Kuiti ? —No, after I had come back to Te Kuiti : quite

recently.
124. Can you give us the date?—lt must have been about a mouth ago. 1 saw Mr. Loughnan

about a month ago.
125. Did you discuss matters connected with these blocks?—Generally, yes.
126. Were any other arrangements made?—Not so far as I know.
127. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] Going back to the commencement of your relation with this case :the Natives went to you at Te Kuiti in oonsequence of a general report that there were proposals

to buy the Mokau-Mohakatino Block?—Yes.
128. And they asked you to assist them?—Yes.
129. You undertook to assist them?—Yes.
130. You came to Wellington and interviewed Mr. Bell?—I did.
131. In company with Mr. Macdonald?—Yes.
132. You did not know at that time the number of owners you rej>resented?—No: we had to

go to Mokau to find out. I can only speak for those who *verc present. There were four Natives
and Mr. Macdonald.

133. When you interviewed Mr. Bell how did you put the case to him—that on behalf of certain
Native owners you were opposing the sale, or that you disputed the title?—lt arose in this way :
at the first meeting at Te Kuiti MY. Macdonald had Hie printed report of Mr. Bell and the report
of the Native Land Commision, and hi' gave that to me to read.

134. Then Mr. Macdonald had, previously to that, obtained a legal opinion from Mr. Bell as to
the title of the Mokau-Mohakatino blocks?—Yes.

135. Then the question resolved itself into this at the interview, that steps should be taken
to provide ammunition for contesting the titles of those blocks?—That was the position.

136. The question of sale was left on one side?—That followed later on: but I had no
specific instructions to deal with that—to oppose it.

137. Then Mr. Bell agreed to undertake the case?—Yes.
138. And he asked for £100 to be paid down?—Yes.
139. Mr. Bell further suggested that a fund of £800 should be subscribed?—Yes.
140. To carry on the litigation necessary?—Yes. But he said there might be more needed—

perhaps a couple of thousand pounds—if the case went to the Privy Council.
141. In the meantime witli that £100 he would take steps on behalf of the Natives to prevent

anything being done at these meetings referred to?—He did not say so in those words, but that was
understood, I presume.

142. He was aware thai a meeting of asembled owners was to be called to discuss the proposals
for the sale?—Yes. He said he would notify the Board that he would be present at the meeting,
or something to that effect.

143. Did he give you to understand that he would be there?—Yes, he said he would most
probably be there. That relieved me of any anxiety in that respect.

144. That £100 that you paid—was he satisfied that that would be sufficient to take him to
Te Kuiti and back, or did lie say anything?—No, he did not say that. I took that to be my part.
He said that the cost of printing all the document?—perhaps several times over—and engaging
people to go through all the titles and get three or four copies of them, would fully cover the £100.
But if you wish to ascertain really how far that ,£lOO went, T have his account here made up
to the 31st March, and I can put it in. On the 26th January Messrs. Roy and Nicholson put in
their charge of £46 19s. for their part of the business, and on the 29th March this account of
Messrs. Bell, Gully, Bell, and Myers was made out, with .£lOO taken off, and £21 12s. 4d. shown
as due, which I paid.

145. So Mr. Bell has received £120-odd?—£l2l 12s. 4d.
146. Was it intended that the £100 should cover Mr. Bell's expenses to Te Kuiti, to be

present at this meeting?—No, it could not possibly mean that, because he said he would be a
costly man to move. I said that I understood that a big gun required a big charge. I asked
him not to incur too much expense.

147. Mr. Bell stated in his evidence that he could have gone to Te Kuiti and back easily
within that £100 : " He had funds in hand out of the £100 to pay for his visit to Te Kuiti."
However, you account for the disbursement of that £100 by the bill which you refer to. Right
up to the last telegram you received from Mr. Bell as to his attendance there, you and the Natives
you represented fully expected him to be present?—Yes.

148. And desired his presence?—Certainly, I desired his presence very much—in fact, I was
expecting a telegram asking me to send him £25 or £50, and I was prepared to advance that
money if it had been necessary. As a contribution towards the expenses, as I have said, I sent
Mr. Macdonald £5, so that he should have no excuse for not coming.

149. Did Mr. Bell, in your interviews with him, declare that it was absolutely necessary the
Natives should have legal assistance and advice during these meetings?—No. He was engaged
only pro re unfa — only according to the circumstance arising. I made no provision for other
expenses.

150. With regard to the titles to the different Mokau blocks: did Mr. Bell make it clear
that one of the blocks was in his opinion assailable?—He did. Through much conversation
with Macdonald and Damon I have no doubt that my views were transferred to the Natives. I had
no communication with the Natives directly, because I do not speak Maori. Macdonald was
present during the whole of the conversation with Mr. Bell and knew the position exactly, and,
as far as I was able to judge, whenever the Natives were present Macdonald was most careful
to impress every point upon them.
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151. When you returned after the interview with Mr. 801 land had a meeting with thfiNatives, you explained to them the line of action decided upon, and that was to test the legalityof the titles of those blocks? —Yes. This large document, which relates to If, and all the docu-ments relating to the other blocks, were translated by Mr. Damoii on the spot, and they were readout and explained. We did not spare ourselves. We were practically up all day and night.152. Why did that course fail, then?—Simply because the Natives came to'the conclusionthat they could not possibly carry on. They had not raised any money at all: but we were allafraid that if we made another step we would render ourselves liable to attack by the other side.We perhaps could not withdraw. That is the position us I took it to be, and'l did rot wantmatters to go any further. But I went as far as I possibly could go.153. It was suggested by Mr. Bell that possibly the £800 would not be sufficient?—Yes.154. It might cost some thousands?—Yes. There might be trustees or people at Home thatyou would want to find out.
155. The outlook was not very bright?—l thought I had stirred up a hornet's nest, but as Ihad put my shoulder to the wheel I did not like to turn back. I fought as long as I could, butI left to the Natives the decision as to *hat should be done.
156. Failing to finance for purposes of litigation, and having a feeling that it might involveyou in tremendous expense quite unknown just, then, and in view of the fact that there were

proposals for sale, the mind of the Natives gradually changed towards entertainment of theproposal for sale?—Yes, they were quite ripe for it. They were not influenced in any way what-
ever by myself.

157. Then followed the meetings that you referred to and the ultimate decision that they
should sell?—Yes.

158. And that decision was unanimous?—Yes
159. To sell for £25,000, the Natives getting in addition £2,500 worth of shares?—Yes.160. You have followed your profession as a surveyor for many years, have you not?—Yes, I

have been a surveyor for about thirty-five years.
161. And you have been resident in the King-country for a number of years?—About six

years.
162. You know the character of the land there?—I know it very well.
163. Have you had any experience in mining?—Yes, I have had about fifteen years' experience

as owner of a mining battery and as a representative of English companies.
164. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] Gold-mining companies?—Gold-mining. Of course, in the study of

gold-mining one also studies coal-mining. For thirty-five years I have taken a scientific journal,
and for the last thirteen years I have taken the Coal-mining Journal of America (Mines and
Minerals, &c.)

165. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.'] It was a subject of interest to you?—Yes, in fact, I have studied
nothing else the whole time.

166. Have you been over the Mokau-Mohakatino land?—I was over the north-eastern portion
down as far as the Parahika and over it on to the lower part of the land there. I have been on the
north-western side for about ten miles down, where a bird's-eye view could be got of half of it.

167. What is the character of the land?—Towards the north end there is a little alluvial
deposit by the Parahika and a little flattish land, but the block there is only about 9 or 10 chains
wide. The best part of that country is cut out of the Mokau Block. The part that a man
interested in farming land would be interested in would be the flat land or the foothills. There
is not a great deal of flat land or foothills in the north part, and it gradually rises to about
3.000 ft. nine or ten miles down. The upper part of the country there, in common with the
whole of the land from the west coast up the hill above the 1,500 ft. level is composed of rhyolite.
Now, rhyolite is a lava, and it decomposes into sand and iron, which oxidizes, and that is rather
poor land. There is a good deal of it about Te Kuiti on the higher ground. It is very often
mistaken for limestone.

168. lam not speaking about the Te Kuiti land. I want you to confine your statement to
the Mokau lands themselves?—But the other has a bearing upon it.

169. Is it steep, rugged- countryI—A lot of it is very steep and rugged, and practically unfit
for cultivation. For the most part the hills come down very close to the stream on each side,
and there is very little flat land along the river.

170. Is there any valuable bush on it?—l did not see any bush that was worth having. I
did not see any clumps of rimu there, and certainly very few totara-trees. I would not call it
timber country at all. As a milling proposition I would not look at it.

171. The best part of it is cut out. Have you referred to the areas that were sublet?—No.
I mean that there is a lat of flat land by the Parahika, but on account of the Mokau Block being
so narrow there it does not take that flat land in.

172. It is not in the Mokau Block?—No.
173. The best land in that district is not included in the Mokau Blocks?—That is so.
174. What is your opinion as to the average value of that country?—When I looked at it

from the northern side and the north-west side I reckoned there were about 9,000 acres that I
would have been willing myself to pay twenty shillings an acre for. If it had been situated in
a place easily accessible or had had any roads to it I should have been prepared to say it wa*
worth more. But the approaches to that piece of land arc very bad indeed.

175. It is country not easy to road?—Very hard to road.
176. What is your opinion as to the value of the block, outside of the 9,000 acres which you

refer to?—I should think the land worth from about ss. up to about 12s. an acre, the ss. for the
very upper part. I would not really have it at all if I had to buy. Say 10s. an acre for the
balance down to the 1,500 ft. level of the rhyolite land, and for the foothills, papa, and the lower
part £1 an acre.
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iii. Compared with the land on the opposite side of the river—Stubbs's, I think it is oalled—which the company bought, is it the same class of land? Is it inferior or superior. to that?I should certainly prefer the Mangapapa side.
178. It is more valuable than the Mokau-Mohakatino?—Much more, in every way.
179. There is a good deal of talk about the coal outcropping on the Mokau Block : have yon

seen any of it at all?—Yes, sir, I made a special trip up the river. In order to acquaint myselfwith the physical features of the ground pecially with regard to the coal. I got a launchand with about twenty Natives weni up the river. They bad a large lithograph of the property,and I made a topographical plan on that as I went up the river. I noted particularly all the
portions of lower ground that might be used to establish a homestead, and I went ashore there to
ascertain the state of the ground. The only places where I could go ashore were those parts that
had been leased in years past and were being worked, or otherwise, by the lessees.180. There were workings there?—Yes, there was one place working. That place belonged
to Mr. Kelly. I also wen< ashore, I think, Henderson's.

181. Was there any considerable output from these workings, or were they simply testing the
coal?—I am not speaking of the coal at all :I am speaking of the clearings, from an agricultural
or pastoral point of view. That was m route. I investigated all I could, because one could not
land where the bush came down to the stream.

182. You have not given us your opinion as to the mineral value?—l can only judge from
what I caw.

183. And what was your judgment from what you saw?—When I got within about 20 chains
of the coal-mine I saw a stratum of what I took to be sandstone, perhaps 100 ft. to 120 ft. high, on
the opposite bank of the stream—the Mangapapa side I noticed that it had been completely cut
off: there was a perfectly sheer, perpendicular wall, both on the western side and the southern
side; and that struck me as being a very peculiar circumstance. It was made more peculiar
when I saw alongside the river, coming down into it, the same formation, standing up about 70 ft.
—perpendicular sandstone. I was perfectly certain that a heave or a fault had taken place in the
country, and that the part on the Mokau-Mohokatino Block had sunk down below the river.
When I got up to the coal-mine, just round the corner, I found that the entrance to the drive was
about 35 ft. above the water, and then I was quite sure that the part of the coal on the other side
was down under the water. That was the conclusion I came to from the geological formation
of the country : I had never seen any report about it. I did not expect to see rhyolite down there,
because the place for rhyolite is at the tops of the mountains, unless there is a fluviatile sandy
deposit. So I was quite satisfied that the mass that stood up before me had come from the other
part a little further off. I landed at the mine to inspect, and went all through it. I saw the
plan, and I was quite satisfied that my view was correct.

184. Mr. Herries.] That is not on the Mokau Block?—No, on the Mangapapa Block, just
across the river.

185. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] If you had been in the place of the Natives, in view of all the
circumstances—the invalid title, and the length of the unexpired term of the lease, and taking
the rents the Natives were receiving into consideration, would you have sold for £25,000?—I
thought myself that £25,000 under the circumstances was a very big price—a very fair price. I
will give my reasons. Supposing I value the land altogether at £1 an acre and there are 50,000
acres, that is £50,000. Now, Mr. Herrman Lewis has a lease for another twenty or thirty years.
Assuming it is for twenty years, the true present value of that money at 5 per cent, for twenty
years is only £20,000, at simple interest. But the Natives were getting £25,000. So under the
circumstances, and seeing that they were only rereivincr about jd. an acre rent —which might
have lieeTi increased perhaps at the second term—l thought they were getting a very fair price.
Not only that, T thought that if the lease went on that place would be locked up for another thirty
years, and there was nothing but destitution amongst the Natives at the time : they had made
nothing out of their land, and I thought thai now was an opportunity for them to make something
out of their land. T thought that the £25,000 under the circumstances was a very fair sum
indeed.

186. At the critical moment, when the question was being decided and the terms agreed to,
whose shoes would you have preferred to be in—the company's or the Natives' I—l1—I would not have
paid that money for it myself. I might have got more than that back after going to a lot of
expense: but I considered that the cost of roading alone would be a very big item indeed, and I
think it still will be. But another matter presented itself to me, and that was this : I had seen
the Tourist Department's plan of the river, and I noticed that it was proposed to cut off the only
valuable part of the whole block. Wlien the Hon. Mr. Thomas Mackenzie was up there I mentioned
the matter to him and said the Mokau Block would be absolutely ruined if the proposals were
carried out. As I say, I was quite satisfied the Natives had got a very fair price indeed, and T
would not have given that money for it—not half of it.

187. Mr Massey.] Do you think you could buy it for double the money now?—lf the company
is wise it will sell very promptly. I know that what lam saying now may be prejudicial to the
company, but I am obliged to say what I think and give my reasons for the faith that is in me.
I may be quite wrong.

188. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] Mr. Bell in hie evidence referred to the change that was taking
place in the minds of the Natives from the position of probable litigants and anti-sellers to accept-
ance or consideration of proposals to sell, and he said he could not account for that change, but he
suggested that there were possibly certain influences at work. Now, to your own knowledge the
Change in the minds of the Natives was based only on their inability to carry on any action with
regard to their block—I mean, to finance for that purpose--and on the position they wnro m at
the time?—That is the position.

9—T. 3a.
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189. It uould not be suggested in any way LliuL the Natives yuu represented and for wiiuin you
were working had come to some understanding among themselves to throw Mr. Bell over?—
Absolutely no, not in any way. In fact, every assistance was given to Mr. Bell to be present.I was very much grieved when he did not come.

190. It was not a move to dispense with Mr. Bell's services, so that the Natives could take up
the case and oarry it on themselves?—Not at all. They did not want to fret rid of Mr. Bell, nor
did we. lam sure I did not, and I can certainly speak for I'uiti Macdonald.

191. The Natives would have been pleased if he had been there all through, as the other
parties to the transaction were represented by counsel?—Yes: I would have been fur better
satisfied.

192. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] Did you have any communication with any member of the Government
during the whole of these negotiations?—I do not know any member of the Government. I have
only seen Sir James Carroll twice, and the other members of the Government I do not know.

193. I mean, in connection with this particular matter?—l never had a word with them, or
their representative.

194. With regard to the Maori Lund Board, d<> you know the three members composing the
Board for the district?—I know Mr. Bowler, Mr. Seymour, and the Maori member.

195. Did you have any communication with them or any interview witli them in connection
with this matter?—None whatever, in any shape of form.

196. I mean, during the whole of the negotiations?—No.
197. The part that you took in the proceedings, I think, may be divided into two—first, as

regards the action contemplated in the Supreme Court, and secondly, as regards the Bale to Mr.
Lewis? —Yes.

198. Can you tell the Committee at about what period thepeople whom you and Mr. Macdonald
represented ceased to take further interest in the action in the Supreme Court?—I know exactly
when it,started—that is, when Mr. Dalziell threatened to withdraw the offer, and the meeting took
place immediately afterwards. That was on the lltli March, at Cole's boardinghouse.

199. Would Ibe right in saying that you were thief organizer for your party?—l was a sort of
focus. They touched the button all round, and I did the rest as far as lay in my power. But 1
could hot say much to the Natives, because I do not speak Maori, and I had to call in the assist-
ance of either Damon or Macdonald.

200. Was the committee that was formed in Wellington here on Mr. Bell's suggestion in
December?—The committee was formed at Mokiai.

201. Was that before or after you saw Mr. Bell?—After.
202. It is not true, then, that a committee was formed in Wellington?—No. They may have

had a committee before, unknown to me. All I know is that I met them at Wellington.
203. But you say that a committee was formed at Mokau?—Yes.
204. Do you know the personnel of the committee?—Yes.
205. Was Aterea one?—Yes.
206. Paeroroku?—Yes.
207. Tauhia Te Wiata?—Yes.
208. And Tarake te Wiata?—I do not think Tarake was one. He was not one.
209. Were there any others?—Ye.s : I think Wateni Paneta was one.
210. You seem to have divided your forces up after you returned from Wellington?—They

became divided. I did not divide them.
211. But you were financing most of these people?—l had either to pay or let the thing

drop. They were absolutely destitute, as far as I could see.
212. What was the committee concerned with chiefly during January?—Putting into effect

the work that had been laid out by Mr. Bell.
213. What was that?—Getting signatures to the various writs that had been issued.
214. You mean the authorities to Mr. Bell's firm to sue?—Yes. I did what I could in that

connection.
215. Do you remember wRo were employed in that work?—Yes, Damon.
216. In what capacity was getting signatures and translating.
217. As interpreter?—Yes. He got the signatures and witnessed them. No ordinary witness

was competent to do that.
218. Do you know how the owners of the Mokau lands whom your committee represent are

distributed?—Yes; I know pretty well where they all are.
219. Will you tell the Committee, roughly?—Aterea represented a very large interest at

Mahoenui.
220. There were some living at Mokau?—Two or three very old people—Te lanui and

Taiaroa, Te Oro, and one or two more whose names I do not remember, were living at Mokau.
221. Did any live at New Plymouth or in the vicinity?—There was one woman at New

Plymouth. There were several at Otaki, Paeroroku, and Tauhia te Wiata, and Tarake te Wiata,
and several at Taringamutu.

222. To obtain the signatures to the warrant to sue, I presume, Mr. Damon had to visit all
these places?—I do not know that he visited them all. I think he stayed at New Plymouth. I
sent the documents down to Paeroroku enclosing a letter to Tauhia te Wiata to see that certain
documents were handed over to Damon. They had charge of the documents to hand over to Mr.
Damon, but instead of handing them over they kept them for fourteen days.

223. Was any one else employed to obtain the signatures to these warrants?—No, but in
order that the matter might be made as widely known as possible, one or two persons, notably
Maraku and Patupatu, and Tohiriri, went about discussing matters amongst the Natives, and
they brought persons into my office when the documents were there to sign, and their expense?
were paid.
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224. Are you a licensed interpreter J—No.
225. A J.P.?—No.
226. Was Tuiti Macdonald also instrumental in obtaining signatures to the warrants 1—

Yes.
227. Dining what period were you and the other members of the committee engaged in

obtaining these signatures?—Right up till the 11th March. They were in my hands till the 6th
March. I see that the last one actually signed in my presence was on the 11th February, and the
last one was the 6th March. This is witnessed by somebody down at New Plymouth.

228. The Chairman.] Who witnessed that signature at New Plymouth?—Kingi Tahiwi. I
do not know the gentleman at all

229. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] Were any of these expenses, incurred in connection with the signatures
to the warrants to sue, paid by Mr. Bell's firm?—No.

230. They do not form part of the bill of costs rendered by that firm?—Not at all.
231. The expenses incurred in obtaining these signatures have been charged to the committee?

No.
232. They are in the accounts rendered here in this book?—No, they have not been charged

to the committee, because wo have not really had a final committee meeting with regard to them.
233. They have been presented: there are some here?—Yes, part of them.
234 There is Damon's, for instance, and Aterea's? —Yes.
235 With regard to the proxies for the meetings of assembled owners, were those obtained

by Mr Damon and the others?—Mr. Damon and Tuiti Macdonald got those.
236 At the same time as they were obtaining signatures to the other documents?—l do not

know when they got the proxies. That part of the business I did not interfere with.
237 Is Aterea a large owner in these blocks?—Yes, he and his family are very large owners.

You will see their names occurring perhaps twenty times in the list of owners at the back of that

238 Have you any idea what interests Aterea Ahiwaka would represent ?—I cannot tell you
at the moment, but I could very soon find out. I know they are very large. Aterea has been a

member of the committee, and a most straightforward, honourable man he has been.
239 In fact, he is the principal owner in the Mokau Block?—He is the man one word from

whom decided practically the lot—he and Paeroroku, of Otaki, who represented nine shares.
240. But in this account that you rendered—did you render this account?—l did not render

it. The matter was mentioned when we were all together.
241 Without going into the items, the committee summarizes?—l he committee did not do

anything That is only my own memoranda there. I sent it to Mr. Bowler, so that when he was
paying the Natives he might see that I had a claim against them

242 According to the memoranda you advanced to members of the committee cash to the
amount of £157 4s. sd. ?—I have advanced more than that to date. At that time that was the
Btate -2°43aS

" Out-of-pocket expenses, £66 Is. 9d."?-Yes. That did not include anything like the
out-of-pocket expenses, because I have not included rent paid for offices, Ac.

"44 I am quoting the summary that appears here : " Out-of-pocket expenses, £66 Is. 9d.

then for your own services, you claim £1 Is. a .lay for ninety days -When we first started at

Mokau the Natives signed a document in which they appointed me the only paid officer of the
lot They agreed to give me £1 Is. a clay, in addition to out-of-pocket expenses, as long as I
continued to act as their agent. Well, they never paid me anything

245 You claim for ninety days: £1 Is. a day equals £94 10s. and this with the othei
items, make a total of £317 16s. 2d. up to the 4th April?-It was only a rough way of getting
nf a r'nuirh idea of what our expenses would come to.

246 Could you make that account up so as to indicate to the Committee what proportion of
the £317 would be fairly chargeable as costs in
what proportion as costs in connection with the negotiations for the sale?-1 do not think so. For
instance a sum of mpney was paid to Paeroroku and Tauh.a for what they sa.d «. then
out of-pocket expenseTin coming to Te Kuiti I did not question those. Tliey asked for the
money they had no money of their own; and I helped them in every way I could.

2
y
47. The first meeting that was held at Mokau on your return from Wellington was that in

connection with the sale, or in furtherance of the scheme outlined to you by Mr Bell?-In fmther-
ance of the serving of the writ, A general discussion took place upon matters connected with
MOk

2
U
48. But more particularly in connection with the issue of the writ?-The whole circum-

stances *ere °s»™%**i™TM6onM that one of the chief objects of that meeting was to
raise funds-to raise a fighting fund of £800?-Certainly it was. I am leaving out the matter
of cost were pending before
the Maori Land Board ?-I knew that application had been made to the Native Land Court for

to Mokau after your return from Wellington. This was
•iftpr the 6th January—after the first meeting of assembled owners?—Yes.

252! When you vi ited Mokau after your return from Wellington, was that visit in con-

nection with theNegotiations for the sale, or in connection with the proceedings in he Supreme
Court"-I. connection, first of all, with the writ, and, I suppose, that incidentally the ques-

tion o the sale was mentioned. But as I did not speak Maori Ido not know what the discussion

was about I only got a resume afterwards of what took place. The quest,on of raising funds,

of course was a most important one, and they diseueeed that among themselves.
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253. Were you present at the first meeting on the 6tii January at Te kuiti?—When Mr.
Skerrett was there?

254. Yes ?—No, I was not.
255. Were you acting at all for the Natives/—Only m a subordinate way. 1 knew thai

Toheriri, the man for whom I had put in an application for partition, opposed the sale—in fi
he was the only man who really did openly ami actively oppose the sale. At least, so 1 was told
by him and others.

256. What amount of travelling had you to do in connection with this case/—1 have been
travelling and attending to the business ever since November, 1910. 1 have been all over the
country. 1 have entertained the Natives at 'le Kuiti. When there was no place for them to etay
at I had to find accommodation for them, and act as a sori of general father.

257. And financier?—Yes.
258. You say it was about the beginning of March that your party ceased to take further

interest in the Supreme Court action : is that correct?—It was on the 1 ith when they definitely
said they could not go on any further. The meeting was on the iOth, and it was on the evening
of Saturday, the 11th, that the matter was finally discussed, and they came to the conclusion
that they could not possibly proceed any further.

259. Were you present at the meeting of assembled owners on the 11th /—I was late.
260. You did not hear what took place? —In a general waj 1 did.
201. Did you hear Tuiti Macdonald apply to the Board for an adjournment?—Yes, I think

I heard that.
262. When was the proposal made about demanding shares in the company, in addition

to the cash consideration?—On the 11th. That was when the crisis had come.
263. Was this alter the meeting?—Yes.
264. After the adjournment?—Yes.
265. You say that the Natives directed you to go to Palmerston ? —Yes. 1 was the only one

who knew anything about it. 1 mentioned the matter to the Natives, and they said, " You go and
try to arrange what you have suggested."

266. Was any inducement held out to )-ou personally to exercise influence?—Absolutely none,
in any shape or form.

267. You visited Palmerston on the 18th, according to this account?—That is the day 1 left
there. 1 went there on the 16th, and on the 17th the decision was come to, when 1 telegraphed.
I returned on the 18th. That was a Saturday; I got home that night, and on .Sunday morning
went to Mahoenui to explain to the Natives.

268. Which way did you go back?—By the Main Trunk Railway.
269. Finally, a meeting of all your people was held at Mahoenui?—Yes, and the telephone was

there right up to Mokau.
270. Were all the principal owners present at Mahoenui?—A number were there. We sent

over to Ariu and Totoro for all those who were about there; but it was not a general meeting.
'J7~\. The purpose of that meeting at Mahoenui was to consider—what?—The proposals.
272. The additional proposal, or in conjunction with the £25,000?—In conjunction with

the £25,000. The biggest meeting was held on the 22nd March at Te Kuiti, when everybody
was present.

273. lam speaking of thepreliminaries?—They were all there at Te Kuiti then.
274. The suggestion is that there was a sinister influence at work prior to the 22nd March to

make your people turn completely round and practically surrender to these proposals on the
22nd at the meeting of assembled owners?—That is not so. The arrangement was not confirmed
until the 22nd, when they were all at Te Kuiti.

275. But you had a meeting at Mahoenui?—Yes.
276. Was any representative of the company present at that meeting?—None whatever.
277. Were Pepene's party represented there?—No.
278. It was simply a meeting of your own side?—-Yes. I had no conversation with any one

on the other side. As for Andrew Eketone, I never had any talk with him at all. I never dis-
cussed matters with the other* side at all.

279. Not at that particular meeting?—Nor at any other meeting.
280. Was any opposition shown at the Mahoenui meeting to the proposal to sell the Mokau

blocks? —No. I never heard any opposition from any quarter except those old people at Mokau,
who would not do anything. I was there from the 19th to the 21st, and I stood in the telegraph-
office and had the telephone all day long, and Aterea was there all the time, at Mokau at the
telephone.

281. He was not at Mahoenui?—He had gone on to Mokau, and Damon ought to have been
there too. Anyhow, Aterea was there to represent the committee. He spoke English very well,
and I telegraphed and spoke to him on the telephone practically all day, and got him to lay the
whole of the proposals, which he thoroughly understood, before the Natives. He kept on there
till it was late at night, and again on the following morning. But they could get nothing out
of those few old people, who never intended to sell or even lease their land. It was hopeless to
discuss matters with them, because in any case they formed a minority.

282. The Chairman.] Is not that generally the view of the old people?—Yes, they would tiol
sign their names. I think some of them had conscientious scruples against even signing the writ.

283. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] Are those the people known as Te Whiti-ites and Tohu-ites?—The
Tohu-ites, I believe, would not do anything.

284. It is their religion not to sign any document?—Whatever might have been left undone
at Mahoenui and Mokau, over which I had no control, was completed to my satisfaction when nil
the Natives met at Te Kuiti on the 22nd, and had ample time to discuss the whole matter.

28Jb. Was any resolution put at the meeting at Mahoenui?—No. There were not enough
people there. I had to send on all my talk to Mokau and leave A.l rho was a man in very
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great favour with all the Natives, an influential man and very straightforward—to do all that
lie could at the other end.

2SG. Is it correct to say that before the meeting at Te Kuiti on the 22nd March those of the
Natives with whom you had communicated or had got into touch had made up their minds to
agree to the proposal?—l believe they had. All those that I saw or had any influence with through
Damon or Maedonald expressed their willingness—in fact, many of those who signed the writ
really did it out of kindness to me—they did it hesitatingly, so some of them said—they signed
because they thought 1 was their friend, but at the same time they wanted the money. They
were bordering on destitution, and some of them wanted to clear the bush from their lands, and
the time v.as getting near when they would have to do it or lose the season, i took every oppor
tunity to make the Natives acquainted with the matter before them.

287. Hon. Sir Carroll.] Did Mr. Bell hold out any hopes that the Natives would be suc-
cessful in the action to fight the leases?—He was not at all sanguine, judging by the tenor of hie
remarks. He was fairly sanguine with regard to Ih—at least, he knew we had no show there —and
he was not at all sanguine with regard to If.

288. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] 1h is the block in which your people had most interest?—They had
very little in If.

289. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] And yet he advised that the Natives should take the case into the
Supreme Court?—Yes, he made preparations for that.

290. Mr. Seddon.] You spoke about a Mr. White: what was that in connection with J—ln
regard to the promotion of the company. I believe it was in his mind that the whole tiling
originated.

291. The Chairman.] Where does he reside?—At Hastings.
292. He is not a resident of the King-country?—No. He is an old friend of mine, with

whom I had had business dealings before.
293. Mr. Seddon.] What was the statement, then, that Mokau was worth £45,000?—He said

that the company, if formed, proposed to take over the coal-mines on the Mangapapa Block,
which is entirely separate from the Mokau-Mohakatino Block. There was a coal-mine in working-
order, and it was proposed to take that over, and, if it were possible, to take over the leases from
Mr. Lewis, or, what is more, the freehold.

294. He was more interested in mining, was he not?—He started with the mines—that was
the foundation. I consider that the coal-mine was by far the most important thing of the whole
lot.

295. From your knowledge of mining, you do not think very highly of the coal prospects
there, do you?—l think the coal prospects on the Mokau-Mohakatino Block are really not worth
anything. Economically they are worth nothing. If you have a mine on your left-hand side
belonging to one company, where the coal stands about 35 ft. up, and you can drive a tunnel
straight in and get out the coal and run it out into a hopper and tip it straight into a steamer,
then you have got a very good proposition.

296. How far has this coal to be carried before you can get it away?—About 2 chains from
the mouth of the tunnel, and the tunnel is inclined slightly upwards, so that there is no pumping
to be done.

297. What are these steamers like that trade there?—I should say 300 or 400 tons.
The Chairman : 52 tons is the biggest load that has been taken out.
Witness: With suitable steamers perhaps 200 tons could be got away.
'298. Mr. Seddon.] They have not got facilities there like you find at Greymouth !- I have

not seen Greymouth. 1 am speaking only of this coal-mine, as compared with the coal that exists
or does not exist on the Mokau-Mohakatino Block. In the one case you have got an economic
proposition; in the other .a proposition in which, even if you spent a million of money on it,
you would have to sink a shaft, pump the water out, and elevate the coal; and one could not
possibly stand alongside the other for twenty-four hours.

299. From your knowledge of geology, what do you thing of the other minerals besides coal
on this block?—I do not know whether you call lime a mineral. I suppose it is. fhe deposit of
lime I examined closely, and I found very little lime there.

300. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] Was it patchy?—I saw it only in one place, and I took it to be
the same form of limestone that exists all over the country. It does not exist as an extensive
bed horizontally, but a fringe along what is now an estuary of the river, or has been in past ages
an estuary. fake, as a case in point, the Wilson and Government quarries at Te Kuiti :it was
found in the course of working that the lime was only like a fringe; it did not extend into the
country at all. This was due to the way in which the lime was precipitated in the first instance.
Ft is not the shell limestone, but a marine limestone; and it occurs there and at other places
simply as a fringe.

301. Mr. Seddon.] Have they ever discovered any gold there?—I have never heard of any
gold being found there, and even if it were it could never be in large quantities, because the rhyo-
lite—the only country rock in which gold could be found there—has never been known to contain
gold in payable quantities.

302. The Chairman.] Do you know if there has been a lot of gold lost up that way?—l think
there will be a good deal more lost in the future.

303. Mr. Seddon.] Do you know if any prospecting for gold has been done there?—The man
would be a fool who spent any time in prospecting for it.

304. I ask these questions because minerals have been mentioned freely in connection with
this Mokau Block? —I know an opinion was held by a number of people that there was copper
there. Pepene was very much interested in it, and he brought me some samples, which he said
were copper. It was really serpentine. I showed him by a chemical examination that there was
only iron present in that stuff.
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305. The Chairman.] Professor Thomas, of Auckland, a geologist, went up there to report,
and reported that it was nothing ?—There is nothing but iron there.

306. Mr. Seddon.] About these expenses : you told us that when you came to Wellington
you advanced £100, that the money was paid back to you, and another advance of £60 was
asked from you?—That was much later on.

307. On top of that you advanced money several times to the Natives to go on with this
matter?—Yes.

308. Have you any idea how you stand now?—l have a statement.
309. Have you put it in?—No. I will put that in later when I have had a meeting of the

committee, which I want to have, and finally settle up everything.
310. You are considerably out of pocket over the whole thing?—Yes. There will be a lot of

money to be paid—about £1,500 of £1,600 altogether.
311. I take it you do not assess very highly the value of this property?—I think the £25,000

was a very good price indeed.
Hon. Sir J. Carroll: At this stage I think Mr. Massey might give us some idea of the witnesses

he is going to call.
Mr Massey: There are those two—Mr. Rattenbury and a Native, whom I mentioned. They

are nominally mine, because the request came through me; and then I propose to ask for Mr.
Loughnan. I think I shall be able to get the information I require from Mr. Loughnan; if not,
it may be necessary for me to call Mr. Mason Chambers. I cannot speak positively with regard
to Mr. Loughnan until we have heard Mr. Herrman Lewis.

[Before (he Committee adjourned the witness handed in several exhibits referred to in the
evidence.]

WednkbdaJi 6th September, 1911.
Edwin Hejjry Hakdy further examined. (No. 10.)

J. Mr. JJive.j I understood you to say that you were adviser to the Natives in the proceed-
ings in this Mokau-Mohakatino Block? —Not directly—indirectly.

2. And you also acted the part of the Good Samaritan to the Natives and gave them financial
assistance ?—Yes.

3. How long have you been adviser to the Natives prior to the sale and after?—I became in-
terested in November, but the Mokau Natives arranged to pay me from January 10th.

4. You were adviser to the Natives that were opposed to the sale of their lands, were you not?
-Yes.

5. Did you advise them to refuse the offer that was made?—No.
6. Did you advice them to accept it?—No, not the Natives.
7. You neither advised them to sell nor to refuse the offer?—No, not directly, as far as I

am aware. I did not really have any conversation with the Natives, because I did not speak
Maori, but I have with most of the agents and members of the committee. I may have given
them my opinion as to what was advisable. I rather think I did. I did mention that in one
of my telegrams to Damon.

8. Will you be good enough to explain what your position was as adviser to the Natives? —
I was a sort of focus to whom they intimated their requests. If any meeting was to be held 1
was telegraphed to arrange it, which 1 did. Different people in different parts gave orders, and
I did the rest; I did not initiate.

9. Did you attend this meeting of the assembled owners?—Yes, but not the first one.
10. Did the Natives ever ask your advice as to whether they should sell or decline the offer?—

No, not on any distinct occasion.
11. Did they ever ask you whether it was advisable to sell or not?—No, they never put it

in that way.
12. In what way did they put it?—The Natives did not put it in any way at all. I could

not speak directly to the Natives—I could only speak through the intermediation of them or Mr.
Macdonald.

13. You told the Committee yesterday that £25,000 was more than the value of the property?
—That was my own opinion—it was right up to its value.

14. Will you explain to this Committee why, when you thought that was more than its value,
as adviser to the Natives you did not advise them to accept it? You say you did not advise them
to accept it?—l did not want to prejudice them or to interfere with them in any way. If I were
asked by the Natives if 1 thought it was a fair price I should say certainly, but I could not enter
into any explanation with the Natives. The people with whom I was in touch and sjmpathy all
through were members of the committee, but they were scattered far and wide, and I could only
see them occasionally. If anything was referred to me by telegram or otherwise I invariably gave
a straightforward answer.

15. I understood from you that you had been adviser, and also acted the part of the Good
Samaritan to the Natives, and that in your opinion £25,000 was more than the value of the
property, and yet you did not advise them to sell. Do you think you were acting justly in not
giving them that advice?—They had the advice of Damon and Macdonald while I was there, but
I did not approach them in any way. I took an unprejudiced position with regard to the matter.

16. Do you know that continuing these proceedings meant a big outlay of money?—l quite
understood that, certainly.
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17. Do you think by acting in that, capacity you have done right by the Nativesi—ies. YVlial
1 have done i did on principle as far as I was able to. I usually noted on what I thought was
the best principle throughout.

18. Do you consider this block is suitable for close settlement?—Well, I do not know that I
ought to express any opinion upon that matter at all. I was not engaged in that capacity. If
I was to be engaged in that capacity I should have to be paid and make a proper investigation
of the place. I have only given my opinion as a casual observer. If you want my opinion, I
do not think it is suitable for small settlement. I want to assist you as far as possible.

19. Mr. Massey.\ Do you say you have not made a proper examination of the block?—1 went
to the south-eastern side and the nothern side.

20. Did you see all over it?—Yes, where I could go on foot. I spent all my Christmas and
New Year holidays over the block. I have not only seen it there, but up to the Mokau River and
up the Mohakatino side. I went up on to the mountains by myself.

21. Mr. Dive.] Yo?i also gave an opinion yesterday in reference to its capacity for bearing
coal?—Yes. I did not say " capacity for carrying coal."

22. That it was not good coal country?—l say, economically speaking, it was not —that as far
as I could see it was not a good proposition. The coal in the Mohakatino side was down below the
water, whereas on the other side of the river, on the Mangapapa Block, it stood up about 35 ft.
above the river. Consequently on the right-hand side of the river the coal was in a bad condi-
tion for mining.

23. Have you been over the block sufficiently to give an opinion on that point?—Yes, I have
been on it on the four sides, and I think I have a pretty good idea of it. I know all the country
round about, and it is similar.

24. Are you aware that there are outcrops of coal?—I was not aware of that.
25. In several places?—Three miles up the river. If there are any higher up than where the

present coal-mine is of course they are not economically placed because of the cost of transport,
and, moreover, just above the scene of the Mangapapa Coal-mine the river narrows very closely
and the hills come down very precipitously. Consequently there would be a difficulty in navigating
that part of the river. Any mine that works under greater disabilities than the present mine
of course cannot compete with it. The Mangapapa Block so far as its position is concerned is
better than the other. Ido not want to enter into details further than that, because I have not
made an extended visit there.

26. I understood you to say yon had not advised the sale or otherwise of this land?—Indirectly
I have opposed the sale most unmercifully, because those wore my orders to act for the Natives and
they did not wish to sell at the start, but when it came to the point that they cnuld not carry on
any longer and said that they must sell, well, all I could do then was to acquiesce in that.

27. You told me in the first instance in reply to my question that you did not advise them one
way or the other J—No.

28. Now you tell us that you advised them most unmercifully not to sell?—I spoke to Damon
and Macdonald. I opposed the sale because we were out for that at the start, but I did not
speak to the Maoris and did not hold any conversation with any Maori, whether full Maori or
half-caste.

29. I understand you went to Palmerston and met Mr. Loughnan?—Yes.
30. And you got an additional offer in the way of £2,500 worth of shares besides the price

of £25,000?—Yes.
31. Upon getting that did you then advise the Natives to sell?—No, not the Natives,

telegraphed the whole of the conditions under which the arrangement was made to Damon and
Macdonald and Aterea and Tauhia, to lei every one know the exact conditions under which the
arrangement was made.

32. And when you met them did you suggest anything?—I never met them properly after
that Tarake telegraphed me to know when they could have a meeting, and I replied any-
time and anywhere, and, I gave them particulars. We have still to meet to go through the
whole of the proceedings and the various matters in connection with it.

33 Mr. Htrries.~] If the Natives had been able to raise that £800, do you think they would
have agreed to sell?—Well, I think it would have influenced them towards maintaining their
original position. ,' , ,',

34. That they would not have sold?—I do not think they would. I would have advised them
to carry on as long as I had funds to carry on the fight,

35". And you "found difficulty in raising the £800?-Certainly I did. Various propertiee
were coming into my hands : I found I could not deal with them.

36 It was not because the Natives were landless?—No, they all had land. .
37 But the land was locked up?—ln one case the land was held by the Native Land Commis-

sion It had been handed over and it would then be in the hands of the Native Land Board.
First of all I found the survey had not been completed. T saw the Taranaki Land Board and the
Chief Surveyor with regard to cutting it up.

38 There was ample land that the Natives held as security for this £800 if they could have
made use of it?—Yes, if they made use of it. n Qnn,

39 If it had been European land there would have been no difficulty m raising the £800?—
No I do not think so, if the lands had been untrammelled in any way.
' ' 40 You stated, and it is in the minutes of the meeting of the assembled owners, that

Mr Dakiell made a threat of withdrawing the offer7-Well.. he did not make a threat, he, simply
'tate'l the facts-he did not threaten at all. He simply said that his instructions were definite.
He has acted perfectly correctly in that respect. ■-

41 Andrew Eketone took it as a threat, did he nott-Ye.. he was on the other side. That
i, the sort of thine Natives do. If you are working with them and try and force the position
they get their barks up.
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42 I want to know whether Mr. Dalziell'a statemeni that he would withdraw the offer unless
finality wan reached at that meeting influenced the Natives?—l could not tell what was in their

11
43. Did you notice any ohange in the behaviour of the Natives after that?—No specific act on

their part.
44 Vndrew Eketone objected to Mr. Dalziell s action?—Yes..r, Then the position was that because the Natives could not raise the £800 they were prac-

tically forced into the sale? They had to make the best of a bad job?—That was their matter. 1
did not influence them at all. I avoided all through the tight anything that would appear to be
undue influence. . , .

46 Coming to that meeting you had with Mr. White, did he say the company had been
formed or was about l<. be formed'?—No, he was getting a list of •Iμ- names of the eubscribers.
I suppose it was a 5.,,-1 of provisional prospectus. I did not think it was my duty to enter too
deeply into a thing when I was not intending to take any part in it. I could not help knowing
what"l did know, and I felt justified when the crisis arose to make use of it.

47. What crisis?—Well, when they found that they could not possibly go on. I Iμ- only time

I mentioned it to them was on the 11th March.
48. Then you took advantage of thr knowledge you got through Mr White!—Yes.

49. And do you know whether the company was formed on the 11th March?—The subsequent
proceedings of the company interested me no more.

50 You did not know?—l only know what 1 saw in the newspapers.
51. With regard to the £2,500 worth of shares, are they fully-paid-up shares?—Yes.

M*. mat vahi diTyou p°ut on those shares at the time?—l certainly put the value at £1 a

■hare—that is £2,500.
54 They were £10 shares?—Yes, that means 2:>o shares at £10 a share.
55. You think they were value for £2 ) 500?-Yes. I thought if tlm,gs w,-,v *«J»

their course they mighi perhaps be worth up to £2 a share or may be worth £5. It depends on
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opinion with regard to that. Very much depends on what the Government are going to do with
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"Wlee iTir«SlsiSi « «» • ■•»-« concern ?-Yes. of course. Tf the company fails it

M
Brtff:Ltga

ad
n£ them to sell, was it notf-That was for their

now cultivating their lands with the rc«n the d
T did

not inierfe" SSTiS act as a gentlem i. the best. I knew

land 677YDo s?£faJ'Wß'JE- l» worth of shares has any weight in the control

°f & cent" would have a controlling effect ?-Ye, on their share capital.

Si --ibution to the capital is £2,500-that is,

10
speaking after the company haa been formed : the Natives hold 2,500 share.-tha*

is £2 500?—£2,500 in the concern.
' 73. Out of £100.000?—Yes.
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74. Do you think that would influence the operations of the company would be more
than half the rent they would get—2£ per cent, of the capital of the company and 2| per cent, of
the profits of the company.

75. I understood you to gay that the object was that they should hold interests in the land?
—Yes, they could participate in the gains and profits.

7G. Because they wished to still reside there?—Not necessarily reside there. They live on
the other side of the river altogether : there are no Natives, as far as 1 know, living on that block.

77. Do you think their small number of shares would have any controlling influence on the
(H)iiipany?—No, it would not have a controlling influence.

78. Or any influence?—No influence detrimentalto the company
79. But supposing the company wished to act one way and the Natives another, could the

Natives influence the company?—Certainly not. They have a voice, and their voice would be
respected.

80. Who holds the company's shares now?—I presume Mr. Howler, the President of the
Board.

81. If you think the Natives made a good bargain by selling for £25,000, do you think the
company made a good bargain by purchasing?—l do not know. 1 do not express any opinion
upon that—that remains to lie proved entirely.

82. If the Natives made a good bargain, what becomes of the value of the shares : it must
follow that tin. company has made a bad one/—They will participate in the gains and not lose
anything in the losses. There is everything to gain and nothing to lose.

8."!. Supposing they made a profit of 5 per cent., what would the Natives get?—'2l> per cent,
on 3 pei, cent., whatever that is. Not 50 per cent, of the 5, hut '21 per cent, as their share of the
dividend, whatever that might be.

84. What is the general dividend that a coal-mining company pays?—l do not know. It
may be very large or very small.

85. Have you ever known any pay more than 10 per cent.?—Take the Taupiri Coal Com-
pany : they could pay more than 1\ per cent., and have been selling their land. Ido not know
what the profit on the land is. Yes, probably more than £1,000. What they pay and what they
have in reserve are two different things.

86. I am trying to get at what the Natives are going to get out of it?—They will get 2£ per
cent, of the 5 per cent, of the lot.

87. Would thai lie vrry much amongst the Natives?—IT they make .£5,000 a year, the Natives
would get 2£ per cent, of that.

88. Do you think that a large sum to be divided amongst the Natives?—They were only
getting a farthing an acre. They were getting rent and an interest in the land too.

89. You have had considerable experience in connection with Native land since you went to
the King-country?— Yes.

90. You have bought Native land?—Yes, and cultivated Native land.
91. Have you ever known of an Order in Council being issued to allow the limitation of areas

being exceeded?—No.
92. You have never applied for an Order in Council?—No, never.
93. Have you ever known of a case of land being sold by the Natives, and then being vested

in the Chairman of the Land Board?—No, I have had no experience of that. I can only speak
of what I know.

94. Then, this transaction presents a great many unusual features?-—I have not considered
anything outside my own province.

95. Yrou have never known an Order in Council being issued?—It has not come to my mind
it is outside my province.

96. Supposing a sale had not taken place, would you have secured what you had spent?—I
will now commence a new gel of details, and that is this : When the Natives had a meeting at
Te Kuiti I was instructed to apply to the Mokau Company for the expenses of the Natives. That
was on the 1 1th.

97. You woe i,, apply to the company for, your expenses)—Yes, for the expenses of the
Native agents and law expenses.

98. Has that been done?—Yes, I did so.
99. Have you been paid? —No, I have not. Some money has been paid, and it is in suspense.
100. Was this payment of the expenses of the Natives to be in addition to the .£25,000? —Yes.
101. And you say that none of it has been paid yet?—I have paid a good deal of it away,

but it is still held in suspense.
102. How much beyond (!).■ £25,000 was estimated to lie paid by the company?-—lhe arrange-

ment 1 made with the company was this, and I communicated it immediately to every member
of the committee: that the company would assist up to and not exceeding £1,000.

10.3. fn addition to the £25,000?—Yes.
104. Then do you know anything about the £2..">00 being subtracted from the payment to

tin- Natives?—Not directly. I do, indirectly.
105. The original intention was to subtract £2,500?—1 was at the meeting of assembled

owners in Te Kuiti when Pepene Eketone got up and asked that 10 per cent, be deducted from
the moneys payable to the owners of the block. 1 did not know what arrangement they had made
beforehand.

106. 'that £2,500 was also to pay the expenses'' 1 presume so—to go towards it. As far as
we were concerned it would go towards it if there was any deficiency.

107. And then there was this additional £1.000 from the company.'- They guaranteed the
expenses not exceeding ,£l,OOO.

108. Supposing there had been no sale to the company, how would your expenses have been
paid?—I do not know. That was an eventuality I did not consider,

10—J. Hα,
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109. Then by soiling to the company the whole of the expenses have been practically secured?—
Oh. no. The expenses—legitimate expenses—will come to about .£1,600.

110. There is £1,000 guaranteed by the company?—Yes.
111. And there is about £1,500 that has boon taken off the payments to the Natives?—No,

1 have not touched anything in connection with that. 1 was not a party to it, and I told Mr.
Howler I did not approve of it. I have not made any application to the Hoard for any part of
that. What 1 have asked the Board is that if there is any money there it should be sent to the
committee to be dealt with.

112. When did you make the arrangement for this payment of expenses : when you saw
Mr. Loughnan? —Yes. The date was the 17th March. When I got to Te Kuiti I told Damon and
Macdonald and Aterea. 1 said, "In arranging for the sale it will be well not to lay too much
stress on this feature, lest it should appear to be an extra inducement offered to the Natives to
bring about the sale." I did not want them to be overinfluenced by that. I .said, "If there is
any question asked you, reply directly, but do not press it, lest it should lie looked upon as an
extra inducement to the Natives to sell their property"; and there was an honourable under
standing witli all the members of the committee with regard to that. Tarake te Wiata telegraphed
me from Otaki on the 29th March to ask it' the expenses aparl from the sale, and I telegraphed
him " Yes." I quoted to him the amount of money we had to get ami the shares and the expenses,
but I did not say then that the latter were limited to £1,000.

113. You said that this arrangement was only known to the committee?—I told several of
them—those that 1 thought were fit to receive any information of that kind.

114. Do you mean the members of the committee, or the general body,/—I told all the com-
mittee who ever attended or did any business with us. Tauhia te Wiata. of Otaki, who ought to
have been present at the meeting '>n the 10th, went to Wellington with the money which 1 sent
him. He was the man who really was the mouthpiece of all the Otaki Natives.

115. Did the Natives as a whole know that this arrangement for the payment of expenses was
being made?—With that limitation—that too much stress should not be laid upon it, lest it might
be an ex.tra inducement to them to sell.

116. They did not know enough about it to make it an extra inducement for themselves?—
When the thing came before the Court it was willingly agreed to.

117. Your conversation with .Mr. Loughnan took place before the Court sat?—On the 17th.
118. And you told the committee that this arrangement had been made?—I did. I have the

telegram. I telegraphed to all of them.
119. That was with regard to the £1,000? —Yes.
120. Do you wish the Committee to understand that it was not made generally known to

the Natives, because you did not wish it to be an inducement?—1 told them to be circumspect
regarding it, but that if any questions were asked the questioner was to be told straight out.

121. Do you know if the question was asked?—l could not say. All 1 could do was to make
it known to persons whom I was connected with, because that was a thing I could not explain to
the Natives.

122. The Chairman.] Do you know what the Natives were receiving from the owners of this
block of land prior to the salt—l meaii in rent?—l understood that it was a farthing an acre—
about £110, or something like that.

123. Do you know whether the Natives for whom you were acting possessed other lands be-
sides the block in question?—I know that they all had other lands.

124. You are sure of that /—Yes, perfectly certain.
125. You are acquainted with the property in question before this Committee—you have

seen it?—l know the property from having been on four sides of it, and I know it from its general
appearance. I know it from its physical conformation, which is similar to that all over that part
of the country.

126. How far above the ooal-line did you go?—Right up at the top.
127. As far as Totoro?—I began at Totoro.
128. Do you know the lower end of the block where Walter Jones lives with his mother and

sisters and brothers?—Yes.
129. That land and the land in the Mohakatino Valley and also the property subleased to

Kelly, Eglinton, Greenwood, Henderson, Wyllie, and others : what is your opinion of all those
areas subleased by Mr. Jones for twenty-seven years/ la not (hat the pick of the land from an
agricultural point of view?—Most certainly. When I went up the river I looked out for placet?
where homesteads could be made, and the only spots that met my eye were those already taken up.

130. You are aware that those lands are subleased for a period of which twenty-seven years
and a half have still to run ? You are aware that those people leased those lands from Flower for
a period of which twenty-seven years and more have still to run?—Yes.

131. And that the company have no right whatever over those subleases?—l could not say.
1 do not know whether the freehold of that land was bought or not.

I '-V2. No, the rights of sublessees were not bought, the company having no rights whatever
over the best portions of the land for twenty-seven years and a half, the value of the property
would be lessened very materially I —I think fhe i ights over that property should have gone with
the other.

133. Have you any idea of the area of the land that has been subleased to the people I have
named—there are about eight or nine of them?-—As far as 1 saw from Henderson and Kelly
and Jones——

134. What is the area of Walter Jones's place?—l could not say. I only know he has a
place there.

135. It is a nice place, is it not?—Yes., : 136. You have no idea of the area of the subleased lands?—No,
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137. Do you know about the difficulties of roading in the King-country I—i1—i do.
138. What is your opinion in regard to roading that block? It is typical north Taranaki

and King-country land I —Yes. If the road is made alongside the river that will be an excellent
way of cutting up the block, because it will tend to bring everybody together; but if the frontage
is cut off by the Scenery Preservation Commissioners, that will not hold. 1 understand it is pro-
posed to make a road on the southern side, and bring, it in from some Ohura lands already
cut up in the vicinity; and if that is the case the roads will be formed on steep ridges, and even-
tually 1 suppose they will come down towards the river. There are streams joining the river
which run down obliquely, and the result is that between the stream and the river there is a ridge
which cuts off access to the river. So that unless the road is made round the river-side, any road
coming in from the back will be cut off from proper communication with the river.

139. Could you give us any idea us to what it would cost per mile for road-formation and
metalling in such country?—Metalling is out of the question: there is no metal there. Road-
formation will be very costly indeed.

140. It will be very expensive, in your opinion?—Yes. I should not like t<; undertake even
the survey of the road.

141. Do you know the Waitaanga district?—I have never heard of it.
142. It is si ».teen miles west of Ohura?—l know where you are speaking of.
143. Do vim know the Waitawhena Road?— N<>. I have not been on that road.
144. What is the distance from the Waitahonga Road or the Waitewhena Road to where tin-

railway is coming? One witness said it was only a matter of three or four miles?—l have a plan
of that part of the Taranaki Province, and [ specially looked at that place, the communication
from this Mokuu Block eastwards towards Ohura. and I came to the conclusion that that part of
the country was the steepest and wildest and most inhospitable part of the whole block.

145. Have you any knowledge of the distance from there to where the proposed line is going
through the Ohura district?—I suppose it would be about ten miles.

14G. It is sixteen?—lt might be.
147. What is the opinion of the residents of Te Kuiti and the district in regard to the opening

of such a block of land as this and other blocks of Maori land throughout the King-country?
Has it not been a source of great complaint that those lands were blocking settlement and retarding
the progress of the district?—Yes. I consider that the withholding of that block of land from
settlement has been a great blow to that district for years, because there is no proper road coming
down into that block at all. The main road from Te Kuiti down into it is only a track on a
very steep ridge. I have ridden over it. It is along a razor-back ridge.

148. Speaking generally, it would be a source of gratification to the residents of Te Kuiti
and the King-country to know that these blocks are being cut up?—lt would give access from Te
Kuiti to the sea, and bring into cultivation the twenty or thirty miles of land which is now a sort
of incubus upon the whole district.

149. With reference to your statement about the coal-seam, are you aware that the London
Hoard of Trade, on the advice pf Mr. Foster Brown, sent out. one of the best mining experts in
Great Britain to report on this particular seam of coal that is on the block in question?—l am
not aware of that.

IjU. The Board of Trade sent out a Mr. Siggers, and paid him £2,00(1 to report. Are ,you
aware that that was done?—I am not.

151. Arc you aware that the report of that mining expert was that it was absolutely impos-
sible to work the coal, owing to deep sinking, and so forth?—I never heard of it.

152. That is the ease. In regard to the value of the land—you have a good knowledge of
land? You are a practical fanner?—Yes.

153. And a surveyor?—Yes.
154. At what do you place the value of that land—l am not including the subleased land?—

1 think I told you before that, taking the block as a whole, the unimproved value of the lot would
be .£1 an acre at the very outside; that is, if it were unencumbered. I take it in this way: If I
were asked to pay more than Is. an acre rent for it 1 would not do it.

155. lion. Sir J. OarroU.] That is, for certain parts?—For certain parts I would pay more.
156. The Chairman.] Excluding the large area of subleased land, which is the best, and over

which the company has no rights for twenty-seven years, what value would you place on the broken
lands those lands running up to Panirau and away back?—From 15s. t<. nothing. The higher
part I would not have at a gift. The difficulty with even the better part of the land is the diffi-
culty of access, ft will be years before they can make a proper road there. Even if I had that
land it would not pay me to cultivate it until roads are made. I should expect to be out of my
money for years, and to be at great expense for carting.

157. Did you visit the lime-works?—No. I saw where there was a lime cliff.
158. You have expressed an opinion about that lime?—l only saw it from the steamer. I

did not see any beds of lime. I only saw lime of a similar character to that which exists in the
district generally—that is. the fringing reefs.

159 You have no knowledge of the quality of the lime?—No, I have not examined it. I
presume it is equally good as the lime at Te Kuiti. having about 98 per cent, of carbonate of lime,
with a little impurity—iron alone.

_ .
ifiO. Mr. Masse;/.] You do not seem to have a very high opinion of the value of this block .'-■■

I only .judge the property as I find it.
161 I think you said you were acquainted with some of the settlers in the locality?—l called

upon Mr A.dam Kelly and at Henderson's place, but he was not there : the manager was there.
162. Did you ever come across a settler there named Jackson?—No, unless that is the man I

spoke to.
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163. 1 will read you Mr. Jackson's opinion, and then ask you if you agree with it. This is
his opinion, written to me on the 20th July

The Chairman : Where docs he write from?
Mr. Massey: From Mangiao.
The Chairman : Ho does not live in the district at all.
Mr. Masse;/: I am going to quote his opinion . " I have been on perhaps the worst portion

of the block, which, though broken, is of pood mixed hush on a good papa formation, which grows
and holds grass excellently. A great portion of this estate is easy country of magnificent quality,
and I believe few people realize the enormous quantity of coal in it. dial shows in nearly every
creek on the Ohura side, and outcrops of reefs 18 ft. thick are numerous." Do vim agree with
that opinion? -1 say that the papa land, which extends up to about an horizon of 1.500ft., is
the same as all papa land round about there. 1 do not agree with that gentleman.

164. Hut papa land is generally good land ? —Yes.
J 65. And holds grass excellently?—Yes.
166. You agree with his opinion to that extent .' Yes.
167. And there is papa land there?—Yes, up to an horizon of L,sooft. it is not the value

of the land you have to consider, but the difficulty and the cost of getting things in and out. It
does not pay to engage a steamer to take your cattle and your sheep and your wool up and down a
liver when you can cart the wool or drive the cattle and sheep along a road—and there is no
road there.

168. Still, the Mokau Rivei is navigable?— Yes, for twenty-five miles; but it would never
pay a farmer to put his cattle and sheep on to a steamer.

169. Do not farmers ever ship their stock? -Not unless they ane absolutely obliged to.
170. 1 am afraid you have not seen much of New Zealand? - I have been in New Zealand for

fifty-two years.
171. And have you never seen cattle shipped?—Yes, and many of them killed and drowned.

1 have seen a whole boat-load of cattle drowned on the Northern Wairoa. where I was Govern-
ment surveyor for fifteen years.

172. Leaving the quality of the soil : you have :i very poor opinion of the value of this land
from a mineral point of view?—Yes.

173. Did you ever hear of a paper called the New Zealand Times?
//mi. Mr. .Xiiata: Is Mr. Massev going to put all this into the evidence, Mr. Chairman? He

has quotations from newspapers. It is time the Committee considered that class of question. Mr.
Massey proceeds to quote a letter from any mar. who chooses to write to him, and then asks the
witness whether he agrees with that.

The Chairman: I think it is entirely irrelevant.
Mr. Manse;/: 1 think my line of examination is a perfectly fair one.
Hon. Sir J. Carroll: I do not think so. The witness may say lie knows nothing of what

appears in the paper, but it is read, ami it goes in to the Press as the opinion of. say, the New
Zealand Times.

The Chairman: If my opinion is asked lam prepared to give it. It is all irrelevant, and I
will rule it out of order if any member of the Committee objects to it. It is objected to: I rule
it out.

Mr. Massey: 1 will put it in this way: is the witness acquainted with a Mr. Cowan, who, I
believe, is a member of the Native Department?

/foil. Mr. Nffata: Is there any evidence before the Committee that Mr. Cowan wrote that
article?

Mr. Maguey: I am going to ask the witness whether Mr. Cowan is an authority on such a

subject.
The Chairman: Hut that is entirely irrelevant—tin' witness's opinion of a person outside.

You can call Mr. Cowan if you like.
Mr. Massey : Then may 1 put Mr. Cowan's (.pinion in evidence, as expressed in the New

Zealand Times of last Saturday?
Hon. Mr. Ngata: Can you prove it is Mr. Cowan's?
Mr. Massey: I will call Mr. Cowan. 1 ask that Mr. Cowan be called.
The Chairman: Certainly. It is the easiesl way.
17-1-. Mr. Masse;/.] About this £1.000, Mr. Hardy: you told us it was paid into a suspense

account?—Yes.
175. And who controls the suspense account ,—The people who paid it in.
176. Who paid it in?—T suppose it came from the company.
177. Do you not know?—l know who paid it in.
178. And they control the suspense account?—Subject to my guidance and the committee's

guidance.
179. Then it is practically under your control?—Certainly: it is in suspense with me.
180. Is any part of that intended for the Native owners?—Oh, no.
181. They get no part of it?—Only those who can be supplied out of any funds that we get.

The total expenses come to about £1,600. and included in that amount are some ex r/ratia pay-
ments to Native who supplied food and otherwise helped our side forward. I did not have any
control as to who those persons were who were to receive money. The Natives themselves in com-
mittee decided who should receive compensation for anything they contributed towards the work
we had in view.

182. The Chairman.] Is it usually the case for a committee to deal with these matters?—
Certainly. Expense is entirely a matter for the committee.

18* Mr. Massey.] Will you tell us for whom the £1,000 is intended?—Yes; for payment of
the (Vents' fees and the law-costs that is, as far as the £1,000 will go in that direction. If
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there is a deficiency it will have to be made good by the Natives. To take the money from the
Natives and hold it was the only way in which that money could be got, because it will never be
possible to got it out of ever\- individual.

184. This £1,000 is intended to be in addition to the 10 per cent, fund which is being
collected?—No, it is apart from that. Only any contribution which the Natives may make of
their own free will will go towards that amount. The £1,000 and whatever the Natives pay will
be put together against the whole of the expenses, and we shall only ask—at least, that will be
my advice—for such an amount of that as is necessary to fulfil obligations.

185. It' you happen to be able to collect the whole of the 10 per cent, you will have practically
£3,500 for the purpose of paying expenses?—No. Our share of that would be less than 4 per
cent.

18G. What do you mean by " our share "?—The share of the Natives on my side. We shall
not want, as far as 1 can see how, more than about £630.

187. Still, so far as it is possible for any one to see, you are endeavouring to collect .£3,500
for the purpose of paying expenses?—Not at all. 1 am only endeavouring to collect the amount
that is due to us.

188. You have got the £I,ooo?—Yes.
189. And you have got the 10 per cent.?—No, we have not.
190. Who has trot it?—l do not know. ] refused to have anything to do with that.
191. You know that an attempt is being made to collect it?—Yes, but not with my sanction.
192. Up to the present £1,500 lias been collected ?--Yes, 1 know that.
198. Do yon wish the Committee to understand that the Natives had no alternative between

selling and going on with what would probably he an expensive lawsuit?—l suppose they could
have devised some others means, but 1 do not know of any. They could soil to another party;
hut 1 do not think the Maori Land Board countenance that sort of thing.

194. Do you not think it was possible to sell to the Government?—I do not know anything
about the Government.

195. You are an experienced man in these matters, and you are called to give evidence. Do
you not think it was possible for the Natives to have sold to the Government?—Not directly,
because the leases had not been proved invalid.

196. Were you not aware of negotiations going on between the Government and the Natives
with regard to the purchase of this block?—1 did not know anything about that at all.

197. Did you never hear that a gentleman ii[> there had actually claimed £1,000 commission
mi account of the sale of thin block to the Government by the Natives.' -I did not know anything
about it.

198. Coming back to the alternatives, would it not have been possible for the Natives to con-
tinue to hold their land, draw the rentals from the owners of the leases, whoever they might be,
and insist upon the covenants in the leases being complied with?—They could not insist upon
those covenants being complied with until they had put the matter through the Court, and thr
rent they were getting would not pay for their travelling-expenses.

[99. Is it not a fact that some of these Natives are wealthy men/—No, not one of them has
appeared to me to lie a wealthy man, because they have all borrowed money.

'200. What about Andrew Eketone?—He has nothing to do with me at all.
201. But is he not an owner?—No, 1 do not think he is.
202. Jr Tepene Eketone an owner?—No. His wife is.
203. And he is supposed to be a wealthy man, is he not?--I know nothing about his affairs.
204. Still, you admit there was another alternative to selling?— I do not.
205. It is not evident to you?—No, you have not made it evident so far.
20fi. This Mr. White to whom you referred yesterday : is he a shareholder in the company?

1 do not know whether his name appeared. 1 rather think it did
207. Is he not a broker by calling?—No. He is one of the firm of David White and Co.

(Limited), land agents.
208. Did he visit Te fcuiti in connection with the proposed purchase of this block by Mr.

Lewis or the company?— 4 told you that in February he visited Te Kuiti and laid the proposal
before me. He did not know at that time that I had anything to do with this affair, and it came
as a shock to him when he found that I was connected with it.

209. Being connected with it, you would know that the gentleman who was endeavouring to
purchase the property was Mr. Lewis?—l did not need to get that from him, because it had ap-
peared in the Gazette months before.

210. Why did you not go to Mr. Herrman Lewis instead of coming down to Palmerston to
see the solicitor of the company?—lt was not my business to go to Mr. Lewis. I did not know
him at all.

211. The Chairman.] You were dealing with him?—No.
212. Mr. Massey.~\ I do not quite understand. Mr. Lewis was the gentleman for whom Mr.

Dalziell was acting. There was no suggestion of a company at that time, and I cannot under-
stand how it was that you went over the head of Mr. Dalziell and Mr. Lewis and went to outside
people in Palmerston and made an arrangement with them?—l could only deal with those people
with whom I was associated by reason of the fact that Mr. White had called upon me and laid
the matter before me. Mr. Lewis and Mr. Dalziell were not in it. Mr. Dalziell only came into it
afterwards. At that time the only man I knew in that connection was Mr. Loughnan.

213. You say that Mr. Lewis was not in it, yet you told us just now that you had seen his
name in the Gazette as the suggested purchaser?—Yes.

214. You rather doubted, T think, a statement made yesterday that Tuiti Macdonald had
stated that 75 per cent, of the owners were opposed to the sale?—I did not say 75 per tent, of
the owners : I said 75 per c*>nt. of the shares owned by the ownerß.
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215. Then do you accept Tuiti Maodonald's statement!—1 do not require it. I made that
out myself. 1 got from the Natives the total area of land held by those people on our side and
on Pepene's side, and I will tell you how 1 arrived at my conclusion. Here is the statement in
this book, showing the different blocks. On our side the total came to 35,489 acres, and on
I'epene's side 13,.'580. Now, the whole area is 48,870 acres.

216. 1 am not asking you about area: 1 am asking about the number of owners!—l have
nothing to do with the number of owners.

217. What I asked you was whether you are prepared to accept Tuiti Macdonald's state
tnent as oorreot, that 75 per cent, of the owners were opposed to the sale'/—He did not say that.
1 knew what he meant.

218. The Chairman.] Will you just answer the questions, please—Yes or No?- Mr. Massey
will not understand that the 77 per cent, refers to shareholding.

21!). Mr. Massey.] J am asking you whether you agree with this statement of Tuiti Mac-
donald's.: " Before the resolution was put I was quite confident 1 would defeat it, because I
had quite 77 pel cent, of the owners with me"?—The President of the Board knew what that
referred to.

220. Do you agree with that statement/—Not if it means 77 per cent, of the owners, but if
it means sli ire interest represented by those owners, certainly. The only thing that comes before
the President of the Board and that ho can consider at all is the shareholding of the different
people. If \ou look at the Act you will find that shareholding counts: owners numerically do
not count at all.

221. We understand that You will admit that 75 per cent, of the share-owners were op-
posed to the sale?—Yes.

222. About those telegrams : There was a telegram from Mr. Macdonald to yourself dated
the 7th March : " Bell not required. Will arrive Thursday morning." You remember that
telegram'(—Yes.

223. Do you remembei the date?—lt was on the telegram, which I handed in.
224. Then do you remember this telegram from Mr. Bell to you: "Thanks for telegran?

about rooms, but await your reply whether you consent my not going. Much prefer stay in
Wellington.', That was the Bth March?—Yes.

225. So that the expression of opinion from Mr. Bell that he would much prefer to stay in
Wellington hud nothing to do with the decision of Mr. Macdonald or yourself not to have him
appear for the Natives at Te Kuiti on the occasion of the mooting!—That is rather complicated.

226. The point is this: on the 7th MMich Macdonald wired to you that Mr. Bell was not
required?—It may be the 7th. 1 may not have got it till the Bth. It depends on whether tin
messages arrived at Te Kuiti by "> o'clock. After 5 o'clock We may not get them.

227. What I want you to say is whether, before Mr. Bell's telegram reached you in which
he stated that he preferred to stay in Wellington, yon and Tuiti Macdonald had stated that it
would not be necessary for him to come to Te Kuiti ?—1 do not know. Judge that from the tele-
grams. I sent then] practically simultaneously.

228. They were both telegrams that you received, but one is dated the 7th and the other the
Bth. One is from Mr. Macdonald and the other from Mr. Bell?- Yes.

22!). Maedonr.ld on the 7th says it is not necessary for Mr. Bell to come : is that not so?—
Possibly, yes.

230. On the Bth you received a telegram from Mr. Bell to the effect that he would prefer to
stay in Wellington. Is that not so?—1 have not the telegrams before me, and am not drawing
any conclusions from them.

231. But I am drawing conclusions from them. I want you to answer this question : You
had practically made up your mind, according to these dates, before the receipt of Mr. Bell's
telegram, that he would not bo required at Te Kuiti 1—No; I gave him plenty of time to say
whether lie would come or not.

232. Then Macdonald, according to this telegram, had made up hi« mind that Mr. Bell would
not be required?—l do not'know. lam not considering the facts at all: 1 simply place tnem
before you. Macdonald's telegram may have been delayed in si.me way. You must judge from
the telegrams. There are the dates on them. I did not make any comment on them.

23.'!. You are not able to offer an explanation?—No, I do not offer an explanation.
234. You tell us that you know all about these blocks'! —Not till about them.
235. Will you tell us how many acres the company control on the southern side!— No.
236. You know they do control a block on the southern side?—1 do not know anything

about it.
237. You are on your oath. Did you not Live evidence with regard to the coal-mine and

the land on the other side of the river, and state that the coal-mine is situated on the southern
side?—lt is situated on the northern block—the Mangapapa Block.

238. On the Auckland side?—Yo.s.
230. That is the block of which I am speaking : do you know how many acres there arc in

that block?-—About 12.01)0. There is a smaller area of 1,500 acres covering the coal-mine.
240. In addition? That is about 14,000acres? -Yes.
241. And the company control that block?—T do not know what they control.
242. The Chairman.] Can yon not answer by saying you do not know what the company

are troing to do?—Mr. Massey is not content with that.
243. Mr. Massey.] If you will simply say Yes or No to my questions I shall bo satisfied. 1

want to get from you whethei you know the area of land which the company controlled on the
side of the river on which the coal-mine is situated?——The Chairman: It is altogether an irrelevant question. The witness is not supposed to
know what the company in going to do.
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Mr. Massey: But we have had evidence thai Mr. Hardy was in the vicinity for the whole of
hie Christmas and New Year holidays, and went all over these blocks, and ho has given evidence
as to the position and the quality of the ooal.

Witness: 1 did not mention tin, quality of the coal. I stated the position of the coal.
244. Mr Massey.] You are no! able to answer this question about tin- area which the com-

pany control?—l can tell you the area of the Mangapapa Block. There is a section of 1,300 acres
and another of 12,000, making about [4,000 acres altogether,

245. And then, on the other side of the river—the Mokau-Mohakatino side!—I do not know
what they have got at all.

211).' You do not know the area of the whole block'!—About 40,(100 to 50,000 acres,
217. You know we have had it in evidence thai the area of the block is 53,000 acres : you

accept that?—Yes. 1 reckoned it at 50.0110 acres when 1 fixed the price.
248. Talking about the lease, is it not a Faci that at the end of the lease in ordinary course

the land would lie greatly improved and much more valuable than it is mm ! -One would think
so, but in this case it is worse at the end of twenty-seven years than at the beginning.

249. Because the covenants have not been complied with?—Very likely.
250. Would if not be your duty to secure, if possible, compliance with the covenants of the

lease.'—That is what we set out to do at firs'.
Mr. Dalziell: May I ask a question)
The Chairman: On what particular lines?
Mr. Dalzicll: With reference to the matter of damages claimed.
The Chairman: Does it affect your firm?
.1//-. Dahiell: It does :it affects the whole question. 1 think also it will be of information to

the Committee, because it will tend to show the influence on the minds of the Natives.
The Chairman: \e\-\ well.
251. Mr. Dalziell.] Can you tell tis, Mr. Hardy, if you were advised that you should claim

damages for breach of covenant?—Yes. One of the clauses in the writ was that we claimed
£10,000 damages.

252. That was for failure to comply with the terms of the lease?—Yes.
253. And the Natives would be informed that there was that claim?—The writ was read out

to them. I know that Damon read it through.
254. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] That was, that they would institute an action to void the leases,

and at the t.nine time claim damages to the extent of £10,000?—Yes.
Mr. Jones: I ask to be allowed to put a question.
The Chairman: What is your question?
255. Mr. Jones.] 1 have several. Are you aware, Mr. Hardy, that by order of the Court the

shares in the land are all equal I—l1 —1 did not take any notice of it. All 1 know is that the shares
were to be held in trust for the Natives and divide/1 up.

256. The Chairman.] The question is, do you know?—l do not know
Mr. Jones: I understood from you that about £40.000 was paid for the leasehold land on the

north bank, of 14,000 acres.
The Chairman: I do not think that has any bearing on this inquiry.
Mr. Jones: It might assist the Committee. H they gave £40,000 for the leasehold on the

north bank, and only £25,000 for 53,000 acres on the south bank
The Chairman : 1 must rule that out.
Mr. Jones: The Chairman put a question about the Board of Trade sending an engineer out

to examine this property
Hon. Sir J. Carroll: The witness has already said he knows nothing at all about that.
Mr. Jones: The point is that they did not. The Board of Trade never sent any such per-

son there.
The Chairman: What is your question?
Mr. Jones: Is the witness aware that the Board of Trade sent an engineer out to examine

this property?—No, I am n<jt aware.
Mr. Jones: What I want the Committee to understand is that the Chairman put a question

there was no foundation for. The Board of Trade had nothing to do with it.
The Chairman : The witness knows nothing about that.
258. Mr. Jones.] Are you aware that Mr. Dalziell and Mr. Skerrett, the latter in the pay of

the Government, appeared before the Committee of 1910 as representing this company?
The Chairman : I do not think that has any bearing on this inquiry.
259. Mr. Jones.] I will ask another question : You stated that the coal on this property' is

valueless, comparatively, compared with that on the other side?—I said that as far as I could
judge, from what 1 saw. on account of its position—it being under the water-level—economically
Hpeaking, it was not worth much, especially when there was a good coal property in the immediate
vicinity.

260. Under the water-level 1 Are you aware that right opposite, at a much higher level than
on the north bank, there are seams of coal cropping out in the bank?- Not the same ueam.

261. There are five or six seams. Are you aware that righi opposite the coal-mine, on the
southern bank, there is good coal visible?—I was told so by the manager there.

262. Then that is not under water?—There are two se-ims—one a small one of about 3 ft. or
4 ft., and another of 8 ft. lower down. It is the lower one that is being worked, and that in
submerged. There is bound to be another one on tup. and more, ami I should say they are no good.

263. Higher up the river, plumb over (he river-bank, are there not two seams visible of sft.
and 5J ft., 50 ft. above the water?—T would not give much

264. Will you answer the question?—lf it is three miles higher up the river it id out of the
question economically, because the freight to the coast would kill the thing.
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260. Are those seams visible there or not J— 1 have not been up there. I was only up twentylive miles. That was enough for me.
266. You say that you were in the south-east corner?—] was in four corners and up th«

middle.
267. You .say you were in the south-east corner/ Yes, of the Mokau-Mohakatino Block.
268. In that corner did yon sec a valuable eeam of coal from tb<- top of the hill? How far

up above the water?
209. Considerably?-—I want to know approximately.270. Did you see a seam at all?—I cannot say
The Chairman: I will ask (he Committee to decide about tins business that is going on. It

is altogether irregular.
Mr. Seddon: What is the object in Mr. Jones asking this question .'
Hon. Sir J. Carroll: He is representing Mr. Massey.
Mr. Massey: Oh. no. 1 must deny that there is any one representing me. I am here to repre-

sent myself.
Mr. Jones: Mr. Hardy's contention is that there is no coal there.
The Chairman: You can come and give evidence it' you like in connection with that when

you are cross-examined.
271. Mr. Jones.] He could say Yes or No. Did you see coal at all on the south-east oorner?

—No, I did not see it.
272. You heard the Chairman say that from that corner to Mungaroa is sixteen miles
The Chairman: I must rule that entirely out of order. 1 cannot allow yon to go any further.

You will have a chance of giving this in cross-examination.
Witness: 1 can answer his question in a moment. Even if there is coal there, the Mohakatino

River is not navigable in the same way that the other river is.
Mr. Jones: You said
The Chairman: I cannot allow you to go any further. You will have an opportunity later on.

Robert McNab sworn and examined. (No. 11.)
1. The Chairman. j Have you seen this document that has been published in connection with

ilie Mokau-Mohakatino Block?— No.
2. Have you seen anything in the newspapers that was published in connection with this?—

Not about that paper.
3. I understand you wish to give evidence?—Yes, 1 wish to give evidence in connection with

a statement that was made by Mr. Massey in his speech at Auckland when he dealt with the Mokau
Block and mentioned my name An inference has been drawn from his remarks that I acted with
Sir John Findlay and Sir James Carroll to bring about the purchase of the block by a company of
which I am now the chairman. I want to give evidence of my connection with the purchase in
order to negative that suggestion.

4. Will you proceed, please?—The first knowledge I obtained of the sale of the Mokau Block
was, 1 think, on the 9th January, 1911. 1 was in Palnierston North, and met Mr. Whyte, a land
agent of Hawke's Bay, who was in company with Mr. Mason Chambers. Speaking of the purchase
of the Mangapapa Block, on the other side of the Mokau River from the Mokau-Mohakatino Block,
Mr. Whyte stated that Mr. Mason Chambers had secured an option over what is known as the
Mokau Jones Block. About an hour afterwards, when I reached my own home, an agent called
on me—a Captain Preece, a land ageni in Palmerston North—who introduced himself as being
the agent of an option-holder of the Mokau-Mohakatino Block, and asked me if 1 would take up
shares in it. I told him he must be under some misapprehension, as 1 understood a gentleman in
Hawke's Bay had the option. He said, "In view of what you say 1 will see you again when I get
definite instructions in regard to it." I then went south, and my next communication with
respect to this block was a telegram which 1 received from a land agent in Palmerston, Mr. J. M.
Johnston. *."). Mr. fferrieg.] What date was this?—lt was either the 18th or 19th January, 1911. He
stated in the telegram that Mr. Mason Chambers had secured an option over the Mokau-Mohakatino
Block, and was putting that option in with another from a Mr. Kraser over what are known as the
Mokau coal-mines, situated in the Mangapapa Block, across the river: and they were going to
float a company to take over that property. When 1 came hack to Palmerston —and that would
be about the 24th or 25th January of this year—Mr. Johnston spoke to me about it. Mi-. Whyte
was also there, and he spoke to me and asked me to take up shares in the company. They had
then drawn up a rough prospectus; and I agreed, either on that day or a day or two after, tv
take up a thousand shares in the company, which was to be a company of £100,000-

-0. Were they £1 shares?—£10 shares-—formed with the object of purchasing these two pro
perties, if considered satisfactory. A document was made out by Mr. Noughnan, wherein Mr.
Mas.hi Chambers and Mr. Eraser entered into a contract with Mr. J. M. Johnston and Mr. David
Whyte to brine: about the flotation of a company to take over their interests.

7. What was the date of the document?—the 27th January. 1911. I can hand the document
in. This document provided for the price of the Nfokau-Mohakatino Block. If it was freehold :t
was to be £81,000.

8. Mr. Massey.] That is, the 53.000 acres? Mi.ooo acres; 46.0(10 acres is the area we bought.
9. You bought from Mr. Herrman Lewis.' The company bought from Mr. Mason Chambers.

The option over the leasehold was .£56,000. If he could not, on the day of completion, provide the
title to the freehold, it was to be £56,000 for the leasehold interest. In the document also there
is the purchase-price of the mine, £45,000, That if on the other side of the river.
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10. That had really nothing to do with the Mokau-Mohakatiuo Block? —No, except that it

fixes the capital of the company, and concerns this company in that the shares which the Native
owners got apply equally to the mines.

11. lion. Mr. Ngata.] It applies to the mine on the other side—not on Native land?—lt is
on Native land, but not on the Mokau-Mohakatino Block. It belongs to the owners of the Manga-
papa Block, and reverts to the Natives ultimately. There was an option also from Mr. Fraser
over two steamers, called the " Tainui " and the "Manukau." They are outside of this, of
course. The agreement, which is dated the 27th January, between the parties has a memorandum
fixing the commission of the agents. That was executed in duplicate, and on the copy that I am
handing to you there is nothing further, but on the other copy there was a further memorandum
put on at a later date, of which I have a typewritten copy. This I will hand in.

12. The Chairman.] Is it certified?—I can get it certified; in the meantime it is not. It
reads, " In consideration of the within-mentioned Herrman Lewis granting certain extended time
for the completion of the within-recited option, and in consideration of the said Herrman Lewis
agreeing to hand over to the company all offers, options, and other documents relating to the
property, we the vendors agree to the issue by the company to Thomas Mason Chambers of an
additional four hundred shares of the nominal value of £10 fully paid up, to be held by the said
T. M. Chambers until the completion by the saiil Herrman Lewis of his undertaking aforesaid."
That is signed by Mr. Mason Chambers and Mr. Loughnan. Mr. Loughnan had signed as attorney
for Mr. J. A. Fraser, one of the parties to the agreement, and this is a further memorandum on
the option, by which the purchase-price was increased by the sum of £4,000, making the total
purchase-price £85,000. ["Document handed in.]

13. Mr. Herries.] What was the date of the memorandum?—The 9th February. Then the
company was registered on the 18th March. I was appointed chairman at the first meeting. The
meeting was held on the 29th March. I think it was at that meeting that I was appointed
chairman.

14. The Chairman.'] Was it held at Palmerston?—I think it was at Palmerston. We met
alternately at Palmerston and Hastings or Dannevirke. On the 15thApril a resolution was passed
authorizing the adoption of the agreement and the payment to Mr. T. M. Chambers of £85,000.
That amount was afterwards paid through our solicitor, who handed in to us a statement, of which
this [document produced] is a copy, showing how lie had disposed of the £85,000.

The Chairman: This is the statement:—
" The Mokait Coat, and Estates Company (Limited) in account with T. M. Chambers, Esq.

£ s. d.
"Br. To purchase-money of Mokan-Mohakatino Block ... 85,000 0 0
" Cr. Paid Travers, Russell, and Campbell, first and £ s. d.

second mortgagees ... ... 44,221 l 6
~ Maori Maniapoto Land Board ... ... 25,000 0 0
~ survey liens and other encumbrances

cleared ... ... ... ... 1,469 8 3

~ cheque to Findlay, Dalziell, and Co. for
balance due to Herrman Lewis ... 3,809 10 3

~ shares held by T. M. Chambers... ... 8,000 0 0
~ shares to Maori Land Board ... ... 2,500 0 0

£85,000 0 0 £85,000 0 0
"Tune 13, 1911."

Witness: In connection with that statement, you will notice that the £2,500 worth of shares
that go to the Maori Land Board came from Mr. Chambers. They are included in the £85,000.
I suppose I can refer to what I have seen in the papers as evidence. Mention has been made of
a mortgage to certain named parties, of whom I am one, and apparently it could not be explained
to the Committee. ■"

15. Hon. Mr. Nnata.~] You mean mortgages by Mr. Bowler?—Yes. When we made our
arrangements with the bank we paid Mr. Mason Chambers in cash and fully-paid-up shares, as
per agreement, completely clearing us of all liability to him. To enable that large sum of money,
end others also, to be obtained, we made arrangements with the bank under which certain of the
directors guaranteed the account so as to enable the company to draw. Some of the guarantors
asked that before signing the guarantee they should get security over the assets of the company
in the event of the bank calling upon them to pay, and to enable that to be done the directors,
thinking it was a reasonable request, made arrangements for a mortgage to be executed guaran-
teeing the directors; and at a meetinsr in Dannevirke on the 11th May a resolution was passed
authorizing the chairman, one director, and the secretary to impress the seal of the companion
a memorandum of mortgage, and mortgage debentures, and all documents required for giving

security to the guarantors or the bank in respect of all financial accommodation required for
financing the various purchases and undertakings of the company. I presume that is the mort-
gage that has been referred to here. . T v *• •*16 Mr Hemes'] Do you know what the amount of the mortgage was?—l could mention it.

I do not object to disclosing the business of the company, but it is purely a private matter. The
amount of the mortgage, I think, is £75,000. That is subject to correction. I may say that
durin" the whole of that time I hod no communication whatever with any member of the Ministry,
either Sir John Findlay or Sir James Carroll, upon the subject and never discussed it with any
of them until after th~e statement made by Mr. Massey, when I asked when the Committee was

going to be set up and so forth. No person was authorized by the company to represent them

11—I. 3a.
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before the Natives in any transactions with the intermediate buyers in coming to any settlement.
We issued no authority to any person to represent us.

17. Have you got the prospectus of the company or the articles of association?—l have the
form, but not the one that is registered. This is a copy of the memorandum of association.
[Document produced.] It being a private company, there was no prospectus.

18. Do you certify that this is a correct copy?—lt is a carbon copy of the original. I want to
hand in now a list of the shareholders to-day. It is signed by the secretary. It shows the con-
tributing shares and the fully-paid-up ones in parallel columns. [Document handed in.] The
document showing the original signatories is filed. In coming away I did not get a copy. I can
get it if desired.

19. The Chairman.] Is that all the statement you wish to make?—Yes.
20. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] You have not inspected all this land yourself, have you?—No. I wan

once at the Mokau, but did not think then that I should have the interest which I have now.
21. Were you ever approached by any of the Natives, or any person purporting to act for

them, during the negotiations prior to the company acquiring these options?—No, I never saw
or heard of them.

22. Did you meet a Mr. Hardy?—No. I may have met him, but I do not know him by sight.
I have met no one, excepting the agents, that I can recall.

23. Did you have any direct communication with Mr. Lewis?—No; I only met him once in
my life, after the sale was over. We came down in the train together.

24 Was that in March?—Yes, I think it would be about March.
25. What sale do you mean?—l mean, after we had bought the property.
26. That was after the freehold was acquired from the Natives?—Yes. In the meetings that

took place between Mr. Mason Chambers and Mr. Herrman Lewis in Palmerston North I had no
interest.

27. The man that the company was dealing with all this time was Mr. Mason Chambers?—Yes.
28. You had nothing to do directly with Mr. Herrman Lewis?—No. Only with Mr. Mason

Chambers and Mr. Fraser. The company bought the other part-—the mine—from him (Mr.
Fraeer).

29. Do you know anything about this payment of .£2,500 in shares to the Natives?—l heard
them refer to it. I understood it was something that cropped up after the vendors had made their
calculations with us, and I heard of them complaining that they had to pay it. We did not pay
it; the vendors found it. It is only in that connection that I heard about it.

30. In arriving at the value of £81,000 for the freehold of the Mokau-Mohakatino Bloclt, apart
from the Mangapapa Block, how was the company guided?—£Bs,ooo was the amount; £4,000 was
added on afterwards. Mr. Mason Chambers was over the ground himself, and he had with him
Mr. J. A. Fraser, who had no interest in the Mokau-Mohakatino Block. He is an expert bushman,
and his capacity for valuing properties is considered very good. Mr. Mason Chambers, of course,
is a practical man too. It was more Mr. Mason Chambers's own views on the value of the land
that influenced me. I do not know, of course, about the others. I only came to be chairman
because I happened to be living at the place where the company's office was.

31. Are you quite sure that the shares which the Natives hold include an interest in the
mine?—Oh, yes. They are shares in the company. If they do not incjude an interest in the mine,
then my own shares do not. We paid £45,000 for the mine and the other interests around the
mine. There is a lease over 1,400 acres.

32. Mr. Massey.) It is a leasehold interest?—-Yes.
33. Mr. Seddon7\ Did you at any time approach any member of the Government about the

purchase of this block?—No, I never mentioned it until I asked them when the Committee wae
going to be set up.

34. You never saw the Native Minister about it?—No.
35. You have seen the newspaper references to your connection with this block?—Yes.
36. And to your leasehold proclivities?—Yes.
37. What inference did yeu draw?—The inference that was conveyed to me by people reading

it and coming and asking me questions was that by some means that I should not be proud of I
had brought about a condition of things under which T hold a property that was going to return
me a large profit; and that, as I had been formerly a colleague of the two gentlemen mentioned,
that relationship had enabled it to be done.

38. That was the inference that you drew from it?—No; that was the inference the public
were drawing and speaking to me about.

39. You never said at any time that a freehold tenure was one that a person should not
acquire?-—No. My own land is held on freehold tenure.

40. Mr. Ferries.'] You say that the company purchased only 46,000 acres?—Yes.
41. You are aware that there was morp than that purchased from the Natives?—l see by the

papers that there was more than that.
42. Do you know what became of the balance?—ln the original Mokau Jones Block there art,

a number of sections, I see by the map, that have tenants in possession of them. We did not get
any of these. They are not included in our purchase.

43. Was there any agreement that nnv land should be left in the hands of the vendor, Mr.
Herrman Lewis?—I only know that document—the agreement with Mr. Mason Chambers. I did
not follow the thing up any further.

44. I see there are some mortgages paid off with this £35,000—mortgages for £44.221. Have
you any knowledge of what those mortgages were?—Only to this extent: that the Mokau Jones
interests having come into the hands of Mr. TTnrrman Lpwis. and Mr. Lewis having obtained
money on them and then having disposed of these interests to Mr. Mason Chambers, who disposed
of them to us, solicitors representing all the parties concerned came together, and the whole of
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the transactions by which every one was cleared of! all took place at one time. I presume thatthese were mortgages on the title which our solicitor required to be cleared oft before he paid the
money.

45. That is practically the amount that went for Mr. Lewis's interests—for the lease/—For
all the interests which Mr. Chambers sold to us. Mr. Lewis may, for all I know, have secured
other interests which he did not sell to Mr. Mason Chambers.

46. The "balance due to Mr. Herrman Lewis" is stated at £3,809. What I want to know
is, Where does the term "balance" come in?—l presume this is it: there are so-many fully-
paid-up shares to go to the Natives; there is a certain sum to go to Mr. Mason Chambers; there
is a certain sum to pay off mortgages: those items have to be deducted from the £85,000, and
then the balance naturally would have to be paid over as directed by Mr. Mason Chambers.

47. This is termed the "balance due to Herrman Lewis," is it not?—Our solicitors would
pay it by direction of Mr. Mason Chambers. That is a copy of his own statement to vs—that
document that you have there. .

48. "Cheque to Findlay, Dalziell, and Co. for balance due to Herrman Lewis, £3,809."
The £44,221 represents Hermann Lewis, or mortgages owing by him?—l could not tell you. It
was a very intricate transaction, and we relied entirely on our solicitor to give a certificate that
he had disposed of the moneys—the £85,000—which we gave him a cheque for.

49. Who is your solicitor?—Mr. C. A. Loughnan.
50. Is he the secretary and the solicitor?—No, he is not secretary. Mr. J. M. Johnston is

secretary.
51. You paid £85,000 to Mr. Mason Chambers ?—Yes, including the fully-paid-up shares.
52. And £45,000 to Mr. Fraser?—Yes. Part of the £45,000 is in mortgage and £20,000 in

cash. That is for the coal-mine.
53. Those sums, added together, make £130,000?—Yes; that is what we had to find at the

bank.
54. How is it that your company is only floated with £100,000 capital?—l think the Hawke's

Bay men we had on board were sufficiently strong to enable them to deal with us.
55. You did not pay Mr. Mason Chambers altogether in cash : lie took so-many shares?—Yes.
56. The total amount you have actually paid for the two propositions is £130,000?—Yes,

and it is all paid too. There is only one mortgage over the property.
57. The Chairman of the Maori Land Board holds the title?—So Mr. Loughnan informs me.
58. Did you know of that arrangement when you became chairman of the company?—No.
59. When was that arrangement entered into?—It was reported to us when Mr. Loughnan

handed in this statement as to how he had disposed of the money—either on that date (13th June)
or a day or so following.

60. Do you know when the mortgage deeds were signed, from the President of the Maori
Land Board to yourself!—On the 11th May we were authorized to attach the seal of the company
to the mortgage by the corapan)' to the mon named. It would be after that date.

61. That is a different mortgage, is it not? There is a mortgage from Mr. Bowler to the
men named?—I cannot tell you the date of that mortgage. I was not there at the execution of
that. I was speaking of the mortgage which we executed under the resolution of the 11th May.

62. Hon. Mr. Ngata.~\ The mortgage to the Bank?—To the guarantors—to secure the
guarantors.

63. Mr. Herrie.it.~\ What mortgage was "that?—A memorandum of mortgage and a mort-
gage debenture to secure the guarantors in respect of any calls they may have to pay.

64. The mortgage that I am asking about is one by the President of the Maori Land Board 1
—I cannot tell you about that.

65. The President mortgaged a portion of the land to some gentlemen among whom was
yourself I—Yes.

66. Do you know anything about that mortgage?—No. It is evidently an arrangement of
the conveyancing men when they were fixing up a settlement of affaire.

Mr. Dalziell: I can" explain that later on.
67. Mr. This other mortgage for £75,000 is quite a different tiling?—Yes. That

ia the one we were authorized to put the seal of the company on.
68. What is the position of the title to the land now? You have no title?—No, so lam

advised by the solicitor. We have to get all the land disposed of within three years. We can cut
it up into blocks under the Native land laws and nominate to the President of the Board, I under-
stand, people who, if they can make the necessary declaration, will get the title.

69. Have you any agreement with the President of the Maori Land Board?—Not to my
knowledge.

70. Supposing he refuses to sign?—Well, unless our solicitors have provided that we can force
him by law, I do not know of anything.

71. Supposing he arbitrarily refuses to sign?—l am speaking as a layman on that point.
Unless there is some provision by which, under the Order in Council, we can compel him, Ido
not know how we can proceed.

72. Is that not a peculiar position?—The whole position is a singular one. The company is

satisfied with the assurance of its solicitor that everything is in order to enable us to carry out
the disposal of the land.

73. If Mr. Bowler chooses to sell the land and go off with the funds you have no remedyY—
Ido not know. That is a legal point that lam not qualified to express an opinion upon.

74. Has Mr. Bowler got any shares in the company?—Unless Mr. Mason Chambers or some
other person has transferred them to him, I do not think he has.

75. In this list of shareholders which you put in I see there is an E. R. Bowler?—That is a
solicitor in Gore.
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76. The Chairman. J You were formerly Minister of Lands?—Yes.
77. Did you know a Mr. Kemp Welch who came out from London f—l may have met him.

1 cannot recall the circumstance of meeting him.
78. Did he not have some transactions with you, as Minister of Lands, in connection with

this block'/—There were parties who applied to me, as Minister of Lands, in connection with this
block. What their names were I could not at present say. There was one application came in to
me, speaking from memory, to have the block purchased, and the application was referred to the
only purchasing Department I presided over—the Land for Settlements Department; and I think
the Land Purchase Officer or the Crown Law Officers advised that the Government could not use
Land-for-settlemeiit funds to purchase Native land, and I think the applicant was informed of
that.

79. If there is any document—for instance, a letter from myself to you in regard to an offer
made by Mr. Kemp Welch to sell the property to the Government—would that be on the file J—
Yes, you should get that. Mr. Ritchie should have that, and my letter in reply. It was my
custom, if I replied myself, to send a carbon copy of my reply along with the original letter down
to the Department that was affected. You should find on the Land for Settlements Office's file
that letter and any reference to the Crown Law Officers and their reply.

80. At that time it was Mr. liarron who was Land Purchase Inspector'/—Tes.
81. Have you any recollection of the price at which Mr. Kemp Welch was willing to dispose

of Flower's interest?—No, not from memory. My recollection is that it was a case where we had
no legal power to purchase.

82. Have you any recollection in this direction : that the Land Purchase Inspector, Mr.
Barron, took up the attitude that if the Government attempted to purchase the property they
would land themselves in serious financial liability?—I have no recollection of that.

83. Mr. Massey.] You have personal knowledge of the fact that the freehold interest was
purchased in the first instance by Mr. Herrman Lewis under Order in Council?—l understand so.

84. Then by Mr. Lewis it was sold to Mr. Mason Chambers?—Yes.
85. And by Mr. Mason Chambers to the present company of which you are chairman?—Yes.
86. As to the price, you have told us that the company paid Mr. Mason Chambers, in shares

and cash, £85,000?—Yes.
87. Would you mind repeatipg the area which the company purchased from Mr. Mason

Chambers?—46,000 acres, so I am informed.
88. Are you aware that Mr. Lewis purchased the whole block of 53,000 acres?—l understood

he had purchased more than what was disposed of. I understood that he only disposed of the land
outside of that occupied by tenants.

89. Then he apparently held this 7,000 acres for himself?—So far as I knew to the contrary.
90. The point, of course, is that in calculating the value of the block one would require to

add the value of the 7,000 acres to the £85,000 which has been paid? —Yes, I see the point.
91. When did you say the company was registered?—18th March.
92. Are you aware that the sale to Mr. Herrman Lewis was not confirmed by the Maori Land

Board until the 22nd March?—I understood that.
93. So that the company was really formed some time prior to Mr. Herrman Lewis receiving

his title?—Yes. The option specified what would happen if they could not get the freehold. The
leasehold was under option to us.

94. Does the company—I do not want to" press this question—intend to develop the minerals
in the block?—No decision has been come to about the minerals. At the present moment the
Scenery Preservation Board has put a Proclamation along the river-bank for something like thirty
miles, and the Engineer representing that Department is up there now with the surveyors setting
out what portion inside this reserved belt they are going to retain. I came down after the Pro-
clamation was issued and asked them to see that in taking land for scenic purposes they allowed
access to the river from the farms that were being cut up, and they agreed to see that each section
had a frontage to the river. In regard to the minerals, the directors have not considered the
question at all yet. *95. They have not finally decided whether they will retain the mineral rights or not?—No;
but the company is also a mining company, and our interests in the mine on the other side is a
forty-years lease, and I presume that at the least we shall retain sufficient minerals to secure the
working of the company. Might I mention a point which I forgot? In the telegraphed report of
Mr. Massey's speech there is this paragraph: " Since then, he understood, a syndicate had been
promoted to secure a further area of some 17,000 acres, making a total of about 70,000 acres.
Why was this syndicate permitted to secure this large area? Why was not a sufficient area
reserved for the use of the Natives? Not a single acre had been reserved for the Natives. Why
was not the land submitted to auction or sold by tender? He intended to press for an inquiry
as to how the land was allowed to pass into the hands of speculators."

96. Is that the Press Association report?—Yes.
Mr. Masse?/: The Press Association report was not correct.
Witness: We never purchased the freehold of any area of 17,000 acres.
Mr. Massey: That should be "leasehold."
Witness: But it is not correct even if you substitute " leasehold " for " freehold."
97. Mr. Massey.] Is it not correct that the company have purchased the coal-mine and

14,000 or 15,000 acres on the other side of the river?—No. I will explain. What we purchased
on'the other side of the river is a lease of forty-two years, and surface rights of 1.400 acres with
the coal-mine on it. The remainder of a total block of 12,000 we have only the coal and oil rights
over for forty-two years, but we have not the surface rights. So that we have the mineral and
oil rights of an area of 12,000 acres for forty-two years, whon the land reverts to the Natives;
and ye have the surface rights of 1,400 acres of that 12,000 acres.
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98. The Chairman.'] You are aware that a number of settlers up there have subleases of this

block from Flower?—Yes.
99. What right has your company over those subleases—any at all?—We have none.
100. In the event of your company not complying with the memorandum of agreement so far

as cutting up and roading is concerned, what will be the position?—Well, 1 understand that it
will be taken over by the Native Land Board if at the end of three years we have not disposed
of the land. As a matter of fact, however, we have a contract let, and there are five parties of
surveyors at it now, and we will have all sold before the 31st March next. The instructions to
the surveyors are that we want everything to be in the market and off our hands before the 31st
March.

101. Mr. Massey.] You know, of course, that the Maori Land Board may extend the term?-—
Yes; but we are not going to ask them to extend it.

102. The Chairman.\ Then surveyors are at work at present?—They have been at work for
the last three months. The contract is that the last of it is to be in the market on the 31st March.

103. Will the rights of those sublessees whom I mentioned just now be preserved absolutely?
—Yes. We are outside thatabsolutely. We have nothing to do with the land that is sublet. We
have, however, to make our roads through their ground, and it will be opening up their land for
them. They will come out of it very well. [The witness handed in several documents referred to
in the evidence.]

Thursday, 7th September, 1911.
Frank Rattknbury sworn and examined. (No. 12.)

1. The Chairman.] What are you?—A storekeeper at Tongaporutu.
2. Have you seen this paper which has been published about the Mokau-Mohakatino Block?

—No.
3. Have you seen anything published in the newspapers concerning it?—Yes, I have seen a

little.
4. Mr. Massey has requested that you should be present to give some evidence to the Com-

mittee in connection with the matter. Are you prepared to make a statement or submit yourself
to examination?—Either—I am not particular.

5. Mr. Massey.] I have asked that you should come along to give us what information you
have about the Mokau transaction, and I have done so after receiving your letter of August last?
—Yes.

6. Are you personally interested in the Mokau Block?—My wife is—she is one of the owners.
7. Have you any other relatives interested in the block besides your wife?—Yes, plenty of

relatives of my wife.
8. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] What is your wife's name?—Merangi Taramau.
9. Mr. Massey.] Were you present at any meeting or meetings at Mokau of the owners of the

Mokau Block to consider the proposed sale to Horrman Lewis?—I was at every meeting.
10. Were there several meetings?—Three or four, I think, but not for the sale of the land.

The meetings were for the purpose of arranging about opposing the sale of the land.
11. That is to say, the Natives decided to oppose the proposed sale?—Yes.
12. Were there many Natives present at the first meeting?—l think the second meeting was

the biggest.
13. How many were present at the second meeting?—There must have been close on a hundred

and fifty or two hundred, roughly speaking.
14. And were they all interested in the Mokau land?—Yes.
15. Some of them indirectly—they were not all actual owners, but relatives of actual owners?

-Yes.
16. Was the proposal discussed?—Yes.
17. By whom was the proposal laid before the Natives?—By Pepene—that was before the sale.
18. Pepene was inclined to sell?—Yes.
19. He is himself an owner, or his wife?—His wife is.
20. Was his proposal well received by the other Natives?—No.
21. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] Will you tell us the date of thatmeeting?—l am not sure.
22. What month was it?—I could not tell you that.
23. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] Was it a private meeting of the owners?—Yes.
24. Mr. Herries.] Was it before or after the assembled meeting of owners?—After.
25. Mr. Massey.] It was after the assembled meeting of owners held at Te Kuiti ?—Yes. It

was the third meeting that Pepene was at and opposed the sale.
26. Was Pepene not present at the second meeting?—Yes, I think he was.
27. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] Where was it held?—At Mokau. I think it was at the third

28. Mr. Massey.] Was that the most important meeting?—Yes; that was when they opposed
the sale—that was the biggest crowd.

29. And the Natives were generally opposed to the sale?—Yes.
30. Were there many supporting Pepene in his proposal?—No, none of the Mokau people.
31. Was there much"talking and speech-making?—Certainly.
32. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] Do you speak Maori?—Yes, a little.
33. Mr. What was the purport of the meeting?—Pepene said, "You come to Wel-

lington and fight the same as I do. You will find a great wall. I cannot get over it. You come
down and try, and if I can help you I will." That was what Pepene said when he went away.
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34. Do you mean Pepene left the meeting?—Yes.
35. I want to know what decision was come to at the meeting. Did they agree to any resolu-

tions or arrive at any understanding?—Only that the Mokau people opposed the sale.
'■'}(>. The general understanding was that they were nearly all opposed to the sale—it is correct

to say that?—Yes.
37. Did they arrange to place the case in the hands of any agent or agents?—lt was at that

time in the hands of Mr. Hardy, of Te Kuiti.
38. It was understood he was to act for the Natives?—That is so.
39. And was he instructed to oppose the sale?—Yes, certainly.
40. Would you mind telling us what happened after that?—They went away to Te Kuiti,

also Mr. Hardy.
41. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] What time was this meeting held—l would like some idea?—l could

not even tell you that from memory.
42. The Chairman.] Was it this year, or before Christinas last?—Yes, I think it was this

year.
43. You might refresh your memory later on?—Yes; the man with the information has not

arrived with the papers this morning, or I should be able to tell you.
44. Mr. Masse;/.] I omitted to ask you whether Mr. Hardy was present at that meeting at

Mokau when Pepene was there?—No, he was not there.
45. But you said they went back to Te Kuiti : whom do you mean by " they "?—Pepene.
46. Now tell us about the instructions and arrangement with Mr. Hardy?—He was employed

really as agent. We subscribed about £42 to pay expenses. That was for Tuiti, Damon, and
Mr. Hardy to pay expenses to go to Auckland. We never hoard a word from Hardy since,
except when he came down after the sale to pay out the moneys to our side.

47. Mr. Hardy never communicated with the Natives after that?—That is so.
48. You are quite clear that Bardy had definite instructions to oppose the sale?—Yes; they

all signed to that effect in Mokau.
49. Is the document in existence?—I think Paereruku is at Otaki. If he had been here this

morning I could have got all the dates of the meetings and everything required.
50. Did the Natives express any opinion when they heard the land had been sold?—Yes, they

were very much dissatisfied.
51. And angry?—Yes, certainly.
52. Did they object to the price for which the land was sold?—Well, most of them did—in

fact, all of then. did.
53. They were not anxious to sell?— No.
54. They wanted to keep the land?—Yes.
55. Have they received payment for the land? -A lot of them have now, but my wife haR not,

nor Ngawhakaheke, Te Oro Watihi, and Te Awaroa.
50. Did you hear of any proposed deduction from the purchase-money of 10 per cent.?—Yes.
57. Were the Natives willing to pay it?—No.
58. Were you given to understand what the 10 per cent, was intended to meet?—To pay the

expenses of some people.
59. Which people'! -I understood Hardy and Pepene—the two combined.
60. Did youi, wife and the other Natives concerned think Hardy's conduct satisfactory in this

connection?—No. the;, were very much dissatisfied.
Gl. Hon. Sir ■/. Carroll.] Whal is your wife's objection to the sale?—Mostly, I think, because

Te Oro Watihi said he never signed the lease. My wife succeeded to a share, and is a niece of Te
Oro Watihi.

62. Hon. Mr. Nr/afa.] Do you know whether he has got any other name?—No. Te Oro Watihi
has always been his name.

63. He does not appear under that name in the list?—T do not know that.
64. Hon. Sir ./. CarrellJ] That was the ground on which your wife dissented from the sale,

that some of her elders hod not signed the lease?—Yes.
65. Tt was with a view. then, of testing the lease that she held out?—Yes, that is the position.
66. So as not to prejudice her position?—Yes. and the old gentleman's.
67. Can you tell me how many there are now who have not received the purchase-money?

Te Oro Watihi, my wife, Ngawhakaheke, and Te Awaroa—those four in my district.
68. Was not the object of the first proposition when the Natives were called together to en-

deavour to raise money to oarry on the action in the Supreme Court to upset the leases?—Yes, that
was understood : and they gave certain blocks of land as a guarantee—namely, Papakauri and
other lands at Mokau.

69. Were you aware after that effort was made to raise the money that those blocks were
handed over?—Yes, it was left to Hardy and Tuiti.

70. Did Hardy tell the Natives that he was unable to finance on the lands—that he could not
raise the money?—l think he did—I think it was sent through to some of them by message.

71. That he could not raise the money necessary to carry on the action?—Yes.
72. On the security of the lands which it was agreed to by the Natives should be submitted

for that purpose?—Yes.
73 Did the Natives then realize that the failure to raise the money necessary meant that

they could not go on with the case?—Yes.
74. And was it not then and only then that they considered any proposals for sale?—No, they

still opposed the sale—they would not sell the land.
75. You mean a section of them when you say " they "?—Yes, at that time the whole of the

Mokau.
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76. At the first time while the proceedings were under consideration as to testing this lease

the whole of the Mokau people were against any proposition for sale—they would not entertain
any proposition for sale?—No, they would not.

77. While dealing with the position in regard to taking action in the Supreme Court?—Yes.
78. When they removed to Te Kuiti after they knew the money could not be raised and

subject to the proceedings being taken, how many were left living in Mokau—did not a great
humber go to Tβ Kuiti ?—I think Wetini and Tere may have been present. A few vent from Mokau
to Te Kuiti,

79. And how many were left at Mokau?—Just a few old people. They were all big owners.
And the grandchildren had to do likewise.

80. The old people were left behind—it was not convenient for them to travel?—Some were
too old to travel.

81. And some young children?—Well, a few of them. I know Taramau was one there.
82. He could prove they went to Te Kuiti?—Yes.
83. Were there any proxies obtained by the agents from the different owners for representa-

tion I—l could not nay. This old gentleman Te Oro Watihi was not, and my wife was not.
84. You could not say what proxies were obtained from the owners?—No, but Te Oro Watihi

signed one agreement with Hardy.
85. But you heard of proxies being obtained from owners who were not likely to be at Te

Kuiti?—Yes, I heard that. That was done at Te Kuiti.
86. At the beginning of these proceedings were not the owners of the Mokau lands divided

into two sections?—It was simply Te Kuiti against Mokau.
87. But there was a division amongst the owners?—Yes.
88. One section being desirous of selling and the other section against the sale?—Yes.
89. You could not say, in round numbers, how many belonged to each party at the start?—No,

I could not, not from memory.
90. There are four blocks, are there not?—Yes, four blocks.
91. In some of the blocks the sellers would bo in the majority, would they not?—Yes, I think

they were.
92. And in some of the other blocks the non-sellers would be in the majority?—Yes.
93. In If, for instance, which is the largest block of the lot, the majority were sellers?—Yes.
94. And in Ih, which was a valuable block, the non-sellers were in the majority?—Yes.
95. Now, what is your opinion of the value of that land : have you been all over it,)—Yes,

I have been alongside it for twenty-two years. I know the land pretty well.
90. You have been over all the subdivisions?—Yes, pretty well.
97. What is your opinion of that land?—Some good land and some rough.
98. What would the rough part be—the greater portion of it?—l think from 10,000 to

12,000 acres—what I call pretty hilly, steep. ,
99. What value do you put on that?—That is a matter of opinion. I should say about 10e.

an acre.
100. And there is land again of less inferior quality—that would be the very hilly part?—

Yes, I am speaking of the rough ridges from Mokau to Mohakatino.
101. There would be portions again of a little more value?—Oh, certainly.
102. How would you classify it—into three classes?—l do not think there is any country bo

rough as that I should call it first- and second-class land.
103. Then, less 12,000acres, the wholeblock is first-class land?—Yes.
104. What would you give for it?—For the freehold straight out?
105 Yes?—lf the"leases were out of the way I would give from £1 ss. to £1 10s. an acre.
106. With the leases, what would you give?—About 10s.
107. What the Maoris got?—Yes.
108. What areas would yon think it fit for cutting up into?—Some 400- or 500-acre sections.
109. That would be the"portions along the river? —Yes.
110. How much of that would there be—what proportion?—That I could not say.
111. Is it easy country to road?— No. Mokau is a bit awkward. This side of the river had

n good road to it.
112. Supposing you were going to cut it up into small holdings of 500 acres, you would have

to road it?—You would have to follow the road on each side.
113. Would it be easily roaded? —Yes, I think so. Mokau could be fairly well loaded.
114. But when cutting it up into sections of 500 acres?—No, it would not be good to road—

it would be expensive. You get tracks, but when you go to the high country Ido not think you
have the distance to get the grade there in some places.

115. Is not the objection on the part of some of the old people to the sale based on their
principles of Te Whiti-ism and Tohu-ism?—No, simply that they never signed the lease.

116. But are there not some of the old people who would not sell or si<_m anything because
of their belief?—Yes, there are the three I have mentioned—that was why they never sfgned the
lease.

117. Is Te Awaroa a Te Whiti-ite?—Yes.
118. Do you not know there is a very strong creed not to sign anything?—Yes, although thi«

old gentleman, Iβ Oro Watihi, signed a lease since Te Whiti died.
119. There are three or four who refuse to sign anything in regard to the disposition of

land?—Yes.
120. With regard to Mrs. Rattenbury, she succeeded one of her elders who had not signed

the lease?—Yes.
121. With the hope that that might ?—Be worth 30s. instead of 10s.
122. And that the land was still not subject to the lease?—Yes.
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123. It was free?—Yes.
124. And on that ground she would not sell at 10s.?—Yes.
125. She disclaims any eSect in the leases over her interests?-—Yes.
126. She claims thather interest is not subject to the leases?—Yes.
127. That is the ground upon which she refrains from entering the proposal of sale?—Yes.
128. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] When you speak of the Mokau settlement where the Maoris live, do

you include Mahoenui?—It is three hours' ride—it is really Mokau.
129. Where do most of the owners of the block live?—That depends where they are at times

they are all over the place.
130. Would you say that the owners living at Mokau, exclusive of Mahoenui, owned the

majority of the interests in this block?—No, they did not—they were part-owners with the Otaki
people.

131. Those actually at Mokau do not represent the majority of the interests?—I do not think
they do.

132. Do you remember a meeting being held ai Mahoenui somewhere about the third week in
March ?—I heard of it, but was not there.

133. You heard that that was the meeting which finally decided the sale?'—Yes.
I! I. Do you know alter that time that Hardy was at Mokau?—I do not think so.
135. We heard in evidence yesterday that he was in Mokau after the sale?—l do not think

he was.
136. What interest lias your wife in the block?—Only a small interest.
137. I find she has 56 acres in If and 14 acres in Ij?—Yes, only a small interest. I know

they offered her something like £52.
138. For the whole of her interest?—Yes; the cheque was offered to her for £52, but she

rejected it.
139. Do you recollect the papers being signed when Mr. Hardy or Damon visited there?—

Only to oppose the sale of the block.
140. Are you sure they were to oppose the sale of the block?—Yes, and to give a guarantee

to provide funds to fight the case in the Supreme Court.
141. Do you not know that the papers that were signed were authority to the solicitors to

take the case on?—Yes, Hardy was simply their agent.
142. And those were the papers they signed, to authorize the action to go on?—Yes.
143. Not to oppose the sale?—Yes, to oppose the sale.
144. Are you sure of that?—Oh, yes.
145. You could not put those two things in one document?—They were opposed to the sale.
146. But the document was not an authority to oppose the sale—it was an authority to the

solicitors to curry the case on in the Supreme Court?—Yes, to fight the leases, not to sell.
147. You were not present at any of the meetings at Te Kuiti?—Not one.
148. The Chairman.] Has your wife an interest in other lands outside the interests she holds

in the Mokau-Mohakatino Block?—Yes, various interests.
149. In regard to ths 10-per-cent. deduction, would that also include the cost of provisions

for such a large number of visitors who were at the kainga where the meeting took place?—That
was outside of that.

150. How many Natives belong to the kainga at Mokau?—It is a hard thing to guess how
many—there are thirty to forty.

151. But the 10-per-cent. expenses does not include the cost of provisioning such a large
number of visitors from all parts?—No.

152. You know the road right into Ohura?—Yes.
153. You go there frequently: could you give me the distance to Ohura through Whitten's

place?—Somewhere about forty miles.
154. Have you been from Waitaanga to Maungaroa?—Yes, only once, but it was all burn-

ing road then.
155. Would you be safe in saving that it would be from fifteen to sixteen miles from Wai-

taanga to Maungaroa?—Yes, all that.
156. Then if the railway comes out at Maungaroa it is fifteen or sixteen miles away?—Yes.
157. In regard to reading, you are conversant with the trouble and expense of roading?—

Yes, certainly.
158. You know the trouble in connection with the Okau Road?—Yes.
159. And you know Blanchard's Bluff?—Yes.
160. It would cost a lot of money to get a road through there?—Yes.
161. Is not a lot of the land sandstone ami papa on this Mokau Block, and difficult to road?

—Yes, some spots are bad, but a lot of patches are good.
162. Speaking of the roads in Mokau district generally, it is very expensive to road?—Yes,

there it is.
163. In reference to the sublessees, have you any idea what area Mr. Walter Jones has at

the present time, where the homestead is?—Close on 300 acres, T think. T have not gone into
the area of the sections myself—that is a rough guess.

164. That is what you would term the better-class land?—lncluding the coast-line with a
section of the other land it is good average.

165. Do you know what Eglinton held at Mohakatino, now held by Bayly?—Yes, there must
be about close on 1,000acres, roughly.

166. That also is good land?—Yes.
107. Those two instances 1 have given of the sublessees over which this company has no rights

whatever for 27J years, that land as compared with the upper reaches is the best land?—-If it is
not the best it is good average.
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168. Mr. Masse//.} In regard to the value of the land, do you know thai the present companyhas practically paid £85,000 for 46,000 acres? Yes, [ heard so! I saw it in the papers last night".
That was the first I heard of it.

169. Do you think that is the approximate value?—1 think il is a big price, bul we have
different opinions.

170. You know all the Natives who are interested in the Mokau Block you know a lot of them
personally?—Yes, all the Mokau and a lot of Te Kuiti Natives.

171. Have most of them got other lands left besides the lands recently sold?—I think 30.
172. 1 think you said that your wile's father had nol sinned the lease and that there were

others in the same position?—Te Oro Watihi is an uncle of my wife's, and she succeeded to the
share of an elder brother of Te Oro.

17-S. Did those Native owners consider they were entitled, not having signed the lease and not
consented to the sail , that they were entitled to have their shares cut out?—Yes.

171. That is the position they take up?—Yes.
175. And naturally consider it a hardship when they never consented to the sale to be left

landless ? —Yes, certai illy.
170. linn, Sir J. Carroll, j They had other lands? -I tliinK most of them had got other lands.
177. Mr. Massey.] You know the country well, do you not ? -Yes.
I7S. You know where the railway-station is intended to be placed on the new railway-line

thai is being constructed from the Stratford to Ongarue?- No.
179. Do you know the nearest point on the line to the block? — 1 do not.
ISO. You are not in a position to say what The distance is approximately?—No; it is very-

hard to guess a thine like that.

Tβ Oro Watiiii sworn and examined. (No. 13.)
1. The Chairman.] Where do you live?—At Tongaporutu.

2. Have you any knowledge of the paper which has lieen circulated in regard to the Mokau-
Mohakatino Block?—Yes, 1 have seen it.

3. You have been summoned by Mr. Massey to appear before theCommittee, and do you wish to
make a statement or subject yourself to examination by Mr. Massey?—l will make a statement.
The first statement I have to make is in regard to Pcpene going to look into the trouble in connection
with this Mokau-Mohakatino Block.

I. What date was that? 1 do not know. When they came to Wellington the only result that
was reached by them was sale, and I received ;i wire at Tongaporutu from Wellington sent by
Takerei Kingi Wetere, of Waitara, to the effect that the best tiling would be to sell, and I replied
that I am not willing to sell.

5. What transpired after that?—Then Ngia Aterea opposed the sale and he was represented
by Tuiti Maodonald, and they asked us. the Maori owners of the land, what were our wishes and
what position we took up, and we, the owners, replied that it was much better for us to hold our
land than to sell it. Tuiti said "Yes, it certainly would be much better that you should hold
on to your land and not sell it." Tuiti's companions were Hardy, a European from Te Kuiti,
and Tuhata (Mr. Damon), a member of the Te Atiawa Tribe. Tuiti then said, "All you people,
the owners of this land, should eign a document to the effect that you intend to hold the land, and
we signed to the effect that we would hold the land. Having signed the document to the effect
that we intended to hold the land in our possession, we then signed another document to the effect
that we were prepared to hand over for sale 800 acres of land to pay off the liabilities upon the
Mokau-Mohakatino Block, the costs of the action, liabilities on the land, and payment for the
agents, Tuiti and others. We signed that document also, and those were the two separate occasions
on which we signed.

6. Mr. Massey.~\ Are you a large owner, or were you a large owner, in the block?—Yes.
7. Can you give us any idea of the area of your interest in proportion to the whole of the

block?—l cannot say. I can give you the boundary.
8. Are you interested in the whole of the four blocks, or only one of them?—l know nothing

about blocks or subdivisions, but I can say that I and others own the land from the coast up to
Mangapohue and as far as Panirau. That is where my interest ceases.

9 Where did it start?—From the coast.
10. What distance is there from the coast up to Panirau?—l could not say how many miles

it may be.
11. Well, you are quite clear that you were one of the largest owners?—1 am absolutely

correct in what I say—my ancestors are buried there.
12. Do you think you are the largest owner in the block?—l am.
13. You have not consented to the ?ale? -I have not.
14. And you have not received the money?—No, none.
15 Was there any sum of money offered to vou?—No.
1G Were you never informed as to the amount of money you were entitled to receive if you

agreed to the sale?—No one, either European or any other nationality, ever approached me and
said, "There is so-much money for you," mentioning any particular sum, "if you agree to

16 *]7 The Chairman ] Were you present at the meeting at the Maori kainga at Mokau at which
Mr. Hardy was present?—Yes. 'l called that meeting for the purpose of signing the document to

18. Mr. Masfti/.] Were there many other owners opposed to the sale in the same way as
yourself?—All the coast people were opposed to the sale.

12—T. Ba.
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19. Will you say how many there were?— Well, \ could not give you the number at the
present moment, but all the people along the coast opposed the sale.

20. Did you receive notice to attend any meeting of the assembled owners at Te Kuiti? —
T did not attend and I got no notice; but the persons who went to Te Kuiti went actually from
my present c, and when they got to Te Kuiti the document which we, the owners of the land, had
.signed signifying our intention of holding the land was altered and added to in such a way that
the land was sold.

21. Did you give your consent to the alteration of the document?—I did not agree because
that was a sale.

22. At the meeting at Mokau were any persona appointed to look after your interests and
oppose the sale.' Yes. Tuiti and Ngaia Aterea and Hardy and Tuhata. Four persons who were
owners of land were selected from among our own people to go to Te Kuiti with Mr. Hardy.

23. You are quite clear that those people were selected to oppose the sale of the land?—That
was the object.

24. Did they oppose the sale of the land?- When they reached Te Kuiti and the Board or
Court opened they tool; into their consulting-room Tuiti from Otaki and Ngaia Aterea from Mokau
and Tuhata from Taranaki, and the fourth person present was Hardy, the pakeha.

25. Was he present?—This took place at Te Kuiti, and I heard from the people who came back
from there.

26. Did those four stick to their original intention to oppose the sale?— They stuck to what
they said that they had been sent there to represent Uβ and oppose the sale.

27. Did Mr. Hardy continue to oppose the sale?—Well, they discussed the matter when the
Board opened, and when tiny came out the result was a sale.

28. Were any reasons given to you for tin, sale having taken place after the Natives had
decided to oppose it and having instructed Mr. Hardy in that direction?—No, nothing—simply
the fact of the sale.

29. Did you sign the lease in the first instance many years ago to Mr. Jones?—Yes, I signed
the first lease.

30. What block was that ?—Mokau-Mohakatino ; but I do not know the number of the block.
31. Seeing that you did not consent to the sale, do you consider that you are entitled to have

your area of land cut out and handed over to you?—That is my desire. Ido not know how many
years Mr. Jones's lease lias been in existence. 1 signed the first lease, but not the second one.

32. Were any proxies by the owners of the block given to the Natives who were to represent
the Mokau residents at Te Kuiti?—There were four of the owners who went together with Mr.
Hardy to Te Kuiti. 1 signed a paper t" this effect that Te Tuiti was to voice my wish that I
intended to hold the land.

33. Have you seen Mr. Hardy siiice the sale took place?—I have not.
34-. Have you hoard from him by letter or otherwise?—Neither by word or letter.
35. Xo explanation whatever?—Absolutely nothing done up to the present day.
36. Are there many of the Natives at Mokau or other owners of the block who consider that

a hardship lias bees inflicted by the land being sold without their consent?—The position is this:
that when those people came back from Te Kuiti there were none of the owners desirous to sell,
and they came back with the money and put it in front of us and said. " There is the money and
there is the price of your land : if you do not tflke it you will never see it again and your land
will go."

37. That was when the representatives came back to Mokau ?—Some considerable time after-
wards. When they came back the first news was. " All the land has been sold, Tuiti has abandoned
the original idea of holding on to the land and it is now sold."

38. Were the Mokau Natives who did not go to the meeting at Te Kuiti satisfied when they
heard that the land had been sold?—They were not satisfied.

39. Were they amjry?—Yes, they were angry about that.
40. Were there many of those people who were of the opinion that a hardship had been

inflicted upon them?—All ou the proper owners of the land.
41. Were any reservations made for the use of the Natives who owned the land?—The reserve

was made before—at the time the Court dealt with Mohakatino-Parininihi. That was in 1882.
42. 1 understand that on the block which was sold were native burying-grounds : were they

reserved? —1 have heard no statement in regard to that. There was no suggestion of any such
arangernent being made at the time of the sale of which we were told.

43. You know of no reserves having been made?—There were two reserves made subsequent
to the time of the original hearing. At the time of the leasing two portions were reserved out
of the lease.

44. Are there not burying-grounds on the block that was sold 1—Yes.
45. Was that land sold with the other?—We have heard nothing whatever about that. There

was no Court sitting, and we have not been told of any arrangement made about reservations
or anything else.

46. lion Si?' J. Carroll.] You state that the Mokau people signed two documents, one was to
hold the land and the other was pledging certain other lands as security to carry on the action
in the Supreme Court?—Yes.

47. Was not that first document they signed an authority on their part to have the case taken
up by a lawyer to contest the leases?—That is correct. Bell, the chief of the Wellington lawyers,
was recommended by Tuiti Macdonald.

48. Mr. Bell had been interviewed by your representatives Hardy and Tuiti Macdonald?—
Yes.

49. What word was taken back to them, that they should sign an agreement authorizing such
action to be taken—that the great lawyer should take action on their behalf?—That is so. It was
Tuiti and Hardy who brought that news to us.
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50. And Mil's that the first document they signed which you referred to J-—That was so.
51. Then the second one was to pledge lands which they owned outside Mokau-Mohakatino

to provide the funds—the ammunition?—That is so, yes. After the document had been signed
this chief lawyer was to have come up to Te Kuiti himself.

52. You are not correct there, because he was not at Te Kuiti himself—you may have heard
sol—That is what 1 was told.

53. Did you hear that the great lawyer was to appear at Te Kuiti on their behalf?—Yes,
that is what 1 heard, and that he would then fire his gun, and that it was a double-barrel one.

54. Do you know whether that gun was tired in both barrels?—No, it was not fired.
55. Why did it misfire/—The want of powder (money) was the trouble, because the land had

been sold.
56. Was it because they could not raise the money on the lands they had!—He was to bring

with him his double-barrel gun and fir-3 the law at them to prevent the sale.
57. But did they find the ammunition for the great lawyer?—Oh, yes, we gathered some

powder to give him when we signed.
58. How much?—£4o.
S!J. That was all the powder that they secured?—Yes.
GO. Did you not know that this was a big cannon that the great lawyer was going to fire,

and it required a lot of powder to fill it?—I knew it was a double-barrel gun that one man could
carry in one hand. He said that his friend on the other side had already shot his gun at Te Kuiti,
and that he would go up to Te Kuiti and fire both barrels of his gun in reply.

01. Do you mean by the illustration of the double-barrel gun that one barrel was to be directed
against the ieases and the cither was to recover damages to the extent of some £10,000?—It was
to shoot the lease and the sale, and kill them both.

02. One of the barrels, it has been said, was charged to fire on their behalf so as to recover
money in payment for the losses they had been to on account of breach of covenants in the lease
unfulfilled?—No.

63. Now, was there not a committee formed and appointed by them under the direction of
their great lawyer to act on their behalf?—No; Hardy and Tuiti and Tuhata were under the
direction of this great Wellington lawyer.

64. But those owners appointed and authorized that lawyer to act on their behalf?— Yes.
65. Can you tell me how many Natives there are at Mokau who have not taken their share

of the purchase-money up to the present time?—l can give some—those whom 1 know.
66. Whom do you know?—There is myself, Te Awaroa, Mrs. Rattenbury, my grandniece :those I am certain about at the present moment. I have not been round to ask all the people

personally; and there arc others of my little grandchildren.
67. Dr. Te Bangihiroa. \ Were you a follower of Te Whiti ? —Yes, I was.
6S. And what was the attitude of the followers of Te Whiti to the alienation of land?—Some

of them sold and some of them held on.
69. And what was your own objection to the sale of this Mokau-Mohakatino Block, was it

because of insufficient money or what?—I would not agree to the sale
70. Why J Did you want to cultivate it yourself or keep some of it, or because the price was

not high enough-—you must have had some reason?—No matter how much money was offered
I would not sell. At the time of Jones's lease in the year 1882 he brought his money and showed
it to me himself, and 1 said, " Take your money away."

7J. That is, you would not sell, and the question of price did not come into it at all?—No
matter how much money, I was not willing to sell.

72. Have vim got an approximate idea of the boundaries of this Mokau-Mohakatino Block
—the particular blocks which are the subject of this inquiry!—I do not know the subdfvisional
boundaries thai the pakehas have appointed.

73. Are there any established Maori villages on these blocks?—Yes, Pukeruru. I have
already told you that my ancestors arc buried there.

74. Are there many there now in that kainga?—There is no one there now, but 1 did work
there.

75. How long has it been abandoned?—I cannot say.
76. The position is this : that they have left that part and taken up resilience on other

property that they own for actual living?—Yes, but you must know that the way the Maori fattens
land is that when the crop will no longer grow he leaves that place till it will grow up with vegeta-
tion, and when lie is satisfied it has fattened up again to grow food then he will go back to it
again

77. Have you any other property but this?—No.
78. Where are you living, then?—On another small part of Mokau-Mohakatino that is being

farmed now. 1 have cattle and horses and sheep.
7!). The Chairman.] Where you are residing at the present time and have been for years,

do you say that is part of the Mokau-Mohakatino Block?—No, it is on this side.
80. It is not part of the Mokau-Mohakatino Block—not in the lease to Jones?—lt is outside

the boundary of the lease.
81. Therefore you nave an interest in other land outside the Mokau-Mohakatino Block or

outside Mr. Jones's lease? Yes, I have that, but the Board has got its hand on that too.
82. Dr. Te Bangihiroa.,] With regard to the majority of those who have shares in that block,

where do they live?—Their permanent kainga is on one side of it—that is our town.
83. Do you say the majority of the people are there?—Well, they are really scattered about,

but when we have meetings we always gather together there.
84. Mr. Have you ever appealed to the Native Land Board or the Government to

prevent the sale of this land?—No. If yon have any document in your possession with my name
attached I should like to see it.
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85. The Chairman.] You said that your interest in the land extended from the coast-line up
to Paniraul—Yes.

86. Do you know thai is a distance of nearly thirty miles on the Mokau River frontage
which you claim to have an interest in?—l do not know much about distance in miles, and 1 might
make a mistake and mislead you.

87. You know where the steamer starts from the ferry,up to the coal-mine?—Yes.
88. Well, that is twentj two miles .'-Well, my land goes further up than that.
<S9. Well, to the Panirau is another eight or ten miles --that is thirty miles/—lt may be more

i)i' less.
90. In the whole of that distance of nearly thirty miles will you tell the Committee where any

village or any burial-place exists either at the present time or in the past?—Yes, I can.
91. Wheieabouts? At Pukeruru. That was the kainga of my elders Kelly's sawmill.
112. Well, beyond that, what other kainga or burial-place exists?- -Pukeruru was the burial-

place at about the lime our mothers gave birth to us.
IK'S. Well, above Pukeruru /--The occupation above that was in the time of our ancestors.
114. Whereabouts? —Te Morere ai Panirau.
95. You have always been averse for many years to the disposal of any Maori lands in that

district?—Xo such tiling as lease or sale was ever brought into the district till Jones brought it in.
96. Hut 1 ask if you were not always, and are still, averse to the disposal of Maori lands in

the Mokau district?—Yes.
97. Did you nol sign the lease to Block Ik which Mr. .(ones got up?—l did in the first

instance. That lease was not valid, and he threw it on one side, and he brought a new lease,
which I did not sign.

Herrman i.Kwis affirmed and examined. (Xo. 14.)
1. Tin Chairman.] What are you? -Well, at present I am putting 25 acres down in potatoes.

2. Where do you reside.' \i Lower lluti.
■"). Have you seen this paper which is before this inquiry with regard to the Mokau-Mohaka-

tino Block?— 1do not think I have.
I. Bave you seen tin' published statements in most of the newspapers dealing with it?—Yes.

.">. Mr. Massey has summoned you as a witness: are you prepared to make a statement in
connection with the subject-matter of this inquiry or subject yourself to examination by Mr.
Massey.' I have no wish. Whatever you wish to know I will tell you if 1 oan.

(i. Mr. Ma»seyJ\ Will you give us the date when you lirst became connected with the Mokau-
Mohakatino Block !—I could not give definite dates, i think it was at the end of October or
November, L90- towards the latter end of 1907.

7. You had some business transactions at thai lime in connection with the bjnek ?— XT o, sir:
I had dealings with the solicitors who acted on b< half of the trustees of Wickham Flower's estate.

8. Who wire the solicitors? Mr. Campbell, of Travel's, liussell. ami Campbell.
!). Will you tell us the nature of those dealings? Yes. I took an option over the property.

They gave me an option for a period to purchase the property.
It). When you say "to purchase the property," you do nol mean the freehold? No; the

leasehold interest.
11. Then (he leasehold interest belonged to their clients I—Yes,1—Yes, the executors of Wickham

Flower.
12. Did you go and see the property I Nol ,'t that time a little later.
I.'!. Did you purchase the leasehold interesi .' Later. I got an option at first, ami sold it.
l-i. You sold the option?—Xo ; 1 sold the property. On the 18th May. 1908, 1 sold the pro-

perty to Mason Chambers, Roberi Donald Douglas McLean, ami Sir Francis Price, Hart. I sold
the leasehold interesi of the property.

15. You had not acquired it at that date, had you/ I hail acquired the option over it.
Hi. Then you only sohl the option/—I had the light to purchase.
17. You sold the righi to purchase?- Yes.
IS. What was the amount of the option? £ I 1,000.
19. Is it iiol a fact that mil took up the option and acquired the interest :' Yes, I bought it.
20. Was that after selling the option to the gentlemen whose names you have mentioned or

before?—My option had not expired ai that time. 1 sold it first.
21. And then you purchased afterwards/ Yes, I completed the transaction.
22. 1 suppose it is a fact thai you remortgaged it to the executors of Wickham Flower ai

the time you purchased it?—Yes.
23. At the same amount /-- Xo : that would be hardly fair in this case. 1 sold the property

to the people mentioned for £25,000 and one-eighth interest. They paid £5,000 cash deposit.
Of that £5,000, £4,300 was locked up with Messrs. Moorhouse and Hadfield, solicitors. Welling-
ton, towards the |iiirchase inonev. but the remainder was never paid over, and consequently 1
gave a mortgage back over the full amount of £14,000 to Wickham Flower's trustees.

■J, I. Well, was the sale completed?—Well, that amount of £4,300 has been locked up for the
last three years.

2"). Was the sale of the option completed to the gentlemen whose names you have mentioned?
>;„. Mr. P. S. McLean, solicitor for the people who bought, objected because lie thought there

was a flaw i n the title.
26. The sale was not completed,/ Xo.
27. You became owner of the leasehold interest subject to a mortgage of £14,000?—Yes.
28. Could you give us the date? 1 am not quite sure, but T think the 20|h AT:w\ 190R.
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29. Was thai the time you bought the leasehold interest from the executors?—Yes.
30. Was that prior to the report by the Native Commission with which Sir llobert Stout was

connected?—Yes, a few years.
31. I suppose you saw the report of the Native Commission?—J did not see it till a few

weeks ago.
32. You heard of it!—Yes, 1 did.
33. You heard the Commission report suggested that the leases were void or voidable! —Yes.

That is a matte], of opinion.
34. Then, after the negotiations had fallen through between yourself and the Hawke's Bay

gentlemen, you took steps to acquire the freehold of the land?-—Not at the time.
35. Some time afterwards?—Yes.
36. Did you conduct the negotiations in this connection yourself or place the business in the

hands of solicitors?—After the Hawke's Bay people decided not to go on I brought the matter
before solicitors.

•">7. What firm of solicitors did you employ? MY. Dalziell.
38. Messrs. Findlay, Dalziell, and Co.?—Mr. F. G. Dalziell.
39. Did Mr. Dalziell ascertain on your behalf in what way he could obtain the freehold for

you.'—No, not at that time; there were other negotiations pending.
in. Would you explain what they were?—I am not sure, but i think Mr. Dalziell approached

the Government tirst.
41. Did Mr. Dal/.iell inform you what was necessary to obtain the title?—No, that matter

never came up at thai time.
12. Did vim of your own personal knowledge know that it was possible to avoid the limitation

provisions of the Act by the issue of an Order in Council?—That never came up at that time.
13. Mr. Dalziell did not inform you to that effect?—I knew the Act in reference to it.
11. Diil Mr. Dalziell apply on your behalf for (lie issue of an Order in Council?—No. The

Natives were very anxious to sell;, they approached me many times prior to that.
45. Did not Mr. Dalziell apply on your behalf for the issue of an Order in Council?—No; I

think it was Mr. Skerrett, who was acting on behalf of the Natives, who did that. T had nothing
to do with that at all.

46. As a matter of fact, you do not seem to know much about, the Order in Council?—No, I
do not.

47. Still. Mr. Dalziell was acting for you?—Yes.
IS. You [ound out afterwards that the Government had consented to the issue of an Order

in Council?—Yes.
40. You ascertained that?—Mr. Dalziell mentioned it to me.
.">(). I suppose yon had a number of conversations with Mr. Dalziell in regard to the negotia-

tions?—Yes.
r>l. Did vim know anything about the first meeting of the assembled owners to consider your

proposals?—Yes, 1 think 1 did.
.")2. I suppose Mr. Dalziell recommended you to purchase at a price to be arranged?—No.

The Natives wanted to sell a long time ago for £15,000.
.">•'!. To whom did they want to sell?—To me. There were negotiations at different times,

and afterwards I believe they offered their freehold rights to the Government.
54, Do you know anything about the offer to the Government?—I think they offered their

freehold rights to the Governmeni for £22,500.
55. You know that of your own knowledge I—Well,1—Well, the various Natives mentioned that to

me—those who were in Wellington at the time.
r>o. Do you know the names of tin.- Natives?—Yes—Pepene Eketone, Anam Eketone, and.

I think. Takere Wetere.
r>7. Were vim given to understand that the sale had really been arranged?—No.
.">B. Hut that negotiations were going on?—I believed so at the time.
.">'.). And then the Natives came to you and offered to sell?—Yes. They were trying for n

long time prior to that.
60. Do you know when the negotiations between the Government and tho Natives were broken

~ff? No, but T think it was some time about the end of last year.
61. Still. Pepene Eketone and other Natives trave you to understand that they were acting

for the owners, anil had a right to dispose of the land?—Yes.
r>2. Now, I want to come to the first meeting of the assembled owners. Was that meeting

arranged on your behalf by your solicitors?—! really do not know. T think Mr. Skerrett, on
behalf of the Natives, and Mr. Dalziell. my solicitor, had arranged that.

(J.,!. By the way, was there not another mortcrnge of your interest besides the mortgage of
£14,000 to the executors of Wickham Flower?—Yes, there were several.

01. A mortgage for £I,ooo?—Yes,
65 To Findlav, Dalziell, and Co.?—Yes; and (here was a mortgage beyond that.
60. Really a third mortgage?—Yes.
67. Was that the mortgage to Macarthy ?—Yes.
6S What really happened, 1 suppose, was that you gave that to Mr. Macarthv as collateral

aeouritv?- Yes. 1 owed Mr. Macarthv a lot of money, and T gave him additional security.
69 Now T want to come back to the meeting again. T suppose Mr. Dalziell and yourself

arranged and you instructed him that you were willing to pay .£25,000 to the Natives?—Yes.
T think that prior to that the Natives in Wellington agreed to accept that amount. T thought
they had full power at that lime to act on behalf of them all—T mean Pepene Eketone a 1 the
others.
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70. Of course, you have heard that the majority of the Natives were really opposed to the
sale?—I did not know that till afterwards.

71. You know that now?—Yes, that they were at one time. I really know nothing about
that.

lion. Sir J. Carroll: There was a majority in favour of the sale of two of the blocks.
72. Mr. Massey.] Were you present at Te Kuiti at all?—No, I was not.
73. You were represented there?—By Mr. Dalziell.
74. At the different meetings?—Yes.
7."). Did Mr. Dalziell take up his residence there for a time?—No; lie only went up there

one day.
76. To the different meetings?—Yes.
77. You know there were more meetings than one?—Yes.
78. First the meeting of the assembled owners, then adjourned ami adjourned again, and

then the meeting of the Maori Land Board?—Yes.
79. Very well; you became possessed of the freehold title?—Yes.
80. The Natives eventually agreed, and difficulties were got over, and the Order in Council

was issued and confirmed by the Maori Land Hoard, and you became practically owner of the
block subject to certain mortgages?—Yes.

81. Prior to your becoming owner of the block had you given an option over the whole pro-
perty ?—Yes.

82. To the same gentlemen you have mentioned, or others?—No, to Mason Chambers alone
this time.

83. Do you know the date?—The first option, 1 think, was on the 14th January of this year
—that was to Mason Chambers.

84. And when the transaction was completed so far as you were concerned—that is to say,
when the Maori Land Board had consented to the alienation and the Maoris consented—yoti
sold your interest to Mr. Mason Chambers?—Yes.

85. Not the whole interest?--No.
86. What did you retain?—The land that was subject to leases.
87. What area?—7,o46 acres.
88. Do you still own that block?—Yes. Well, it is vested, with all the rest of the land, in

the Native Land Board.
89. In the meantime?—Yes.
00. Now, about the conditions with regard to subdivision : were there any conditions with

regard to subdivision as between yourself and the Maori Land Board when you became owner
of the property?—I think we had complied with the Act which regulated third-class land of not
more than 3,000 acres and first-class land of not more than 400 acres.

91. Did you understand that to be in compliance with the Act?—Yes.
92. Did Mi. Dalziell make that statement to you?—l knew the law in that respect.
93. That is not the law—you are mistaken. Is not the law this: that Maori lands cannot

be sold in a larger area than 3,000 acres of third-class land, and corresponding areas of first and
second class?—Yes.

94. And therefore you were not complying with the law ?—That was to the interest of all
parties concerned.

95. That is your explanation?—Yes.
96. The law was departed from all the same?—No.
97. Well, the intention of the Act was, so far as the subdivision was concerned, when you

became owner of the 53,000 acres?—I do not know about that.
98. As a matter of fact, you left it to Mr. Dalziell?—Yes, that part.
99. Well, you purchased'for £25,000, T think? -Yes, and £2,500 worth of shares fully paid

up in the company of £100,000.
100. I think that was consideration by the company or by Mr. Mason Chambers?—No, I

had something to do with that myself.
101. That was part of tRe consideration so far as you were concerned?—Yes, that is right.
102. Then you parted with your interest to Mr. Mason Chambers?—Yes.
103. Do you mind telling the Committee what you received therefor?—I received £71,000

cash and £4,000 worth of fully-paid-up shares in the company, out of which T had to pay my
portion of the expenses.

104. And the 7,000 acres of land which you retained? —Yes.
105. I suppose your expenses would be very considerable—it looks a big profit?—There were

expenses.
106. Would \ou mind telling the Committee what the expenses amounted to?—I do not know ;

I never even kept an account.
107. You only say they were considerable?— Yes. That includes the freehold and leasehold.
108. That includes all your interest in the property, both freehold and leasehold?—Yes.
109. Mr. Dive.'] You stated that you received a certain amount of money for this land, and

have retained 7,000-odd acres?—Yes.
110. Who holds that land?—The Native Land Board, I understand—Mr. Bowler, on behalf

of the company.
111. I understood from the evidence that all the company had got was 46,000 acres?—46,229

acres.
112. And held no interest in the balance?—No; but still it is vested in the Board.
113. Only nominally?—Yes.
114. But who is virtually the owner?—I am the owner, subject to the leases.
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II."). 'Die. Chairman.] Do you derive any money in the way of rente from those subleases at
the present time?—Yes.

116. Can you tell the Committee what is paid—for instance, whal clues Mr. Walter Jonei
pay you?—l think it would be £7 its. per annum.

117. And what is the area of the land.' -894 acres.
118. What does Mr. Bayly pay, or Mr. Eglington?- There are 1,329 acres, and lie pave

£33 4s. 6d. per annum.
119. Do yon receive those rentals)—I do.
120. Who pays the rates to the county?—Mr. Bayly.

.121. What do you receive from Kelly?- That is for a certain limited period — I receive
£44 15s. per annum.

122. For about how long do the rights of the subleases exist?—They have twenty-eight yearn
more to go.

123. And during that time you receive those small rentals for that property?—Yes.
124. In reference to the transaction, do you remember Mr. Kemp-Welch coming out from

Home?—No, I do not.
125. Mr. Herriet.] What was the first date you went to Findlay, Dalziell, and Co. and they

became your solicitors in the matter?—T think in the latter part of 1908.
126. Was it in August?—I could not possibly state.
127. What was the date of your purchasing the leasehold interest in Wickham Flower's

trustees?—I think the transaction was completed on the 19th May, 1908.
128. And yon mortgaged the leases to .f. G. Findlay and F. G. Dalziell for £1,000?—I want

to explain that, if you want particulars. In February, 1010, I was in a private hospital in Willis
Street and an operation was being performed, and I telephoned to Mr. Dalziell at that time that
I did not know what would happen to me, and that he should prepare a mortgage for £1,000,
which I would sign, to cover costs in ease anything should happen to me.

129. Then you mortgaged to Mr. T. G. Macarthy?—Well, I owed Mr. Macarthy large sums
of money—I think at that time £30,000. He wanted some, and I gave him additional security,
and I gave him Moknu as collateral. I think I paid off some amount. I think the amount was
over £25,000.

130. What date wore those mortgages—was that at the same time?—No, I think that was
last year.

131. Then you mortgaged to Mason Chambers?—No; to him I sold.
132. There is the register of a mortgage on the Oth March, 1911. You do not remember

mortgaging to Mason Chambers?—No. 1 have had very large dealings with Mr. Mason Chambers.
L3B. Was there not a caveat on the land when you purchased it?—No, the caveat was put on

afterwards—that is, during the time I had the option.
134. Was it taken off before the actual transfer was made?—No; the Appeal Court decided

that in July, 1908.
135. Then, at the time the transfer was made from Wickham Flower's trustees to you was

there a caveat on the land?—No, there was none or it at the time I purchased. You mean when
the purchase was completed?

136. Yes, the transfer?—l am not really sure about that. I know we took the matter before
the Appeal Court in 1908.

137. And Findlay, Dalziell, and Co. took the matter for you there?—No, T had not seen
them in connection with it at that time.

138. Who appeared for you?—Mr. Charles Tringham.
139. That was before you saw Findlay, Dalziell, and Co.?—Yes; that was after the title was

in my name subject to a caveat. The transfer was completed in May, 1908. A caveat was on
then, and the matter came before the Appeal Court in July. 1908, and Mr. Charles Tringham
acted for me.

140. That was before you saw Mr. Dalziell in the matter?—Yes.
141. When you sold "your option to Mr. Mason Chambers what was the consideration you got

—when you sold your option the last time?—£7l,ooo cash. I sold it twice.
142. What was the consideration for the leasehold and what for the freehold?—£46,000 for

the leasehold and £71,000 for the freehold. That is £25,000 additional.
143. What was the consideration you were to get for the leasehold and what for the free-

hold?—They eimply paid for the freehold: £-lfi,ooo, the price for the leasehold, and £25,000
additional for the freehold, making it £71,000.

144. Why did you acknowledge in one of those deeds £54,000 for the leasehold?—l do not
think I acknowledged that. After the settlement I got £-4,000 worth of shares in the company—
that is practically £75,000.

145. It says that you goi £54,000 fur the leasehold in this document [Exhibit No. 37]. You
ate quite clear you got £71,000 in cash?—Yes, and £4,000 worth of shares.

146. Do you still hold the shares?—Yes. They are not registered in my name yet, but I
had to pay a portion of that for expenses. I only paid a portion towards that.

147. You do not appear as holding any shares in it?—l will have them later: they were held
by Mason Chambers on mv behalf.
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Wednesday, 13th September, 1911.
Paeroeokd I'lKiiiANw sworn ami examined. (No. 15.)

1. The Chairman.'] Where do you live?—At Otaki.
2. Have you any knowledge of the paper that forme the subject of this inquiryl —Yes.
•'!. Are you prepared to give evidence in connection with this paper? -I have evidence to

give m relation to that paper in so far as this. that. 1 can speak about the first occasion when Itook part in matters in reference to this Mokau Block.
i. Save you any interest in the lands thai arc included in this Block?—No, but my wife has.•"). You have volunteered to give evidence—you were not called by the Committee nor by Mr.Massey: is that the position?—lt was because some of yon people decided thai you would callupon me to come and make a statement before you.
(>. Did vnnr wife, who is interested in this property, ask you to come?—T will answer thatin this way : (hiring the month of .Tune I went to Mokau
7. .Answer the <|iiestion with a simple " Yes " or " No," if you can, please?—Yes, she did.8. Are yon prepared to make any statement to the Committee?—Yes. T will go back to the

period that 1 attempted to speak to you about just now, when I sad I had been to Mokau duringlast June, and I will tell you what took place there, so that you may see for yourselves that there
is something in the matter which justifies me in coming here and saying what I have to say.

9. T do not want in any way to stop you, but would ask you to give your evidence as con-
cisely as you can?—When I got to Mokau during last June I found the old people assembled
together. They were sitting there for the purpose of lamenting the fact that their land had passed
away by sale: and they said that their desire was that their land should come back to
that they should regain possession of it light from the const to its furthest limit inland. When
the Board came and sat there

10. linn. Sir J. Carroll.} Did the Hoard sit at Mokau?—Yes. The Board laid down certain
proposals in reference to acceptance by the owners of payment for the Mokau lands.

11. The Chairman.] Who were present what members of the Board?—I cannot say what the
name of the European was.

12. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.} The Board was never at Mokan?—This man may have come there
simply for the purposes of handing over the money, but I was under the impression that he was
the Board ;he came there as the representative of the Board. Some of the old people then present,
including the old man Te Oro, expressed themselves as all of one mind in their intention to hold
on to the land, and they would not agree to the sale. After that these Europeans who I said just
imw were a Board—the people who had come to offer the money—went away back to Auckland,
and from there they sent a sum of money to Mokau, to the Mokau Post-office, the owners being
advised that they could call at the post-office and draw their individual shares of the money.
Afterwards word was received at Mokau that if the owners declined to accept this money which
had been sent there in payment for the land, that money would be taken back again by the persons
who had sent it, and the Government, or whoever it was that was acquiring the land, would take
the land for nothing, and the owners would lose both the land and the money. Some of the owners
drew their share of the pnrchase-nionev, lint the old people and a proportion of the younger ones
declined to draw any money, and up to the present time they have not received any.

13. The Chairman.] Who was it that said if the Natives would not agree to sell the Govern-
ment would take the land from them and they would get neither money nor land?—lt was a woman
from Taranaki who came up there, by name Rangi Auraki. Subsequently to that the old people
consulted together and decided they would send a telegram to the Chairman of this Committee.

14. I received it. The purport of that telegram was to ask the Chairman to allow them an
opportunity of stating to the Committee that they were not willing to sell. Did they receive any
reply to that telegram)—T am unable to say.

15. A reply was sent, to the Natives at Mokau?—That would be probably after T had left, on
mv way back to Otaki.

16. Won. Sir •/. Carroll.] What did you come here to trive evidence on?—T have come here
for the purpose of telling the Committee of the desire of the people who wish to hold the land and
not to sell it. and various other matters in connection with the sale of the block.

17. We do not want you to go rambling all over, the country. You came here at your wife's
dictation : whai did she tell you to say to the Committee?—She asked me to state to the Com-
mittee the injury which had been done to herself and her friends and relatives.

18. Why did she not come herself?—I cannot reply to that.
10. Tlir Chairman.} Did your wife accept any of the monev?—Yes, through ignorance.
Mr. Massey: T might explain, by way of putting the witness on the right track, that lie

informed me that he was one of the four delegates appointed by the Mokau Natives to represent
them at the meeting at Te Kuiti. I think that if the witness would start at that point lie would
tret on very much better.

20. The Chairman.} What happened at Te Kuiti?—I had better perhaps commence by ex-
plaining how we were authorized to go there. We were appointed by the owners of the land at
Mokau to oppose the sale and to retain the land.

21. Was it by a majority of the owners of the land, or by a section of the owners—the Te
Whiti-ites?—The people were divided at that time, but a majority of certain of the people were
in favour of retaining the land.

22. Can you state how many were in favour?—T could not. The names will all be found in
the summons which was issued by Mr. Bell for the purpose of attacking the lease.

23. Tell us what happened at Te Kuiti? —When we got to Te Kuiti we persisted in our
original attitude of opposing the sale. On the second occasion of the Board sitting at Te Kuiti
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Mr. Hardy and Tuiti Macdonald came to make certain proposals to us, and this is wEat theysaid : Sell the land, and 2,500 shares in the company would be given to the Natives, in additionto the purchase-money. They also said that all the purchase-money would ho paid over to theNatives, no deduction of any sort being made therefrom,,the company bearing all costs and ex-penses. They went cm to say that those who still remained obdurate and refused to sell would

be called upon to bear very serious and heavy expenses and troubles. That sort of thing startled
me. Being ignorani of matters of this kind, I thought it would be better to accept, because theprice was increased : the shares in the company were given, in addition to the purchase-money,and no deduction was to be made I'roiu the purchase-nioiiev. 1 thought, "Yes, that is a moresatisfactory proposal; we had better accept that.'

24. And did you accept on behalf of your wife?—Yes.
25. And she received her shave of Hie money!—Yes.
26. What was the amount!—£373 125., T think.
27. What was your wife getting from the proceeds of that laud prior to the sale? Did she

receive any portion of the rent?—£2 10s. .'id. per annum, I think it was, she had been receiving
before that.

28. Is there anything else you wish to tell the Committee?—l want to point out to the Com-mittee and impress upon them that the old people, who have declined to sell and up to the present
time have refused to sell, are still determined not to sell.

29. You must speak on behalf of your wife. She was interested in the block, and she con-
sented to sell and received her money?—Yes.

30. Has she got any interest in the shares in that company?—l could not say.
31. lias she any land at Otaki or any other part of New Zealand?—The only land that I

know of is a piece of land al Otaki which she purchased herself. Tt contains about 1J acres.
32. Has she any tribal rights?—l cannot say.
33. Is she not interested in other lauds at Mohakatino and Tongaporutu by tribal right?—

Her interest at Mohakatino was sold to the Government long ago.
34. Have you anything further to add as to what happened after the Te Kuiti meeting?—

I think that is nil I have to say.
35. Ifmi. Sir ./. Carroll.] Yon were one of th committee that was appointed to act on behalf

of the owners in respect of the Mokau Block) Ye.-.
36. Was that committee set up under the advice of Mr. Hell, to collect material in order tf>

fight the leaseß?—Yes.
37. There was no question of sale at that time on their part?—Yes, it had been mentioned

before.
38. I mean, so far as they were concerned?—-No.
39. They were out to fight the leases?—Yes.
40. Did Mr. Bell advise the committee to subscribe and find money, and to what extent?—

Yes, and certain money was collected.
41. How much?—£40 was collected at Mokau.
42. What sum was mentioned that they would require to raise?—.£BOO was the amount men-

tioned to be paid to Mr. Bell for undertaking this work. m
43. Did the Natives find the £800?-^—No, because the matter was handed over to Mr. Hardy.
44. Did the Natives undertake to pledge certain lands as security, in order to raise the neces-

sary funds to fight the case?—Yes.
45. And did the Natives sign a document to that purpose?—Yes.
46. Did your wife sign it?—She did not. She had no rights in the lands proposed to be

pledged as security.
47. Was it the committee only who signed?—lt was the persons who had interests in the

blocks which it was proposed to hand over as security for the purpose of raising the money.
48. Was it because they could not raise the money to carry on the case that you, as one of

the committee, entertained the proposal for sale?—No, that was not the reason. Tt was because
of the troubles and penalties T have alluded to.

49. Anyhow, they did not raise the money, and you agreed to the sale?—Yes.
50. You said that yon were speaking on behalf of the old people who did not agree to the

sale?—Yes.
51. How many of them have not taken the money?—One old man has already appeared before

Oro. At thekainga there are about five more.
52. Is that all that you know of?—Those are all T can remember of that place.
53. Did they tell you to come here and irive evidence on their behalf?—Yes.
54. Te Oro came here and gave evidence as one of those who did not take the money, I think?

—Yes. Well, some of these old people did nol know that Te Oro was coming here.
55. When did they authorize you to come? —Te Oro had left Mokau for here on Saturday.

I came from Mokau on the Tuesday following.
56. Although you knew your wife had sold, and accepted the money?—Yes.
57. Mr. Ferries.] You said, T think, that there had been a question of sale before you saw

Mr. Bell—before the committee was set up by Mr. Boll?—Yes.
r>B. Was there any question of sale to the Government?—I cannot say whether it was to the

Government or to whom. The proposal to sell was brought by Andrew Eketone.
59. What was the sum that was mentioned?—He did not mention any special sum. What

he said was this: "We have been fighting the Mokau case, and we find there is no means of
getting out of the trouble. The only thing to do is to sell the land. It is better to have half a
loaf than no bread at all."

60. The sum of £22.500 was not mentioned, wait it?—T do not remember that. He may have
mentioned it and T not heard it.

13—1. 3a.
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61. Did the Natives then refuse to sell?—Yes. The old man who attended here the other
day

62. But at the time that Andrew Eketone spoke about it, did the Natives refuse to entertain
a proposal to sell, or were there some for it ami some against?—I was the only one who spoke on
the matter then, and that was because Anaru Eketone had stated that the mortgage had bitten
so deeply into the land that the land would pass away under the mortgage in the long-run. Tp
Oro and all the others refused to agree to the proposal to sell.

63. When your wife received the money, was there any deduction made for expenses?—No.
64. Do you know anything about an agreement that £2.500 was to be deducted from the

sale price?—Yes, I know of that.
65. Your wife did nof agree to flic proposal of the .£2.500 being deducted?—No.
66. Have you been paid any of your expenses incurred in being a member of the committee?

—No, I have received no payment.
67. Tlave you got any claim for expenses?—lf matters had been carried out as Tuiti Mac-

donald said they were to be carried out—that is. that the company would pay all expenses—then
I should have mnde a claim for payment of my expenses; but as it has been placed on the owners
of the land themselves to pay the expenses, I make no claim.

68. Hon. Mr. Nr/ata.] You received advances, did you not, for your expenses'?—There was
some money given to me by Mr. Hardy, but I asked for that because I had not a shilling. It was
not in any way in connection with the land.

00. Mr. fffrr/fx.} Tuiti Macdonald gave you clearly to understand that the company, besides
paying .£25,000 and giving 2,500 shares, was to pay all expenses?—Yes.

70. Did Tuiti tell that to all the Natives, or was it only to the committee?—He did not say
the thing privately : he said it publicly, and there were others besides us who heard it.

71. Did the people who were then at Mokau all give authority to the people at Te Kuiti to
represent them?—Yes.

72. When the committee decided to change their attitude and sell to the company, were the
people at Mokau informed of the chance at that time?—No.

73. What do you think of the value of the l)>,nd, per acre? —Tn my opinion it would be worth
more than £1 an acre—say £1 15s.—if there were no lease.

74. Do you think the price the Natives accepted was a good one?—Xo, I do not think it was.
75. Are the Native owners of the block that you know about satisfied or dissatisfied?—They

are objecting. This is the objection.
76. Then, when Tuiti Maedonald said they made the best of a bad job in selling, that about

expresses the opinion of the Natives, does it not?—No, T cannot say that, because those who
spoke English—Tuiti and Mr. Hardy—were the people who advised and persuaded us. and we
eventually agreed to the sale.

77. Were you satisfied with the conduct of Mr. Hardy and Tuiti Macdonald?—Tuiti and T
were not very good friends : we were at enmity, because I declined to fall in with his view and
agree to the sale. When we had been appointed as representatives of the old people, well, T could
not prevent him from saving what ho said, but the personal enmity between us continued.

78. The Ohnirmnn.'] Ts vour*\vife a Te Whiti-''te?—No.
79. You know that Te Oro is a Whiti-ite?—Yes.
80. Do you know this : that if Te Oro or the Te Whiti-ites who had interests in the blocks

were offered £100 per acre for the land they would not sell?—I cannot answer that.
81. Mr. Massey."] With regard to that meeting at Mokau, at which you attended—the meet-

ing convened to consider the proposal to sell : can you give us any idea of the number of Natives
who were present?—There were more people present than there are in this room now. There
was a tansri taking place there over a deceased person at the time.

82. Of the people who were there, were a majority opposed to the sale or in favour of it?—
They opposed the sale. That was the occasion when Andrew Pepone laid the proposal to sell
before them, and said thai half a loaf was better than no bread.

83. They opposed the sale?—Yes.
84. Nearly all of them?—All.
85. There were young people there, I presume, as well as old people—young people also

opposed to the sale?—They did not stand up and say anything at all. T was the person who
understood it and replied to Andrew Eketone's proposal.

86. The result of the meeting, we are iriven to understand, was that you and three others
were sent to Te Kuiti to represent the people at Mokau in connection with the proposed sale .
Yes ; that was afterwards

87. Do you know anything about any written proxies being given to any representatives of
the Natives, to be used for or against the sale?—T know of it.

B,Q. Were there many of these proxies—voting-papers?—Yes.
89. Do you know how many?—T cannot say how many there were altogether. T can tell

you how many I had.
00. How manv?—Six. That is all T can remember.
01. T am speaking not only of the proxies iriven to you. but of the proxies cenerally that

were sent from Mokau: and what T want to know is whether they were intended to be used
against the proposal to sell or for it?—All the proxies that were signed and sent over into our

hands were for the purpose of opposing the sale.
02. Were any proxies given to Mr. Hardy or Tuiti Macdonald?—T did not see nny given to

them. What T heard them say was that each owner was entitled to a proxy paper.
03. Were the proxies used at the meeting of assembled owners?—Yes, they were handed to

the Board.
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94. In what way were they used? Did the proxy state definitely that the man giving the

proxy was opposed to the sale?— I could not say. They were written in English.
95. In what way were they used? We have evidence from you that they were intended to

be used against the sale. Were they used for the sale or againsi the sale?—That was so. When
we reached there, because of the way the matter was pul before us by Tuiti and Mr. Hardy, we
thought the best course for us to take would be to agree to the sale : we allowed ourselves to be
persuaded, and did so.

96. Persuaded by whom?—Tuiti Macdonald and Mr. Hardy.
97. Then, are we to understand that Tuiti Macdonald and Mr. Hardy were acting in' the

interests of the people who desired to purchase the blocks?
The Chairman: I do not think that is a question that should be submitted. It is not a

question that can be allowed.
98. Mr. Massey.] I will put it in iliis waj : in whose interests do you consider that Tuiti

Macdonald and Mr. Hardy were acting?—They, together with us, were opposing the sale.
99. Did they advise the Natives to sell?—Yes, thai was (he position. We all went to Te

Kuiti with the intention of opposing 'lie sale. On our arrival there matters were explained to
us by Tuiti and Mr. Hardy, to the effect that the conditions were in their opinion such that the
only course for us to take was id agree to (lie sale : and we then agreed.

100. Was there any meeting held at Te Kuiti to consider the proposals, apart from the
meeting of assembled owners?—l have no knowledge.

101. Were you present at the meeting of assembled owners at Te Kuiti?—I do not quite
understand the question. There were the occasions when we met before the Board. Or are you
asking about private consultations amongst ourselves?

102. There was evidence to s'k.w thai in addition to the meeting of assembled owners there
was at least one other meeting, when the Natives gave their consent to the sale. That is really
the meeting which I want to know whether the witness was present at?—Yes, but there was a
meeting held at Mahoenui. If that is the one you are referring to, I was not present at it.

103. I am speaking of meetings at Te Kuiti. Can you tell us how many meetings were
held at Te Kuiti?—I only know of one meeting that we held, apart from the Board meetings.

104. Were the proceedings in English or Maori?—In Maori. We were all Maoris.
105. You thoroughly understood what was being done?—Yes.
106. Now, with regard to the meeting at which Mr. Holland presided : were you present at

that?—Yes, I continually attended. There was only one Board meeting that I did not attend.
107. At that meeting were the proceedings in English or Maori?—In both English and Maori.
108. Did you understand what was being said and done?—No; that is to say, I did not

understand all that was being said.
109. Were you requested to come here by any other owners than your wife?—Yes, I have

said so already, and explained that they sent a document to the Chairman.
%

110. Did they ask you to express their satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the sale?—They
objected to the sale, because they discovered that matters are in the position in which they
now lie.

111. Did they ask you to come here and say so to the Committee?—Yes, if I had the oppor-
tunity granted me to do so.

112. The Chairman.] Did they all accept their share of the money, all these people that you
came to object for?—No, none of those who signed that wire have accepted payment.

113. Are they Te Whiti-ites?—I cannot say. The only one'l am certain about is Te Oro.
114. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] Is it, not a fact that the owners of Mokau were divided into two

parties?—I cannot answer that question. It may be so.
115. Let me put it in this way: was there not a selling party and an anti-selling party?

—Yes.
116. Was there any bad feeling between those two sections?—Yes. That was so, because some

of them adopted Andrew Pepene's suggestion for sale, and others opposed it.
117. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] Were you present at the meeting at Te Kuiti on the oth April, when

they discussed the question of costs?—Yes.
118. Did you put in an account for £68?—Yes.
119. You knew that it was proposed to make a deduction from the £25,000 cash paid for

the land?—May I explain what the position was in regard to thatmatter? Tuiti had said that the
company was to pay all costs and expenses.

120. But was "there not a resolution passed that each party should pay its own costs, which
should come out of this £25,000?—Yes, that was passed by a majority of votes at our meeting.

121. You put in this account for £68, which you agreed to reduce to £60?—That is it.
122. It was further reduced by the amount of £16 55., which you had received from Mr.

Hardy?—Yes.
123. Leaving a balance of £43-odd still due to you?—Yes.
124. Have you been paid this?—No, not yet.

Frederick George Dalziell sworn and examined. (No. 16.)
1. The Chairman.'] What are you, Mr. Dalziell?—A solicitor, practising in Wellington.
2. You know the subject-matter of this inquiry?—Yes.
3. Is it in connection with the paper before this Committee that you wish to give evidence?

—Yes.
4. Will you make a statement?—Yes, I should like to do that. My statement will cover the

whole transaction, from the time I became associated with the Mokau Block up to the time of
the sale by the Natives.
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Mr. Herries: 1 should like to point out that Mr. Dalziell has been present while all the
witnesses have been examined. None of the other witnesses has had that chance.

The Chairman: He was allowed to be present by permission of the Committee.
Mr. Herries: But now he is going to make ;> statement. He has an advantage which no

other witness lias had of knowing exactly what lias been said.
Mr. Greenslade: The evidence has all been published in the newspapers.
The Vhairman: What is your objection, Mr. Herriesi
Mr. Herries: We shall have an opportunity oi' cross-examining Mr. Dalziell, 1 suppose 1
The Chairman: Yes, he will be subject to cross-examination. Other witnesses, too, have been

present since the proceedings started.
Mr. Herries: 1 should like Mr. Dalziell not merely to meet what has been said, but to make

a clear and full statement of the whole position.
Witness: Yes, I propose to cover the whole ground. There is nothing to be kept back.
5. The Chairman.] Will you go on with your statement, Mr. Dalziell?—Yes, sir. 1 was first

consulted by Mr. Lewis regarding Mokau on the 3rd August, 1908. He was then the registered
owner of Mr. Jones's leases, subject to a mortgage to Flower's trustees for £14,000, which was
the total amount of the purchase-money he had agreed to pay to the trustees lor the leases. Mr.
Lewis had at this time entered into an agreement with Mr. Mason Chambers, Mr. It. D. D.
McLean, and Sir Francis Price, all of Hawke's Bay, runholders, to sell to them his interest in
the leases for the sum of £25,000 and an eighth interest, which ho was to retain. Under that
agreement the purchasers had paid him £700 in cash, and £4,300 had been deposited by them
with Messrs. Moorhouse and Hadfield, .solicitors, Wellington. Messrs. Moorhouse and Hadfield
had given an undertaking to Messrs. Travers, Campbell, and Peacock, the solicitors in New
Zealand for Flower's trustees, to the effect that when Mr. Lewis was placed upon the register as
owner of these leases they would pay that money over to Travers, Campbell, and Peacock. Mr.
P. S. McLean, of Napier, was solicitor for the Hawke's Hay purchasers, ile had, prior to this
date, searched the title to the leases, and had come to the conclusion that the title, whether it was
good or not, was uncertain and not such as he could advise his clients to accept. He had on their
behalf, therefore, said that they would have to withdraw from the agreement, and he demanded
the repayment of £700 received by Mr. Lewis and £4,300 held by Moorhouse and Hadfiled. It
is important to note that at this date the £14,000 due under Mr. Lewis's mortgage had become
due. That was the situation in which Mr. Lewis found himself when he came to consult me,
and he wanted me to advise him as to the best means by which he could escape from these diffi-
culties. 1 came to the conclusion, after looking into the matter, that, although Mr. Lewis's title
to the leases might be good, there could be no doubt it was not such a title as could be forced upon
an unwilling purchaser. I also concluded that the undertaking given by Moorhouse and Had-
field to Travers, Campbell, and Peacock would be a very .lillicult one for them to get out of, on
account of Travers, Campbell, and Peacock having carried out the condition on which Moorhouse
and Hadfield had promised to pay over the money.

6. Mr. Herries.] They had registered the transfer I—Yes. I also came to the conclusion that
if Mr. Lewis lost this sale and suffered any damage through not being able to complete the sale
to the Hawke's Bay purchasers, he might have a claim againsi either the trustees or their solicitors.
At that time, also, Mr. Lewis was not in a position to finance the purchase of the leases from
the trustees unless he could get such a title as he could borrow upon. I mean that, in view of
the doubt thrown upon his title, he was not in a position to finance the purchase, because he had
not sufficient funds with which to finance the purchase independently of the value of the lease-
hold. The first step I took in order to straighten nut these difficulties was to approach Mr.
McLean, solicitor for the Hawke's Hay people, and Mr. Campbell,, solicitor for the trustees. I
suggested to both of them that it was very undesirable that this triangular litigation which was
threatening should proceed; the questions involved were extremely difficult and the litigation
would probably be prolonged and expensive, and it would be far better for the parties concerned
to combine, with a view eithej- to having the leasos perfected, or getting the lessees and Maoris
to oombine and sell the whole property. Both of these gentlemen, however, were very loth to
agree to this. Neither of them wanted to be mixed up in the thing : they wanted to know just
where they were. I have a letter from Mr. P. S. McLean, solicitor, of Napier, written at this
time, which will explain to you the attitude he took up. It is dated the 22nd September, 1908,
and reads as follows: "Hawke's Bay, 22nd September, 1908.—F. G. Dalziell, Esq., Messrs.
Findlay, Dalziell, and Co., Solicitors, Wellington.—Dear Sir,—Re Mokau : I have seen Mr.
Chambers and the others as to the proposal that they should enter into an agreement with Mr.
Lewis and Mr. Campbell with a view to special legislation, and they have asked me to say
that, while they appreciate your efforts towards a profitable settlement, they would prefer to retire
from the adventure with their own money and interest as provided by the agreement with Mr.
Lewis, leaving the others to take the full benefit of any such legislation. I have to thank you
for your good intentions and for your considerate discussion of the position.—l remain, P. S.
McLean." Mr. Campbell also took up the attitude that he was forced into the position of press-
ing Mr. Lewis—forced by his people in London. He pointed out to me that this money belonged
to a deceased person's estate, which was prevented from being wound up owing to the delay con-
nected with this matter. Neither of them, therefore, would agree to any definite proposal.
I thought that they would not incur the expense of litigation, and I decided to go on and try
to get the matter set right. I accordingly wrote, on the 25th September, 1908, a letter to the
Native Minister. This is a copy of it : " 25th September, 1908.—The Hon. the Native Minister,
Wellington. Dear Sir,—Re Mokau-Mohakatino Block No. 1: I am instructed by the lessees of
the subdivisions If, 10, Ih, and 1j of this block to bring before you the question of the early
settlement of these subdivisions. As you are probably aware the leases of these subdivisions were
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granted by the Natives in the years 1882 and 1889 for the term of fifty-six years, so that at the
present time a period of over thirty years of the term has yet to run. It is no doubt within
your knowledge that litigation has been pending in respect to this property for many years past,
and that in consequence practically nothing has been done in the way of settlement of the lands.
The present owners of the leases arc now, however, in a position to deal with the land, and as
they cannot conveniently go into occupation themselves, they are willing to join with the Natives
in any scheme which would facilitate the immediate settlement of the blocks in small areas. It
has occurred to us that the course which would most efficiently facilitate the settlement of the
block would be for the Native Commission to report upon the block, and for the property to be
dealt with by the Maori Land Board under the Native I.anils Settlement Act, 1907. There would
probably be no difficulty in arranging for the reservation out of the block of so much of the land
as the Commission might think necessary for the occupation of the Natives. It might, however,
lead to considerable complication between the Natives ami our clients if any of the balance is
required to be disposed of by lease; and the simplest course, therefore, would be to amend the
provisions of section II of the Native Land Settlement Act, I,JOT, so that it would be left to the
Governor in Council, on the recommendation of the Commission, to permit any part of the land
to lie sold. It is also possible that the provisions of section 22 of the Native Land Settlement
Act, 1907, providing for residence upon lands disposed of, naighi be found detrimental to the
successful realization of the property, and our clients therefore desire that, if possible, the Go-
vernor in Council should be given authority to dispense with this condition if it is deemed
desirable to do so. All that is necessary lor the purpose of giving effect to this proposal is the
insertion of a clause in any Native Land Bill which may be passed by the House during this
session, modifying-the provisions of see! ions |] and 22 above referred to. This clause might
lake the following form : ' (1.) Whereas it is desirable that the settlement of the Mokau-Mohaka-
tino Block No. 1, subdivisions If, I«j- In. and I.t. should be facilitated: Now, it is hereby de-
clared that it shall be lawful for the Commission referred to in section 2 of the Native Lands
Settlement Act, 1907, to make inquiry affecting the said lands and report thereon, and thereupon
the said lands or any part thereof may, with the consent of the lessees thereof, be brought under
the provisions of the said Act in manner provided bj section 4 thereof, provided that the pro-
visions of sections 11 and 22 of the said Act may lie modified to such extent as to the Governor in
Council may seem fit. It is also hereby declared that any such Order in Council may provide
that the Board shall not dispose of the said lands in manner provided by the said Act, but may,
with the consent of the lessees of such lands, grant least's thereof in substitution for the existing
leases upon such terms approved by the Governor in Council as may be agreed upon between the
Board and the lessees.' We trust that you will see your way to introduce a clause to the above
effect in the Maori-land legislation of this session, in older that no further delay may take place
in the settlement of these lands; and we suggest thai the proposal we have; submitted is favourable
to the interests of all parties concerned. The question of the respective values of the lessees'
interest and tin, interest of the Natives is probably the only one about which there can be any
question, and this our clients are prepared to leave to any reasonable tribunal, and we think
that the course we have outlined will provide the most satisfactory settlement of this and all other
questions.—We have, <vc, F. G. Dalziell. ,'7. You will put those letters in? All documents which you read you will put in?—Yes,
though the originals of those written by me, of course, I have not got : these are carbon copies.
At this stage in the proceedings, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Treadwell intevened, acting on behalf of
Mr. Joshua Jones, lie told me quite frankly that he considered it would be in Mr. Jones's in-
terests that he should oppose any legislation at all unless some arrangement beneficial to Mr.
Jones was agreed to by Mr. Lewis. lie told me that he I bought — and it was my own opinion—
that he would probably be aide to block this legislation for. at any rate, a considerable time.
Accordingly T. after consultation with Mr. Lewis, entered into negotiations with Mr. Tread-
well, and these took a very long period —very nearly the whole of the session. I think. I should
just like to say what my proposal was. I am not sure that this proposal was made by Mr. Tread-
well to Mr. Jones, beeau.se Mr. Treadwell found a little difficulty in suggesting to Mr. Jones an}-proposal which he thought might not be favourably received. My original proposal to Mr.
Treadwell was that in the first place, if possible, the interest of the Natives should be purchased
—it was thought at that time that it could be acquired at a sum under £l."i,000; in the second
place, that the freehold should then be disposed of. Mr. Lewis receiving first of all his mortgage-
monev. and then the sum of £11.0(10. the balance n<.r to Mr. Jones. As I say, Ido not know
if that proposal was conveyed to Mr. Jones. My recollection is that Mr. Treadwell thought,
from his past experience of Mr. Jones, that the £11,000 would block it. At any rate, whether
it was owning to reference In Mr. Jones or not, I know that we could not agree upon these terms.
I may say, in passing, that £11,000 was the same sum that Mi-. Lewis would have got from his
Napier purchasers if that transaction had gone on. Counter proposals were made by Mr. Tread-
well, and I advised my client to accept them, but after much consideration he finally said he
would not, and the negotiations fell through. Then there was a deadlock, and it came to a
question of what we should do. Finally, Mr. Treadwell and I agreed that we should wait upon
Dr. Findlay and ask his advice—he, of course, was not the Minister concerned in the matter—
as to getting a Royal Commission appointed to go into the whole question. We were not afraid
at any time of the result of the appointment of a Royal Commission. I think everybody is now
agreed that so far as the legal position is concerned, Mr Lewis's claim to the leases is absolute.
That was the position, at any rate, that I took up all along. 1 did not feai in any way the
appointment of a Commission; on the contrary. I felt that it was very desirable, because I
thought that no Commission would come to any other conclusion than that the deadlock existing
should be got over in some way. We waited together upon Dr. Findlay, and asked his advice
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in the matter. He told us quite frankly that, in view of the unsatisfactory conclusion of the
Meikle Commission, Cabinet was sick of Commissions. I am relating now what was a private
conversation, but it is probably well that 1 should state exactly what took place. At any rate,
he told us that he thought Cabinet would not appoint a Royal Commission, and (hat we had better
come to some arrangement without that assistance. These negotiations went on until December,
and I should like to read you a letter which I then wrote to Messrs. Travers, Campbell, and Pea-
cock, setting out the position at that date. It will give you the best indication as to what 1
thought, at any rate, of the position of the matter at the time. 1 may say that throughout these
negotiations 1 was being constantly pressed by the other two parties interested to settle their
claims, and I had some little trouble in keeping them off, as it were. This is a letter dated the
17th December, 1908, to Travers, Campbell and Peacock: "17th December, 1908.—Messrs.
Travers, Campbell, and Peacock, Solicitors, Wellington. — Dear Sirs, — Be Hokau-Mohakatino
Block: As arranged, we have now to state in writing the position in this matter as we under-
stand it. Under an agreement between your clients and Mr. 11. Lewis, for whom we are acting,
Lewis agreed to purchase your clients' interest in this block, and to give a mortgage for the pur-
chase-money. A transfer and mortgage were accordingly prepared by you and duly registered,
so that Mr. Lewis appears upon the title as the owner of ihe leasehold, subject to a mortgage to
your clients for the amount of the purchase-money. At about the date of Mr. Lewis's purchase
from you he entered into an agreement with some Hawke's Hay people, under which he in turn
agreed to sell the interest acquired from your clients, and under this agreement £700 was paid
to Lewis and £4,300 deposited with Messrs. Moorhouse and Hadfield, of Wellington, solicitors,
who have, we understand, given you an undertaking that they hold this amount as purchase-
money in terms of the last-mentioned agreement. Some time ago we informed you that doubts
had been raised by the purchasers from Lewis as to the validity of the title Lewis had acquired
from your clients, and at about the same time Joshua Jones was endeavouring to obtain a parlia-
mentary inquiry with a view to attacking your clients' title. We then informed you that, with
a view to settling all possible questions of title, we thought it could be arranged that the leases
could be dealt with under the Native Lands Settlement Act, 1907, our idea being that the blocks
should be reported upon by the Native Commission, consisting of the Chief Justice and Mr. Ngata,
which is at present reporting upon the whole of the Native lands in the colony, and that we should
endeavour to induce the Commission to recommend that the freehold of the land should be dis-
posed of, and that out of the proceeds the Natives should first receive the value of their rever-
sionary interest, which we understand to be about ss. per acre; that your clients should then
receive the amount owing to them, including, of course, interest to the date of payment; and
that the balance should belong to Lewis, who would, of course, have to defend any proceedings
Jones might take. We have done everything possible to endeavour to get the Native Commis-
sion to make a report, but, unfortunately, both members of the Commission have been ill, ami
owing to this and the pressure of other work they have been unable so far to deal with the matter.
Unfortunately the term for which the Commission was appointed expires on Ist January next,
but as several other matters remain to be dealt with, we understand that the Government pro-
poses to extend the term for a further two months, and the Chief Justice lias intimated that he
would be prepared to deal with this matter some time next month. It is a pity that we were not
able to get the matter on before the Ist January, because the Act to which we have referred ex-
pressly provides that the powers of the Commission under that Act expire on the Ist January.
As, however, the other matters to which we have referred, and which are to be dealt with by the
Commission, are also intended to be dealt with under the Act in question, the Government pro-
poses to introduce a short Bill early in next session, extending the Commission's powers for the
purposes of the Act. This Act, will, of course, be general, and will not specifically refer to the
Mokau matter. In these circumstances we hope you will see your way to consent to the com-
pletion of Jones's purchase being held over until we have had a reasonable opportunity of carry-
ing through the proposal we have outlined. We would suggest that this proposal is the most
satisfactory settlement of thf whole matter, since it avoids the necessity for any questions being
raised between any of the parties involved as to the title to the leases, and there can be no doubt
that the proceeds of the sale would be more than sufficient to pay the moneys due to your clients.
It is, of course, understood that your rights against the purchasers from Lewis are not pre-
judiced in any way, and Mr. Lewis will be only too glad to facilitate any claim you may have
against them. We'would be glad if you would kindly inform us if your clients are agreeable to
wait until we can have reasonable time in which to carry out this proposal, on the understanding,
of course, that the rights of all parties are not to be prejudiced in any way We may say that
the Government is prepared to facilitate the arrangement we have suggested, because it is anxious
to do what it can in the way of effecting settlement of the Mokau lands; and as the Natives will
for the next thirty years be receiving only a nominal rent for the land, they will be only too
glad of the opportunity of selling their interest, so that there is not likely to be any material
objection to the scheme we have outlined. Jones, of course, will do his best to interfere, but we

have not much fear that he will succeed in doing any harm.—Yours truly, Findlay, Dalziell,
and Co." That was the position as at December, 1908. Then came the Royal Commission—
the Native Land Commission. It inquired into this matter. I should like to say at this stage
that the Commission had no jurisdiction whatever to try the question of the title to these leases.

Hon. Mr. Ngata: You might state also that in the meantime I had ceased to be a member
of that Commission.

Witness: I was coming to that. I have referred to it in my notes as Sir Robert Stout and
Mr. Jackson Palmer's Commission. Mr. Ngata had ceased to be a member of the Commission
at the end of 1908, and Mr. Jackson Palmer, Chief Judge of the Native Land Court, was ap-
pointed to take his place. This Commission dealt with the matter in February, 1909. As I



F. G. DALZIELL.] 103 I.—3a.
have said, the Commission had no jurisdiction at all to inquire into the validity of these titles,
and I suggest that it should not have done so, for the reason that it was impossible for the ques-tion to be fairly tried unless the parties interested in the leases were afforded the chance to pro-
duce evidence going back to the date of the execution of the leases, and this they had no oppor-
tunity at all of doinp. Now, the findings of this Commission are important. -\s to Block If,
the Commission found that a considerable number—about twenty, 1 think—of the owners had
not signed the lease. The Commission also said that the lease was illegal. They said that, as
Burning it to be legal, it was liable to forfeiture, because the covenants in it had not been properly
performed. With regard to the other three blocks, Ig, Ih, and Ij, the Commission found that
all of these leases were void; they should never have been registered : and, notwithstanding tin-
protest mi (lie part of the representatives of the lessees, the Commission also suggested that this
defect had not been cured by the terms of the Land Transfer Act. As to those findings, I should
like only to say this : with regard to the signatures to the lease of If, it was plain that a mis-
take had been made, and that in fact the owner of every interest had signed the lease. That
has since been proved conclusively. With regard to lα, Ih, and lj, both Messrs. Bell and Sker
rett, who have been employed on behalf of the Natives, said that in their opinion these leases
were wrongly registered, but they both advised—-find there can probably be no doubt at all—
that tile effect of the provision of the Land Transfer Act was to make Ihe title of the leases abso-
lutely good in the hands of Mi-. Lewis. They also advised that the lease of If was good, in their
opinion, subject to the right of the Natives to take proceedings for forfeiture. So that we have
the authority of two eminent K.C.s for saying that the only defect in these lenses is the question
of the breach of convenant with regard to If. And it is very important at this stage to note
tins: that the Chief Justice said—and, of course, on this matter he was expressing his view as
to the proper exercise of the discretion of the Supreme Court—that in his opinion the Court
would relieve once from forfeiture. He said that in the report of the Commission. So you
have there <he opinion of the Chief Justice to the effect that, although the lease might be liable
to forfeiture on account of the breach of the covenant, nevertheless the Court would relieve from
forfeiture, and permit the lessee to have an opportunity of fulfilling the terms of the covenant
in the future. Prior to this there had been some negotiations with the Natives with a view to
their putting a price on their property.

8. Mr. fffrries.'] Could you give us the date?—1 could not be sure: it was before they heard
the report of the Commission, at any rate. Prior to the report of the Commission beiner pub-
lished,' negotiations had taken place between Mr. Lewis and the Natives, in which the Natives
said—in fact, they wrote him—that they were prepared to sell at £15,000.

9. Could you say what Natives?—Andrew Eketone, I think, it was. They were shown,
apparently, by sonic one the report of the Native Commission, and then they came to the con-
clusion that they would not sell for £15.000. and said so. On the 14th July, 1009, 1 wrote a

letter to Messrs. Carlile, McLean, and Wood, the Hawke'a Bay purchasers' solicitors, which
explains how matter? stood at that time: "14th July. 1909. -Messrs. Carlile. McLean, and
Wood, Solicitors. Napier.—Without prejudice. T?r Mokau.—Dear Sirs,—Mr. Lewis has handed
to us your letter to him of the Sth instant. This is a very complicated business, nnd we have
been endeavouring to so arrange that litigation (which, if commenced, must necessarily be com-
plicated and expensive) may be avoided. Mr. Lewis has done nothing in the wav of releasing
his transferors from any liability they may be under in respect of the transfer to him. The
whole nueßtion has been allowed to stand pending negotiations which are proceeding for
arrangement with the Natives for the disposal of the Mokau Block. We were hopeful that these
negotiations would have resulted in a settlement of the whole trouble ere this, but. owing to
the postponement of Parliament, the matter has been again delayed. The Natives are anxious

to come to some fresh arrangement with regard t<. the blocks, nnd we have been in negotiation

with them and the Hon. Mr. Carroll with a view to the arrangement of terms agreeable to the
Natives nnd our client. Mr. Carroll is very desirous of having the block cut up and disposed

of in small areas, and there seems every prospect of an agreement which will be satisfactory to
our client and also Mr. Campbell's clients, being come to before Parliament meets. We have
no doubt tint Mr Campbell would release any claim he may have against the moneys lying m

Messrs Moorhousc and TTadfield's hands without waiting for the final disposal of the
The question between rour clients and Mr. Campbell's clients as to the moneys on deposit with
Moorhouse and Hadfield seems to us to be one in which Mr. Lewis is not direetlv interesterl. Mr.
Campbell does not claim in any way through Mr. Lewis, but under an independent undertaking
given by him to Moorhouse and Hadfield. The claim your clients have acrainst Mr. Lewis is. we
understand, one either of specific performance of the agreement, or for recision of the contract.
Tf your clients are entitled to rescind, then, no doubt they are entitled, so far pp Lewis
cerned to recover the money from Moorhouse and Hadfield. but Moorhouse and Hadfield, before
paving yon have no doubt to consider the question of their undertaking to Campbell. In the
circumstances it would seem best to allow matters to rest for a while in the hor,e that some satis-

factory arrangement can be made with the Natives. We hope your clients will so, thetr way to

■vn-ee to this course. -Yours truly. Findlav, Dalziell, and Co." That was -n July, 1009. Shorth
iter this Mr Jones lodged a fresh petition. We could not induce the Government to move in

the matter because they were desirous of having this question determined before they would
nteHere a all. T then took up fresh negotiations with Mr. Treadwell These continued on for
S -hile. A letter that T have here from Mr. Treadwell dated' *c 18th December 1009.

will show you that we were negotiating at this time : " Wellington, 18th December. 1900.--F _C,
Dalziell eTo Solicitor. Wellington.--Dear Dalziell. -7?, Mokau: It is evidently desirable that
we should X legislation in any event this year. Possibly it may be the case tha we may not be
We to fix up the contract before Thursday. T have therefore made some alterations n the

poed clauses and send you a copy. These alterations can do no harm, and would enable us. if
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there xvere any temporary hitch in our negotiations, to get the thing through at a later stage.
You xvill probably be seeing Dr. Findlay- before Monday, and I therefore think it is desirable
that you should have the opportunity of considering the suggestion—Yours truly, C. H. Tread-well." That, as a matter of fact, is the only way in xvhich Dr. Findlay interested himself inthis matter. It was at the request, as you xvill see, of Mr. Treadxvell. We could do nothing
with Mr. Jones, and the nearer xve got to a settlement, apparently, the farther xve were from
it, because Mr. Jones xvould always consider, if we made any approach to what wore his terms,
that we were prepared to go farther; and so it went on, and nothing came of it. Then, early
in January, 1910, I took up the matter with the Government again. At this time the Prime
Minister had taken charge of the question, and I wrote him a letter on the 25th January, 1910,
as follows: "-25th January. 1910.—The Hight Hon. Sir Joseph Ward, Wellington.—Dear Sir
Joseph,—Re Mokau : I understand that the principle Xative owners have been in Wellington
during the last fexv days, and that they are now asking more than the £15,000 they informed mv
client they xvere willing to accept. The uncertainty about the amount the Xatix-es xvill sell for
presents a difficulty if you do not take compulsorily ; and it has occurred to me that probably
the best way out of this difficulty will be for the Crown, if it determines to acquire the block,
to settle xvith the lessee upon the basis of the contract entered into in May, 1908, between the
lessee and Mason Chambers, Douglas McLean, and Sir Francis Price, all of Haxvke's Bay, sheep-
farmers. This contract xvas entered into by the Ilawke's Bay people after full inquiry as to the
value of the land and of (lie leases, and under it they agreed to pay the sum of £25,000 for the
lessee's interests, together with a one-eighth interest in the leases—that is, about £28,000. The
sum of £700 was paid to the lessee under this agreement, and the sum of £4,300 (a further part
of the purchase-money) has been placed on deposit with a firm of solicitors in Wellington, pending
the transfer of the leases to the purchasers. The Hawke's Bay people seek to determine this
contract because of the doubts which have been cast upon the title, but they have acquiesced in
an arrangement under which matters have been allowed to remain in abeyance pending a settle-
ment of the Jones trouble. I think you will probably agree that the Haxvke's Bay people are
competent judges of the value of the leases, and that their undertaking to pay the price referred
to is very strong evidence that the leases were xvorth that sum. As T have already informed you.
Hie lessee is prepared to allow- the purchase-moneys payable to him on a sale to the Crown (except
such as may be necessary to pay off the English mortgagees) to remain in the hands of the Public
Trustee until some time after Parliament meets this y-ear, in order to alloxv Jones (or any- one
else who may claim these proceeds) to take action to enforce his rights. When I last saw you about
this question I suggested that the lessee would probably agree to sell on the basis of £1 per acre.
We xvould be quite agreeable to this if the price payable to the Natives amounted to something
like £15,000, but, of course, xve could not agree to that basis xvithout a prior settlement of the
Natives' claims. I think, however, that if you get some actuary in your service to go into the
matter you xvill find that on the basis of £1 an acre the value of the Natives interest is less than
.£ls,ooo.—Yours truly, F. G. Dalziell." Then I reported, on the Ist February, to Messrs.
Travers, Campbell, and Peacock as to the position: "Ist February, 1910.--Messrs. Travers,
Campbell, and Peacock, Solicitors, Wellington.—-Dear Sirs,—Re Mokau: We arc noxv informed
by the Prime Minister that the Cabinet lias definitely- resolved to purchase this property if the
Government valuers place upon it a value anything like what we suggest it is xvorth—that is,
not less than £1 to £1 2s. 6d. per acre. He also informs us that he has, in accordance xvith the
Cabinet minute, instructed Mr. Kensington, Under-Secretary for Crown Lands, to have a valua-
tion made immediately. Mr. Kennedy's valuation is £1 7s. 6d. per acre, while Xative Minister
suggests value is £2 per acre. The understanding upon xvhich the Government xvill purchase is
that the Natives' interest is to be acquired by the Crown; that your clients, the mortgagees, are
to be paid the mortgage-iiionevs : and that the balance is to be paid to the Public Trustee to be
held by him until a reasonable time after the meeting of Parliament in June or July next; the
object beine' to enable Jones or any one else xvho claims to be entitled to any interest in these
moneys to move either in Parliament or in the Courts for relief. The Government desires, in
acquiring the interests of the" Natives, to have the benefit of the Native bands Act passed last
session, under xvhich the Natives are entitled to dispose of their interests in XTative lands by-
resolution of a meeting of all the oxvners called in the prescribed manner. The Act does not
come into force until the 31st March next, so that this procedure cannot be adopted till that date.
We are hopeful, however, that as soon as the Government valuation has been obtained an ar-

rangement Can be come to by which the Crown will take over the mortgagees' interest and pay
them out. We trust this xvill be satisfactory- to you.—Yours truly. Findlay. Dalziell, and C0...
That valuation took sonic time. At any rate, it took some xx-eeks, and we were finally informed
that the valuation would not justify the Government in paving the price Mr. Lewis asked for his
interest. T then suggested to the Prime Ministei that he should buy the interests of the Natives.
xvhich T understood he could buy at the time for £22,500, and acquire the interests of the lessees
compulsorily. The position as at 21st June is set out in a letter to Mr. McLean:—" 21st June,
lilin. P. S. McLean. Esq. (Messrs. Carlile, McLean, and Wood. Solicitors). Napier,—Dear Sir,
—Re Mokau : I must apologize for not having replied earlier to your letter of the 4st instant.

Negotiations have been going on during the last txvo weeks, which T hoped might enable me to give
you information that finality had boon arrived at in this very complicated matter. We have been
recently endeavouring to proceed under the new Native Land Act for the purchase of the interests
of the native owners, in view of the difficulty in getting the Government to interfere oxving to the
agitation fomented by Joshua Jones. The principal Native oxvners are now in Wellington. They
have boon conferring xvith the Xative Minister and Premier during the last fexv days, in the hope
that the Government would purchase their interests, and T am assured to-day by the Native
Minister that the Government xvill, in all probability, agree during the next fexv days to buy the
interests of the Natives, and in this case xve understand that they xvill take compulsorily the
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interests of the lessee, leaving it, to Jones and Lewis to establish their respective claims to compen-sation. This would be Hie simplest way out of the difficulty, but if the Government finally decides
that it will not purchase, then the Natives are prepared to deal with Lewis, and an early settle-
ment will be arrived at. 1 will write you again in the course of a few days and let yoii know how
matters are progressing. Yours truly, F. G. Dalziell." Then, on the 29th July I wrote to the
Prime Minister a further letter: "29th July, 1910.—The Right Hon. Sir Joseph Ward,
Wellington.—Dem- Sir Joseph,—lie. Mokau : For your information I would like to summarize the
position. Mr. Treadwell admits that Jones has no chance unless he can induce the Government
to assist him by acquiring the land and giving him a lease of the minerals and a small area as a
farm. There seems to be only two alto-natives by the Government—(1) To buy the Natives'
interests and take the interests of the lessees oompulsorily; (2) to refuse to purchase the Natives'
interests, and to leave the parties to their respective rights. If No 1 is adopted, the Government
will step into the shoes of the Natives and have all the rights the Natives are now entitled to.
Mr. Treadwell suggested thai the Government could simply pay the compensation awarded for the
leasehold interests into the hands of the Public Trustee, and allow the parties entitled to it to fight
the matter out among themselves. This is not, however, what will happen. As soon as the Pro-
clamation is issued the Government, having purchased the Natives" interests, will have to determine
whether it will claim any part of the compensation to be awarded for the leases—that is, whether
it will contest the validity of the leases. If it does this, it of oourse questions the title of all the
mortgagees, and a< once also raises the question that, if the leases are invalid, the Natives may be
liable to an action upon the part of the lessees. For instance, if the principal lease is cancelled
on the ground that a covenant contained in it to form a company has not been performed, those
Natives who entered into a deed releasing the lessees from performance of this covenant may be
liable to be sued on the deed ; a< any rate to the extent of the moneys they have received under
it. There is also the further question raised by Mr. Skerreti that, if the leases are set aside for
suggested statutory defects, the lessees will probably have a claim against the Assurance Fund.
If this alternative is adopted, the only way by which these probabilities of litigation could be
avoided would be by the Government entering into an undertaking with the Natives that the leases
should be acknowledged as being valid to the extent of the lands expressed to be comprised in them.
If this course is followed, the Government will, of course, have the coal-measures to deal with if it
desires to do anything for Jones. Apart from the question of satisfying Jones, there can be no
doubt that the second alternative is the simplest for the Government, on the understanding, of
course, that the lessees purchase the Natives' interests and release the Assurance Fund from all
claims. The lessees would very much prefer to have the second alternative adopted, but I think
the important question for all parties concerned is to have the matter determined on the basis of
one or other of these alternatives as early as possible, because the delay seems to be leading to
constantly increasing difficulties for everyone concerned. Yours truly, F. G. Dalziell." Later
on I was informed that the Government would not take compulsorily, for two reasons. The first
reason was that the Natives would only sell for £22,500. This was too much by about £7,500,
if the leases were valid. The Government were thus forced either to undertake this expensive and
prolonged litigation to test the validity of the leases, or else to pay the Natives £7,500 too much.
If they paid the Natives and did not contest the leases they would have to pay this sum of £7,500
twice over, because they would have to take the leases on the basis of their being good, and they
would have already paid the Natives on the basis of the titles being doubtful. The second reason
was that the Government did not ses their way to take compulsorily a coal-mine : there is a
coal-mine involved in this. The difficulty they saw they would be faced with was that it was
impossible for anybody to make a reasonable estimate of the amount of compensation which would
be awarded to the lessees for their interest in the coal. The Government, of course, had no power
to take the surface without the coal; they must take the whole thing or not at all. In the ab-
sence of any prospect of arriving at a reasonable estimate—at any estimate at all, in fact—
of what they would be required to pay, the Government, we were informed, decided that they
would not take compulsorily. We were told that it was not a business proposition. Then imme-
diately after this Mr. SKerrett—it was some time in September—the letter is part of your pro-
ceedings—wrote to the--Native Minister protesting against the way in which this question was
being allowed to remain unsettled, and urged that the Government should consent to the issue
of an Order in Council in order that the Natives' interest in the land might be purchased by
the lessee. Mr. Skerrett and I continued to urge upon the different members of the Government
that this couise should be adopted, and, finally, on the 6th December, 1910, I was informed by
Mr. Skerrett that the Government had agreed to the issue of the Order in Council. Mr. Skerrett
and I then went into the question of taking the necessary steps to acquire the interests of the
Natives, in accordance with the provisions of the Maori Land Act, 1909.

(At this stage the Committee adjourned till the following day.)

Thursday, 14th 1911.
Frederick George Dat,ziei,l further examined. (No. 17.)

1. The Chairman.'] Will you proceed with your statement, please, Mr. Dalziell? —Yes, sir.
Before taking steps to acquire the Natives' interests, Mr. Skerrett and I went very carefully indeed
into the question of the procedure necessary to enable us to get the title. Tt was, of course, a very
important transaction, and we both recognized that it was essential that we should comply in
every detail with the requirements of the statute and regulations, because if we did not the
title we' were purchasing might at any time be subject to attack. When I say "at any time "
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I do not mean necessarily that after we had got our title it could be attacked in respect of some
procedure, because there is a provision in the Native Land Act which makes the confirmation of
the resolution conclusive as to the preliminaries; but we were very anxious not to have to go
back over the ground a second time, and we therefore took care to do what we thought was
required by the statute and regulations. We accordingly made two applications. Mr. Skerrett
applied on behalf of the Natives to the Maori Land Board for a meeting of assembled owners;
I, on behalf of Mr. Lewis, made a similar application; and Mr. Skerrett, on behalf of the Native
owners, made formal application—lie had, of course, already written to the Government on tin,
subject—to the Governor for an Order in Council. Although this was an application to the
Governor, it had, according to the regulations, to go through the Maori Land Board, and the
Board, in sending it on to the Governor, had to make a report on it. A meeting was accordingly
called for the (itli January, 1911, at Te Kuiti. I had originally intended not to be present at
that meeting. 1 understood from Mr. Skerreti that there would be no opposition at all to the
resolution on the part of the Natives. I was in Dunedin at the time, and was not intending
to be back until after the meeting. My client, however, telegraphed to me asking me to attend
in case some difficulty anise. I assured him it was all right, but finally I went. At this meeting
there w< re many Natives present.

2. Mr. Herries.] What meeting are yen speaking of—the meeting of assembled owners, or
the Board meeting.'-—The meeting "f assembled owners. Mr. Skerrett first addressed all the
Natives and everybody present He told them plainly what he thought about the titles to the
leases, and he finally advised them that if they were satisfied with the price they should sell rather
than hold on to their property or go into the difficult and expensive litigation that seemed to be
ahead of them. 1 also addressed the Natives, very shortly, making an offer of £25,000 in cash
mi behalf of the lessee. 'Hie Natives elected Mr. Howler as chairman of the meeting without
any opposition, lie put the resolution, ami the voting was as has been stated to the Committee
already by him. After the voting had taken place Mr. Skerrett and I discussed the position with
Mr. Bowler, and he told us that in the circumstances lie would have very great reluctance in con-
firming the resolutions which had been carried, lie said that the meeting was, in his opinion,
not sufficiently well attended to justify him in confirming the resolution when there was so small
a majority in its favour. Mr Skerrett and 1 then discussed the position with the Natives, and
the sellers said they would prefer not to go on with an application for confirmation of those
resolutions which had been passed, because they thought it would only further alienate the non-
sellers and leave the matter in a very unsatisfactory position. Their opinion was that it was
better to sell all or none of the blocks. The non-sellers also were of opinion that it would be better
for all sides to have a further meeting. Mr. Macdonald stated that after hearing Mr. Skerrett
his people would like further time in which to consider the whole position. A resolution was
accordingly moved, I think, but am not quite sure, by Macdonald, who was acting for the non-
sellers—it was either Macdonald or some Native selected by him—and seconded by the other side,
that the meeting should be adjourned to a date to be subsequently fixed by the President of the
Maori Land Board. Mr. Bowler then suggested to both sides—suggested, in fact, to all the people
present—that they should take steps to have a more representative meeting when they met again,
and he advised them to get proxy forms from those Natives who could not be present personally.
The meeting was accordingly adjourned. Mr. Skerrett and I then went before the Maori Land
Board.

3. On the same day?—Ihe same day. It was in the evening. T think, of the same day; and
our applications, or application

Mr. fferries: There were two, according to the Gazette.
Witness: I was not quite sure whether it was one or two. At any rate, the application for

the Order in Council was considered. Our reasons in favour of it were stated, and the Board
resolved to recommend the issue of the Order in Council. The reasons we urged are set out, I
think, in the Board's minutes; but, shortly, they were that Tailing this settlement, expensive
and prolonged litigation would result to all parties, including, probably, the Crown; and also
that this block of land would remain idle probably for a long time to come; whereas the pur-
chasers were willing, if they could I. allowed to purchase the Natives' interests, to have it made
a condition that the whole block should be disposed of in arras in accordance with the limita-
tion provisions of the Maori Land Act. After those meetings Mr. Skerreti and T had a conference
witli the sellers, and we were informed that there was very bitter feeling between the two sections
of the Natives. The sellers were controlled by Pepene :he was looked upon, T understand, by all
the Native owners of the block as their principal adviser. It seems that some of those at Mokau
were not inclined to take his advice in the matter, and they had a row. and feeling was very
bitter just at the time of this meeting. We were told by Pepene and a chief named Wetere that
if we approached the non-sellers at all they would not agree to sell: a great part of their concern
in the matter was to get back what they called IVpeiie's mana. They therefore told US that it
would be necessary for us to deal with them, and that they would do what they could to bring
the other side in, but we must not interfere. It is important to bear in mind at this stage just
what the position was then. The Natives had been told by the Native Land Commission that
the leases were so defective that, in the opinion of the Commission, they should not agree to do
more than pay £10,000 —I think that was the sum—towards the liquidation of the trustees' mort-
gage. The Commission had expressed that opinion—that the leases were so defective that the
lessors should not even pay the amount of the mortgage. They were also advised by Mr. Skerrett
that the leases were defective, and that they had a claim against the Assurance Fund. They were
further advised by Mr. Bell that the leases '.ere very defective, and that, in addition to the pro-
bability of gettinsr back, at any rate. If, they would also be entitled to claim the sum of £10,000-
-damages for the non-performance of the covenants up to that date. They therefore at this time
were having two alternatives, and two alternatives only, pressed on them : one was to sell for
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£2,j,000, and the other to raise funds for the purpose of litigating the title to these leases. There
was never at any time, in the course of these proceedings, any suggestion by anybody that it
would be v good tiling for the Natives simply t<> sit down and accept the rents under the existing
leases. On the contrary, they were advised bj both Mr. Skerretl and Mr. Bell that they should
not accept the reni al all. So that the third alternative which has since been suggested—namely,
that the Natives should sit down ami do nothing—4neanl that thej would bo without any rent
whatever for these lands. The acceptance of the rent, of course, was all the time waiving for-
feiture up to the date of acceptance, that being die reason why Mr. Hell and Mr. Skerretl advised
against acceptance. Now, in these circumstances (In' Natives had two opinions given to them.
Mr. Bell's and Mr. Skcrrett's. The opinion of each of these gentlemen was practically the same
as to tin- value of the title to the leases, but, both holding the same opinion on legal questions,
Mr. Bell arrived at the conclusion thai the Natives ought to tight, while Mr. Skerretl considered
that if they were satisfied villi the (nice they ought to s<ll. Both sides among the Natives then
took steps, 1 understand, to get proxies, and on the L'.'ith January, 1911, I made application to
the President of the Maori Land Board to hold another meeting at Te Kuiti. We had consider
able negotiation about that. I wanted to get a date fixed to suit the convenience of Mr. Bell
and Mr. Blair, as well as myself, and ultimately the Presideni fixed, b\ consent of all three of us,
the 21st February. Later on. however, we found that that date was not convenient. It fell
about the same time as the Civil sittings in Wellington; and Mr. Bell, Mi,. Blair, and 1 ac-
cordingly applied for another date, and thai was agreed to, the 10th March being finally fixed.
In justice to the President of the Maori Land Hoard I think 1 should read the telegrams that
passed between us relating to the adjournments, because you have had evidence to the effect that
the President endeavoured to force on these meetings. My first telegram was, " Great convenience
all parties if Thursday, ninth February, fixed adjourned meeting Mokau-Mohakatino. If ap-
proved please instruct I nder-Secretary insert notice adjourned meeting for that date." Mr.
Bowler's reply was, "Date suggestei inconvenient. Would thirteenth suit.' 1 wired,
" Civil sittings commence here thirteenth. Bell, Blair, and I engaged local cases. Hope yon
can arrange earlier day. Please wire urgent Under-Secretary."

4. Mr. Herries.] Who is Mr. Blair 1 -Mr. Skerrett's partner. Mr. Bowler replied, "Im-
possible for me to take meeting on ninth as 1 have already gazetted business for Thames on tenth.
It also seems advisable to give Natives rather more notice. Can you suggest Later date suit-
able to counsel?'' I wired, "Would Tuesday, twenty first suit you? If so will you please
arrange.'"' He responded, "Fixing twenty-first for meetings." Then I sent, this further wire:
" Parties find twenty-first too early for meeting. All agree seventh March for meeting owners,
if that will suit your convenience." He replied, "Seventh inconvenient. Would tenth suit?
If so, will adjourn to that date. Reply here." I wired back, " Tenth will suit. Will you please
adjourn accordingly." Then 1 got this further message: " Mokau-Mohakatino meeting ad-
journed to tenth. Presume you will inform all parties." Mr. Bowler further wired on 16th
February, " Cannot get into touch with Natives. Presume you will acquaint them." On receipt
of that telegram 1 informed Mr. Bell and Mr. Blair, and asked them to instruct the Natives for
whom they were acting. Before that meeting I was advised by the Natives at Te Kuiti that the
issue was doubtful—that is, it was doubtful if the Natives would sell; ami 1 got a telegram from
Mr. Grace up there informing me that Pepene was rather doubtful about currying the resolu-
tion, and suggesting a further adjournment. I replied, "Jones writes Ik; could do nothing with
Otaki Natives." Jones, I may say, is the eldest sou of Mr. Joshua Jones, and is the sublessee of
a considerable area of the Mokau Block. " Think well for you see Pepene again. I feel that
he may have been won over by other side. Think inadvisable postpone meeting further. If
majority not favourable think best course be withdraw our offer, and apply Court determine
position leases. Think certain our leases of all blocks but F good, and that if that is doubtful
owing non-performance covenants, Court will relieve from forfeiture, and we can perform
covenants for the future. Hosking, K.C., Dunedin, so advises. In this event, of course, we

would not pay anything like twenty-five thousand to Natives. Please advise as to course you
think best after seeing Pepene." That was to Mr. Grace. He replied, "If Natives still obstruc-
tive before tenth, your suggestion good. No use showing white feather. Withdrawal of offer will
bring them to their senses." Now, in coming to the conclusion to withdraw the offer and test
the validity of the leases, I considered these points: Messrs. Bell and Skerrett had both advised
that the titles to Blocks In, Ih, and 1j were good. Mr. Skerrett had advised the Natives to sell.
The Chief Justice had said that if application were made to the Court for relief from forfeiture
of If he thought the Court would grant relief once.

5. When did he say that?—ln the report of the Commission.
6. Speaking as a Commissioner?—Yes.
7. Not as Chief Justice?—No, but, of course, he is Chief Justice. That was an expression of

opinion from him. It was also clear at this date thai the whole of the owners of If had signed.
I had also submitted the question of the title of If to Mr. llosking, K.C., of Dunedin. He is
recognized in the profession, I think, as one of the best conveyancing counsel in New Zealand :
there is probably no better conveyancing counsel in the Dominion. I had submitted this question
for his opinion. The lease of If contains four covenants by the lessee, and it was for breach of
these covenants that the parties acting for the Natives said they could re-enter. These four
covenants were—(1) to reside upon the land; (2) to provide a staff of surveyors for the purpose
of developing the resources of the land; (3) to form a company with a capital of £30,000; and
(4) to spend a sum of ,£3,000 per annum in the development of the minerals and timber on the
land. Mr. Jones had obtained a deed of covenant releasing him from the performance of these
covenants. He obtained this at about the time the leases were granted.

Mr. Jones: Nothing of the sort.
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Witness: When 1 say " about the time " 1 am speaking comparatively. 1 think it was two
or three years afterwards. The Natives received, by way of consideration for giving up these
covenants, an additional rental of .tl.j per annum, and that sum had been paid them for a
period of over twenty years. 1 think it was quite likely that sonic of tin.' Natives, at any rate,
had not signed this deed of covenant, but it was plain that all of them had accepted rent under
it. I asked Mr. Hoskiug to advise as to each of these covenants, and his opinion was that neither
the covenant to form a company nor that to employ surveyors, &c, bound anybody but the original
lessee—Mr. Jones. He thought, however, that the other two covenants—thai is. to spend £3,000
a year and to reside on the land—did pass to the assignee of the lease. In his opinion, however,
Mr. Herrman Lewis was nut liable Eor tin breach "I any covenant which had taken place before
he bought, but that he might be liable as from that date, unless the Natives had received rent.
His final opinion was that there was a very strong case for arguing that the whole of the cove-
nants had gone, and in that case, of course, the lease was perfectly good. In any event, he
advised that, in his opinion, relief would be granted from forfeiture. I therefore concluded that
Mr. Lewis had a very good chance indeed of retaining the whole of his leases, and in the circum-
stances that then existed there was no doubt that he could for the future perform these covenants,
if they were held to be binding on him, which seemed very doubtful. Furl her, Mr. Lewis hail
at this time entered into a contract for sale to Mr. Mason Chambers, under which he was to get
£46,000 for the leases and £25,000 for the freehold.

8. Mr. Massey.] Additional?—Yes"; that is, if he could get the freehold, Mr. Mason Cham-
bers would pay the £25,000. If he could not, then Mr. Chambers would pay just as much for
the leases as he was paying for them if he Could Dot gel the freehold.

9. Mr. IIi rries.~\ Do you know the date of that agreement?—l am not quite sure. It was
some time before the 10-th March. The option was given in January. It is lair to say, however,
so far as paying £46,000 for the leases was concerned, that Mr. Mason Chambers was not bound
to go on with that under the agreement; but he could, if he liked, within a period of three
months, purchase at that price. Now, thai was the position at that da-te, and it seemed to me
that our best course was to withdraw the offer and place the question of the leases before the Court
rather than allow the matter to stand over. We were at this time being constantly pressed by
Mr. Campbell's firm, the solicitors for the trustees, to have the matter completed. Their people
at Home were writing very strongly and complaining that the matter was not receiving proper
treatment at the hands of Campbell's firm—Travels, Campbell, and Peacock. Xow, on the (sth
March, Mr. Hell asked for a further adjournment. I, however, would not agree, and the meet-
ing was accordingly held on the 10th March. I went to Te Kuiti and attended the meeting. 1
think the meeting was fixed for about 10 o'clock, but it was adjourned at the request of the
Natives, in order that they might hold a private meeting. The Natives were conferring together
practically all day, and I was informed bj Mr. Grace and Mr. .[ones, both of whom were present,
that they were making up their quarrel and were now all coming to the conclusion that they
ought to sell, because they had not been able to raise the necessary funds to carry on the litiga-
tion. A meeting of assembled owners was held again in the afternoon, and at that meeting I told
the Natives that unless they arrived at a conclusion on the resolution that day I would withdraw
the offer. I did not put it as a tin eat, but I pointed out to them that the money necessary to
pay them and to purchase the leasehold interests was available at the time, that such a large sum
of money could not be held indefinitely, and that it was therefore necessary for these people to
know at once whether the transaction was to go on or go off. The Natives then asked for a further
adjournment till the evening, and tiny had, I believe, several further private meetings. In the
evening they met again for a formal meeting, ami Mr. Macdonald, who throughout these pro-
ceedings had represented the Natives at the meetings, made a speech, in which he said they were
all coming to the conclusion, or had come to the conclusion, that they should sell. But, he said,
they desired to have a further meeting at Mokau in order that they might discuss the matter
further with the Natives at Mokau, and he accordingly moved that the meeting should be ad-
journed for some considerable time—l forget what time I objected to such a long adjournment,
but ultimately agreed to the,2lst March. There was no question about the Natives not under-
standing the position at that time. Mr. Macdonald's speech was made publicly, in the presence
of all the Natives.

10. Mr. Massey.] In Maori?—In Maori.
11. Are you sure?—Certain, because I had to get it interpreted by Mr. Grace, who was

present, and Mr. Grace told me he considered Macdonald hail quite come over. That is how I
remember it.

12. Mr. Dive.] Is he a licensed interpreter!—Yes. Xow, there was no question about the
feeling of the Natives then. Their representative was quite open in sa3'ing that they wTere all
of opinion that they should now sell : it was only a question of getting confirmation at Mokau.
At this time I had had no negotiations at all, either directly or indirectly, with the non-sellers,
nor had, I believe, anybody else on behalf of the purchasers. We were told quite plainly that
the people who were to settle this thing, if it was to go through, were our own people, and we
refrained altogether from any communication of any kind with the other side relating to the
purchase. And these remarks apply to the time after this meeting, as well as before. Before
the date fixed—the 21st March—I was informed by Mr. Grace, I think it was, that Mr. Hardy
was coming down to Wellington to see me, and going, he understood, to Palmerston to see Mr.
Loughnan. I at once telephoned Mr. Loughnan, and begged him to have nothing to do with
Mr. Hardy, because I felt that the Natives would sell, and I was afraid that if we negotiated
with the Hardy people we should lose the other side. However, it seems that Mr. Loughnan did
see Mr. Hardy, and made the arrangement of which Mr. Hardy has informed the Committee.

13. The Chairman.] Was Mr. Loughnan acting with you on that occasion?—No, he was not
acting with me. He was rather acting against me, in a sense. They were apparently very
anxious that we should see the matter through, in order that their arrangements might be
carried out.
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14. Mr. Massey.] That is, they had purchased from you prior to your purchasing from the

Natives?—Yes; that is, Mr. Mason Chambers had an option: they had an agreement to purchase
from ilr. Mason Chambers. However, they were more concerned in it than that—in this way :
a further property was being taken over by the company, and the delay in settling this matter
was apparently verj inconvenient for them. One of the partners —-Mr. I,'laser—attended one
of these meetings, and, 1 suppose, his judgment was not the same as mine : lie was a little more
afraid than I as to the result, and he probably reported that to Mr. Loughnan. At any rate,
the result was that Mr. Loughnan thought it was advisable to comply with Mr. Hardy's demands;
and that was ultimately agreed to. Then 1 attended the final meeting, on the 21st or 22nd
March. At that meeting the resolution was carried without any dissent at all. I then went on
to Auckland to attend a meeting of the Maori Land Board in order to apply for the confirmation
of this resolution. I knew that before I could get an agreement to sell from the Maori Land
Board it was necessary to have the Order in Council issued and to satisfy the Maori Land Board
that the Natives had other lands sufficient for their maintenance. When I got to Auckland, how-
ever, I found I was not in a position to supply them with all the necessary information about
other lands, and also the Order in Council had not been gazetted. I had understood from Mr.
Fisher before I left here that it would be gazetted on a certain date, but there was some delay.
The Board fully considered the question, and came to the conclusion that if 1 could satisfy them
upon these two points they would confirm the resolution. There was no question of the Board
taking my word on either of these points. The Board very properly would not confirm the reso-
lution until they were satisfied upon these two questions; and they therefore intimated to me
that they would confirm them subject to the production of evidence on these two points. At that
meeting the terms of the agreement which the Board was to execute for the sale of the Natives'
interest were discussed and finally approved, although, of course, not executed. This agree-
ment had been drawn by Mr. Skerrett and approved of by myself. It was drawn with the inten-
tion of carrying out the undertaking that had been given to the Government with respect to the
matter of subdivision, and Mr. Skerrett was satisfied, and I am thoroughly satisfied, that it
carries out that purpose. The President of the Maori Land Board very rightly insisted that in
this matter he should have the advice, at the purchaser's expense, of the Crown Solicitor in
Auckland. That was accordingly arranged, and the agreement was approved by Mr. Tole, and
all subsequent documents which have been signed by Mr. Bowler have also had Mr. Tole's approval.

15. The Chairman.] Is Mr. Tole solicitor to the Maori Land Board?—He is Crown Solicitor.
I expect he is solicitor to theBoard. Sir James Carroll could tell you.

Hon. Sir J. Carroll: There is no solicitor to the Board.
Witness: That agreement, I expect, has been put in. It is, of course, intended as an agree-

ment for the sale of the property by the Natives to Mr. Lewis.
The Chairman: We have copies, I think.
Witness: It contains the usual provisions in an agreement for the sale of land, with the

usual penalties for not carrying out the contract. It contains, however, further provisions in-
tended to enforce the cutting-up of the property. In determining the form of these provisions
it was necessary to do what we could in the way of making the alienations as free from difficulties
as possible—that is, consistently with the purpose; and we think that has been carried out. Now,
it has been suggested that the Natives have not received sufficient value for their land. Of course,
that must largely be a matter of opinion. 1 should like to say this, however, that I have gone
into the question of the actuarial value of the respective interests of the Native owners and the
lessees of this land. Taking the value to be £1 per acre and the leases to be good, the value of the
Natives' interest is less than £15,000; and before the value of their interest could exceed the price
which has actually been paid to them the land would require to be worth more than £90,000.
Further, I have never heard any suggestion at all from any person connected with these negotia-
tions that £25,000 was not a sufficient price. Now, with regard to the subsequent transactions
with the leases, I have copies of the various dealings which have taken place since the purchase
by Mr. Lewis, and I shall be glad to answer any c]uestions relating to them, or relating to any
pari of this transaction, particularly the question of due compliance with the statute and regula-
tions. So far as I know-<~and Mr. Skerrett was also of this opinion—we have strictly complied in
every respect with the statute and regulations. Of course, one can never be quite sure in these
matters, but I have not heard any suggestion which throws any doubt on that opinion.

16. The Chairman.] Is not the doubt amongst the K.C.s? Like the doctors, they differ?—
1 have not heard any opinion expressed which throws any doubt at all upon that opinion of Mr.
Skerrett's. I should like to say this :it was perhaps a little hard on the President of the Maori
Land Board, who is not a lawyer, to have to explain the working out of a very difficult legal trans-
action. However, as I say, I shall be only too glad to afford the Committee any information it
requires on that point. These, sir, are the main facts relating to my association with this matter.
I should like now to deal very shortly with the specific charges that have been made, and to answer
them if I can. In the first place, as I understand, Mr. Massey has made two charges only before
the Committee.

Hon. Sir J. Carroll They are not charges.
Witness: Two statements, rather.
Mr. Massey: The statement I made is on record. Perhaps you had better read it and tell us

what you refer to.
Witness: It was really when Mr. Massey was cross-examined by Mr. Ngata. Mr. Massey

agreed there with Mr. Ngata's suggestion, subject to the matter being kept open for further ques-
tions, that there were really two questions involved so far as he was concerned. They were both
of a public nature. One was that the interests of the public had been sacrificed, and the other
that the Natives had not received sufficient for their land.

Mr. Massey: Would you mind quoting the exact words?
Witness: T can quote it from the Dominion
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The Chairman: Would it not be better to take our shorthand-writer's transcript of it?
Report banded to witness.]

Witness: Yes. Mr. Ngata said this: " 1 think we can boil the issues in tins matter' down topractically two, and 1 should like you to confirm them, if you agree, Mr. Maesey. The first is
ih.it in issuing the Order li, Council the Government committed a breach of the public interest"
And Mr. Maesey answered "They did something which was detrimental to the public interest."
Then Mr. Ngata .said "In the second [.lace, the transaction was not in the interest of the Native
owners.'" and Mr. Massey replied, "1 am also of that opinion; but I do nol want in any way
to limit the inquiry-."

Hon. Sir .1. Carroll: Mr. Massey added a third issue.
II itness: The third, 1 think, is rather an extension of the others.
Hun. Mi. Ngata: This is it: ''The Government should have purchased the property them

selves instead of allowing others to come in."
Witness: 'J hat is really involved in the first one. Mr. Massej very properly limited his

statement before the Committee to these questions, with, however, the rider that if anything else
developed he should be permitted to take advantage of it. Mr. Bell was called as a witness on
these statements made by Mr. Massey, hut whereas Mr. Massey has refrained from making anysuggestion which in any way reflects upon the private individuals concerned in this transaction',
Mr. Bell's statements were largely made up of matters which do seriously reflect upon these indi-
viduals. I should like therefore to reply in detail to the statements he has made. In the first
place he said that Mr. Skerrett was not employed by the Natives but by the Government. That
1 know to be incorrect.

17. The Chairman.} Would it not he well, in connection with a statement made by a gentleman
who is absent, that we should call a member of his firm !- I am .speaking of my own knowledge now.
1 shall limit my remarks to matters that are within my own knowledge.

18. But Mr. Skerrett's firm are here, are they not?—Yes. I was going to .suggest that.
for there is another question in which they air interested. Bui I know as a fact from Mr. Skerrett
that, he was employed directly by the Natives and not by the Government.

19. You see my point: if a member of Mr. Skerrett's firm confirms that statement of yours,
it is strengthened?—You are quite right. 1 was coining to that directly.

20. Mr. Massey.] You mean that Mr. Skerrett was employed by a section of the Natives?—No.
You will remember that Mr. Bell said Mr. Skerrett was not really employed by the Natives at all:
that he was employed by the Government to advise the Natives.

21. I am putting it to you myself, apart from what Mr. Hell said. I put it to you that Mr.
Skerrett was employed by a section of the Natives only, and not by the whole of the Natives?

Hon. Mr. N(jata: The sections developed later. There were no sections then.
Witness: I think you are not correct there. Mr. Massey. I think you will find that it was at

a later meeting that Pepene had a quarrel with some of the Natives. Up to that time he was
acting for them all. Mr. Bell came into it, you will remember, in December. Mi,. Skerrett was
first instructed early in 1910. My second point is that Mr. Bell said that at the lirst meeting there
was an overwhelming majority against the sale. This statement is not correct. There was, in
fact, a majority in favour of the sale of the principal block, If—the only one as to which the
title was in any way defective; and the total area comprised in the blocks concerning which the
resolutions were carried was 31,000 acres out of 53,000. In the third place, Mr. Bell said that
Mi,. Skerrett had informed him that he had retired from the matter in favour of Mr. Bell after
Ihe first meet ing, and Mr. Bell told you that he hail confirmed that statement by reference to Mr.
Skerrett's office. Now, 1 have the authority of Mr. Skerrett's firm lor telling you-—and if necessar\
Mr. Blair, of that firm, will appear to tell you—that far from Mr. Skerrett retiring from the
matter

The Chairman: If you pursue that line, Mr. Dalziell, 1 shall probably later on have to allow
questions about it which otherwise I should rule out. I suggest to you that you allow Mr. Blair
himself to answer that question.

Hon. Sir •/. Carroll: The witness says he has the authority of the firm for his statement.
The Chairman : 1 think it is better for a member of the firm to be here.
Witness: The Committee will require confirmation. But I should like to point out that this

arises from .i statement which Mr. Bell was permitted to make, but which should really have come
from Mr. Skerrett's office. 1 mean that Mr. Skerrett's firm should then have been asked to appear
and make this statement, instead of Mr. Bell.

The Chairman: It is open for Mr. Blair or some other member of Mr. Skerrett's firm to he
called, if they wish.

Witness: That is the position. Mr. Blair told me that 1 could make use of his statement to
me, and that if the Committee desired it he would attend and confirm it. I also know this :
that after Mr. Skerrett left New Zealand I arranged with Mr. Blair and Mr. Hell, as you will see
from these telegrams, to consult their mutual convenience in arranging a date for the second meet-
ing. Mr. Bell was aware—he will not deny it—that Mr. Blair was also going to attend this
meeting on behalf of the other section of the Natives. That was as late as the 16th February,
Mr. Skerrett having left early in January.

22. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] Mr. Bell says that, in his reply to you, on page 28 of the printed
evidence, " I recall now that when you were trying to arrange a date, Mr. Blair's convenience
was consulted"?—Yes. I have no doubt that Mr. Bell hnd forgotten. The fourth statement
made by Mr. Bell which I wish to refer to is that the Natives were misled into the belief that they
must either raise £800 or sell, whereas their proper alternative was to hold on. I should like to
suggest, with all respect to Mr. Bell, that this is pure imagination. There was never any question
of holding on without litigation, as far as I am aware. All but four or five of the Natives were
anxious to sell if they could not set aside the leases.
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23. Mr. Massey.] Are you quite sure of that?—l am speaking of what is in my own knowledge.24. That all the Natives with the exception of four or five were anxious to sell?— 1understand

so.
25. All but four or five out of 108?—All except the Te Whiti-ites.
26. You add them to the four or five?—No, they are the four or five. 1 never at ,any time

was mini mc.l in fact, Ido not think the question was ever raised—that any of them desired tohold ..i] to the leases without litigation, becauee if they had they would have been in the unfor-
tunate position of not being able t>, take their rents. They would' have been in an extraordinarilyawkward position if they had eimply done nothing. Mr. Lewis would have been accumulating the
rents, and they would have been getting nothing at all. They could not raise the necessarjfunds to carry out Mr. Bell's advice. They therefore chose to adopt Mr. Skerrett's.

27. Was Mr. Skerrett in New Zealand when the sale took place?—No, but there was not a
single alteration of the circumstances between the time when Mr. Skerrett advised the Natives
to sell and the date when the resolution was finally carried. Mr. Skerrett's advice was quite as
apt at the final meeting as at the first. Mr. Hell's fifth statement is thai the Natives had no
advice on the resolution submitted to the assembled meeting; and it has been suggested thai the
Chairman of the Maori Land Board should have .seen thai they had. The reply to that is that
the resolution at each meeting was the simple one thai the Natives should sell. The Hoard knew
that Mr. Skerrett hail advised mi this at the firsi meeting. They were informed by Mr. Bell before
the second meeting that lie was advising them, and they wvif never informed by Mr. Bell or any-

"body else that he had retired from being their counsel—that his advice hail been withdrawn from
the Natives.

28. Do you assert that Mr. Hell retired from the position of counsel?—Perhaps "retired " is
not the proper word. " Was not then advising the Natives" would be better.

Mr. Herries: Surely Mr. Dalziell can hardly speak with regard to Mr. Bell's own connection
with his clients.

II itness: I'anion me. lam speaking now of communications which, to my knowledge, passed
between Mi . Bell and the Chairman of the Board. They have been put in.

Mr. Herries: We have Mr. Bardy's telegrams to Mr. Bell, too.
Witness: That i_s so: I will come to them directly. The sixth statement is that the Maori

Land Hoard had used its powers to coerce the Natives by calling meeting after meeting to force
them to sell. This again, I say. is pure imagination. 'I he first meeting was adjourned at the
request of the sellers and non-sellers. The second meeting was fixed for a date to suit Mr. Bell's
convenience, lie having said he would be present. The original date was altered to suit the con-
venience of all counsel engaged, including Mr. Bell. Mr. Hell applied for a further adjournment,
but we could not agree. The second meeting was adjourned on the motion of Mr. Hell's clients,
who wished to consult their people at Mokau. There were therefore only two adjournments.

29. Mr. Massey.~\ There were three meetings? Yes; tin' third, was an adjournment of the
second. The seventh statement is that Mr. Skerrett could not have believed in the claim for
tSO.OOO. Now, 1 took part with Mr. Skerrett in these negotiations, and I am aware that he
both advised the Natives, and made the basis of a claim on the Government, that the Natives had
a valid claim on the Assurance Fund. Of course, £80,000 was fixed simply as the outside limit—
it was impossible for anybody to tell what the value of the claim was.

30. That claim holds good, does it not?—I think you will find it does not, if you or anybody
else tests the question. Mr. Hell bases his opinion on the fact that the Natives, having been parties
to the lease, could not claim on the Assurance Fund. 1 surest be has not given sufficient con-
sideration to the fact that, the lease being prohibited by statute, the Natives must he treated
as not having signed it, except where the question of the title to the land is concerned. Their
act in signing the lease was illegal and void, and it would defeat the purpose of the statute if by
signing it they were deprived of a claim which they would otherwise have had on the Assurance
Fund.

31. The Chairman,.'] Would that not apply right from the start, in the dealings with these
lands? From the very start. As far as the Natives were concerned, apart from the title guaran-
teed by the Land Transfer Act, the lease was just as though it had been a piece of blank paper.
That is the effect, as I understand it. Now. the eighth statement is tin's, that the Board directed
that £2,500 was to be paid for expenses.

32. Mr. Berries.'] I think Mr. Bell withdrew that?—1 will not deal with it, then, hut will
merely say thai there was no such order made. The ninth statement is that ho (Mr. Hell) thought
that Mr. Hardy and Mi-. Macdonald had arrived at the conclusion that it was a very good thing he
did not attend the meeting. Tn the first part of his evidence Mr. Bell stated that he had advised
Macdonald and Hardy thai his presence at this meeting was not necessary if they were not going
to pass a resolution to sell. Mr. Hell told you that, and then later- on he said that they evidently
thought it a good thiiiLT that be should not be present. The only implication one can take from
that is that they had some sinister design in view.

Mr. Massey: Macdonald wired that Mr. Bell was not wanted.
Witness: The telegrams that passed between Mr. Bell and Mr. Hardy speak for themselves,

and suggesi that Mr. Hardy only agreed at Mr. Bell's urgent request to Mr. Bell not heing present.
Mr, Herries: He did not say that. Macdonald wired that Mr. 801lwas not wanted.
Witness: Only after Mr. Hell's request was made.
Mr. Massey: No. before.
Witness: Pardon me. The Committee have the telegrams. You will find that Mr. Bell tele-

graphed "Am T required?" ami Mr. Hardy replied, "T will communicate with Mr. Macdonald
and let you know."

Mr, Massey: Mr. Macdonald's telegram is dated the 7th and Mr. Bell s the Ktn.
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Witness: You will find that on receipt of a telegram from Mr. Bell asking if he was required
to attend the meeting, Mr. Hardy wired, " I will communicate with Mr. Macdonald and let youknow."

Mr. Masse;/: You are quite mistaken.
Hon. Sir J. Carrol]: Mr. [Jell's wire was on the 6tli and Mr. Macdonald's on the 7th. On

the Bth Mr. Bell wired to Mr. Hardy to engage rooms.
Mr. Masse;/: I have the telegram in dispute. It is dated the 7th March, and is from Mr.

Macdonald to Mr. Hardy: "Mr. Bell not required. Will arrive Thursday morning."
Witness: That is not the first telegram.
Mr. Massey: It is the fust telegram from Mr. Macdonald to Mr. Hardy. And on the next

day, apparently, Mr. Hardy wired to Mr. Bell, " Maodonald advises not necessary for you to
come." There is another telegram on the Bth. These telegrams appear to have crossed. This is
from Mr. Bell, in which he asks Mr. Hardy to arrange for' a bedroom for him. That telegram is
dated the 8th—after the telegram dated the 7th had been received by Mr. Hardy.

Hon. Sir J. Carroll: The first one from Mr. Bell was on the 6th.
Witness: Those telegrams will speak for themselves. The last statement is that Macdonald

must have been bought. Now, Mr. Bell said in his evidence that he was quite sure that neither
1 nor Mr. Lewis had anything to do with the misleading—as he termed it—of his clients; but a
statement snch as that, that Macdonald must have been bought, necessarily reflects upon all the
parties concerned with the purchasers in this matter. It necessarily implies, I suggest, that some
one acting for the purchasers must have bought Macdonnld. Now, Mr. Bell made no attempt
whatever to give you any evidence of any kind in support of that statement. And there is no
foundation for it of any kind. I suggest that it is a very extraordinary statement for one in
Mr. Bell's position to make. I think that is all I desire to say, sir.

33. The Chairman: Is that the conclusion of your statement?—Yes, sir.
34. Son Mr. Nyata.~\ You gave evidence before the A to L Petitions Committee last year.

mi the petition of Mr. Joshua Jones, Mr. Dalziell?—Yes.
35. Mr. Skerrett did also?—I do not remember.
36. I want to quote from Mr. Skerrett's evidence given before that Committee on this ques-

tion of a claim on the Assurance Fund. This is what he said : "We claim, besides the right of
re-entry, that the lease of 1882 was wholly invalid. Ido not suppose I need trouble you with the
grounds for that claim, as it is a complicated matter; and we further claim that, if Mr. Lewis has
a Land Transfer title, the Registrar-General is entitled to compensate us, because the lands have
been brought under the Land Transfer Act. With regard to the rest of the leases, of the pastoral
portions, I have advised the Natives that all these are bad leases, and that if Mr. Lewis has a lease
under a Land Transfer title, they are entitled to compensation from the Assurance Fund, and
T have given the necessary notice in all the cases. They have got to be brought within six years
from 1904; and in one case I have issued a writ against the Assurance Fund claiming damages.
You will see that, if not settled, this is going to involve srrent and costly litigation. There will
be actions against Lewis to determine the lease, and, possibly, actions against the Assurance Fund
to claim compensation." That was the opinion that Mr. Skerrett held when he appeared before
the Committee on the 28th October, 1910?—That is so.

37. Can you tell the Committee that that was Mr. Skerrett's opinion up to the time the
negotiations were entered into?—That is the opinion that Mr. Skerrett always expressed to me.

38. Would Mr Skerrett have expressed that opinion if the claim were merely a bogus one?—
I think that Mr. Bell outrht to be. and probably would be. the first to say that Mr. Skerrett would
never set up bourns claims.

39. V<>i' say that you made inquiries, before the Board confirmed the resolution, as to whether
the Natives had sufficient other lands?—Yes.

40. Did you satisfy the Board of that before confirmation of the resolution was granted?—
We did. Tt was i>, matter of very great difficulty. We had to employ people in Auckland. Otaki.
and Xew Plymouth.

41. The usual course, T think, is to submit a search to the Board?—Tee. The difficulty here
lav in thi' fact that the "Maoris were scattered over different provincial districts. Tt was a some
what expensive matter to obtain the information.

42. But that information was supplied?—Tt was obtained, Tt was Rhown that every Native
had other lands, the details of them being given.

43. You were present at the final ineetine of the assembled owners- v.hen Judge HollaTid
presided .' T was.

44. What part did Judge Holland, as representative of the Board, take in the proceedings?—
The only pari lie took was to inform (lie Natives that they were entitled to elect a chairman to
preside at the meeting, and both sides desired that he should preside. He noted as chairman
and put the resolution and declared it carried.

45. Did lie advise the Natives in anr way as to how they should exercise their power—for
instance, did he advocate the sellimr of the land ,- No. he crave no advice at all to the Natives,
except on the question of procedure.

46. Mr. fferries.] Yon say that Mr. Herrman Lewis came to you in August?—The 3rd August,
according to my diary.

47. He hail previously had dealings with this Mokau Block?—Yes. T explained that he had
been connected with it for some time.

48. He had employed other firms of solicitors with regard to the litigation that took place?
Yes

49. He had an action in the Supreme Court, had he not?—Yes. As a matter of fact his
usual solicitor in Wellington. T think! is Mr. Tringham. But he employs nearly every solicitor
in Wellington, T think, in different matters,
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50. But he had been employing other solicitors?—Some time previously. Just at this timeMr. Campbell's linn had been acting for him in this transaction, but matters became so compli-cated between the three parties concerned that he had to get some one else.
61. When he applied for the removal of the caveat, it was only a few months before he cameto you ?—Yes.
52. It was the same year, at all events?—Yes.
.";•'!. A few months.before, he had employed another firm?—Yes. I was at the time acting for

him in other matters than Mokau.
54. You were his solicitor in other- matters/—Yes. 1 think almost every solicitor in Welling-ton has acted for him in one way and another.
55. With regard to the first sale to Mason Chambers, Douglas McLean, and Sir Francis

Price, who were Messrs. Moorliouse and Hadfield acting for?—For Carlile, McLean, and Wood, of
Napier.

56. Mr. I. S. McLean's firm?—Yes.
57. Simply as agents for them?—Yes.
58. They were the agents for the purchasers?—Yes.
59. £5,000 was paid down, of which Mr. Lewis got .£7OO?—Yes.
60. And £4,300 was left?—Yes.
61. Were you acting for Mr. Lewis at that time in this matter?—No, that was all prior to

the transactions. I came in after the tangle had arisen.
62. You said that Mr. Bell was wrong with regard to the Government employing Mi-. Sker-

rett?—Yes.
63. You knew that in this ease Mr. Skerrett had been employed by the Government before

the Native Land Commission?—A considerable time before, yes.
64. The Commission was not defunct at the end of 1908?— Ithink Mr. Skerrett did not act

for some time before this.
Hon. Mr. Ngata: I think he ceased to act about the middle of 1908. That was the only time

he was with us—at Te Kniti in 1908.
65. Mr. ffrrries.] It was common knowledge that Mr. Skerrett had been acting for the Natives

before the Commission?—Yes; but this was about two years later.
66. The Commission was still in existence?—Not at the time he was employed here. He was

mil employed in this matter until 1910
67. That is what I want to get at. When was Mr. Skerrett first employed? Have you any

idea?—Yes. He was employed after the Native Commission reported. That would be about May
or June, 1910, I should think.

68. Tlnn. Mr. Nr/atn.~\ You mean 1009 : the Stout-Palmer Commission reported on this block
in March, 1909?—Yes, it was in that year: it was the year in which the Stout-Palmer Com-
mission reported. It was when their report was published—a considerable time after the sitting.

69. Mr. /ferries.] It was well known that Mr. Skerrett had been employed by the Government
before the Commission, and it is quite possible that people might understand lie was employed
by the Government in this matter?—Yes. I have no doubt at all that Mr. Bell made a simple
mistake.

70. Do you know who employed Mr. Skerrett in this case?—l do not know how he became
employed in this case. What happened was that the Natives came down to consult Mr. Carroll, and
the h'nal result was that Mr. Skerrett was employed.

71. Mr. Massey.] When you say "the Natives," you mean Penene and his section?—Yes.
All I know is that Mr Skerrett came to me about it on behalf of the Natives.

72. Mr. Herries.~\ On behalf of a certain number of the Natives?—On behalf of all. I under-
stood. I did not know till the 6th January about his not, representing, all.

73. While yon were acting for Mr. Lewis, did you make any offer to the Natives to buy the
freehold, or did they come to you?—Mr. Lewis rather endeavoured to get them—they were down
in Wellington from time to time, and he was negotiating with them for the purchase of the free-
hold.

74. What was the price?—At that time he was offering ss. an acre, but ultimately a man
named Andrew Pepene wrote him a letter in which he said they would sell for £15,000.

75. There was a definite offer made?—Yes. That was before the Commission reported.
76. Well, then, did you advise him not to give the £15,000?—No, T advised him to give it;

but the difficulty was that he could not get the title.
77. Could you not have applied for an Order in Council under the old Act?—No.
78. I mean, an Order in Council to remove the restrictions?—No, the law did not permit it.

It was only when the Act of 1909 came into force that this thing became possible, I think.
79. Surely you could have applied for an Order in Council to set aside clause 117?—Yes. It

is ver\ complicated. The reason we did not would be that we were then in negotiation with the
Government for the purpose of carrying the thinjr through by getting special legislation.

80. At that time—when the Natives made the offer to sell for £15,000—you were in negotia-
tion with the Government for special legislation, according to one of those letters?—lt is difficult
to gather all the reasons that prompted one; but my conclusion, after going into the matter as
fully as I could, was that we could not carry out the transaction oxxept in the way that was
ultimately determined upon.

81. You were proposing to have legislation introduced to bring it under the 1907 Act?—Yes.
82. And to waive the conditions about dividing it into two portions—one for sale and the

other for lease?—That is so.
83. Had the Government agreed to that?—No. The difficulty was that the Government did

not care to interfere in the matter pending settlement of the dispute between Mr. Jones and Mr.
Lewis.

15—1. 3a



I.—3a 114 [P. ». DALZIELL.

84. It was Mr. Jones's action that stopped that?—That was the trouble.
85. It was not the Government's objection? If Mr. Jones had agreed to it the Government

would have agreed too?—The Government had not expressed any opinion. They simply would
not move, in view of the agitation on behalf of Mr. Jones.

86. Ihen we come to the passing of the Act of 1909. Is this the only occasion on which you
have applied for an Order in Council under the 1909 Act?—Yes. The Act did not come into force
until the 31st March, 1910.

87. It is not a usual thing to apply for Orders in Council?—It would be very usual, I should
think, in special circumstances. I would suggest, in reply to that question, that no one can say
that the Mokau situation is not unusual.

88. You agree that this transaction is a very unusual one?—Yes. The matter has been in
litigation in some sort of way for thirty years.

Mr. Mousey: Mr. Herries is referring to the Order in Council as being unusual, I think.
89. Mr. Herries.] The whole transaction is unusual?—Yes.
90. From the very first it would have needed either an Order in Council or special legislation?

—That is so.
91. Who first had the idea of applying for 1 his Order in Council— Mr. Skerrett or yourself?

—It was my proposal.
92. You both put in applications for the recommendation of the Board?—l am not sure.
93. Mr. Bowler says so?—Then that will be right.
94. Did you communicate to the Government or any member of the Government thai you

were going to apply for the Order in Council? Did they know?—Yes. You see, Mr. Skerrett had
made written application for their consent.

!>."). Did you personally make any application or see any member of the Government?—Yes,
1 saw both Mr. Carroll and the Prime Minister.

96. With regard to the issue of the Order in Council?—Yes.
97. And you, I suppose, gave the reasons much the same as Mr. Skerrett did?—That is so.

His letter was submitted to me and approved by me.
98. When was it that Mr. Lewis gave the second option to Mr. Mason Chambers?—I am not

sine. That was not a transaction in which I was concerned. As a matter of fact, it was kept
from me, and I have no papers relating to it. I was not aware until, I think, some time in
February—at any rate, a long time after the option was given—that it had been given.

99. But you'know the terms now—£46,ooo for the lease and £25,000 for the freehold?—Oh,
yes, I have seen that since. As a matter of fact, there was another action pending in which it was
involved, and I had to see it in connection with that.

100. Was that second option in lieu of the old option?—No. That is one of the most
mysterious things about this transaction. The old agreement had never been rescinded. I put
it to them that all parties should remain as they were; and that was never altered until the
transaction was completed.

101. There were at the time, in fact, practically two options?—The first was an absolute
agreement to sell; it was not an option.

102. The second was only an option?—Yes. So far as Mr. Lewis was concerned, as soon as
the freehold was purchased the option became a binding agreement.

103. You mean the second option?—Yes.
104. Then there were two binding agreements, practically?—Well, of course, once the second

was entered into, that, as far as Mr. Mason Chambers was concerned, did away with the first.
105. When did you first hear about the company being formed ?—That would be some time

in January—after the date of the first meeting.
106. How did you become aware of it—through your client or through communication with

Mr. Loughnan?—l do not remember. Mr. Johnston, of Palmerston, T think, sent me a pro-
spectus; but I do not remember whether it was the first intimation I had.

107. Did you know at the second meeting, when the resolutions were confirmed, that the
sale would not be to your clieijt, but to the company?—Yes.

108. You stated that Mr. Grace wired to you to say that Mr. Hardy was coming to see you
and to see Mr. Loughnan ?—After the second meeting.

109. Did you see Mr. Hardy?—No. I think the telegram was that he was coming to spp me
and Mr. Bell. But I never saw him, and Ido not think he came to Wellington.

110. You say that he saw Mr. Loughnan?—Yes.
111. And I think you said that Mr. Loughnan apparently granted Mr. Hardy's demands?—

Yes.
112. What were Mr. Hardy's demands?—.£2,soo worth of sharps; and Mr. Loughnan also

agreed to pay the expenses of the Natives up to £1,000.
113. You say these were Mr. Hardy's demands. Do you know whether Mr. Hardy asked for

them, or whether the company offered them?—l do not know. T was not present, and do not know
what form the negotiations took.

114. With regard to this agreement made with the Maori Land Board as regards cutting the
land up. had you consulted with Mr. Bowler beforehand as to what was to he put into the agree-
ment"?—The agreement was originally drawn before the first meeting.

115. By whom?—By Mr. Skerrett. It was. in fact, read to the Natives at the meeting of the
fith January.

116. Mr. Mousey.] For whom was Mr. Skerrett acting at that time?—For the whole of the
Natives, I understood.

117. But the Natives would not be concerned in an agreement such as this, regarding sub-
division ?—Nevertheless, the agreement was read by Mr. Skerrett to the Natives present at that
meeting. Mr. Bowler Drotested. He said the Natives could not possibly understand it.
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118. Was it in English ?—lt was translated into Maori.
119. Mr. Herries.] Did you consult at all with Mr. Bowler with regard to carrying out the

agreement?—Not before the meeting.
120. Did you at any time?—At the meeting we did. We went fully into the terms of the

agreement at the meeting.
121. Officially]—Yes. We had no consultation, 1 think, before that.
122. Which meeting are you alluding to?—The first meeting.
123. Did Mr. Bowler fall in with the arrangement that the land was to be transferred to

liini ?—The first suggestion was that the Public Trustee should be made trustee. It began in this
way: we first of all desired that the Maori Land Board should accept the office; and 1 think I
then suggested, the Board being a statutory body and there being no express provision in the
.statute empowering it to take up this trust, that there might be a technical difficulty in the way;
and therefore the Public Trustee was fixed upon. But when we came to thrash it out thoroughly
ii was found that the inconvenience and cost of having the Public Trustee in Wellington and the
Maori Land Board in Auckland would be too great.

124. Who was it suggested that Mr. Bowler himself should be the trustee?—l urged him to
take the trusteeship.

125. Before the Board or privately ?—Before the Board at the meeting in Auckland.
126. At the time of the confirmation?—Yes.
127. With regard to the confirmation, the resolution proposed was that there should be a

sale to Herrman Lewis?—Yes.
128. And that was confirmed?—-Yes.
129. Has there been a sale to Herrman Lewis?—Yes.
130. Has it been carried out—the transfer is to Mr. Bowler J—The agreement for sale is

between the Board, on behalf of the Natives, and Mr. Lewis.
131. The actual transfer is from the Board to Mr. Bowler?—That is right.
132. Is that strictly legal?—That is the usual method. Any purchaser of land under an

agreement is always entitled to sell to whom he pleases, and to compel the vendor to transfer to
whom he pleases.

133. WTere the Natives aware that the actual purchaser would be different from the one named
in the resolution?—Oh, no; the Natives went out at once. The moment the agreement to sell was
executed they were out of it.

134. The Natives might care to sell to one man and not care to sell to another?—But having
agreed to sell to one man, they were bound to transfer to whoever that man asked them to transfer
to. They were legally bound; the law requires it.

135. Then it would be quite allowable to have one man named in the resolution and another
man the purchaser ?—Yes, that is an everyday transaction.

136. I suppose the Government were aware that this was proposed to the President of the
Maori Land Board?—-Yes. He did not take it without reference to Wellington. He referred it,
I understand, to his Head Office and the Solicitor-General.

137. I suppose that you yourself or Mr. Skerrett had communicated these proposals to the
Government?—I am not sure that we did refer the agreement. Probably we would, but I do not
remember referring it to the Under-Secretary. Mr. Bowler, however, sent it to him.

138. About the money : Mr. Lewis told us that he got £71,000 in cash and 400 shares?—Yes.
139. But in the transfers there is .£25,000 given in consideration of the freehold and £54,700

for the leasehold?—Yes.
140. That makes a total of £79,700?—Ye5.
141. Can you explain it?—Yes. The reason is that the transfer was direct to Mr. Bowler,

as trustee for the company in respect of all the land but the 7,000 acres, and as trustee for Mr.
Lewis in respect of the balance. The consideration stated in the transfer therefore had to cover
the consideration payable by the company to Mr. Lewis, as well as the consideration payable by
Mr. Lewis to the Natives. You will find that those are the figures.

142. Did Mr. Lewis get £79,700 and the 530 shares?—No; he got £71,000 and 400 shares
of £10 each.

143. Whom did the balance go to?—To Mason Chambers.
144. Mr. McNab told us that the company bought for £85,000?—I understand so.
145. These considerations only give the sum of £79,700. What happens to the balance there,

£5,300? —The transfer to Mr. Bowler, which I have here, only shows the consideration £25,000.
146. That is for the freehold ?—Yes.
147. And 530 shares?—250 shares.
148. It says 530 shares here?—250 I think it will be in the transfer to Mr. Bowler.
149. You say the difference between £85,000 and what Mr. Lewis got would be Mr. Mason

Chambers's profit? —Yes. It was a very involved transaction. When the settlement took place
Mr. McLean, representing Mr. Chambers, and Mr. Loughnan and I were present, and the whole
matter was worked out in as simple a way as we could. I think the considerations have been
correctly stated in the deeds.

150. But those considerations total £79,700, and Mr. McNab stated that the total sum paid
was £85,000—a difference of £5,300. I see : that will be the 530 shares. Mr. Lewis got £71,000
and 400 shares. The balance is the profit that Mr. Mason Chambers made, I suppose?—Yes—ats—at
least, Ido not know that he made that profit out of it. There were a lot of people—

151. Was Mr. Lewis entirely " on his own," or was he representing other people?—As far as
I know he was the sole owner.

152. Did Mr. Bowler give Mr. Lewis a deed of trust?—Yes.
153. What are the conditions of the trust?—l have a copy of it here—in fact, the original.

If you desire it I can put it in. The operative part is as follows : (1.) " The trustee hereby declares
that he stands possessed of and entitled to that portion of the said lands described in the first
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schedule hereto upon the trusts expressed in the said four agreements of the llth day of April,
1911, with this variation, that the company shall, as the assign of the said Lewis, be deemed to
lie ' the purchaser ' of such portion within the meaning of the said agreements as fully and effect-
ually as if it had been named therein instead of the said Lewis. (2.) The trustee hereby declares
iii.it he stands possessed of and entitled to the residue of the said lands, being those portions
thereof more particularly described in the second schedule hereto," Ac. The residue there referred
to arc the 7,000 acres subleased. It goes on to provide that " the trustee will do, perform, and
execute all acts, matters, and things necessary or requisite to be done," and that .Mr. Lewis will at
all times keep the trustee indemnified against liability. Both Mr. Lewis and the company in-
demnify Mr. Bowk,],.154. There is a deed both to Mr. Lewis and the company—it covers all the land1/—Yes.

L55. With regard to the mortgage that .Mr. Lewis gave to you : was that for £1,0001—Yes.
156. For your expenses, I suppose?—lt came about in this way. Mr. Macarthy had a mort-

gage over a lot of properties belonging to Mr. Lewis, including a good deal of suburban land.
The slump came, and he became afraid that his securities were nut so good as they should be,
and he asked for further security, and demanded a mortgage over the Mokau leases as collateral
security. Mi,. Lewis told me of this, and I said that if Mr. Macarthy was getting a bit afraid
there was probably reason why I should. The transaction had then been going mi fur two years,
and I suggested thai Mr. Lewis should give me a mortgage for £1,000 to cover costs and expenses
in the matter. He conferred with Mr. Macarthy, and the latter agreed to this being done, and
to my mortgage going in before his.

157. Your was the second mortgage?—Yes, that of the English trustees of Flower being first.
158. Mr. Macarthy's was the third?—Yes.
I."ill. Those mortgages have all been paid off?—Yes.
Mil). Out of the purchase-money?—Yes.
L6l. What about the survey liens? Were they incurred by Mr. Lewis?—No, but they were

paid by Mr. Lewis. They were incurred by the Natives.
162. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] They were liabilities over the block?—Yes, they were a charge on

the block.
163. Mr. Herries.] Were they in existence when Mr. Lewis bought?—Yes.
164. Mr. M<i■-■•.('i/.] Did Mr. Lewis deduct the amount from the Natives?—Yes.
16"). The Did he pay the back rentals that were due?—He did not deduct them,

lie had to pay them in addition.
!(>(>. Did he pay the rates that were due to the Clifton County—some £400?—Most of it

was chargeable to the, lessee. Mr. Lewis had to pay rates. As to land-tax, there was a sum
of £7U chargeable to the Natives, which was deducted from the purchase-money, plus survey liens.
That point came up at the meetings, and we promised from the start that we would pay them off.

167. .1//. /ferries.] When was the purchase-money paid to Mr. Lewis?—The transfer is dated
the 19th May. I think that will probably lie the date of completion. All these transactions took
place on the same day.

I (is. When did you register the transfer from the Board to Mr. Bowler?—We sent it up at
once for registration, but for some reason tin' Registrar stuck i( up, and it was not put through
for some time! 1 think that first of all he wanted u« to clear off the survey liens. There was some
technical difficulty. But the transfers were presented immediately after the sale

169. In May?—l think it was May. This transfer is dated May.
I7U. The date of registration is given as the Bth .Tulv?—Yes; that was the date they were

finally accepted for registration.
[Witness handed in several documents referred to in his evidence.]

0

Friday, I.">th September, 1911.
Frederick George Dalziell further examined. (No. 18.)

1. .1//-. Berries.] I was asking you about the mortgages on the Mokau Block. I see that in
Mr. T. M. Chambers's account .£44,221 Is. 6d. was paid off. Could you give the Committee any
indication what mortgages were paid oft?—All the mortgages.

•2. What were the different sums;—The first mortgage—Flower's—was for £14,000, with
interest for about three years, 1 think. The amount was something over £17,000, with the
interest.

:?. There was your mortgage for £1,000?—Yes.
t. And Mr. Maearthv's?—That came at the time to something like £25,000.
r>. Then the mortgages that were paid off with this £44,221 would be the original mortgage

to Flower's trustees, your mortgage, and Mr. Maearthy's?—Y'es.
6. There were no others?—No.
7. The survey liens were separate?—Yes. They were paid out of the purchase-money.
8. You do not know how Mr. Lewis came to purchase the block at all? You were not con-

nected with him when he originally purchased?—No. In what way do you mean "came to
purchase it " ?

9. He did not purchase it in order to farm it, but in order to make money out oi it?—l expect
he purchased it in the same way as he has purchased all other properties.

10. He is a speculator?—Yes—at least, he is a man who buys and sells land.
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11. In one of your letters you state that at one time you offered the Mokau Block to the
Government for £28,000—I mean, Mr. Lewis's interest?—Yes. You will find from that letter
that it was not a definite offer: it was a suggestion that the purchaser would probably agree to
accept that. You see at this time the whole thing was in a somewhat difficult position. Mr. Lewis
was under very great pressure from the other people, and lie might have been forced to sell at a
price which he thought was not adequate and yet was the bes( he could ge< ; and this suggestion
was one of my efforts to bring about a settlement.

12. That was in January, 1910?—Yes.
13. At that time, if the Government had accepted the offer, Mr. Lewis would have been pre-

pared to sell his interest for £28,000 J Yes, 1 think so.
14. And at that time the Government could have bought from the Natives for £22,500?—Yes,

I understood so. That, of course, I was not a party to.
15. The Government, then, could have acquired the block for £50,5001—Yes.
16. They could have acquired for £50,500 what the company have paid £85,000 for?—Yes.
17. And they would have goi the whole block, whereas Mr. Lewis still retains 7.000 acres?—

Yes; but it is necessary to bear this in mind : that the llawkc's Hay farmers hail agreed to buy
Mr. Lewis's interest at that price—£28,000—but they came to the conclusion that it was not good
enough ami repudiated that agreement. Until Mr. Mason Chambers came along with this very
fine offer

18. The second time?—Yes nobody had any notion that that price could be obtained for it.1,.). Still, Mi,. Chambers was one of the original three? -Yes. Well, you see he paid £25,000
more the second time than lie was to pay at the first.

20. Can you account for the increase from £28,000 to £46,000 for the leasehold interest?—
No. I expect that only Mr. Chambers can account for that. It is a very extraordinary increase.
He had already repudiated an agreement under which he i>as to gel the leasehold interest for
£28,000.

21. Yet the company think £85,000 for both interests, leasehold and fieehold, a satisfactory
price?—They pay anotheV £10,000?—Yes.

22. Mr. Chambers is equally a speculator with Mr. Lewis?—Mr. Chamoera generally speculates
in lands which he is prepared to farm, if necessary. He is a farmer.

23. Mr. Chambers is a good judge of land, I think?—Apparently. I understand he has
been very successful in the purchase and sale of properties. Of course, the very difficult part to
understand is why, having this agreement to purchase for £28,000, he should increase the price
in that way.

The Chairman: Would it not be well to let Mr. Chambers be called and state his own opinion?
1 think the cross-examination is irregular.

.I//-. Eerries: Ido not want to call him. I only asked Mr. Dalziell whether he knew of any
circumstances that would cause the increase in the juice that was given.

The Chairman: Well, let us get that from Mr. Chambers himself.
24. Mr. Hi-nits.'] 1 wanted to know whether Mr. Dalziell knew of any. I did not ask Mr.

Dalziell .Mr. Chambers'e opinion. The result, Mr Dalziell, is that your client bought the lease
for £14,000 and the freehold for £25,000. and sold the block for £71,000 and 100 shares of £10
each, and kept 7,000 acres! sTes, Of course, he had to pay a very great deal more than the
£14,000. There were expenses. There was £.'!,000 Tor interest.

25. He practically bought for £39,000 and sold for £71,01)0 and 100 shares, keeping back
7,000 acres?—That area of 7,001) acres retained by Mr. Lewis is subleased for thirty years.

26. But he gets the rents?—The rent is a very small sum.
.1/;-. Eerries: Perhaps you can tell us what the rents are—or we can ask Mr. Lewis.
The Chairman: 1 asked Mr. Lewis what he received in rent from Mr. Walter Jones, who lias

nearly 800 acres, and he said £7 10s. per annum.
Mr. Eerriet: That is not the whole 7,000 acres.
Tht Chairman: That shows what the rentals are.
27. Mr. Eerriet.] 1 want to come back to the present position. What is the position of Mr.

Howler? Is he trustee for Mi-. Lewis or trustee for the company, or both?—He is trustee Eor
Mr. Lewis in respect of 7,000 acres, and trustee for the company for the balance. He is trustee
to see that the land is subdivided.

28. In what position is he with regard to the subdivision of the laud,'—He is merely a trustee.
He cannot alienate the land except in accordance with the declaration of the trust which permits
the Maori Land Board to sell.

29. He is not trustee as President of the Board : lie is trustee as a private individual?—He
is trustee in his private capacity, but that is because the statute did not permit him to take the
trust as President of the Board. If is the Board which has the power of disposing of the land,
if it is not disposed of by the company within three years.

•'SO. What security is there that the land shall be cut up!—There is this covenant.
•'5l. It all depends upon Mr. Bowler!—Supposing Mr. Bowler were a dishonest person, is

there any means of recovery? —Yes. He cannot sell it.
32. Why can he not give a transfer?—Because, in the first place, there is a caveat on it.
33. The caveat was not on until recently?—lt was put on when the other documents were

registered. It was registered when the transfer was registered.
34. No, a month later/—Was it? It was all part of the same transaction, at any rate.
35. But what is the actual security that the laud shall be cut up! It is only that Mr. Bowler

may refuse to sign the transfer?—No. The land is vested in him—that is, the legal estate is
vested in him, subject to this agreement : in the first place the agreement, and in the second place
the deed of covenant.

36. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] He can be compelled, can iie not?—Oh, yes.
37. Mr. Herries.] Supposing a lease were offered to him that was over the statutory area and

he signed it?—Tee: that does not matter.
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38. Could the Registrar refuse to register it?—No, the Board could oome in. It does not
matter what encumbrances are on it meantime, they are all subject to that condition , and if the
land is not disposed of, it does not matter whether it is leased, mortgaged, or anything else, the
Board can sell it.

39. But supposing Mr. Bowler signed a transfer over the whole block to a single man : would
not that transfer stand?—No.

40. What is to prevent it J—lt might if somebody took it without notice, but he must have
notice : the documents on the Register disclose the fact that there is this condition.

41. You mean to say that the District Land Registrar would refuse to register the transfer .'
The transfer would be taken with notice of the fact that this condition was in existence which
enabled the Board at any time after the three years to dispose of the land.

42. Is there any clause in the Act by which the Board can deal with European land/—There
is no special power. There is some little doubt as to whether the Board itself can do that.

■I'i. Very considerable doubt, 1 think?—I think it probably could; but we have provided that
if the Board has not the power, the trustee for the time being has.

44. If the Board cannot do it, Mr. Bowler can do it'/—Yes.
45. Then everything depends on the honesty of Mr. Bowler?—No. You imagine that Mr.

Bowler is there and must always be there : he can be removed at any time.
4G. By whom?—The Supreme Court. He is only an ordinary trustee.
47. He is acting as a private individual?—In a sense, but he is just like any trustee. The

Public Trustee would be in the same position if we had appointed him. He could have done just
what you suggest Mr. Bowler can do.

48. It all depends on Mr. Bowler's honesty as a private individual and not as President of
the Board?—That is so, but it does not make any difference whether he is a private individual or
in an official position—if he is going to commit a fraud the result is the same. There is power in
the agreement to remove him at any time.

49. But he may have done the mischief—he may have sold the whole of the land?—He cannot.
Anybody who purchases takes that notice, and therefore he is bound by the agreement to the same
extent as Mr. Bowler.

50. Mr. Bowler mortgaged the land to Mr. McNab and others?—Yes.
51. What was the object of that?—Mr. McNab and others, I understand, guaranteed the

company's account. You see the company had to borrow, for the purpose of carrying through this
transaction, a large sum of money on the security of the land—this block and the other property
too. They borrowed it, 1 think, from their banker, on the guarantee of the various individuals.

52. What was the amount of the mortgage from Mr. Bowler to Mr. McNab and others?—l do
not know.

53. That was not prepared by your firm?—No.
si. It was done by Mr. Loughnan?—Yes. I expect the amount was not mentioned.
55. There was only one mortgage registered?—Yes. Fs that the mortgage to the company, or

to McNab and others.
56. To McNab and others?—That would be a mortgage to cover the bank account. It would

probably not specify any sum.
57. Then Mr. Bowler also gave another mortgage to Mr. Mason Chambers?—Yes.
58. That would be on the 7,000 acres?—Yes.
59. What was the object of that?—An advance to Mr. Lewis. I do not know whether it is

really relevant, but Mr. Chambers paid off Mr. Macarthy and took Macarthy's securities, ana
this was collateral.

60. You mean to say that Macarthy's securities are over other lands?—Yes. But that is
really their private business, which need not be gone into.

61. What was the object of the Board lodging the caveat/—To prevent any dealings at all
inconsistent with the agreement.

62. Why was the caveat registered later than the other deeds?—I do not know. There was
not any special reason. We'lodged it on behalf of the Board. That was purely a matter of con-
venience. We, as a matter of fact, were asked to register the documents of all parties—the
company, Mr. Chambers, and Mr. Lewis. We acted merely as agents for everybody in registering
the documents. Apparently the lodging of the caveat was left till a little later.

63. Was the caveat taken into consideration? —The caveat was part of the original arrange-
ment.

64. Why was it registered later?—These things happen in an office sometimes. I had not
charge of the actual conveyancing part of it myself. Somebody in my office had.

65. Mr. Bowler said that no instructions were given to you by the Board to lodge the caveat?
There was no resolution, I understand. It would probably be at my suggestion.

66. You do not generally act for the Maori Land Board, do you?—No, and 1 have not in
this matter.

67. How is it you acted this time?—That was merely in the same way as I acted for all the
other people. I did not act for the company, for instance, but I registered their documents.

68. Mr. Bowler has executed mortgages to McNab and others and to Mason Chambers : if
the interest is not paid, can they foreclose the mortgages?—Yes, in the usual way; but you have
always to remember this—I should have mentioned it before : this land, having been acquired
from (he Natives, cannot now be disposed of except in areas in accordance with the Native Land
Act. The law prohibits it.

69. Will you explain why yon think it cannot be alienated? You have got the Order in
Council?—Yes, but only for this alienation.

70. The land is now private land : it is not Native land?—But then there is a special pro-
vision to the effect that once it becomes private land after having been Native land, it remains
subject to the limitation provisions.
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71. You mean, not according to the law, but according to the agreements ?—No, according

to the law.
72. Can you name the section of the Act ? —lt is the last section of the alienation provisions,

Part XII; but in addition to that each mortgage contains a subclause to the efiect that the land
may only be disposed of in accordance with the limitation provisions of the Native Land Act.
Here it is—section 206 of Part XII : " All Native land which after the commencement of this
Act becomes European land shall thereupon become and at all times thereafter remain subject
to Part Xlll of the Land Act, 1908 (relating to limitation of area), in the same manner as if it
had then been first alienated by the Crown, and all the provisions of that Part of the said Act
shall apply thereto accordingly.,' That, of course, is an actual prohibition of future dealings
except in small areas.

73. Supposing the company went into liquidation, what would be Mr. Bowler's position?—
It does not make any difference. He holds for the company or its assigns—the owners for the
timebeing of the equitable interest.

74. Mr. Bowler does not get any extra remuneration from the company?—l understand an
arrangement has since been made by which he gets a small salary, I think, while he is trustee.

75. Is that paid by the company?—By the company. I think it came about in this way:
there was an objection raised by the Department to his acting at all in the matter, and I think
they were not sure whether he could legally do ; t, and I went with Mr. Fisher, at his request,
to confer with the Solicitor-General. The conclusion come to was that Mr. Bowler could act, but
thathe ought to be paid for it.

76. The Chairman.] Do you know of any other case where a Government servant has been
placed in such a position as that—l mean, receiving money from private people?—Oh, yes.
There must be many acting as trustees—with the consent of the Department, of course.

77. Mr. f/erries.] Do you not think it is putting a Civil servant in rather a peculiar posi-
tion?—No, so long as it is known to the Department. 1 think it is fair to the Crown, as he has
to do this extra work which takes part of his time. It is beneficial to the community, as he is
carrying out this purpose of subdivision. It strikes me as fair that they should ask for it, and the
company agreed to pay it.

78. Have you any idea what the sum is?—Yes.
79. What is it?—£5 a month, 1 think, during the continuance of the trust.
80. That is paid by the company?—Yes.
81. Does Mr. Lewis pay Mr. Bowler anything for being trustee for the 7,000 acres?—No.
82. If the company does not cut up the land in the proposed time, how can Mr. Bowler re

convey to the Board?—He does not need to reconvey to the Board.
83. I think the agreement was that, if the company did not fulfil its conditions, the Board

could cut up?—What the Board does then is to advertise the land for sale.
84. Under what authority?—Under the authority of the agreement.
85. But under what section of the Act?—Under Part XIV.
86. Is there any section in Part XIV which allows the Board to cut up European land?—

To cut it up subject to the terms of the Act. There is an express provision here to the effect that
the Board is to have power to carry out

87. What I want to know is, is there any statutory provision] —There is no express statutory
provision, and for that very reason this clause was put in, to the effect that if it is suggested at
any time that the Board has not the statutory power, then the trustee for the time being shall
have that power.

88. Mr. Bowler can cut the land up himself, or whoever is the trustee?—Yes.
89. Without having anything to do with the Board?—Yes.
90. The trustee may be a person absolutely apart from the Board?—Yes; but you see he

cannot get rid of the land except in these areas. Nobody <-:m sell the land except in these areas,
and there is a trust there, and an express provision also to the effect that if any person applies
to the Supreme Court he can have the terms of the agreement enforced.

91. But who would apply to the Supreme Court?—l take it the Board would, or some officer
of the Native Department.

92. Is there any agreement to that effect?—-No, it is not necessary. That is part of the
arrangement. They could do this under the agreement as it is drawn. You see, you put a lot
of suppostitious cases which cannot arise at all. It is somewhal difficult to give you the correct
answer to a question which cannot arise.

93. I want to know if there i> any statutory authority by which the Board could cut up and
sell in case the company did not do it?—There is statutory authority enabling the Board to cut
up lands vested in it.

94. But is there any statutory power to vest this laud in the Board?—That is doubtful, and
that was the reason why we put this clause in enabling the trustee for the time being to dispose
of the land. I may say that this was a clause that was very carefully considered by Mr. Skerrett,
myself, and Mr. Tole, and it was also referred to the Solicitor-General; and everybody agreed
that it effectually carried out the purpose intended. Ihat is the only answer I can give you. Of
course, one can never know that a document will hold until the test comes. But I do not think
any question should be put concerning the supposititious difficulties which you have suggested
can arise.

95. What I want to find out is whether this arrangement effectively insures that the land
shall be cut up?—All of vs—the Solicitor-General, Mr. Tole, Mr. Skerrett, and I—were anxious to
carry it out in such a way as would make it effective, and we believe we have done so.

96. Mr. Massey.] Are you quite sure that this block of land comes within the definition of
" Native land "as provided in the Native Land Act, 1909?—Ido not think there can be any doubt
about it at all.

97. You know the definition of " Native land " [Statute handed to witness]?—Yes, it is
Native freehold land.
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98. You are quite satisfied of that?—Yes.
99. About this possible claim for £80,000 that was suggested by Mr. Skerrett : do you think,

speaking as a member of the legal profession, that there is any ground for such a claim?—Yes;
I felt satisfied that there probably was, although I had no occasion to go into the question closely.
1 merely concluded that it was a claim which ought to be avoided if possible.

100. Let me put it in this way : Suppose 1 leased certain land to you, and urn registered the
leases in the ordinary way under the Land Transfer Act : do you think, in the event of things
going wrong, that 1 would have a claim under the Land Transfer Act if I had signed the leases
willingly and freely on my own behalf I—No,1 —No, not unless the Registrar knew you were under age
and registered in despite of that.

101. You do not suggest that any one was under age in this transaction?—The Natives were
in a similar position : they were prohibited from dealing.

102. Mr. Herrits.] At that time?—Yes.
LO3. Mr. Mastey.] If a man signs a lease with full knowledge of what he is doing, can he

come along and claim damages under the Land Transfer Act because of something that has taken
place?—Not if he is a free agent; and the Maoris were not free agents. When I say that, lam
presuming that Mr. Bell's content ion, and Mr. Skerrett's, is correct, that the Natives had no
power to sign these leases. Both these gentlemen advised that the Natives had no power to sign
these leases, and that they were illegal documents.

J O4. Why had they no power to sign leases of Native freehold land held under Crown title?
—Because the law at the time did not permit them to do so. So the Chief Justice anil Mr. Bell
and Mr. Skerrett say.

105. Of course, you are aware that neither Mr. Bell nor Mr. Skerrett agree with the opinion
expressed by the Native Land Commission, consisting of Sir Robert Stout and Mi,. Jackson
Palmer?—l understand they agree on that point.

106. The claim was supposed to lie for £80,000, was it not I—No, not necessarily. What
Mr. Skerrett said was that he gave formal notice of a claim for £80,000. He did not determine
what the exact amount of the claim would be : it was not necessary to determine at that stage.

107. Of course that would be supposed to represent the value of the leasehold interest, if
anything?—Yes.

108. If the leasehold interest is worth 80,000, what is the freehold interest worth—what is
the whole block worth?—If the leasehold interest is worth £80,000, the whole block would be
worth about £110,000.

109. Then you think the leasehold interest would be three times as valuable as the freehold
interest in such a case?—Yes.

110. Even though the property would be greatly improved at the time the lease expired?—
More than three times as valuable, I think. This is the test :If you take the total value as being
690,000, the value of the leasehold would be only .£25,000 or £27,000.

111. You were asking for legislation in connection with this matter prior to the passing of
the 1909 Act?—Yes.

112. Did that request, in your opinion, have anything to do with the insertion of the pro-
vision in the Native Land Act allowing sales to take place, or alienations to be made, by way of
Order in Council?—lt could have had nothing whatever to do with it. The provisions had no
resemblance to one another in any respect. They did not serve the same purpose.

113. You have been connected with this transaction from the first, 1 think?-—From the 3rd
August, 1908.

114. From the time that Mr. Lewis became connected with it?—No.
115. At what date did he become the owner of the leasehold interest) —Some time in 1908, I

think.
116. And you became connected with it then/—On the 3rd August, 1908. That was nearly

a year after Mr. Lewis first became associated with it.
117. I think you probably know more about the transaction than any other man/—I have

had to do with more phases <rf it than any other man --except Mr. Jones.
118. I made a statement on the day the inquiry opened before the Committee, and I will read

some paragraphs of it to you. It begins in this way: " 1 have committed to writing a statement
of the position as it appears to me, and with your permission I propose to read it: (1.) The
Mokau-Mohakatino blocks, consisting of 53,000 acres of land, were leased by Mr. Joshua Jones
from the Native owners for fifty-six years from July, 1882. (2.) With the object of providing
sufficient capital to develop the property, Mr. Jones mortgaged his interests to an English firm.
(■'(.) In course of time the mortgagees foreclosed, and the property was sold in New Plymouth by
order of the Registrar of the Supreme Court, and was bought in by the representatives of the
mortgagees. (4.) The mortgagees, having become the owners of the leasehold interests, sold such
interests privately to Mr. Herrman Lewis." Is there anything incorrect in those statements?—1
think those are correct.

119. "(5.) Mr. Herrman Lewis mortgaged the property to the English firm from whom he
had purchased it, or their representatives, for the amount of the purchase-money or thereabouts i
—That is correct.

120. "(6.) Messrs. Findlay and Dalziell were solicitors for Mr. Herrman Lewis, and mort-
gagees of that individual's interest to the amount of £1,000 "1—Yes.

121. " (7.) Mi. Herrman Lewis apparently approached the Government, through his solici-
tors or otherwise, and the result was that an Order in Council was issued so as to enable him to
purchase the whole block from the Native owners, by so doing avoiding the provisions with regard
to limitation of area in the Native Land Act, 1909 " ?—That is not correct.

122. In what way is it incorrect?—It did not avoid the provisions: it was in pursuance of
the provisions.
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123. Do you wish the Committee to understand that if the Order in Council had not been
issued Mr. Lewis could have become the owner of the block?—No, because 1 know that he could not

124. The alienation could not have taken place without the issue of the Order in Council l-■That is correct, but that is not your statement.
125. Oh, yes: let me read it again: "Mr. Herrman Lewis apparently approached the

Government, through his solicitors or otherwise, and the result was that an Order in Council was
issued so as to enable him to purchase the whole block from the Native owners "? That is
correct.

126. " by so doing avoiding the provisions with regard to limitation of area in the
Native Land Act, 1909 "1—There was no question of avoiding at all.

127. There was a question of avoiding, so far as Mr. Lewis was concerned I—No1 —No question of
avoiding. It was done in accordance with the limitation provisions of the Native Land Act.

128. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] Would you have got the Order in Council otherwise?—No.
129. Mr. Massey.] That is a question for the Government, and not for Mr. Dalziell?—Of

course, we cannot tell, because we never applied.
130. The point, of course, is this: that Mr. Lewis could not have become the owner of the

freehold interest without the Order in Council?—That is quite right; but your statement follow-
ing is not correct, because you say it avoids the limitation provisions of the Act : in fact, it does
not. It was pursuant to the limitation provisions of the Act that we got it.

131. The Chairman.] That is your answer to the question?—Yes. The limitation provisions
provide that this could be done.

132. Mr. Massey.] What is the limitation provision—what is the area which may be sold?—
The area is specified of first-class land, second-class, and third-class, or, if the Governor in Council
thinks fit, a great area.

133. You are speaking now of the Order in Council?—I am speaking of the limitation pro-
visions. There is no fixed limit of 3,000 acres. You have to read the whole of those clauses
together. It is Part XII, beginning with section 193.

134. Yes. I think section 204 is really the limitation section :" In computing, for the pur-
poses of this Part of this Act, the area of any land, every acre of first-class land shall be reckoned
as seven and a half acres, and every acre of second-class land shall be reckoned as two and a half
acres." That really works out to 3,000 acres of third-class laud and 1,000 acres of second-class
land?—That is right.

135. If it had not been for the Order in Council Mr. Lewis would not have been able to pur-
chase more than 3,000 acres?—That is quite right; but that is not what your statement says.

136. My interpretation is different from yours: but we will leave it at that. I come to the
next paragraph : " (8.) A meeting of ' assembled owners ' was held at Te Kuiti, and an offer was
made by Herrman Lewis to purchase the freehold. His offer was declined. Another meeting
was held, and adjourned."' There is a slight inaccuracy there, because the second meeting was
an adjourned meeting. "Another meeting was held, and adjourned; and at the adjourned
meeting it was decided to accept £25,000 in cash and £2,500 worth of shares in a company to be
formed for the freehold of the land. That works out to 10s. 4Jd. per acre; and it has been stated
that the meeting was not properly representative of the Native owners." That last sentence you
may disagree with, because you have told us that, with the exception of half a dozen or thereabouts,
all the Natives were willing to sell : but is the paragraph substantially correct?—Yes, apart from
that.

137. " (9.) A meeting of the Executive was held on the 15th March of this year, the Hon.
James Carroll presiding, when it was agreed to authorize the alienation of the land referred to
by Order in Council. A meeting of the Maori Land Board was held at Te Kuiti on the 22nd
March, when the sale was confirmed; but the Gazette with the Order in Council was not published
until the 30th March, or a week after the sale had been confirmed by the Maori Land Board." Is
that correct?—I do not know the date of the meeting of the Executive.

138. You have not seen it in the Gazette?—I may have, but Ido not remember it. No, that
paragraph is not correct. You say there that the sale was confirmed before the Gazette was issued.
As a matter of fact it was not. What the Board did was to intimate to me that they would confirm
the sale on these two conditionsbeing complied with, which is a very different thing.

139. Ido not think you have read the paragraph correctly. " A meeting of the Maori Land
Board was held at Te Kuiti on the 22nd March." That is correct, is it not?—Yes.

Mr Merries: It is not really correct. The meeting was held at Auckland.
Witness: And it was held on the 23rd or 24th March.
140. Mr. Massey.] It was at that meeting that the sale was confirmed, was it not?—No.
141. When was it confirmed?—The Board took into consideration the application for confirma-

tion, and intimated that they would confirm the sale on the two conditions being complied with.
142. Which two conditions?—The issue of the Gazette, and being satisfied as to the Native

owners.
143. You know, of course, that the Gazette was not issued until the 30th March?—I know it

was not issued until after that meeting.
144. It was practically confirmed at that meeting, whether it was held on the 22nd or the

23rd?—It was confirmed subject to these two conditions.
145. Then these statements are substantially correct?—It would be well to add to that, "sub-

ject to conditions," because it was not absolute confirmation.
146. With the exception of that, the statements are substantially correct?—Yes.
147. This is the Board's minute : " Board decided to confirm resolutions in each case, agree-

ment not to be signed until certified list of other lands produced and Order in Council under
section 203, 1909, gazetted." Is that correct?—Yes.

16—1. 3a.
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148. Mr. Herries.] Apparently the resolutions were confirmed, but the instrument of aliena
tion was not to be signed until those conditions were complied with?—I understood that the Ordei
was not d> take effect until the two conditions had been complied with

149. Mr. Massey.] You are satisfied now that the resolutions wore confirmed?- Subject to
those two conditions, yes.

150. The Chairman.] I bad to leave the Committee for a time yesterday owing to a petition
which I had to attend to, but I carefully read through the report of the proceedings in the papers.
According to it you said that an opinion had been expressed by .Mr. Bell and Mr. Skerrett regard-
ing these leases, and I think you also said that that opinion was borne out by Mi,. Hosking, of
Dunedin. Those gentlemen are all K.C.s, are they not?—Yes.

151. In this opinion, I understand, they disagreed with the finding of the Chief Justice and
Mr. Judge Palmer. Do you remember the report of the Commission on the Mokau-Mohakatino
Block ?—Yes.

152. You say the gentlemen named disagreed with the finding of the Chief Justice and Mr.
Judge Palmer?—Yes. Mind you, not all on the same points. For instance, the only question
submitted to Mr. Hosking had relation merely to Block If. Both Mr. Bell and Mr. Skerrett agreed
that the titles to the other blocks were good. I therefore did not refer that question to Mr.
Hosking; but Mr. Hosking was of opinion that the lease of Ik was probably good, nothwithstand-
ing the opinion of the Commission, as expressed in its report.

153. That report came from the Chief Justice and Mr. Jackson Palmer, who is Chief Judge
of the Native Land Court, and had had experience in regard to these matters?—That is so.

154. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] You say that Mr. Newis offered his interest in the land to the
Government for £28,000?—Yes. If you get my letter you will see in what form the offer was
made. This is it :" It has occurred to me thai probably the best way out of this difficulty will
be for the Crown, if it determines to acquire the block, to settle with the lessee upon the basis of
the contract entered into in May, 1908, between the lessee and Mason Chambers, Douglas McLean,
and Sir Francis Price, all of Hawke's Bay, sheep-farmers. This contract was entered into by
the Hawke's Bay people after full inquiry as to the value of the land and of the leases, and under
it they agreed to pay the sum of £2.5,000 for the lessee's interests, together with a one-eighth
interest in the leases--that is, about £28,000.

155. Was there any acceptance of that offer?—No. What happened was that the Govern-
ment at that time were willing to buy at this price, I understood : but they afterwards obtained a
report from their departmental officers, and I understand that that did not justify them in paying
this price. Of course, at that date nobody imagined that the price subsequently obtained could
be secured for this land.

156. Would Mr. Lewis have had to pay these several claims out of that £28,000: £17,000
to Flower's estate?—Yes.

157. £1,000 to yourself?—Yes.
158. £25,000 to Mr. Macarthy?—Yes.
159. And £1,469 for survey liens?—Yes—well, we have not discussed that question of survey

lien.
160. Mr. Herries.] Macarthy's mortgage over the leases was only collateral security?—Yes.
161. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] Anyway, Mr. Lewis would have had little or no margin at all

after paying liabilities out of the £28,000?—No.
Mr. Massey: Macarthy's mortgage had really nothing to do with it.
162. lion. Sir J Carroll.] Still, there is £17,000 and £I,ooo—that is £18,000; and

Macarthy's interest was a liability over the block collaterally. I think that Mr. Massey, in one of
his public utterances, stated that in the sale of this estate by the company the mineral rights will
be reserved. Do you know anything about that?—Yes. I do not know what the company have
published on the subject, but I do know this; that the minerals are part of the land, and that
the limitation provisions apply just as much to the minerals as to any other part of the land.

163. Any sale of that land must carry with it the minerals?—They can reserve the minerals,
but they can only reserve them in areas according to the limitation provisions.

164. Is there any condition or term in the agreement reserving them?—No, not in the agree-
ment. They must cut up that land, the mineral portion and other portions, in areas complying
with the limitation provisions.

165. The minerals go with the land?—Yes.
166. In Mr. Skerrett's application to the Government for the issue of an Order in Council,

one of theparagraphs reads in this way : " Negotiations have therefore taken place between myself
as representing the Natives on the one hand and Mr. Dalziell as representing Mr. Herrman Lewis
and his mortgagees on the other hand. I think that an arrangement can be made by which the
Native owners shall sell their reversion in the block expectant on the determination of the leases
for a sum of £25,000, to be paid in cash within three months from the date of the contract. It
would be a term of the contract for sale that Mi-. Herrman Lewis should, within a period of three
years, subdivide and sell the blocks of land in areas not in excess of the areas prescribed in Part
XII of the Native Land Act, 1009, and that Mr. Lewis should not be entitled to call upon the
Native vendors for conveyances or transfers of any part of the block except to purchasers of the
same in the prescribed areas. The interests of the Natives will be protected, because if the pur-
chase-money is not paid within three months tliev will be entitled to rescind the contract for sale,,
and the parties will revert to their leeral rights anterior to the making of the contract. The
whole arrangement will be made without nreiudice to the existing rights of the Natives to avoid
the leases or to re-enter and determine the leases should for any cause the sale not eventuate.
Tin's arrangement can only be sriven effect to by an Order in Council under section 203 of the
Act, and I am accordingly applying for an Order in Council under that section." Can you confirm
what is set out here as to the arrangements and the understanding between yourself and Mr. Lewie,
and Mr. Skerrett acting on behalf of the Natives?—Yes.
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167. In all these proposals?—Yes. We made these proposals in the hope of inducing the
Government to settle this very, difficult question, and we relied mainly upon the belief that they
would do it in order to have the block settled.

168. And it was upon that that the application was made for the Order in Council to issue?—
Yes.

169. And thioughout all subsequent proceedings, to the final stage, that has been acted upon I
—Yes. Mr. Skerrett's proposal made there is the proposal which was carried into effect.

170. There has never been any attempt to deviate from those lines?—Not in any way. On the
contrary, we have all been very anxious to carry it out in as effective a way as we possibly could.

171. At the time the land was sold to the company for £85,000, the company had purchased
the Stubbs estate of 14,000 acres on the opposite side of the river?—1 do not know the area, but
they purchased that estate, with the coal-mining business, and steamers.

Mr. Massey: Is that Native land?
172. lion. Sir J. Carroll.] A Native lease. And in their prospectus they associated that with

the Mokau land?—That is so; and so they combined the whole coal interest.
173. The coal-mine in the Stubbs estate is working?—Yes, it is a working mine, and, I

understand, a profitable one.
174. Mr. Dive.] I understand that under this agreement, if the company fail to subdivide

and sell this land within three years, they have the right to apply for an extension of time : is that
so I—That is so.

175. That being the case, do you think it is a fair thing to put in Mr. Bowler, who is Presi-
dent of the Board, as trustee?—l think it is the best possible arrangement, because the Board
have to consider that sort of question every day.

176. Mr. Bowler, according to your statement, is a paid agent as trustee. Do you not think
that is likely to influence him if application is made to the Board for an extension of time?—
I do not think the amount is sufficient to influence anybody.

177. That is not the question. Do you not think it will have a tendency, if he is going to
continue in office for perhaps a further period?—l tliink not. I think that is casting a reflection
upon him.

Mr. Dive: I do not wish that to be inferred for a moment.
Witnett: 1 may say that Mr. Bowler entered upon this work without any question of re-

muneration being raised at all, and it was, 1 think, two or three months afterwards that the
question was raised by his Head Office. They then suggested that something ought to be paid,
seeing that part of Mr. Bowler's time would be utilized in this work. It was not a suggestion
that was made by me or by Mr. Howler—it was made by the Department.

178. Is it a fact that the company will reserve the mineral rights over the various subdivisions
that it may make of this block?—The company cannot reserve more than an area of .'i.OOO acres
of any part of the 53,000 acres.

179. 3,000 acres is the most they can reserve in that block.'—Yes, and they can only do that if
it is third-class land.

180. Mr. Massey.] But they can reserve a number of blocks each of 3,000 acres?—No.
181. They can reserve a block for each individual, surely?- Mr. Dive was talking about the

company. The company is not an individual. Of course, if the company likes to sell to a member
of the company, that is within the law.

182. The company may sell a block to its chairman?—He is a private individual.
183. And to its secretary—he is a private individual?—Yes.
184. And so on, with each member of the company? -Yes. That is perfectly right and

proper, is it not?
185. Mr. Dive..] You showed us just now the various amounts that were owing on this block

in the way of mortgages?—Yes.
186. I think an attempt has been made to create an impression that there was £25,000 owing

to Mr. Maoarthy upon this block. Was the mortgage over the block not given as collateral secur-
ity? The £25,000 that was lent by Maoarthy was lent upon ample security, prior to this block
coming into consideration at all?—Apparently Mr. Macarthv believed he had not ample security,
because he insisted on getting a mortgage over tliis block.

187. Did this not come about only during the tight times of some two years ago?—After.
188. In other words, it meant this: that he look advantage of the financial position at that

time to ask for more security?—l do not know that he was taking advantage of it :he was simply
trying to secure himself as best he could.

189. It is the usual procedure on occasions of that sort?—Quite.
190. Therefore I take it that the £25,000 owing to Mr. Macarthy lie had ample security for,

and, providing the securities that Mr. Lewis gave to Mr. Maoarthy would cover the amount ad-
vanced, he would reap the benefit of the increased amount?—That is rather a long question. As
I understand it, you suggest that Mr. Macarthy had ample security without this mortgage. Well,
he of course was the best judge, and he thought he had nor. Of course, I had nothing to do with
what took place between Mr. Macarthy and Mr. Lewis.

191. I only wish to show, in asking these questions, thai Mr. Lewis was making a very good
thin"- out of this block?—I think he deserved to. He took a very big risk.ri92. It was a case of " Heads 1 win, tails you lose," as far as I can see?—Oh, no : he was
liable for £16,000 or £17,000.

Hebrman Lewis further examined. (No. 19.)
1 Mr. Herries.] What made you go in for this speculation I—l1—I go in for many speculations.
i. You did not intend to farm the land? —Oh, yes; I am looking for bushfellers now—

twenty bushfellers.
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3. 1 mean the 7,000 acres?—No; I want the bushfellers for a different property.
i. Who were your solicitors when you purchased the leases?—1 have a good many trans-

actions with solicitors. 1 deal with them all in Wellington.
5. You give them all a turn?—1 have a good man}- transactions.
C. Who were your solicitors when you purchased the leases?—l bought the property through

Mr. Campbell, oi Travers, Campbell, and Peacock.
7. He was acting as your solicitor, as well as solicitor for the sellers?—At that time. In fact,

1 purchased the property on his recommendation.
8. "Who were your solicitors when you made the first sale to Mr. Chambers?—I generally

do these things "on my own." I have had a good deal of experience.
9. You had no one acting for you?—No. 1 dealt with those people directly.
10. What was the date of that first sale, to Chambers, McLean, and Price?—The agreement

was signed on the 19th May, 1908.
11. By whom was the agreement prepared/—By Carlile, McLean, and Wood, of Napier.
12. Where did you sign it?—Mr. McLean himself came down with me. He was on the same

train, and he completed the matter in Wellington. He lodged the letter here with Moorhouse and
Hadfield.

13. You signed it there?—1 would nut say that. Ido not remember where I signed it.
14. Was any firm of solicitors acting for you then with regard to this business?—No, I had

no solicitors.
15. You got the £700? That was paid in cash to you?--Yes, Mi. Chambers handed me the

cheque on the station at Hastings.
16. At what date did the action take place in the Supreme Court for the removel of Jones's

caveat?—I think it was in July, 1908.
17. Who was acting for you then?—Mr. Charles Tringhani.
18. Why did you change your solicitor and go to Mr. Dalziell in August?—l deal, as 1 said,

with many lawyers. I have several even now in Wellington. 1 am dealing with four different
firms at this very juncture.

19. Did you employ Mr. Tringham in this case concerning the removal of the caveat from
this block? —No.

20. Were you dissatisfied with his conduct?—No. Mr. Tringham had engaged Mr. Skerrett,
I think. When the matter was before the Court of Appeal it was Charles Tringham and C. P.
Skerrett.

21. What made you go to Findlay, Dalziell, and Co.?—l had some other transactions with
them at that time. 1 had some dealings with Francis Grace at the time the matter came up.

22. And you put the matters into Mr. Dalziell's hands altogether?—No, not altogether. I
just mentioned the matter to him at the time—after the Appeal Court sitting.

23. And did he carry it through for you?—Mr. Dalziell had acted for me years before that,
in many transactions.

24. It seems rather an extraordinary thing that you should employ Mr. Tringham in one part
of the case, and then Mr. Dalziell?—Not at all. Mr. Dalziell was solicitor for me, for instance,
when I formed the Empire Hotel into a company, and in many other transactions.

25. You went to Mr. Dalziell in August—on the 3rd August?—l had dealings with Mr.
Dalziell at that time. Ido not recollect the exact date.

2G. He has given us the date. That was the first time he had anything to do with the Mokau
Block? —Yes. It was after the Appeal Court decision.

27. You brought the question up when you were seeing Mr. Dalziell?—l do not remember
exactly.

28. Were you at that time thinking of buying the freehold from the Natives?—No, it never
entered my mind then. I had sold the lease, as I stated before, to these Hawke's Bay people, and
completed the transaction.

29. When was it that you first had the idea of buying from the Natives?—I think it was
Pepene Eketone, who came* to Wellington at the end of 1908—I think that is the time the matter
of selling came up.

30. Did they approach you?—Yes, they came here then.
31. You did not seek them?—It never entered my mind at the time.
32. At that time what was the price they were asking?—At that time the freehold could

have been bought for £15,000.
33. Why did you not buy at that price?—They could not sell—there were so many interested.
34. You mean that Pepene was only acting for a certain portion of the Natives?—l do not

know about a certain portion. That is what they agreed to accept.
35. Why did you not buy.'—Three Natives at that time signed a paper. I think I have it

somewhere at home. They wanted to sell for .£15,000, subject to the approval of the other Natives.
It had to be approved by the others.

36. And the others did not approve?—l do not know. Certain other matters came up at
thai time.

37. Did you consult Mr. Dalziell about buying the freehold at that time—when they offered
you the freehold for £15,000?—It was some time afterwards.

38. Had you any doubt about the validity of your leases?—No, I never doubted them, because
English people had lent £17,500 on them. The English mortgagees alone had that much owing
on them.

39. Did the Government ever try to buy out your interests?—The matter came before the
Government, I think, about two years and a half ago. We offered to sell the whole lot, I think,
to the Government.
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40. Did you know of Mr. Dalziell's offer to sell your interest for £28,000?—Yes, the price

1 had sold it to the Napier people for.
41. You would have been quite satisfied to sell it to the Government for £28,0001—Yes, at

that time.
42. But then the sale to Chambers, McLean, and Price was still in existence, was it not!—

They would have withdrawn.
43. What was the object of your retaining 7,000 acres of this block?—I have got three boys.
44. That is the reason why you retained the 7,000 acres?—I do not know. A man has a lot of

objects.
45. On which part of the block are the 7,000 acres situated? Are they all in one piece?—

No; there are about five blocks.
46. Are they all connected?—Oh, no; they are different parts. Walter Jones has one of the

front portions; then a Mr. Bayly has got a block up the Mohakatino Uiver; and there are other
blocks further up the Mokau River.

47. Is it good land, the 7,000 acres?—Fair.
48. Is it the best part of the block?—That is another question.
49. It is not the worst, is it?—These people have been improving the property.
50. Can you tell us how much rent you get from the whole 7,000 acres?—It would be alto-

gether £150-odd a year; but it increases a little later.
51. The rents will be increased shortly?—Yes, in 1918 the increased rent commences, I think.
52. Did you spend any money on the property?—No.
53. These 7,000 acres are vested in Mr. Bowler?—Yes.
54. And you have to cut this land up and sell it ?—Yes.
55. In the proper areas?—Yes.
56. What will be the position of the lessees then!—There is time enough for that. They have

a valid title, and they are all right.
57. But you are obliged to cut up the freehold. Will any one purchase it subject to the leases J

—There are a lot of ways of doing that.
58. It seems to me to be rather an impossible position?—Not at all. Nothing is impossible.

Mother Nature has given to me good, fair, clear brains.
59. If you do not cut it up in three years and sell it, the Maori Land Board can do so for

you?—Yes.
60. You agreed to that situation?—Quite.
61. Is there any coal on your 7,000 acres?—1 do not know. 1 hardly think so.
62. Mr. Bowler mortgaged your block of 7,000 acres to Mr. Mason Chambers?—Yes.
63. Do you know what the amount was?—l have a lot of dealings with Mr. Chambers. Ido

not think that matters in this connection.
64. It was collateral security—it was not actually on the block itself?—No.
65. It was in connection with other dealings?—Yes.
66. Ido not want to go into other dealings. It was not in connection with this block solely i

—No.
67. You have had dealings with Mr. Chambers for a long time?
68. Mr. Massey] Are you paid off, so far as your interest in the other land is concerned

—the 46,000 acres?--Yes.
69. You are paid right up?—Yes.
70. Have you any responsibility in connection with the 46,000 acres?—l do not think co.
71. You are right out?—Yes.
72. With regard to these 7,000 acres : is it fairly Hat land?—Some of it.
73. Have you sold any of it?—No.
74. Have you offered to sell any of it?—No.
75. Have you put a price on it, or on any part of it J—No.
76. What do you value it at?—l do not know
77. Is it not a fact that you have had an offer of t'2 an acre for it, or have offered it at £2

an acre?—That is hearsay.
78. Have you had an offer for it?—No.
79. Are you quite sure?—Yes; I am here to speak the truth.
80. Are you acquainted with a gentleman named Coverdale?—Yes. I saw him this morning.
81. Was he connected with you in this transaction?—He had nothing whatever to do with it.
82. Coming back for a moment to this 7,000 acres, is it under lease to the tenants who are

living on it?—Yes.
83. They are making improvements?—Yes.
84. Have they done much in the way of improving it?—Yes.
85. Is there much of it in grass?—Well, certain portions.
86. What proportion?—I really do not know.
87. At the end of the lease, if you are still tin owner, or these boys of yours. I suppose the

improvements and anything else there is will go to you or to them—to whoever happens to be the
owner of the freehold?—They may want to put it into a deer-park. When there is a twenty-
eeven years' lease you do not know what may happen.

88. Any improvements that are on the land now or that happen to made duiing this twenty-
seven years will become the property of the owner of the freehold at the end of the lease?—So I
understand.

89. The Chairman.] Have you any idea as to what profit Mr. Walter Jones has made on that
property of his—which 1 personally consider to be the bee< of the block—during the twenty years
that he has occupied it?—l could not say that.
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90. Have you any idea what profit has been made from Eglinton's, which is now Bayly's?
—No.

91. With regard to the amount cm money that you received, £71,000: will you tell the Com-
mittee what liabilities there were against that which you had to disburse?—l have never gone
into the figures. 1 never keep accounts. As long as I pay my debts 1 never trouble.

92. Can you tell us approximately?—! have never gone into the matter.
93. Would it be £20,000?—Oh, no I Of course, the freehold had to be paid for—£2s,ooo :that would leave only £46,000.
94. Have there been any disbursements besides the £"25,000—for instance, for getting signa-

tures, and so forth?—No, 1 had nothing whatever to do with that. What I did was to pay a
portion of the shares that 1 received, and that came to £1,200 out of my £4,000 worth of shares.
That was my total expenditure as regards paying the Natives, which included my giving to them
the £2,500 worth of shares. That was the whole cost.

95. Have you been up the river any distance?—Yes.
96. Jiight'up to Totorol—Yes.

Wednesday, 20th September, 1911
Archibald William Blair sworn and examined. (No. 20.)

1. The Chairman .] What are you, Mr. Blair?—A solicitor.
2. I understand that you wish to make a statement in connection with some remarks that have

been made regarding your partner, Mr. Skerrett?—That is so. I am a member of the firm of
Chapman, Skerrett, Wylie, and Tripp, in which Mr. Skerrett is a partner. There are only two
matters upon which 1 desire to .say anything. The first point is this: I understand a suggestion
has been made that my firm was engaged, not by the Natives, but by the Government, in connec-
tion with this matter. My firm, mainly through Mi. Skerrett, acted for the Natives interested
in the Mokau Block as long ago as 190!), and there was some work done in connection with Mokau
which was paid for at the end of 1909. The matter was renewed again in April, 1910, and Mr.
Skerrett was engaged more or less on behalf of the Natives interested in Mokau up to the time
when he left New Zealand-—in the middle of January of this year. The whole of our costs were
made up to about the time Ml. Skerrett went away, and were rendered to Pepene Eketone, the
representative Native interested in Mokau from whom we received instructions. We had no
instructions from the Government from beginning to end. Our account was rendered against
Pepene Eketone and others.

3. You were dealing with them on behalf of the other Natives? —Yes, dealing with the majority
of the Natives interested in the Mok-iu Block. They were at that time th&> followers of Pepene
Eketone.

i. And you were paid by them?—Yes.—1 can give the dates if the Committee wish. Our
account was actually paid by the Natives on 31st May of this year.

5. Mr. Berries.] Was that the final account?—Yes, the final payment for Mr. Skerrett'e
services in connection with Mokau.

6. The Chairman.] Are the Natives in any way indebted to your firm?—No, not at all now.
There were actually some small items subsequent to this work, but, although they were incurred
before the account was paid, we did not make any charge. I should like also to refer to a sugges-
tion that has been made with regard to the time when we ceased to act for the Natives in connection
with the block. I understand there is some doubt as to whether Mr. Skerrett was acting for them
at any time subsequent to the meeting at Te Kuiti which he attended. It is true that I had a
conversation with Mr. Bell in the Supreme Court Library, and Mr. Bell spoke to me about what
Mr. Skerrett had said to him in connection with what had happened at the meeting at Te Kuiti.
Mr. Bell indicated to me that Mr. Skerrett had said that when he got up there he found that a
majority of the Natives wer,e not followers of Eketone, but had joined the party which was being
advised bjr Mr. Bell; and I agreed with Mr. Hell that Mr. Skerrett had said something to the same
effect to me. Mr. Skerreft had said that when he got up there he found that he was not repre-
senting the majority, that Eketone's following were not the majority, but that the majority
appeared to be the other way: ami 1 said that to Mr. Bell. lam afraid, therefore, that I must
take the responsibility for any misconception under whioh Mr. Bell may be labouring with regard
to that. I did not look upon that conversation as of any great importance. I do not desire,
however, to suggest that Mr. Bell was not free to make whatever use of it he desired, because he
was asking me for a purpose. Mr. Bell wrote me on the matter, and asked me to read to the
Committee his letter in which he sets out in detail his recollection of this conversation in the
library, and I also have my reply, in which I specifically agree with what Mr. Bell says.

7. Mr. Herries.] What is the 'late of Mr. Hell's letter?—It is dated the 15th September, and
is as follows: "A. W. Blair, Esq., Wellington.—Dear Blair,—In the New Zealand Times this
morning Dalziell is reported to have stated to the Committee on the inquiry as to the Mokau
purchase that he had your authority in his contradiction of my evidence on the point of Skerrett's
attitude after the first meeting. I desire to record my clear recollection of what took place
between you and me. I spoke to you in the library of the Supreme Court, and told you, first,
that I had been to your office to see you, but you were out. I then said to you (Chapman was
present throughout) that there was a matter I might want to refer to, but my difficulty was that I
was not sure whether Skerrett intended what he said to me to be repeated, and for that reason
I wanted to know whether he said the same to your office, as in that case he could not object to my
repeating it. The exact point was that before the first meeting of the assembled owners Skerrett
and I had had a discussion as to which of U6 represented the majority of the Native owners—he
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was then confident that he did, and until I told him that some had consulted me he did not know
that any one else acted for any of them. That after the first meeting Skerrett met me and said,
' You were right, the large majority is with you. I shall do nothing further, and you must go
on with it.' That Skerrett and I were neighbours and friends, and that I was Dot sure whether
he meant me to understand this as information for my personal use, or whether he meant it to
come aSkfrom one counsel representing a party to another claiming to represent most of the same
party. I then asked you, ' Will you tell me whether Skerrett gave the same instructions to your
office? ' You replied, ' Yes, he said the same to me after the first meeting, and I have done
nothing further.' You, Chapman, and I then had a discussion as to who it was who actually in-
structed Skerrett, and the conversation broke off in the middle of that discussion. This conversa-
tion took place so recently that I cannot understand the difference between us, which Dalziell's
evidence seems to indicate. I shall be greatly obliged if you will (1) ask Chapman whether in this
letter I have not correctly set out what took place between us in his presence; (2) read and put in
this letter when you give your evidence.—Yours faithfully, 11. D. Bell." I promised Mr. Bell that
I would do that if the Committee had no objection. 1 will put in the letter. This was my reply
to Mr. Bell, under date 15th September, 1911 : " H. D. Bell, Esq., K.C., Wellington.—Dear
Mr. Bell,—lie Mokau : I have your's of to-day's date, and 1 am very sorry indeed if Mr. Dalziell
is making the use the newspapers say he is making of a conversation he had with me. He told
me they proposed to call me, and 1 thought and would very much prefer that he should have left
the matter to be deposed to by me rather than himself depose to it. I remember the conversation
in the library when Mr. Chapman was present. I did not understand that you were discussing
the matter with a view of making formal use of any statements that I then made, although I do
not want to indicate in the slightest degree that you were not free to make use of them. I have
not any objection on this head. I mention it only as an excuse on my part. I have read the
Times report, and I do not agree with Mr. Dalziell that he had my authority to use any statement
I made to him. I was under the belief that 1 myself would be left to make such statement. Now,
as to the conversation in the library, my recollection substantially agrees with yours. I remember
you saying that Skerreti had told you after the first meeting that the majority of Eketone's
following had left him and joined the party which was being advised by you. I told you also that
Mr. Skerrett had said something to the same effect to me, which is a fact. I did not understand,
however, that you took it from anything I said that lie had completely retired from Mokau, but
I certainly am not prepared to deny that I said what you say I did. It is quite true Mr. Skerrett
would probably not have done anything further in the matter without fresh instructions. The
Mokau matter was one of a number of other matters he asked me to make myself familiar with
before he went away, and at his request I read through the papers for this purpose. He then told
me that our clients might settle the matter by selling to Lewis, in which case there would not be
anything further to do except possibly to look after the Natives' interests on settlement, but that
if it were not settled I was to see that the time within which further contemplated proceedings
against the Assurance Fund had to be taken did not expire. It is true, as Dalziell says, that he
asked me to go to Te Kuiti towards the end of February. I also see from the letter-book that we
telegraphed to Pepene Eketone on the 18th February requesting him to advise his party that the
meeting of owners of Mokau Blocks had been adjourned to the 10th March. My recollection is
that this was done either at Mr. Dalziell's or Mr. Watson's request." (Mr. Watson is a partner
of Mr. Dalziell.) " Shortly before Skerrett went away Dalziell saw him, and I was there at the
time, and Skerrett then told him I would be looking after the Mokau matter if anything had to
be done. From the above you will see that, although Mr. Skerrett after the meeting at Te Kuiti
did realize that you and not he represented a majority of the Natives in Mokau, he was apparently
under the impression that he was still acting for Pepene Eketone's party. I would like you to
understand that I do not in way suggest that your recollection of the conversation is not the
correct one. lam afraid that I did not attach to the conversation in the library the importance
it deserved, and I blame myself altogether for your being left under the impression that Mr.
Skerrett had completely retired from Mokau affairs. I propose to take the opportunity when
called by the Committee of altogether taking the blame for an apparently wrong impression,
which probably loose expressions I used led you into. I will be glad to read your letter to the
Committee. I have asked Mr. Chapman if he recalls the conversation, but he tells me that his
recollection of it is of the vaguest description, and he cannot assist us in the matter.—Yours
faithfully, A. W. Blair." [Letters put in.] letter of mine really embodies what I desire
to say. It is correct, as Mr. Dalziell says, that my convenience was consulted about going to
Te Kuiti some time about the 20th February. My recollection is that they wanted me to go. I
nlso have an entry in my diary that I had a discussion with Mr. Dalziell on the 20th January.
That was subsequent to Mr. Skerrett leaving. He left on the 13th. We telegraphed to Eketone
later on again, advising him of the meeting which had been adjourned, and I was also asked to go
to Te Kuiti. In the meantime the meeting was adjourned, and then the sale took place, and, of
course, no further action was necessary so far as we were concerned; and that was the end of
the matte.],. That is all I desire to say.

8. lion. Sir J Carroll.] Mr. Bell in the course of his evidence said that in his opinion Mr.
Skerrett could not possibly have been serious in making a claim on behalf of the Natives against
theAssurance Fund?—I read that.

9. He had no other reason for saying it than his knowledge of Mr. Skerrett, and he said that
Mr. Skerrett could not possibly have been serious in making it—in fact, Mr. Bell suggested that
it was a bogus claim?—Yes.

10. What do you say about that?—l do not pretend to have gone into the matter; but I know
that Mr. Skerrett did advise the Natives that they had a claim against the Assurance Fund, and
he also issued a writ, and told me to see that the time did not expire for the issue of the subse-
quent writs if the necessity for the issue of those writs aroge.
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11. Did Mr. Skerrett inform you at all as to the result of the voting at the first meeting of
assembled owners—that in two blocks there was a majority for selling?—No. I think his remarks
referred particularly to the big bloc,k, because that was the only block, as far as I understood,
that there was very much difference of opinion about.

12 As a matter of fact, the voting shows that there was a majority for selling?—Yes. His
remarks referred to the big block. *13. Although on the whole Mr. Skerrett may have considered that a majority had gone over
td Mr. Bell's side, that did not alter the fact that the voting in respect of the big block resulted
in a majority in favour of selling?—That might be so.

14. Mr. Herries.] Was there any sum mentioned when you talked about these writs beingissued against the Assurance Fund?—No. At that time no particular sum was mentioned. As
a mattei of fact, what 1 should have had to do would have been to ascertain what was considered
to be the loss, and see that necessary steps were taken not to allow the time to expire.15. Hon. Mr. Ngatu.] Was there no sum mentioned in the writ?—Yes, I think it was
£20,000 that was mentioned in the writ which was issued. There were several writs in connection
with the other blocks.

16. The £20,000 was in connection with If?—Yes, the big block.
17. Mr. Massey.] Speaking as a member of the legal profession, will you tell the Committee

this: did you ever hear of any party or parties who had signed a lease or leases making a claim
against the Land Transfer Assurance Fund on account of those leases having been registered?—
Frankly, Ido not pretend to have considered the matter in any way at all. Ido not pretend to
have any knowledge of Native land.

18. My question relates to European land as well?—Frankly, my experience in Native matter*
has been very small indeed. I have not had any experience of a claim on the Assurance Fund in
connection with any Native matters.

19. Did you ever hear of such a case as I put to you?—No, I do not think I have.

William Charles Kensington sworn and examined. (No. 21.)
1. The Chairman.] Please give your occupation?—Under-Secretary for Lands.
2. The Committee have requested you to attend to give information in connection with the

Mokau—Mohakatino Block: are you prepared to make a statement regarding what you know?—
As I understand it, I am called to give evidence as to what the Crown has done in the direction
of purchasing the block known as the Mokau—Mohakatino Block. 1 think it will be the best way,
and will give the Committee the most information, if 1 start from the beginning—that is, from the
10th .July, 1907—and read all the correspondence regarding the proposed acquisition of this block
by the Crown. Amongst it will be the letter that you specially asked me for, if I could produce—
the letter from Mr. Kemp Welch. [Witness read and handed in correspondence referred to—
Exhibits 53 to 86, both inclusive.] I have also three other letters. The first is from Mr. W. H.
Skinner, the Chief Draughtsman in the Taranaki District Office, who made the survey of a great
part of this block. I asked him to give me a report upon it, in case the matter came before the
Committee. The other two are from Mr. H. M. Skcet, now Commissioner of Crown Lands at
Invercargill, who did the whole of the triangulation over this Mokau Block when District Surveyor
in Taranaki. and who is referred to in Ranger Toltne's report. This is what Mr. Skinner says.
[Letter read—Exhibit 87.]

3. Mr. Massey.~\ What is the scheme of settlement that Mr. Skinner refers to in that letter?—
Be refers to Sladdeu and Palmer's scheme. That is the one, I believe, which is being got out for
the syndicate. It must be that. I know that those surveyors have been engaged to cut up the
block.

i. The Chain/Kin .] There was a proposal by Mr. Stubbs to cut. up his land for close settle-
ment?—I did not know of that. I will now read Mr. Skeet's letter. As I said just now, he was
the District Surveyor in Taranaki, and did the whole of the triangulation over this block and
explored for all tin roads. [ asked him confidentially to give me his opinion of the block, and he
replied as follows. [Letter read—Exhibit 88; also Exhibit 91.] That is all the correspondence I
have to lay before the Committee. I attach a map showing the coal-outcrops that have been traced
for the Department. They are all marked with red crosses. [Exhibit 89.] You will see that the
more emphasized coal-outcrops ai~e outside the Mokau-Mohakatino Block and more on the Crown
land, of which about 20,000 acres has been r4served—that is, where our surveyors have reported
considerable outcrops to exist. There is no doubt about there being coal on the Mokau-Mohakatino
Block, but the greater area of coal-measuros will be on the Crown land, or land leased under the
lease-in-perpetuity system, in respect of which the mineral rights have been reserved. I want
now to take up that question which is raised by Mr. Skinner in his letter, about the Crown survey
liens. Mr. Skinner speaks of parts of the block being cut off by the Native Land Court and
awarded to the Crown, and it having been decided to hand these over to the syndicate. Well, he
does not quite make clear the position. It is this : The Crown was awarded by the Native Land
Court about 5,153 acres in different subdivisions of the block. That award was made on the
supposition that the fee-simple of the block was held by the Maoris, and that the Court could
apportion an area for Crown liens. As a matter of fact, at that time there existed Mr. Jones's
leases and other subleases over the block, and heavy mortgages. The consequence was that the
Department could not cut out those areas that had been awarded the Crown. My opinion was
that the order of the Court had been made under a misapprehension.

5. lion. Sir J. GarraU.] Any way, they would be subject to the leases already in existence?—
Yes. What I mean is that we could not cut out this Crown land and make use of it and subdivide

125. The Chairman.] As Under-Secretary, you have a full knowledge of the working of the
Maori Land Boards?—Yee.
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it for settlement. So when I heard that a syndicate had acquired the block I said to Mr. Dalziell,
who was their representative, "We must have some security for our survey costs. You will have
to deposit with us a cheque for the amount of the Crown's survey lien and interest, and that will
be held in the Deposit Account of the Receiver-General, and we will ask the Native Land Court
to reopen the case in October." The Crown, therefore, will not lose its money. I have a memo-
randum here by the Chief Accountant regarding these liens, which I will read and put in. [Letter
read —Exhibit 92.] I put this letter in so that you may see the position, because Mr. Skinner
did not quite understand it. There is no handing over to the syndicate. All that I wanted to
insure was that the Crown should not lose its survey costs.

6. The Chairman.] Is that all your statement, Mr. Kensington?—Those are all the papers. I
have nothing further to say, unless it is in reply to questions.

7. Have you any personal knowledge of the country?—No, I have never been over the block.
I have been to the back part of it, and seen the country from the Awakino side, and have also seen
the block from the sea, but have not been over it.

8. You know what the cost of reading is, generally speaking, in thai class of country?—Yes.
9. It is very heavy?—Very heavy indeed.
10. Both the Rangers report that a good deal of land is covered with black briar and other

noxious weeds?—They also report that a good deal of the cultivated portion is so covered. I
mean, it has been grassed, and then blackberry allowed to grow up on it.

11. Could you furnish the Committee with a map showing the nearest point of this block to
the Stratford—Ongarue Railway? I personally know the country, and I would like the Committee
to get the information. I know that in a direct line with what is called the Waita-anga Survey
Block, sixteen miles from Mangaroa, is a portion of this block : the Mohakatino Valley runs right
up near it, and the opinion of the settlers there is that the Mohakatino Valley is about fifteen
miles from the railway. Can you furnish a map showing that)—The map that I put in, showing
the coal-outcrops, gives the whole of that.

12. Does it give the distance?—No, but I can easily have that marked.
13. I should be glad if you will do so, showing also the nearest point on the property to what

is called the Waitewhena Valley deviation—a deviation of the Ongarue Railway that was at one
time suggested?—l understand the Committee want a map showing how this block would lie in
connection with the railway. I will get that done.

14. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] You have recently undertaken the purchase of the Moerangi Block?
—Yes—that is, we are concluding the purchase, commenced prior to 1909.

15. How is that block situated with regard to the Main Trunk Railway and means of access
as compared with this Mokau Block?—As far as the Main Trunk line is concerned, there is very
little difference—I mean, as regards the back part of the block. Of course, the position of the
two blocks is quite different.

16. At the present time the Moerangi Block is much more accessible?—Oh, yes. We reckon
it to be much more fit for settlement than this one.

17. What value was put on Moerangi?—From £1 15s. to £2 an acre, as far as my memory
serves me. Some parts would be a little more, running up to £2 55., I think.

18. Moerangi is a block of close on 50,000 acres?—Yes.
19. I noticed, in listening to you reading the reports of the Rangers, that there is no men-

tion in either of those reports of the minerals?—Oh, yes, they mention the minerals. They both
mention the coal-deposits and limestone.

20. I am confusing their reports with Mr. Skinner's. Mr. Skinner, I think, deals in detail
with the propertv?—But both Rangers mention the coal-outcrops—in fact, Mr. Twiss mentions
that one seam is 10 ft. across in one gully.

21. Do they take the minerals into account in their valuation?—No. They take into account
the fitness of the land for settlement purposes.

22. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.'] But they say that on the Mokau Block there is a dip in the strata?
—Yes, and that dip is the wrong way.

23. Hon. Mr. NgataJ] The position is that the Rangers and the Commissioner of Crown Lands
advised that for the freehold of the land the Crown should offer .£29,000?—They totalled it up
to £25,000.

24. Mr. Skinner, I understand, went as far as £29,000?—Yes, that was his opinion.
25. You took the responsibility of advising the Government to offer £35,000? —Yes, up to

£35,000. 1 was anxious not to pay so much for it, but in view of the complications I would
go up to £35,000.

26. Mr. Dive.] During the course of the negotiations did the Government make any advances
in the way of money, witli the ultimate idea of purchasing this land?—Not that I am aware of.
Ido not know of a penny being advanced. Any advances would lie made through our Department.

27. Mr. Herries.] Aboul these survey liens: when were the surveys done?—The liens have
been standing about ten years. I think. I think I gave you the interest in that statement. Yes,
the interest is for five years. That is all we can claim under the Act. I think some of the surveys
were made eight or ten years ago.

28. For whose benefit were the surveys made—for the lessee's or the Natives' ?—-For the
Natives only—for the Native Land Court.

29. For partition purposes?—Yes. The first survey of all was made to enable the block to
be brought before the Court in order to ascertain the title; and further surveys were made after
that.

30. When was the land first brought before the Court to get the title?—I do not rojnember.
31. Did these liens date back to then?—No. I can get the date of the charging order.
32. When were the surveys done?—l do not remember exactly. I know they were done a

number of years ago.
17—1. 3a.
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33. Are these costs of the original survey of the block before Mr. Jones got the leases?—l
(-in find that out. I cannot tell you from memory.

34. You do not know of any agreement between Mr. Jones and the Natives or the Crown as
to who was to pay the surveys?—No. Any information that we have I can furnish the Committee
with.

35. Mr. Kemji Welch in his letter says there arc 140,000,000 tuns of coal. From your kn<>\\
ledge, do you think that is an exaggerated statement?—l should say so. It is hardly possible
for any one to tell. 1 should think that might apply to the main strike of the outcrops outside
the Mokau-Mohakatino Block; but no one could possibly tell what quantity of coal is their.

36. Has the Department got any report?—No, we have no estimate of the amount of coal.•ST. Are you aware what the Geological Department has got?—No
•!iB. You have never had occasion to refer the matter to the Geological Department?—No.
39. If the legal difficult it's had not stood in the way. you could have bought the leases, at all

events, for £20,000, according to Mr. Kemp Welch? —Really, I do not understand Mr. Kemp
Welch's letter.

40. I understand he offered the leases for £20,000?—I really do not understand what he
intended. We never knew that he had any power to make an offer.

41. What I want to get at is the sum?—lt was £20,000 that he mentioned.
42. If he had had the power to sell, the Government could have purchased the leases at that

time for £20,000?—Yes. That is his statement only.
43. How long have you been purchasing Native lands?—Actually since I have been Under-

secretary.
44. Have you always been the Native Land Purchase Officer, or does the Native Department

do this work?—Up to the passing of the Act of 1909 most Crown lands have been purchased—
eicept when Mr. Sheridan was Native Land Purchase Officer—by the Crown Lands Department.
Ever since 1905, anyhow, we have been purchasing.

45. Do you know of any offer being made by the .Natives to the Crown to sell, since 1905?
It has been stated that there was an offer to sell for £22,500?—No, I have not seen that at all.
The only offers I know of are those I read out to-day—from Mr. Kemp Welch and Mr. Hielop.

46. Those only refer to the leasehold interest?—l think they refer to the freehold. In one
of them he says that he will clear away all difficulties for the sum he asks. 1 refer to Mi-. Hislop,
acting for Mr. Jones.

47. But that is at £150,000?—Yes. No, I know of no other offers than those.
48. The Cabinet minute of the 28th January says, "Government is agreeable to purchase."

What did you understand by that—the leasehold or the freehold?—The freehold, certainly.
49. At that time was there any indication that the Natives wished to sell?—No. I did not

know whether the Natives wished to sell or not. I only knew that the Government were anxious
to purchase.

50. You, as Native Land Purchase Officer, did not know?—1 only direct. The Native Land
Purchase Officer is Mr. Paterson, our Chief Accountant.

r>l. If any offer had come you would have known it ?—I presume so.
52. It was not in consequence of any statement made by you that the Natives were willing

to sell that Cabinet came to that conclusion?—No.
.">•'!. They must have got the information from other people?—Yes..
51. The Chairman.] Overtures were being made in the meantime by Mr. Treadwel] and Mr.

Jones?—Yes.
r>s. Mr. Iferries.] Can you account in any way for the enormous difference in the estimate

of the value of the land as between the company's representatives and your Department?—l
presume it is a question of minerals.

s(i. Yon are quite satisfied that these two Rangers air oapable men?— I am quite certain of
it. They know every inch of the block. And the two surveyors also are men who know every
inch of the block. They have done all the surveys and have known it for years. Mr, Skinner
was most anxious to obtain tfie block, from a settlement point of view.

57. You do not think,they have made a mistake?—No, Ido not. Looking at the whole matter
at the present time, I would make no difference in my report.

58. But the fact remains that the settlers who go on the land will, if the company are going
to make a profit, have to pay more rent or purchase-money?—Of course, you must remember, as
1 mentioned, that the Department has to look :tt the matter purely from a settlement point of
view. We know the block to be broken and rugged, and it will cost a very large sum to road
land of that description. We have to take all those things into consideration when we are esti-
mating the price at which the Department can afford to place the land in the market for settlers.

59. You recommended £35,000?—That was the utmost.
60. That was for the leases and the freehold?—That was for the freehold of the block, per-

fectly free of any mortgages or interests. I did not include in that the subleases. We should
have had to deal with those afterwards under the Act, and buy out the sublessees.

61. It included what is known as Herrman Lewis's lease?—Yes
62. Are you aware what that lease could have been purchased for?—No.
63. And you do not know what the Natives wanted?—No. 1 really know nothing beyond

what is shown by the papers which I have put before the Committee.
64. Mr. Massey.] Do you know of any offer on the part of the Natives to sell their interest

to the Crown? —Not from the Natives direct. I think I read out about that when you were out
of the room.

65. Have you reason to believe that the Natives were willing to sell to the Crown?—Oh, yes.
1 understand from the Cabinet minute that the Natives were willing to sell. That is all I know.
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66. Was any price mentioned which they were willing to take?—Not to me.
67. About the value of the block, I understood you to say that in making your estimate you

did not take into consideration the value of the minerals?—That is quite right.
G.S. It is quite possible that they may be exceedingly valuableI—They1 —They may be. 1 think you

were out of the room when I gave information about the main outcrops and the map. The main
outcrops are outside the Mokau-Mohakatino Block.

69. But do yiiii tin! think, judging from your experience, that coal might be found any-
where there?—Certainly. The Rangers say so.

70. Have you seen the coal?—1 believe 1 did once, but 1 have not paid much attention to it.
71. I was going to ask you how it compared with the Huntly coal?—I could not tell you.
72. Do you know the price at which tin- block lias changed hands recently? -Only from what 1

have seen stated in evidence before this Committee.'7-'i. Yon saw that it had become the property of the present company, they having purchased
it at the value of £81,000 and £4,000 worth of shares, and (lie previous owner retaining 7,000
acres of the best of the land?—1 saw that in the report of the evidence.

74. That will bring it up practically to about £100,000?—Yes, it looks like it.
75. I suppose that may he accounted for by the minerals?—That is my opinion. J cannot

see where the value conies in except in that way.
76. Have you heard that Mr. Jones was at one time offered by cable £100,000 lor his interest,

on the understanding that he would have his titles put right by the Government I—No,1—No, I do not
know that myself. I read the letter from Mr. Jones's agent to the Crown, offering his interest
on certain conditions, lhat was when he asked £150,000.

The Chairman: That is all, thank you, Mr. Kensington.
Witness: I will send you the map and tile information as to the dates of the survey and liens.

Thursday, 21st September, 1911.
Thomas William Fibhßß sworn and examined. (No. 22.)

1. The Chairman.] What are you, Mr. Fisher?—Under-Secret ary for Native Affaire.
2. You have been asked to give information in connection with the Mokau-Mohakatino Block.

Do you care to make a statement, or would you rather subject yourself to examination?—I have
no statement to make, beyond referring to what has actually gone through the office in connection
with the Order in Council. The matter first came to my notice on the 12th December, l!>10, by a
letter from Mi. Skerretl to the Native Minister, dated the 20th September. This was written on
behalf of the Native owners, and suggested proposals tor the settlement of the difficulty as between
the lessee and the owners.

3. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] Is that the letter which is printed in the paper referred to this Com
mitteel—Yes.

Ihiii. Mr. Ngata: Then it need not be read. We have it.
Witness: That letter, I notice, was referred, on the "21st September, by the Native Minister

to Cabinet for consideration. The letter shows a minute from Cabinet, dated sth December,
deciding that the restrictions were to be removed to permit of the owners selling. That was
referred to the Native Minister to take action. On the L9th December .in application was lodged
with me to be forwarded to the President of the Waikato-Maniapoto District Maori Land Hoard.
for an Order in Council to allow the limitation-of-area provision to be exceeded. This was lodged
by Messrs Chapman, Skerrett, Wylie, and Tripp, on behalf of the Native owners; and there was
also one lodged by Mr. Herrman Lewis as purchaser. On the 20th December I informed the
President of the Board that the Native Minister, under section 341 of the Native Land Act, 1909,
had directed that a meeting of assembled owners should be held in connection with the four Mokau-
Mohakatino blocks. These notifications were duly advertised in the Gazette on the 22nd December.
On the 14th January, L9H, I received intimation from the President of the Hoard that the Hoard
had decided to issue recommendations for the Order in Council to allow of the acquisition by Mr.
Lewis, under section 203 of the ,\ct of l!)l)!l, of the total area of the four blocks. (In the 27th
January the papers were referred by myself to the Native Minister, for the purpose of authoriz-
ing action. They were returned to me by the Native Minister on the I Ith March, with instruc-
tions to take action on the Cabinet minute of the sth December, for the purpose of removing the
restrictions. On the 14th March—the same date- the Minister signed the authority for the docu-
ment going forward to the Executive. On the 15th it was approved by the Executive, and was
then sent on for the Governor's signature On the 20th March the Valuer-General's certificate
was received. That gave the latest valuation for the purpose of the sale, and it was sent on to
the Hoard's representative at Te Kuiti. who was presiding at the assembled owner's meeting. On
the 24th March I received the Order in Council back from tiie Clerk of the Executive Council.
On the 29th Marc!' the President of the Board wrote advising that the assembled owners' reso-
lution had been duly approved. On the 30th March the Order in Council was notified in the
Gazette.

4. The Chairman.] Is that all in reference to the Order in Council?—That is all I have to
say in reference to that.

5. Is there any other point that you can give information upon to the Committee?—Not
that I know of. I was not connected with the matter until after the letter of the 20th September
reached me on the 12th December with Cabinet's resolution of the sth December. I got my
instructions on that date, the 12th December.

6. Do \ou personally know this property?—I have been on it, but I have never made a
personal inspection for the purpose of making a valuation.
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7. You have no idea as to the value of it?—Oh, yes. 1 may say that I doubt very much if
the value of the land, roaded and made suitable for settlement purposes, would average £1 ss.
per acre. I doubt if the land would realize that, taken as a whole.

8. Mr. Masse//.] You know what it has been sold for?—l know what properties are often
sold for.

9. The Chairman.] Bare you any knowledge of the minerals thai are on the land?—l should
not value them very highly.

10. Do you know if the property is covered with noxious weeds in various parts)—No, I
could not even say that. The bulk of it, of course, would be in bush.

1.1. Knowing the clase of country, what would he your opinion s<. far as reading is concerned :would it, be an expensive matter, or inexpensive?—1 should estimate that the subdivisional survey
.•mil loading of the block would cost between £20,000 and £30,000 to make it fit for settlement
purposes.

12. Were there any communications ai all from the Maoris interested to you?—No.
18. Did the parlies interested in any way approach you?—No more than this: that Mr.

Dalziell, as agent for Mr. Lewis, has called upon me at times with reference to the Order in
Council.

14. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] Did you, in your official capacity, ever receive an offer from the
Natives to sell at £22,500?—No.

15. 'There is nothing on the records? —It never came to me; I never beard of it.
16. With regard to Mr. Howler's position as trustee of this land: Mr. Bowler told the Com-

mittee that the matter was referred by him to the Department, as to the advisability of his
accepting; and I think he said the Solicitor-General was consulted also?—Yes. I got the pro-
posed agreement from Mr. Bowler about the 26th April, and 1 noticed from same that the trustee
had been altered--that the Public Trustee had been eliminated and Mr. Bowler inserted. I sent
a memorandum to the Native Minister in which 1 said that 1 noticed this alteration.

17. Mr. Berries.] Will you read the correspondence?—My letter of the 7th April is
the first memorandum to the Minister on the subject. It is as follows: "Native De-
partment, 7th April, 1911. — Memorandum for the Hon. the Native Minister. —Mokau-
Mohakatino If, Ig, Ih, and 1j : I have received from the President of the Waikato-
Maniapoto District Maori Land Board an agreement which it is proposed should be
executed in connection with the transfer of the above blocks. At the interview Mr. Dalziell had
with you in connection with these sales it was understood the Public Trustee was to be the
holder of the fee-simple, in trust for Mr. Herrman Lewis or his assignees, and I presumed the
parties had made their arrangements accordingly. In the present case, however, the position is
varied, and I note the agreement (page 4, clause 5) states the fee-simple is to be transferred to
W. 11. Bowler, the President of the Board, the Public Trustee being erased, i uni not clear
as to how this is going to work. The Board is, under the arrangements, the intermediary between
the vendors and the purchasers, and it also has to see to the further carrying-out of the arrange-
ments implied—namely, the settlement of this block under the limitation of area as set out in the
Native Land Act, 1909. Therefore it might mean that difficulties would arise if the President of
the Hoard hold the fee-simple. Of course, the trust sets out that he holds it on trust under the
Board's action, who are enabled to execute and do necessary work, but I think the position is
one that should be carefully looked into before final arrangements are made. Probably it would
be advisable for the Solicitor-General to comment thereon.—Thos. W. Fisher, Under-Secretary."
The Minister minuted it back to me, " Solicitor-General for opinion." I sent it on to the Solicitor-
General on the following day—the Bth April—and it was returned to me from the Solicitor-
General on the 20th : " I see no objection to the appointment of Mr. Bowler as trustee."

18. llan. Mr. Nyata.] Is that the only correspondence relating to Mr. Bowler's position as
trustee?—That i.s the first letter. Then there is my memorandum to the President of the Board,
as follows : " Native Department, Wellington, 26th April, 1911.—Memorandum for the Presi-
dent, Waikato-Maniapoto District Maori Land Board, Auckland.—Mokau-Mohakatino Block:
Herewith I return you the draft copy of agreement forwarded to me on the 25th ultimo. In
connection therewith I have no further suggestions to make. The file has, under instructions
from the Hon. the Native 'Minister, been before the Solicitor-General, particularly as to the fee-
simple being transferred to yourself in place of the Public Trustee. He (the Solicitor-General)
sees no objection to your holding the land under the conditions set out in the trust. One thing,
however, seems to me necessary—that is, that some remuneration should be paid by the company
to the person holding that position, which is debarred you under the Civil Service Regulations.
Clause 4 makes the President responsible, but this must be considered as the Board, as no doubt the
President has been selected owing to the difficultiesof the Board accepting a trust, which they could
only do in an official position. Therefore, the remuneration should be a credit for the Board's
work, and I am sure the Government would fully recognize the additional responsibility placed
upon the President over the transaction. Cabinet would also probably view the position favour-
ably and reimburse the officer accordingly. What the amount should be fixed at is somewhat
difficult to assess, but, as all direct expenses, travelling, &c, would no doubt be charged to the
block, an amount of, say, £75 or £100 per annum might be considered equitable. However,
this is a matter which you could discuss with the company, so that the position may be defined
before final acceptance. I quite understand that proceedings would work more smoothly if the
Board had actual control of the trust, which, although it is vested, as I said before, in the
President, it is only in the nominal sense, as leader of the Board. The only reason T am against
the position is that if litigation should occur in any way it would cause a considerable amount
of trouble to an officer who would have no pecuniary benefit in the proceedings. However, you
have had a fair insight into the dealings generally, and, although the Hon. the Native Minister
has not yet had the Solicitor-General's opinion before him, I anticipate no objection from him
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as to the carrying-out of the proposals. 1 am returning the copy of the agreement you forwarded
me, and if the matter is completed it would be advisable that a copy of each agreement be sent
to this office for record. When I sent you the telegram on the 20th the file was with the Solicitor-
General, who, 1 understood, saw no objection to Mokau-Mohakatino proposal. 1 note the opinion
on the file since returned reads, ' I see no objection to the appointment of Mr. Bowler as trustee.'
I will place the position before the Minister on the first opportunity. Xo doubt you will take the
necessary action to see that you are fully indemnified in case litigation should follow in con-
nection herewith. —Thus. W. Fisher, Under-Secretary."

19. Mr. llerries] What was the telegram there referred to ?—" Glad receive your opinion re
Mokau agreement." That was from Mr. Bowler. 1 replied, " Minister referred to Solicitor-
General, who sees no objection to proposal." That led to my letter to the Minister dated the
27th, as follows: "Native Department, Wellington, April 27, 1911.—Memorandum Eor the Hon.
the Native Minister. Referring to my memo, of the 7th instant, which you minuted to be
referred to the Solicitor-General for opinion : He has now had the papers before him, and Mr.
Dalziell, solicitor for the company, has also interviewed him. The file has now been returned
with minute, ' I see no objection to the appointment (if Mr. Bowler as trustee.' 1 have intimated
the position to Mr. Bowler, but have pointed out that the work that will have to be entered upon
is certainly worth gome remuneration, which one might assess at from £75 to .£lOO per annum,
as fees, all direct outgoing expenditures, travelling-expenses, &c, being, of course, charged to
the block. 1 presume the company will, through its secretary or solicitor, arrange for all expenses
of surveying, roading, &c, and satisfy the Board as to providing necessary funds on completion
of the work. The main thing, I presume, Mr. Bowler will have to secure himself upon will be
indemnity in case litigation is sought by any parties who may claim to be injured.—Thos. W.
FISHHR, Under-Secretary." The Minister minuted it back to me on the following day, " Board
take action accordingly," and I sent advice to the Board.

20. The Chairman.] Speaking generally on the question of public officials acting as trustees
for companies such as this, is that generally done in the public service, do you know?—No, 1
cannot say that it is.

21. Do you know of any other case where a public official acts as trustee and receives pay-
ment?—I know of none in my Department. I would point out here, however, that the money
does not go into Mr. Bowler's pocket.

22. Mr. Massey.] Where does it go?—lnto the Public Account.
23. You mean the fee that he receives?—Under the Civil Service Regulations lie lias to pay

any lees that he receives in this way into thePublic Account.
24. Mr. Dive.] Then you pay the money to him?—No. That is a matter for Cabinet to

decide. As this case was going on, I did not move further in the matter. But for it I should
have reported in the ordinary way to the Minister, who jjrobably would have dealt with the
question.

L."i. //';// Mr. .) f/ata.] As to Orders in Council issued under this section 203, setting
aside the provisions under Part XII of the Native Land Act, is this the only case you know of
where an Order in Council has been issued to permit of alienation?—No; we have had several.

26. In other districts?—Yes.
27. You have advised the Government from time to time as to the advisability of issuing

Orders in Council : can you tell the Committee what class of transaction such Orders have usually
been granted for—to permit of what class of alienation?—We had two or three large transactions
for such land as Rangitoto, at D'Urville Island (the transfer of a lease), anil Orongorongo, a
block across the Wellington Harbour.

28. Have there been cases where the Order in Council has permitted alienation to a mac
already owning a large area of land?—Yes, that is so.

29. There are cases, for instance, where the surrounding land is European freehold /—Several
cases have been dealt with where, being isolated blocks, of perhaps 300 or 500 acres, miles away
from any thoroughfare, and to which it is impossible to get a road, and in order to settle the
difficulty and get the land occupied, advantage has been taken of this section (203) to permit the
person owning the land adjoining to acquire.

30. Iheie is no other case of the same kind as the Mokau Block?—No, not in this way.
31. Was the question of Mr. Bowler's appointment as trustee submitted to Cabinet? In his

evidence Mr. Bowler said he understood it was so submitted?—He has evidently confused it with
the matter >)f remuneration. That was the question that had to go to Cabinet—as to what he
should receive of the amount charged to the company.

32. The question of his appointment as trustee was not submitted?—The Native Minister was
satisfied after the Solicitor-General had given his opinion. The matter was then referred to me
to take action.

33. Mr. Dive.] I understood you to say in your opening remarks that certain restrictions
had to be removed to allow the Natives to sell. Will you kindly explain what those restrictions
were?—The restriction was the limitation of area. The Cabinet minute is, " Restrictions to be
removed." Perhaps it should have said "that, if the evidence submitted to the Beard was satis-
factory, the Order in Council was to issue." That is really what it means. There was no other
restriction except the limitation of area.

34. That being the case, do you think that the last Native Land Act has been exceeded in
that respect?—l can only refer you to the Koputauaki No. 2 case, which was recently before the
Supreme Court. There the Solicitor-General argued that this section was intended for that par-
ticular class of case. Two of the Judges, I see, did not agree with him exactly, but the Chief
Justice did. It is a case where the Registrar refused to register transfer of leasehold interest in
land. Now the Solicitor-General is appealing, and the case is to come before the Court of Appeal.
Therefore I do not think I should express an opinion upon it.
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35. What is the area of that block'/—I think it is something under 2,000 acres.
36. Mr. fferries.] 'Mr. Bowler said thai he had instructions from the Department to call the

first meeting of assembled owners?—He had instructions through the Department.
•'i7. From the Native Minister/—Yes.
38. Is it usual for the Native Minister to instruct the President of any Maori Land Board

to call meetings of assembled owners?- Yes. it is done in lmmy cases.
39. Where the Crown is not interested?—No; it is mostly where the Crown is interested.

1 cannot say I know of a rase where the Minister lias done it in a private transaction.
40. This is the only case you know ofI—Yes,1—Yes, as far as I can remember.
11. What wa.s the Valuer-General's certificate that you alluded to, with reference to the

Order in Council?—When the meeting was first called—-that is. one held mi the 6th. January—
the owners' interest at thai time was assessed at £11,337 for the four blocks. That valuation
was made in 1905, I believe, and the Board required a more up-to-date valuation. So the Valuer-
General goi a special valuation made, which gave the owners' interest as £14,881. That included
their interest in existing improvements. The owners' interest in the unimproved value was fixed
at £13,733, and their interest in improvements al £1,148: total, £14,881.

42. Hon. Sir •/. Carroll.] That was the value of the Natives' interests over the "hole of the
blocks?—Yes.

43. Mr. Herries.] That certificate was put in in order to enable the Board to see Chat the
sale was in the interests of the Natives/—To form some idea as to whether al price offered it was
a desirable transaction. The position was this: that if the limitation-of-area provisions had not
'dine into the transaction, and there had been ten owners or less in the title, and those owners
had executed a transfer, the Board could hardly have refused. Had the purchase-money only
been £15,000, the Board could not have refused on grounds of value being inadequate.

44. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] The Board lias a right to satisfy itself on the question of value?—
That is so; but once the valuation is submitted to the Board by the A'aluer-General the Board has
to accept that value.

45. Mr. Herries.] You told Mr. Ngata that you knew of no offer being made by the Natives
in the Government, or by the Government to the Natives, with regard to purchasing the block?—
That is so.

46. Do you know il' any money was paid in advance? We had it in evidence that money
was paid in advance' In Pepene Eketonei 1 have paid nn money in advance on account of the
Mokau Block.

IT. Do you know i I' any money has been paid?—l am no! aware of any.
48. Mr. Massey.] Could any money have been paid without your knowledge?—Yes; Mr.

Kensington could have paid it.
111. Mr. /ferries.] You are noi the Native Land Purchase Officer?—I am the officer con-

trolling Native land purchases under the Act of 1909, but not with respect to transactions
entered into prior to Ihe Act coming into force. It came into force on the 31st March, 1910.
Mr. Kensington is still dealing with transactions entered into prior to that date.

50. You have no correspondence on the file with regard to any sale to the Government?—No,
nothing of the kind evei came to my knowledge.

51. With regard to Mr. Bowler's position, is what you read the whole of the correspondence
that \i>u had with regard to that /- That is all. I have the correspondence about paying over
i!i,. money and matters healing on that, but this is all the correspondence hearing on Order in
Council matter.

52. Your personal opinion seems to have been that it would lead to complications?—l knew
there had been a considerable amount of litigation during the last twenty-five years over the
blocks, ami I anticipated there probably would he in the future. As fai as the settling of the
land was concerned. I saw no trouble in Mr. Howler taking the position.

r>3. 'I,he matter was referred to the Solicitor-General for his opinion as to the legality, and
not as to the desirability, of the arrangement I -That is so.

54. Ak \ou slill of opinion thai trouble may occur?—l am .satisfied now that the thing will
work out all right. Of course. I could understand thai difficulties might arise with the Public
Trustee acting as trustee, because the Board had to decide, practically, who should acquire the
land- tlh' person who should take the title on its being sold ; and the Public Trustee could hardly
hold the position as trustee subject to dictation by the Hoard.

55. Is Mr. Howler acting for the Board or for the purchasers of the land/—I take it Mr.
Bowler's position is this: the land is being surveyed and mailed by the owners of the block, and
Mi-. Bowler, who holds the estate in fee-simple, has to transfer it as instructed by the Board—
that is. as to limitation of area, ami so on. It has to bo sold, as nearly as possible, under the
provisions of theAct of 1909.

.")(i. Supposing the interests of the company and the interests of the Hoard conflicted, what
position would Mr. Howler be in?—l cannot see any possibility of conflict there, as far as the
trustee is concerned.

.")7 Supposing then- was conflict, what is your idea of the position that Mr. Bowler would
be in? Would to stand by the Board or the company?—He would certainly stand by the
Boan'l.

58. Yet in a sense he is the servant of the company, if he receives remuneration from it?—
He would act under conditions of the trust ; he is holding the land under the trust.

-,() |>)U | it Minis to me there is likely to be considerable conflict with regard to the inter-
pretation of the trust!—If the law had allowed the Board to hold the trust, the Board would
have received the remuneration instead of Mr. Bowler.

60. Do you think it is a desirable position to put an officer of the Government in?—In the
present case 1 see no objection at all.
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61. What will be the position supposing the company does not fulfil the agreement?—The
company has got three years to survey the land and road it and place it on the market.

62. And what is the position supposing it does not?—The Board has the right then to extend
the time for, I think, two years, or to say it will not allow any further time, and take the work
in hand themselves, and complete the surveying and roading.

63. Will you tell the Committee how the land is going to be handed back to the Board for
them to cut it up?—The trustee has got to do that, on receiving instructions from the Board.
The Board has simply to satisfy itself of each transaction as each block is sold—that is, as to area.

64. What I wnnt to find out is, what will happen if the Board finds out that the Company
are not doing what they agreed to do?—The Board will simply step in and go on with the work
—or, rather, Mr. Bowler will under his deed.

65. Where will lie find the money for doing that?—They will have got sufficient work done,
no doubt, before that period expires to permit of completion. The proceeds from the first part
will be sufficient to carry out the other.

66. But supposing the company goes into liquidation?—Well, that will hardly affect the
trustee, I presume.

67. Where will he find the money, if the whole of the work is thrown on to him?—From the
proceeds of the first lot of land.

GB. But supposing no land is sold?—There is going to be some sold before three years are
past. You mean if the company goes into liquidation at once?

69. Yes?—Of course, that is hardly probable. I can see m> trouble arising from that.
70. As far as you know, all the matters connected with this transaction are very unusual?

There is no other case of the kind?—l do not know of any other ease similar to the Mokau one.
71. Have you any further correspondence on your file with regard to cutting up the block?

—No.
72. Mr. Massey.] In arriving at the value of the land, do you know whether the minerals

were taken into account —the coal and lime, and so on?—I should say they were not.
73. Your Department and the Valuation Department simply looked at the land from an

agricultural or pastoral point of view?—The Valuer-General, I presume, has valued the land
from that point of view only. There is no valuation, as far as my Department is concerned,
except my own knowledge of the block ; ami from my own knowledge I am satisfied that the whole
block is not worth £70,000 when roaded and surveyed.

74. How can you reconcile that with the fact thai a number of practical men have purchased
the greater part of the block on a valuation which would really mean £100.000 for the whole
block?—Well, time will prove which is correct. I am satisfied my opinion is right, and I pre-
sume they are satisfied theirs is.

75. Still, if the minerals are there, as has been stated, in all probability the men who have
purchased the block will come out of it with a good profit: do you not think so?—How do the
minerals affect the compam !

76. I am asking you. The company have surely purchased the minerals, have they not?—
The company have placed the whole of this block, under a trust deed, in the hands of Mr. Bowler,
who will sell the block. He will sell the minerals and everything. The company have nothing more
to do with the minerals than Mr. Lewis had. as far as the trust is concerned.

77. Yes, but Mr. Bowler in that capacity acts for the company. It is his business to dispose
of the block as instructed by the company, subject t.. the provisions of the law with regard to
limitation : is not that the position?—Yes.

78. So there is really nothing to prevent members of the company from buying, say, blocks
of 3,000 acres each if they feel so inclined?—Well, of course, the Board has to decide whether
they can take it. •79. And the President of the Board is the trustee, who is—indirectly, perhaps—receiving a
salary from the company?—That is the position. It does not affect the mineral lights at all, as
far as I can see.

80. You do not knuw thai the mineral rights belong to the company?—They are part and
parcel of the land, ancj as each subdivision is sold it is understood any minerals that may be in
that subdivision belong to the purchaser.

81. Even if the purchaser happens to be a member of the company?—lf he can make the
declarationrequired and hold the land.

82. Are there any residential conditions in the Native Land Act regarding land sold under
the limitation-of-area provisions?—There are under Part XIV, but in this case I presume it is.
a matter for the Board to decide. If they decide that residential conditions are necessary, they
can be enforced. The Board, I think, have the right under Part XIV to enforce that.

83. And if they think residential conditions are not necessary?—They can waive them.
84. Do you know anything of tin, appointment of Mr. Skerrett by the Government to act in

connection with the disposal of this land?—No.
85. Have you no correspondence as between the Department ami Mr. Skerrett)—No.
86. I think you told Mr. Herries thai no advances had been made to the Natives, as far as

you were aware, on account of the intended purchase of the land by the Government?—That is so.
87. You do not know of any reason why the Government should not have purchased this

block, do you?—l do not know that there is any reason why they should not have done it.
88. It was known to you that the Natives were willing to sell?—No, I did not know it.
89. You may have heard it, though?—No, I cannot say I have heard it. The first I heard

of selling was when that letter dated the 20th September, 1910, of Mr. Skerrett's was sent to me
from Cabinet.

90. Do you know the section of the Native Land Act which allows the Government in such
cases as these to take over the leasehold interests at a valuation ?—Yes.
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91. There is no difficulty?—The Government can go to the Compensation Court to assess the
value.

92. In this case the lease might have been determined?—Yes.
93. And compensation paid?—Yes.
94. And all the difficulties would have been removed?—l would not like to say that. The

difficulties would have been removed as far as the title was concerned.
95. I think you said that several other Orders in Council had been issued to allow the Native

Land Board and the Natives concerned to get over the limitation provisions of the Act?—Yes.
96. Can you give us any idea of the areas in such cases, or the number of Orders in Council?

—There have been thirteen for certain, if not more.
97. Since the passing of the Act of 1909?—Yes.
98. Can you give us any idea of the areas in such cases?—They have varied from 1 acre to

8,000 acres.
99. Where was the 8,000-acre block?—Rangitoto, part of D'Urville Island.
100. What was the object in issuing the Order in Council in that case?—The Order in Council

was issued because the solicitor acting for the purchaser of the lease considered it necessary.
101. Mr. Herries.] lhat would not be under the 1909 Act?—That is the subject matter for

argument in the case thai is now before the Court. They say that the provision of section 193,
NativeLand Act, 1909, applies to all prior transactions.

102. Mr. Masse?/.] Was that done under the 1909 Act?—Yes, the Order in Council was issued
under the 1909 Act.

103. Then the Order in Council was issued since the passing of the 1909 Act for the alien-
ation of a block of 8,000 acres?—Yes.

104. What was the value of that block?—About 7s. 6d. an acre.
105. And that is the largest transaction that has taken place by way of Order in Council?

—Yes.
106. Do you know of any other case where a speculator was allowed to purchase a big block

of land in this way, even if it happened to be less than 8,000 acres?—No. Of course, when people
apply to Boards for an Order in Council they will noi say they are speculators. Ido not know that
Mr. Lewis is a speculator.

107. Is it customary to have Orders in Council issued to enable speculators to purchase in the
way Mr. Lewis has purchased the Mokau-Mohakatino Block? —I am not aware that Mr. Lewis is
a speculator. If he says he is, well and good.

108. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] Is there any other case like the Mokau-Mohakatino in the Dominion?
—Not that I am aware of.

109. Mr. Massey.] Is it intended that the payment made by the company who own the land
to Mr. Bowler as trustee will be paid to him in addition to his ordinary salary?—I mentioned
that Mr. Bowler pays that into the Public Account. Then it will be for Cabinet to decide what
he is to receive. I have not gone further into the matter on account of this inquiry.

110. You do not know what Cabinet propose to do in the matter?—It has not gone before
the Minister yet for consideration.

111. I think I heard you say that Mr. Bowler will receive travelling-expenses as well as the
£5 a month?—l was speaking of any work that the Board or Mr. Bowler might be called upon
to do in connection with the block. If they are called upon by the owners of the block to go
there for any purpose, their expenses will be paid directly by the block.

112. Do you not think it is a very unwise position for the President of the Board to be placed
in?—The main question was whether it was not advisable in the public interest to try and settle
this matter in the way which was followed. I think, myself, the best thing was done under the
circumstances.

113. Do you not think the proper way to have settled it would have been for the Government
to acquire the block?—No.

114. Why?—Because there would have been no end of trouble and worry later on.
115. Thai is an indefinite sort of statement?—I presume that if the Government had bought

it there would have been trouble in going to the .Assessment Court, and any number of ideas as
to the value.

116. Surely there is not much trouble in going to the Assessment Court?—The land would
not have been settled with the despatch with which it should be settled tinder this arrangement.

117. Is not the Department able to settle land as well as speculators?-—The position is alto-
gether different.

118. Do you not think that the Lands Department could have settled the block as well as the
Mokau Land and Estate Company?—I do not think I should be asked to comment on the adminis-
tration of the Lands Department.

The Chairman: I rule that question out. You are pursuing the examination too far, Mr.
Massey.

119. Mr. Merries.] Does Mr. Bowler refer to the Department now with regard to his actions
in these transactions as trustee?—No, I have heard nothing further from him.

120. He did not refer the question as to whether he should mortgage the land?—No.
121. Are you aware that lie has mortgaged the land?—Indirectly I am.
122. He would not have to get the approval of the Department with regard to matters of that

kind?—Any proposals would be a question for me to submit to the Minister. I would not take the
responsibility.

123. Has he a free hand to do exactly as he likes?—He has a free hand, practically, under
the trust. The trust sets out his duties.

124. Hon. Sir J. Carroll.] He acts entirely under the deed of trust?—Absolutely.
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126. What is the general work of the Boards, so far as the observance of residential conditions

is concerned, in regard to Maori leases?—Do you mean Board lands or ordinary lands.
127. Both?—The Boards have no power as far as ordinary Native lands are concerned. With

regard to vested lands, they have the right under Part XIV of the Act to enforce conditions—that
is, in respect of land vested in them in fee-simple.

128. Have you any knowledge as to what the attitude of the Boards is in regard to making
the holders of leases observe the residential conditions?—With open land, residence has to be taken
up within two years, and with bush land in four years. The Boards have hardly had time to see
how they are going to enforce residential conditions. As far as I understand, they intend to do
so. With land sold for cash, the Board would have to report if they were to extend the term over
the two or four years: they would have to refer to the Minister; they have not sole right to
dispense with residential clause.

Tuesday, 26th September, 1911.
Joshua Jones, in attendance. (No. 23.)

The Chairman: Mr. Jones, your last letter has been received by the Committee, and the Com-
mittee adheres to its former decision which lias already been conveyed to you—that }'our state-
ment must be confined to matters that have cropped up in this inquiry and pertain to this paper
that is before the Committee. If you have any other ideas, the Committee would suggest that you
petition Parliament; bul this Committee cannot deal with the matter as indicated in your letter.

Mr. Jours: I thank you, sir; but you have been dealing with this matter ah initio all through
the inquiry here, and I do not know how you can obliterate a portion upon which I wish to lie
heard, and not the remainder.

Mr. fferries: 1 think we start from Mr. Herrman Lewis's purchase.
Mr. Jones: No. What I was going to say was that you have had before you, and have now,

I think—for you have been basing a lot of your inquiries upon it— the Stout-Palmer Commission's
eport.

The Chairman: No; that has come in incidentally, but it has been ruled out as having no
bearing on the paper which forms the subject-matter of this inquiry.

Mr. Jones: You have placed me in a difficult position, sir. lam not prepared to finish to-day
in any case. I had prepared a short synopsis of this case, respectfully drawn, covering the period
from 1876 to the decision of the Court in 1908--20th July, 1908—and the suggestion of the Prime
Minister that I should petition Parliament, with his assurance that he would see anything carried
out that Parliament recommended. Now, so far I have only got to that. I humbly submit to you
that it will not be time wasted to hear what I have to say up to that time. It will assist you, and
will save me the further trouble of petitioning, and—which I am more reluctant to do—making my
ideas known through the Press. I am determined to bring them out in some form. I thought
that if I came here in a respectful manner and read out what I have to say you would not object
to any portion of it. That would bring me up to the time I have mentioned. Then I proposed
asking you to give me one day's grace in order to finish, covering the time from the decision of
the Judges here in 1908 up to the present day; this would not take me long. I make that respect-
fid application to you.

The Chairman: You will understand that in this matter of ruling I am the mouthpiece of
the Committee. The Committee have given your request every consideration. It has been dis-
cussed on three different occasions, and on each occasion the Committee have unanimously decided
that what you say must be confined strictly to the paper that has formed the subject of the inquiry.
Whatever my own view may be, I am now expressing the Committee's.

Mr. Jones: But they have not heard the application I have just made, nor have you had
time to consider it, sir.

Hon. Mr. NgcUa: YTm should understand the position of the Committee, I think, Mr. Jones.
The inquiry is not so much into your grievance as into the statements made by Mr. Massey and
the answering statement of the Native Minister.

Mr. Jones: I thank you for the correction ; but in the Committee of last year
Eon. Mr. Ngata: That is a different matter. If you want a status s<. Ear as that matter is

concerned, then your position is quite clear : you should present a petition to the House.
Mr. Jones: There is no time for a petition this year. What I was going to say is this:

during the hearing of the petition of last year a status was given to the Natives and to a gentle-
man named Herrman Lewis. Both appeared by counsel, in the middle of the hearing of my
petition, on a matter foreign to my petition—in fact, hostile. They were allowed that indulgence.

The Chairman: I do not want to interrupt you. Mr. Jones, but we have nothing whatever
to do with the Committee's proceedings of last year. If you think you did not get justice from
thai Committee, then I and this Committee suggest to you that you petition Parliament again.
We cannot traverse the findings of another Committee of this House.

Mr. Jones: Very well, sir, as you have given your ruling. But I suggest to you that that
only keeps the ball rolling everlastingly. That Committee treated me shamefully, although they
reported in my favour. Considering the way in which T was treated, T think that what I am
asking now is only a small concession :to state—as I think lam entitled to do, but was not allowed
to do°there—what has taken place from 1876 up to the present day. I have prepared a short
memorandum setting forth what occurred up to the decision of the Judges here. It is only right
that there should be carried out whatever any Committee recommended, but that was not done
for me.

18—T. 3a.
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The Chairman: Might I put this aspect of the mutter t<. you : Your story regarding the MokauBlock is as well known as the story of Robinson Crusoe, is it not?
Mr. Jinn x ; ,\(i.
The Chairman : What I mean is this, and 1 say it quite respectfully: your case lias beeppublished time after time, both in London Tnilh and in papers circulating tbjroughoul New Zea-land, anil therefore it is not a new story.
Mr, Jones: I do not think there are more than two gentlemen on this Committee who knowanything about the miniitise.
Hon. Sir J. Carroll: Has there been anything at all in the present proceedings in any wav

damaging to you I
Mr. Joins.- Oh, yes. 'I he Stout-Palmer Commission's report is a terrible thing—a thingthat would have been burnt in any other community, and the authors of it.
The Chairman: We have nothing to do with the report of the Stout-Palmer Commission.
Mr. Jones: Permit me. All this trouble is based upon the allegations in the report of the

Commission that Jones's leases are voidable; and this report with regard to these Native leases
has been terrible.

The Chairman: My answer to that, on behalf of the Committee, is that, if you feel that, you
should petition Parliament to give you an inquiry with regard to the finding of that Commission.
We have nothing to do with that.

.1//. ./oil's: Hut you have to do with the Stout-Palmer Commission's report.
Mr. fferries: It has been mentioned.
Mr. Joins: That report is really the groundwork for your proceedings.
The Chairman: I think you may claim some consideration in regard to that report; but as

to your going into the history of the case from LS76, the Committee are very clear that they
cannot permit that.

Mr. Joins: Do you object to my dealing with the Stout-Palmer Commission's report?
Mr. llcrriis: I tliink Mr. Jones is really talking about finishing where he ought to begin.

I do not think the Committee should lto into anything that happened before the time Mr. Herr-
inan Lewis bought the leases. That is our commencing-point.

Hon. Sir J. Carroll: Mr. Jones heard all the evidence that has 1 n given before the Com-
mittee on the present occasion, and I am putting it to him whether there was anything in that
evidence that was damaging to him.

Mr. Jours: The Stout-Palmer Commission's report—you are working on it.
lion. Sir J. Carroll: I do not think any evidence was given on it ; reference was made to it.
Mr. Jones: If I might be allowed to state some things that I object to in connection with

that report, that might assist me; and then I would begin, according to your ruling and the
suggestion of Sir James Can-oil. I would begin—and T could finish in one day—from the date
when the decision was given by the Judges here and when the Prime Minister gave his assurance
to me, and cover the ground up to the present time; but 1 cannot possibly do that without refer-
ring to the report of the Stout-Palmer Commission which was made previously, and I think you
will agree that that comes within the scope of this inquiry.

Mr. Greenslade: Have you a written statement?
Mr. Jones: Yes, sir. The statement I proposed reading carries me up only to the decision

of the Judges
Mr. Jlenies: That is where you ought to begin. That is where our inquiry begins.
Mr. Joncfs: lam endeavouring to meet the Committee. Will you allow me, then, to produce

this report of the Commission and comment upon it? I think that might be permitted to me.
Mr. Herries: We have had a good deal of evidence on the question of the validity of the leases.
The Chairman: T personally do not see any harm in that.
lion. Sir J. Carroll: I think all the legal profession agree that they do not place much value

on the Stout-Palmer Commission's report.
Mr. Joins: In reply to Sir James Carroll, I desire to say that, though 1 do not think ho

intends to injure me, he lajs very great stress upon the fact that the Commission's report con-
demned my leases and my titles. Now, I want to put it to him and the Committee that he is
under a misapprehension.

Mr. llirrics: I think that what Sir Jemes Carroll said was that all the legal evidence we
hail before us was againsi the report of the Commission.

Mr. Joins: Hut Sii James Carroll will not repudiate what he has said on the public platforms.
Mr. Herries: I think Mr. Jones might be given another day to prepare this fresh report.
The Chairman: Is that the wish of the Committee—that Mr. Jones be allowed another day

to recast his remarks, commencing from the point that the Committee thinks he should start from?
Mr. Herries: That is, the time the leases were put up to auction and purchased by Mr. Herr-

man Lewis.
Mr. Jones: The time I mentioned was when the decision of the Court was given--when the

Government first took the matter in hand for me.
Mr. Herries: But that came after the sale of the leases?
Mr. Jones: No; at about the same time.
The Chairman: I was with you when you lodged the caveat. It was after that that we went

to Sir James Carroll.
Mr. Jones: Very well, then. T will start from the time Mr. Lewis negotiated, and with your

kind permission I will make use of the Stout-Palmer report in what I am allowed to say, the day
after to-morrow.

The Chairman : Before you go, Mr. Jones, I should like to mention that you made a mistake
in your previous evidence, At question 73 in the printed evidence you were asked, "By whom



JOSHUA JONES. 139 I.—3a.
was th" valuation to lie made?" And you answered, "That was left out, I suppose. It would
follow thai the ( rown would have an assessor and lan assessor—something of thai sort. It (.lid
not go that far. My solicitor and Mr. Kennedy Macdonald and I went to sic Mr. MoNab. Mr.
Jennings was to have gone with us, but he made himself scarce, lie had to go to Palmerston, or
something like that."

Mr. Jones: That is so. 1 will produce evidence to the effect—that Mr. Jennings did go.
The Chairman: To Mr. Kennedy Macdonald?
Mr. ./ours.- \',,. You were to have gone, but you did not go. I have your statement.
The Chairman: According to the report which I am reading from, 1 then asked you, "On

what date was that.'" and you replied, "31st March, L908." 1 then said, "I do not think I
was in Wellington then " ; and you said, " You interviewed Mr. Macdonald with me al thai time."
\\ hen I went home to Xew Plymouth three weeks ago 1 got my memorandum-book for li)08, and
I find that ¥ was at Waitara on the 30th March, 1908. And'on the -i Ist March, 1908, 1 was in
Stratford, and three days afterwards 1 went by steamer to Auckland with Mr. Keith, the manager
"I' the Taranaki Petroleum Company. Therefore there is a mistake somewhere.

Mr. Jones: 1 can show you fr your own printing that you were. As I say. you were not
there perhaps on the 31s1 March, because wo went and saw Mr. MoNab, and you did not go with
us. But I have a print of yours dated the 27th March.

I'll.- Chairman: I am speaking of the date you mentioned in your printed evidence. I was
not in Wellington at that date.

.1//-. Jones: Yes, you were here on the 27th March.
The Chairman: My memorandum bears out my statement in regard to the 31st March; you

are wrong in regard to that date.
Mr. Tones: Supposing I show you something else of your own that disagrees with that.
The Chairman: 1 shall have to take other steps if you sax thai I was in Wellington on the

■!lst March, and you swear that.
Mr. Jones: No, 1 do not swear that.
The Chairman: That is my only point so far as that date is concerned.
Mr. Joitex: You did not go with us; you had gone away to Palmerston.
The Chairman: That is right.
.1//-. Joins: But on the 27th you and Mr. Kcn,ied\ Macdonald and 1 hail a conference

about it.
The Chairman: I positively refused to set; Mr. Macdonald with you, and stated the reason

at the time—that Mr. Macdonald had opposed my Hill in the Upper House for the protection of
the Mokau River scenery. That was the reason why 1 objected to seeing him. The inquiry stands
adjourned till Thursday at half past ten

Mr. Massey: Before you break up I should like to mention that 1 have this morning received
this telegram. [Telegram handed to Chairman.]

Tin Chairman : 1 have just received a similar one. The message reads, "I desire, as pro-
motor Mokau Company, to give evidence before Mokau Committee on Thursday morning. Leaving
here to-morrow express.—David Wiiytk." The Committee will decide about this.

Mr. Massey: I have also a letter which I should like to put in, from Mr. Rattenbury, with
■ice to his evidence. [Letter handed in.]

Thursday, 28th September, 1911.
Joshua Jones further examined on oath. (No. 24.)

1. The Cftairtnan.] If you are prepared with your statement, Mr. Jones, we are ready to
hear you?—The first thing I have got to do is t;> stttle a small matter with Mr. Jennings. Mr.
Jennings said he was not in Wellington in March, 1908.

Chairman: On the .'ilst March.
Witness: You say SO* now. The Press report does not say that.
Tht Chairman: You said I was with you on the 31st March, 1908, in Wellington. That is

your evidence, as printed on this copy.
Witness: If vim will remember, the last day I was here I contradicted that.
The Chairman: This is what you said at question 72 of your evidence: Question.—"You

approached Mr. McNab and offered your interest in the block at a valuation?" Answer. —
"On the 31st March, 1908." Q.—" By whom was the valuation to be made?" A.—"That was
left out, I suppose. It would follow that the Crown would have an assessor and I an assessor—
something of that sort. It did not go that far. My solicitor and Mr. Kennedy Macdonald and I
went to see Mr. McNab. Mr. Jennings was to have gone with us, but he made himself scarce.
He had to go to Palmerston, or something like that." Q.—"The Chairman: On what date was
that?" A.—" 31st March, 1908."

Witness: Quite so. That does not say you were not away on the 31st March. It does not
convey the construction you put on it.

The Chairman: 1 asked you a specific question, "On what date was that?" and you said,
" 31st March, 1908."

Witness: Quite so : I say so still.
The Chairman: That I was in Wellington on the 31st March?
Witness: No, I did not say that. You are under a misapprehenison.
The Chairman: There is your evidence.
Witness: The interview was on the 31st March, and Mr. Jennings had gone.
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The Chairman: My contention is that 1 wats nut in Wellington on the 3ist March. 1 asked
you, "On what date was that?', and you answered, "31st March, L908." 1 then said, "1 do
not think 1 was in Wellington then "; and you said, " You interviewed Mr. Macdonald with me
at that time."

II ilncss: No, not on that date.
The Chairman : There is your sworn evidence in this printed copy.
Witness: No, no. 1 will not permit you to put that down my throat.
The Chairman: Do you adhere to your statement?
Witness: Ido not. 1 never signed that.
The Chairman : You are quibbling again.
II ilncss: 1 have not signed that evidence, and 1 will correct it before 1 do sign it.
The Chairman: Well, then, do you wish to retract that date!
ll i/ness: 1 will not retract anything I said. «Hon. Mr. Ngata: You are agreed, .Mr. Jones, that when you interviewed Mr. McNab on the•list March Mr. Jennings was not in Wellington.
il itness": Yes, lie had gone.
Tht Chairman: That is my contention.
Witness: I say so; Mr. Jennings was not there, because lie had gone away.
The Chairman : Very well. It is cleared up.
Witness: What 1 understood Mr. Jennings to say was this: He said at the Committee that

lie was not in Wellington in March, 1908
The Chairman: No, no; 1 said 1 was not in Wellington on the 31st March, 1908.
II itness: Here is my memorandum. I will stand to what 1 say.
Tiie Chairman: Then you are stating what is deliberately incorrect.
Mr. Greenslade: Ido not think you should say that. He may be under a misapprehension.
The Chairman: 1 understand it quite well. 1 put a specific question to Mr. Jones. You

said, Mr. Jones, it was the 3 Ist March, 1908; and 1 immediately said—and the verbatim report
of the proceedings bears me out—that 1 was not in Wellington on that date

Witness: 1 say so too.
The Chairman: No, you do not.
lion. Mr. Ngata: You say now that on the 31s1 March, when the interview with Mr. McNab

took place, Mi,. Jennings was not in AYellington?
Witness: Yes.
The Chairman: That is all I want.
Witness: 1 say so still. 1 did not say that Mr. Jennings was there. It is wrong to tell me

that what I say is absolutely untrue, and 1 will not submit to it. 1 will deal with you outside.
The Chairman: Go on with your statement.
Witness: You are not tree here. Let me warn you of that.
The Chait man : 1 will not stay here and listen to that.
Mr. Parata: Mi. Jones is supposed to be here to make a statement, and not to argue the

point.
1. itness: It is hard to be told that a man is stating what is not true.
lion. Mr. Syata: I think the incident ought to be considered closed. The Committee fully

understand that on the 31st March Mr. Jennings was not in Wellington.
The Chairman: That is so.
2. Hon. Mr. Ngata.] Will you proceed with some other point, Mr. Jones?—lt' you please,

Mr. Chairman, 1 would ask you to direct your clerk to produce letters from myself to the Com
mittee, dated the 21st August of this year, 26th August, 29th August, 9th September, 21st
September, 22nd September; and one dated the 19th September, if you have it, addressed to
Mr. Speaker.

3. What point is it you wish to make? —I wish the letters put in to speak for themselves.
4. The letters have been received by the Committee?—But they are not in evidence.
5. 1 take it, it is for us to decide whether they shall go in as evidence, and to enable us to

arrive at a decision you should tell us the particular point you wish to emphasize in connection
with that correspondence?—It will take a good while to do that.

6. What is your point 'about it?—There are various points about the whole matter. Here
is one of the letters, dated the 26th August, addressed to the Chairman of the Native Afiairs
Committee : " The Committee are aware that at present I am only a witness in the premises,
merely to answer questions, and although largely interested in the inquiry I have not the right
to submit evidence of my own position or claims. What recommendations have been made by
the two Committees of 1908 and 1910 have been entirely ignored by the Government. I therefore
beg leave to request that I have leave to appear as a principal in the inquiry and place my own
facts through counsel for consideration of the Committee. My attendance by this course will, I
believe, be of assistance to the Committee, as well as secure a measure of justice to myself. I
submit there can be no legitimate reason why this request should not be granted, and would men-
tion that at the A to L Committee of 1910, where neither the claim nor assumed right to be heard
existed, as in this instance the Natives and the alleged purchaser of the leases were permitted,
without leave or consultation of me, whose petition only was being considered, to both appear
and with counsel apply that the Committee would recommend the Government to issue an Order
in Council enabling the alleged purchaser of the leases to obtain the freehold of the estate without
competition or the expenditure of a farthing or the performance of any public service entitling
him to such consideration from the State, which request was granted and acquiesced in without hesi-
tation by the Committee. I should be glad of an early reply in order to prepare for the inquiry.—■
Joshua Jones." I got no reply for a while, and on the 9th September I wrote again :" On the
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'2(Mi August i addressed a note to the Chairman asking permission of the Committee to appear
as a principal in the proceedings and submit my facts through counsel for your consideration,
and naming a precedent in tiiis case iur my application. 1 requested an early reply, in order
that 1 might be prepared by instructing counsel and by producing papers, A:c. 1 mentioned the
matter informally to Sir James Carroll, who stated that probably i would be permitted to make
a statement before the Committee, but that 1 would receive a reply to my note. The Chairman,
however, has not seen tit to send me word or line. As this is the most important case of the kind
that has ever occupied the attention of a colonial Legislature, 1 ask your early and earnest
consideration."

Mr. Dire (Acting-Chairman): 1 think it would save time, Mr. Jones, if you would put those
letters in.

II ducts: With your permission 1 should like to read this reply which 1 have received from
the Chairman of the Committee, dated the I:2th September: "With reference to your letters
dated the 26th August and 9th September, 1 have the honour to inform you that the Committee
have decided that they cannot give you permission m> appear as a principal or by counsel in con-
nection with the above-named paper (Parliamentary Paper G.-l, Mokau-Mohakatino Block)." If
1 may put in these letters it will save my reading the rest of them.

Mr. JJive (Aciing-Vhairnian): Very well. [Letters put in.]
II uncus: As the Committee has seen lit to restrict any statement i might make to the limit

of the present inquiry, from the period when Hen-man Lewis commenced to negotiate for these
lands, 1 shall endeavour to confine myself accordingly. It should be remembered, however, that
for the purpose of rendering my observations intelligible it may be necessary to go outside that
strict line, more particularly where pertinent statements have been made, unauthorized, untrue,
or otherwise misleading. As to the intimation from tiie Committee that this was an inquiry as
betwixt Mr. Massey and Sir James Carroll, and that 1 should again petition Parliament respect-
ing my own interests, 1 must say that 1 accept the suggestion more in the form of insult than
generosity, inasmuch as the Committee are well aware that two petitions—one presented on the
advice of the Prime Minister—at successive sessions, have been considered and favourable recom-
mendations made in both instances, but the Government pay no attention to either. Indeed, the
suggestion is in common with all the proceedings of this case, where one member at least of the
Cabinei has a pecuniary interest. 1 recognize that the Committee is master of its own procedure,
but am not in accord with the decision that, being a general and not a special Committee, it has
no means of inquiring into all the subjects pertinent to this Mokau land transaction, from
whatever quarter they may spring. I said in a previous note that the A to L Committee of 1910
had no hesitation, in the interests of Dr. Findlay's firm, of even permitting procedure hostile
to the petition then under consideration. The present Committee should understand as well as
1 do that a Cabinet that ignores the strong recommendations of two Committees would not stay
at that, and the suggestion that it desires the pastime of flouting another petition can carry no
oilier interpretation than that the facts are not required at this inquiry. They have thrown out
two petitions, sir, and would not pay any attention to them after being recommended to do so.
The contention of the Chairman that the Committee has no means of dealing with the matter
mentioned in my letters cannot stand, for the reason that if the Committee had not the power—■which 1 say is waste of language—it could easily have been obtained from the House. In order
that there may be no misunderstanding as to. what was required by me of the Committee I will
read the short correspondence on the subject. That is what I have in my notes, gentlemen, but
those letters, of course. 1 have read. I ought perhaps at this stage to give this Committee the
grounds for my approaching Parliament and appearing before the A to L Committee of last year,
and now by permission before this one. The story is a long one, but I shall come to its immediate
junction with the present proceedings. There had been many years of litigation in England. A.
lawyer named Flower, in connection with another lawyer named Travels in Wellington, who
placed the property in Flower's hands for me two years before I went to London, had endeavoured
by improper means to deprive me of this property. Flower was held guilty by the High Court
in London of malpractice as a solicitor in this matter, and one of the Lords of Appeal expressed
regret that Travels was not in England to be also dealt with. Flower was made to pay a heavy
penalty for his dishonesty. He was by the same judgment held in effect to be a trustee of the
property for me. The litigation ended in an undertaking by me to give a mortgage over the
property to him, my own trustee, at his request. This was on 27th July, 1904, and the mort-
gage was given pursuant to a consent order in July, 1906, with extension to some date in 1907.
Flower died in September, 100-1, and his executors stood in his shoes. There was no new trustee
appointed for my interests. The fiduciary relationship did not terminate with Flower's death,
nor upon my giving the mortgage to the executors. While I was selling the property in 1906-7,
ami during the currency of the mortgage and extension that was arranged, a damaging report
upon the Mokau property that had been procured by Flower in 1903—4, and had prevented two
advantageous sales at that time (of which I have complete evidence), became again circulated
over London. I saw the document myself in the hands of a man named Seward in 1907. This
again spoiled a profitable sale. I produce the agreement of sale in form of a prospectus, and in
Hansard of 1910, pages 645—(j—7, appears evidence from my agents selling the property that not
only had the value of the coal been slandered, but also the title had been assailed, as had been
the" case in 1894-95 when I was selling. This is the fair treatment by these executors so much
boasted of in Hansard by their agent, Mr. W. T. Jennings, Chairman of this Committee, with
whom I will presently deal. Having thus prevented my dealing with the property, the executors
put it up for sale under the mortgage by order of the Registrar at New Plymouth on the 10th
August, 1907, and bought it in for the amount of the mortgage-money. As the English Judge,
Mr. Justice Parker, remarked in giving his decision, " Jones's trustees merely passed it from
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one hand to the other, but the sale did not dissolve the trust." The statement of Dr. Findlay
in Hansard for 1910, page 599, that his firm's client, Herrman Lewis, had bought from the
mortgage through the Registrar of the Supreme Court is untrue. In 1907, prior to the sale at
Xew Plymouth, I entered an action in the Chancery Court for redemption and accounts, so that
there was an action pending xvhen the sale took place. On the Ist November, 1907, a motion by
the executors to strike the action out as being frivolous was dismissed by Mr. Justice Parker,
xvho knew the New Zealand law, and the action xvas ordered to proceed. Ihe Court order I have
already produced. Judge Parker, however, expressed a belief, for both sides to consider, that
the jurisdiction lay in New Zealand where the property was, and where the contract of mortgage
had been consummated. My counsel, Mr. Jellicoe, xvho appeared with Mr. Buckley, one of the
leaders of the English bar, was of the same opinion. I also had the friendly opinion of Sir J.
Lawson Walton, the Attorney-General for England, who prior to taking office had acted for me
in several actions in the case. 1 was advised by Sir John to disregard the compact and docu
meiits signed iii England, particularly the documents emphasized by Dr. Findlay on behalf of
his client Lewis in Hansard of 1910, page 598, ill respect to not lodging any further caveats, on
the grounds that the executor's side had prevented my carrying out the contract by spoiling my
sale; and he advised me to return to New Zealand and re-enter the action here. The document
there referred to is this : " I, the undersigned Joshua Jones, hereby undertake, pursuant to the
order in this action, dated the 10th day of August, 1906, to lodge no further caveat xvith the
District Land Registrar in New Zealand in respect of the title to the Mokau property, the subject
of this action. Dated this 16th day of November, 1906.—Joshua Jones." It is held that my
entering the action here was a violation of that document. The Court here xvould not allow me
to enter an action to prove that I was compelled to violate the agreement, but it is now thrown
up against me. 1 informed blower, the solicitor to the executors—this is not the Flower that
died, but a young fellow, who was. however, still ihe solicitor—of my intentions, and left London
on the 28th December, 1907, arriving at Mokau towards the end of February, 1908. The English
action I allowed to lapse, and it became struck out, with costs. In March I consulted my solicitor
respecting the action to be commenced here, and on the 2nd April I lodged caveat against dealing
with the property. It appears that after the purchase by the executors in August, 1907, a person
named Orr, in the office of Travers, Campbell—l am quoting from the evidence given by Herrman
Lewis before the Legislative Council Committee' in 1908—knowing Lexvis, put him on to this
property. To use Lewis's words, he " was the only man that could be found to even look at it."
Mr. Treadwell had warned Lewis in writing, about January, 1908, against dealing xvith the pro-
pi rty, and of the order of the English Court, and upon my arrival from England 1 also warned
Lewis. However, on the 12th June, 1908, Travers, Campbell—no doubt Orr—went through the
form of sale to Lewis at ,£14,000, but took a mortgage back for the same amount of £14,000, no
money having passed hands. Lewis informed me that this was done by Orr xvith the viexv of
facilitating some intended sale, but the transaction xvas not binding. After this I xvas served
with a notice to show cause why 1 should not be ordered to remove the caveat, and on the 20th
July, 1908, the Court of five Judges—Sir Robert Stout presiding—ordered the removal of the
caveat, refused me the right to try the action for redemption xvhich the English Court held I was
entitled to try, and refused me leave to appeal to the Privy Council, even if I brought the amount
of the mortgage-money—.£14,000—into Court. On the 23rd July the transactions of sale and
mortgage of the 12th June became registered, but no considerations were paid at all. The docu-
ments are in Orr's handwriting. Lexvis informed me about this time that, knoxving there would
be trouble about the title, he had bespoken the services of Findlay- and Dalziell specially for the
ease, in the belief that Findlay could square anything wrong in the title; but the services of
that firm, it appears, xvere not required until early in August. There is a memorandum on this
subject by me written about the time upon a document I sent to my solicitor, Mr. Treadwell.
Here it is, dated the 7th November, 19(18 : " Mr. Lewis informed me that he and his friends had
engaged this firm of solicitors specially for the case. Doubtless he thought the game xvould be
worth the candle." Lewis apparently- made a good hit, inasmuch as he never xvould have got a
title except for an Order in Council assented to, illegally and improperly, I maintain, by the
Cabinet on the sth Decemb»r, 1910, and carried into effect by Mr. Carroll on the 15th March,
1911, when the Governor's signature was appended. After the judgment of the full Court I
approached the Prime Minister, Sir Joseph Ward, through Mr. Jennings, M.P. This xvas in
August, 1908. Mr. Jennings represented that it was a very hard case, and the Premier said he
knew it to be so. Sir Joseph said that the Government could not well interfere xvith a decision
of the Court, but he suggested that 1 should petition Parliament and get some recommendation

i a Committee, upon which he could ask Parliament to find a way to grant relief. A ques-
tion by Mr. Jennings and the Premier's reply are to be'found in Hansard for 1908, page 391.
Sir Joseph a.ssurid me that he was very sorry, but that what a Committee xvould recommend in
my favour he would do his utmost to carry out. Dr. Findlay, in the Council, in reply to a
notice of motion by the Hon. Mr. McCardle, while admitting that it xvas open to me to petition
Parliament (see Hansard for 1908, pages 279-80), contended, inter alia, that it was an exceed-
ingly unwise precedent for Parliament to step in in the xvay suggested and interfere after the
highest Court in the country had decided the legal rights of the parties, &c. He wished honourable
members to share with him the view that they should not encourage this kind of recourse to Parlia-
ment. He, hoxvever, xvent so far as to admit that xvhere rights had been defeated in some wholly un-
expected or unfair xvay they had some precedent for such recourse. Noxv, gentlemen, this is exactly
my case out of the mouth of the Minister for Justice himself. But he wound up that it was uncon-
stitutional to come to Parliament and ask it to interfere in such a case as this. For that reason
he thought Mr. McCardle's motion should not be passed. Now. will it be believed that when Dr.
Findlay-"made this speech his business firm were the solicitors for Herrman Lewis in this Mokau
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transaction lAt a later dat.—Hansard for 1910, page 597—Dr. Findlay professes to know nothingof the case or the business that goes on in his firm's office; that he' has no interest, direct or
indirect, in xvhat transpires there; yet he was a co-mortgagee of the property at the time, andif we turn back to what he said in reply to Mr. McCardle in 1908 it is clear that he knew all about
it. Be says, "It would take the Hon. Mr. McCardle himself, or any one else, more than a whole
afternoon to even outline the history of this matter, and if it were outlined it would then be seen
that Mr. Jones's claim was not as clear and plain as the Hon. Mr. McCardle thought it to be.
Personally he was opposed to Parliament interfering in cases of this kind." It xvill be noted
that in his speech here, and in 1910, amounting to some four or five columns, he is purely the
advocate, virtually, in breach of the Standing Orders, of his firm's client. Berrman Lewis:' and
not only this, but in defiance of his chief, who, as doubtless he was well aware, had recommended
me to appeal to Parliament. A petition had been presented by me to the Council -the House
being too pressed with work—praying I'm inquiry. The Committee were. I was informed, unani-
mous in recommending the Government to set up inquiry by Royal Commission or other com-
petent tribunal, and in the meantime to at once take steps to protect the property from further
dealings. This passed the Council without discussion. On the 7th October, 1908—the day the
Committee reported—l instructed Mr. Treadwell to see the Attorney-General and get him to set
up the inquiry at once. 1 should say that the Committee would have completed the inquiry, but
Parliament was about separating for the general elections so they told me. Mr. Treadwell saw
Dr. Findlay and informed me that he had refused the inquiry for the reason that other Com-
missions that had been set up had not reported as the Government expected, and this one, if
appointed, might act likewise. He did not say a word about the Meikle case, as stated by
Dalziell, at their interview. But he put forward terms on behalf of Berrman Lexvis—very onerous
terms—and told him to go to Dalziell and get the terms put into proper form on paper, and both
were to go and see him (Dr. Findlay) when this was done. This took three or four days, and
when it was done I know that Mr. Treadwell and Mr. Dalziell went to see Dr. Findlay together.
I saw them going. This is my version of how the matter came off, and not as Dalziell put it in
his evidence. It took me by surprise when Mr. Treadwell returned to me on the 7th, after seeing
Dr. Findlay, and stated that the firm of Findlay and Dalziell xvere the solicitors for Berrman
Lewis in the business, and so xvas Mr. Treadwell surprised. But it came back to my memory
that Lewis had informed me that he had engaged this firm beforehand for this special case in the
belief that Dr. Findlay could create a good title. To go back to the inquiry before the Council
Committee in September, 1908: Lewis gave evidence. In reply to the Charinian (Mr. Jenkinson),
he said that he had paid no money on the purchase for the reason that he had no good title; that
he or some one else would pay when he dill get a title. This evidence is not now in the depo-
sitions, although I was careful to note the shorthand-writer take it down tit the time. Mr. Stoxve
informed me a few months ago that he could not account for this. He had made inquiries and
found that it was a shorthand-writer in the Mines Department xvho took the evidence, but the
notebook was not now available. 1 was not surprised at this. Dr. Findlay could not and did
not set up the inquiry. I am satisfied, however, that if he had brought the matter before Cabinet
the inquiry would have taken place. I base this reliance on the assurance of Sir Joseph Ward a
few weeks previously. T think Mr. Treadwell did not like to go behind Dr. Findlay to Sir Joseph
to press for the inquiry. The terms were so onerous and in any ease uncertain that nothing came
of them. I also maintained that, according to the English Court order. I ought to be able to
recover the property. About the beginning of Xovember, 1908, 1 met the Hon. Mr. Bigg, who
had presented my petition, and showed him the terms that Dr. Findlay- had demanded from Mr.
Treadxvell. He went with me upstairs and asked Mr. Treadxvell if these xvere really the terms
demanded by Dr. Findlay or his firm. Mr. Treadwell replied. Yes, they were. Mr. Rigg was
astonished, and wrote to the Premier on the subject. On the sth November Mr. Dalziell called
on Mr. Treadwell and informed him that, as Mr. Rigg had written to the Premier, the Attorney-
General had decided to send the matter to the Stout Commission—as Mr. Treadwell understood,
to my damage. On the 6th Mr. Treadwell informed me of this, and on the 7th T xvrote him a
letter on the subject, xvhich letter I produced before the Committee of T9lO, and asked the Chair-
man to have it printed* with the other documents; but he carefully omitted to do so, as he did
with respect to another important paper. I now produce a copy of this letter, and xvill put it
in. I am satisliod. notwithstanding the date, &c, that Dalziell affixes to some letter or other,
that the Stout-Palmer inquiry; was the outcome of the threat that Mr. Dalziell conveyed from Dr.
Findlay to Mr. Treadxvell The Stout-Ngata Commission had completed its xvork and became
disbanded, and a new Commission was issued to Sir Robert Stout and Mr. Jackson Palmer on
the 23rd January, 1909. who reported on the 4th March. The Mokau case xvas the only one
inquired into by this Commission, with a fexv makeweight cases of Registrar's duty to give a
colour of legitimacy to the Commission, xvhich I maintain had no authority to inquire into these
lands for any purpose xvhatever, they being, for all purposes, under the jurisdiction of the Xative
I.em! ami Supreme Courts. Even Mr. Dalziell, Dr. Findlay's partner, has appeared before this
Committee and stated the belief that the Commission had no legal standing to inquire into the
Mokau case; and Sir J. Carroll, with Mr. Herries. quotes other opinions that this Stout-Palmer
Commission had no legal authority in the premises. The so-called inquiry xvas held unknown to
me. I did not know of it until some weeks after it was over, when I at once wrote to Sir Joseph
Ward remonstrating, but got no satisfaction. It surely must be a matter of great pride to the
Chief Justice, the Native Land Court Chief Judge, and the Minister of Justice of the Dominion
to prompt these Natives to repudiate an agreement made with one who had befriended their
ancestors and never got a penny out of them—to prompt them to repudiate the agreement; for
neeuniarv gain to some persons. Tt has been proved before this Commission that some £56,000
was netted before an acre has been sold, and according to Lewis, who never put a penny into the
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property—he had not it to put in—some £71,000 passed through Findlay- and Dalziell's hands.
Another feature of the case comes in here. Dr. Findlay denies blankly that he ever blocked the
inquiry recommended by the Legislative Council Committee of 1908 (Hansard for 1910, page 598,
and Report of the A to L Petitions Committee for 1910, page 16), xvhereas Mr. Treadwell's letter
o'' the 29th October, 1908, written immediately after the Committee reported and the refusal byDr. Findlay, states (A to L Committee's Report, page 19), "The writer several times saw the
Attorney-General xvith reference to the matter, and a perfectly plain intimation was given to
him by Dr. Findlay that the Covernment xvould not appoint a Commission to deal xvith or investi-
gate the petition." If Mr. Treadwell is to be believed, here is clear evidence that Dr. Findlay
blocked the inquiry. At this time Mr. Treadwell had no reason for stating xvhat xvas not true.
In another place (Hansard, 1910, page 598), and in London Truth (7th June, 1911, page 1191—
letter of Paines and Co.), Dr. Findlay states that he supported the motion for' setting up the
Commission, but the Solicitor-General advised that no Commission could be set up in the face
of the Ohinemuri decision. Now, my contention is that Dr. Findlay- refused the inquiry on the
7th October, 1908, and the Ohinemuri decision had not been given until May, 1909. But this
decision had no bearing on the Mokau case. The laxv xvas the same when the Commission of 1888
sat on this case as in May, 1909. Irrespective of all this, however, if the Government had desired
to have an open inquiry, the Premier could have obtained poxver, if necessary, as was pointed
out in the House by honourable members on the 15th November, 1910. These points are only
quoted to show that it was after an offer had reached me from London by cable in April, 1910—
an offer to purchase the property—that Dr. Findlay voted for the inquiry, if he did at all—
when the Government knexv of the offer, when Sir Joseph Ward and the Hon. Mr. Carroll agreed
xvith me respecting the purchase, as I stated before the Committee some xveeks ago; and I believe
that Dr. Findlay xvas the stumbling-block to the deal being carried out. It is very remarkable
that the cable arrived in Wellington on the 11th April, 1910, and the Government (Sir Joseph
Ward) knew of it on the 22nd and agreed to purchase, and Mr. Carroll a few days later. If
you xvill refer to the Land Transfer Register xvhich is before you you will note that the mort-
gages of Findlay and Dalziell and T. G. Macarthy xvere effected on the 2nd May. This may have
been a coincidence, but I am inclined to the belief that it was the act of Dr. Findlay, consequent
upon the London cable offering to purchase, to rush the mortgages of his firm and T. G. Macarthy.
It xvas doubtless worked by Orr. I believe it xvas to block the Government purchase that he
(Finday) voted for the Royal Commission, which xvould create delay, and enable the deal to be
effected by Dr. Findlay's side, as has been done. You will note from the papers of the 13th May
that a Commission to inquire into Mokau lands had been decided on, and the negotiations bx-
Dr. Findlay's client (Lewis) were in operation then. I think I have just cause of complaint as
to the treatment I received over the Order in Council affair. The Ato L Committee recommended
that in any mutual understanding regarding the dealings with these lands my claims to equitable
consideration should be clearly defined, thus showing that the Committee considered I had claims.
Well, the mutual understanding must have been arrived at when it was decided to issue the Order
in Council. I had written to the Native Minister and to the President of the Maori Land Board
in 1910, and to the Hon. Mr. Carroll as recently as the 11th March, 1911, requesting information
of any intended dealings xvith these lands, and pointing out that no Gazettt or official papers
ever reached me or my neighbourhood; but no reply came. On the 11th March. 1911, I wrote,
and registered on the 15th, at Awakino, a letter to the President of the Maori Land Board, xvhich
he should have received on the 17th. I did not receive a reply until after the whole transaction
had been completed, xvhen I received a letter from Mr. Bowler, dated the 25th, stating that the
business had been completed on the previous day. This looked to me to be a trick. When Par-
liament closed on the 3rd December 1 endeavoured to see the Prime Minister, but without success.
On the Bth, however, as he was leaving for Rotorua, he shook hands xvith me, expressed
regret that he had not been able to see me, and requested that T should come and see
him on his return from Rotorua, and he would certainly fix me up; but he never
mentioned that he had, with Dr. Findlay and Mr. Carroll, agreed on the sth that the
Order in Council should be issued. On his return I came to Wellington, but could not see him.
He made appointments, but* did not keep them. On the 25th January, 1911, I informed his
secretary that I could not understand such treatment. He xx-ent in to the Premier, and returned
saving that the Premier xvould see me. I saw the Premier, and put a Tetter of that date in his
hands, informing him, among other things, that T xvould prefer he would not make appointments
unless he kept them. He informed me that he could not buy the freehold as he had undertaken
to do and deal xvith me as per Mr. Treadwell's letter of 22nd June (Mr. Treadwell had informed
me that he had refused to do so because I had spoken to an Opposition member xvho had brought
the matter before the House); neither could he set up an inquiry as recommended by the Com-
mittee of 1908, because the Solicitor-General had advised him that he could not legally- do either.
I expressed the belief that the Solicitor-General had advised him wrongly and in the interests of
Dr. Findlay, to xx-hom he owed his appointment, and I requested Sir Joseph to obtain independent
opinion on both points from counsel outside the Government. He replied that he xvould not do
so—that he xx-ould only act on Mr. Salmond's advice. He did not inform me that he had assented
to the Order in Council. In February Mr. Okey wrote to Sir Joseph urging him. for the credit
of the Dominion, both here and in England, to settle this matter. The reply received by Mr.
Okey was signed by the private secretary, Mr. Crocott ; it was dated the 6th March—three days
after the Premier and Dr. Findlay had left the Dominion—and stated that the Premier had sent
the matter to the Acting-Premier to deal with. A strange part of the matter is that Mr. Okey
did not receive the letter until the 17th, althouuh lie ought to have received it on the 7th. He
received it txvo days after the Governor had signed the Order in Council. I am of the belief
that there was some trickery about these letters. The Order in Council appears to hax-e been
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studiously kept from Mr. Okey and myself. Had Mr. Okey received his letter on the 7th there
would have been time for me to move the Governor to withhold his signature from the Order in
Council until Parliament had considered the matter. Mr. Okey should be asked to produce this
letter. He marked the date of receipt on it. Had I known in time before the 22nd March that
the Order had been issued and was being made use of, I might have taken some action to prevent
the deal being carried out. I was much in Wellington after the Order was sanctioned, but Mr.
Carroll never said a word to me about it. I have no doubt that the whole thing was a plot. It
is all very well for the Native Minister and another honourable gentleman to say in this room
that lawyers and others have stated the report of the Stout-Palmer Commission to be of no value.
It has been of value for evil. I have maintained all along that it was a very unrighteous pro-
duction. It is on record that on the 25th October, 1909, accompanied by two members of Parlia-
ment, I requested the Premier to remove this document from the table of the House and set up
an impartial open inquiry. I did not mean an inquiry by the Attorney-General's ex-partner.
The Premier raised some doubt about the power to remove the report of a Koyal Commission
from the talle, but said he would inquire. I knew otherwise, and pointed out to the Premier
that the responsibility lay in allowing the paper to go on the table. I did not believe there was
any such difficulty. So I laid the matter before Mr. Speaker, who replied that there were prece-
dents for such removal, and that the Premier had only to ask leave of the Chair for removal of
the paper. Ido not believe the Premier took any steps in the matter, and this scandalous pro-
duction is bound up in the blue-books as a mark against myself and my children. I have never
been able to get this open inquiry. Why? I ask. It cannot surely be on the ground of economy.
These Parliamentary Commissions cost far more than open inquiry. Although the Press are
admitted at this Committee, the people of the Dominion will never realize what has been done
while I am limited to the scope of what is required to be said here—not to what I wish and have
a right to say. Parliament was deluded last session into placing in a Bill two sections originated
by the Attorney-General in the Council for the suggested protection of the Premier against a
certain pamphlet, the contents of which everybody knew all about. It never dawned upon Par-
liament that there was a Native-land transaction in which the author of the sections was interested
that required to be hushed up.

7. Mr. Greenslade.] I do not think this is fair. Have you evidence of that, Mr. Jones?—
Parliament passed these two clauses of the Bill under the impression that it was to subdue the
Black pamphlet.

8. It is not fair to bring that in before this Committee. It has nothing to do with the case,
as far as I can see'/—My object is to show that Dr. Findlay wanted to conceal this transaction.
He has a mortgage over this property.

Hon. Mr. Ngata: Mr. Jones is repeating a good deal of what he said before the A to I.
Committee.

Mr. Greenslade: It does not help you at ail, Mr. Jones.
Witness: My object was to show the reason for their so treating me. 1 have never heard of

a man in these colonies being treated in the way I have been. If you like I will strike that refer-
ence out.

The Chairman: Go right on, Mr. Jones.
Witness: If the Committee orders it to be erased I will not object.
The Chairman: I will ask the Committee to permit all that has been said to be taken down.
Witness: Very well. Dr. Findlay maintained that he had no interest, direct or indirect,

in this matter or in the business of Findlay and Dalziell; yet he was a co-mortgagee on the
Register ovei portion of this property, and draws an income annually from the business of his
firm. The Committee has only to look at the large sums that have passed through the firm's books
over this Mokau business to judge what interest he has. The Chairman intimated that the Stout-
Palmer report had been " ruled out" as having no bearing on this case; yet all that has been
done has been based on that report. I ask the Committee, for my sake, to rule it in again. That
report is the only authority, for claiming the leases to have been improperly obtained, and, for
other reasons, void or voidable. No Court of law has said s<>; and the Court that said that 1 had no
interest—contrary, remember, to what the English Court ruled—refused me the right to try the
action or leave to appeal to the Privy Council. The English Court had the New Zealand law
before it, and I was represented by a New Zealand barrister. Coming hack to the Order in
Council, when that was obtained the Government could have protected me by withholding it until
the other side had arranged with me, or the Government could have proclaimed the land as Crown
property. Even at this stage there is a way of redressing me without injustice to any one, but
it would be useless, I consider, to suggest any remedy to a Government where at least one of its
members is interested. The Government actually played into Lewis's hands by holding over the
Order in Council from the sth December until the 15th March to enable Lewis to hawk round for
the money. Respecting the item £25,000 paid to Macarthy, this was only a medium of Flower's
executors -Travels, Campbell—defrauding me. They are doubtless in the swim. Macarthy had
ample security for Lewis's debt to him without Mokau, and the Land Transfer Register of Feb-
ruary-March, 1911, shows that these securities were transferred to the Hawke's Bay men. That
was what the £25,000 was for. The only £25,000 that was paid was to the Native owners. The
£25,000 that has been spoken of so much as having been paid to Macarthy by Findlay's firm, they
got value for it. The Chairman went so far, the day before yesterday, as to say that with respect
to the Stout-Palmer Commission I might have a little indulgence. Now, all I ask upon this head
is that you will be kind enough to listen to me about the terms, and these are very important.
But before I go on to that there is a point I wish to mention. The question arose the other day
about the survey, and I spoke to Sir James Carroll and Mr. Herries. I said fhere was an under-
standing betwixt myself and the Government that the Government should pay for the survey. In
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Hansard for 1888, page 52!)—1 have it here—Sir Frederick Whitaker laid it down—this was on
the last day of the session of 1888—that the Government had agreed and undertaken io do the
survey free of cost. But here is another point—l drew the attention of Sir Frederick Whitaker
to it: my title was then interrupted by Chief Judge Maedonald of the Native Land Court. He
was an upright man, but he made a mistake. Sir Frederick Whitaker said that Judge Macdonald
was wrong. Judge Macdonald, in a telegram dated the Ist July, 1887, said that " Signatures
to Jones's lease after Ist day of January last would be illegal. : Well, this came down from the
year 1215. Here is the mistake made by Judge Macdonald : Sir Robert Stout and Mr. Jackson
Palmer have said a lot about the statutes—that 1 did this and I did that outside of this statute
and that statute; but it is a very simple rule of law that where an Act of Parliament has dealt
with one particular case, making arrangements with regard to it, any law subsequently passed
in general terms does not repeal that Act unless it is specially repealed by the general Act. There-
fore there was a misapprehension in the mind of Judge Macdonald. The provision I refer to of
1215 was not an Act of Parliament, but is signed " John, Rex." Now, as I have been slandered
so much, I am sure you will wish to hear from me concerning the statements that the terms were
inadequate, and that I obtained the leases fraudulently, and all that rubbish talked by Sir Robert
Stout. It is a very improper thing that he should have been allowed to say so in my absence.
When I began the negotiations for the leases a Land Court had never sat in the King-country.
Here is clear evidence of it—the Restriction Act, covering about fourteen million acres. There
was a block of land at Mokau of 40,000 acres. Ihe Mokau Township is not built on it. It
had been purchased by Judge Rogan before the Waitara War; but the Government could not
touch it. It was paid for, and he purchased the freehold at 3d. an acre. [Map produced showing
land.] Wlien this land of mine went through the Court there had not been any negotiations in
the King-country at all. This was the very first Native Land Court that went there. It was in
June, 1882. The land went through the Court on a sketch-plan. There had been no survey,
but you could not go wrong. There was a river on both sides, the sea at the front, and a line
drawn due north and south at the back. Now, Sir Robert Stout, speaking of the lease of If,
says. " There does not seem to have been any agreement in writing made with the Natives and
Joshua Jones for the lease, except for the purpose described in the lease of 1882.' Now, this If
is exactly half the block, as nearly as cm be, as it contains some 28,500 acres. Before Igo further
I will ask the Committee to remember that when this land passed through the Court on a sketch-
plan there were no lands reserved in the block, except two small burial-grounds. The Natives
did not want reserves. I have the map here.

9. Mr. Greenslade.] Is Mr. Jones going to put these plans in?—They are in the Stout-Palmer
report, of which I have a copy here. As 1 say, Sir Robert Stout says, " There does not seem to
have been any agreement in writing with Mr Jones and the Natives." His object in saying that
was to show that these pieces at the back—Ig, Ij, and Ih—were invalidly acquired. But the
Government Proclamation takes in the whole lot—the Proclamation that he says lie knows nothing
at all about. Here it is: "may, by notice in the Gazette, declare that a parcel of land bounded
on the north by the Mokau River, on the south by the Mohakatino River, on the west by the sea,
and on the eastward by a line drawn from the mineral spring at Totoro, on the Mokau River,
due south to the Mohakatino River, shall be and he deemed to have been excluded from the schedule
to the Native Lands Alienation Restriction Act, 188i." That meant the whole of the blocks,
because this land [indicated on plan] had been accidentally included in the Restriction Act.

10. How had it been accidentally included,?—Parliament shut up the whole of the King-
country by a special Act. As Sir Frederick Whitaker said, it was intended to shut up the whole
of the "King-country with one exception. That exception was my land, but it was accidentally
included. The Government, however, rectified the mistake. Now. this Proclamation—l have it
here—is signed "J. Ballance." Mr. Ballance was the Native Minister of the day. It was his
place to sign it. Mr. Ballance was up in Wanganui at the time, and L was ushered into the
presence of another gentleman, who now professes ignorance of all of it. He went into it; he
saw this plan; he saw {"he original lease of 187i>; lie had it all put in front of him, and knew
the whole of the terms and conditions. " Oh, yes, Mr. Jones; that is all right; yes." Sir Robert
Stout; he is the man who now knows nothing about it. He signed the document in the absence
of Mr. Ballance. That is why I wanted you to understand thai tin' Proclamation does not show
the real position. It was Sir Robert Stout signed it for Mr. Ballance, although Mr. Ballance's
signature was put to it. That, sir, is one of fifty things in tliis report which I asked the Prime
Minister to remove from the table. That Proclamation, as 1 say, was signed by Sir Robert Stout
himself, who now says there was no agreement; yet he had had the original lease in his hand. I
produced it before 'the Legislative Council Committee of 1908. Now. what you will want to
know is why the lire limiting the lease should be drawn from Totoro down to Mangapohue. There
was an old chief there, and he said, " There is a big rapid up there; the sea-water never goes
over it." The old man wns under the impression that the sea-water injured his eels, and he said,
"If the pakeha removes that rapid "—there are two big seams of coal there—" I will lose all
my eels. When you are ready you can go up to Totoro with your line." So the line was brought
down there [indicated on map]. Consequently the boundary of the lease became altered to Manga-
pohue to suit the old man with his eels. The Natives who signed the lease here [indicated] had
ownerships there [indicated]. Some did not sign, and Sir Robert Stout says that that makes the
lease invalid. Nothing of the sort. A Judge was sent up afterwards and rectified and validated
all this and made subdivisions. Judge O'Brien came and did everything straightforwardly, and
there had never been any trouble about it, until it was created by this abortion. It has been neces-
sary to make these explanations with respect to the leases and subdivisions, inasmuch as the Stout-
Palmer report said so-and-so. Now, witli respect to the conditions in the lease of If, I say that
the flat rental was fixed at a low sum—£25—in consideration of all the expenses I had been put



JOSHUA JONES. 147 I.—Ba.
to at the several meetings of the Natives with the Government in 'laianaki and the Waikato,
which were as much for their benefit as mine; and the expenses of the Land Court which eat at
Waitara in 1882. Any one experienced in Native dealings in those days knows what a Land
Court was. It was no small item. As to finding the capital to effect the surveys, the Governmentundertook in 1579 to do these without cost to the Natives or myself. I have Mr. Sheehan's letter
to me of April, 187!), and Mr. Carrington's letter of 1885, and will put them in. Mr. Sheehan
in his letter said that the Government would do all in their power to assist me to acquire this
land and do the surveys, in consideration of my having opened up that country, while Mr. Car-rington's note of LBBS is to the effect that if I opened up that country I deserved' all the assistancethe Government could give me. In addition to getting money from Adelaide, which I mentioned
when I gave evidence before, there were some gentlemen in Auckland who chartered a steamer
called the " Douglas " and came down to Mokau, and they were prepared to go into the venture.
There is a gentleman here in Wellington named O'Sullivan, and he was one of the party. His
father had money, and they were going to put money into it. But when they got down to' Mokau
they found that the Natives had been throwing the coal into the river, and there was a dispute
about tlu and one thing and another, and consequently thej did not go into the venture.
But the great difficulty was with regard to the surveys. The Government stopped the surveys.

11. Hon. Mr. Ngata.~\ You brought all this before the Commission of 1888, did you not, and
the Government introduced legislation upon the report of thai Commission? Yon are quoting1879 there, are you not?—Yes.

Hon. Mr. Ngata: Yon are going too far back for the Committee.
II itness: But here is the point : you have all acted upon the report of this Stout Commission.
Mr. Herries: No.
Witness: But I have been damned by it. The Order in Council has been issued on account

of this report, which says that my leases are invalid and voidable. Sir Robert Stout says that
I broke my tonus with the Natives. I will show you that the Natives came to me afterwards, and
we made terms that were approved by the Trust Commissioner. This Stout-Palmer report is held
up in front of me as though I had been acting wrongly or improperly: and the Commission
reported behind my back. 1 will just show you what terms were come to. After all this bother
the head chief came to me, with Mr. Dalton, a licensed interpreter, in March, 1887, and said he
was sorry that his people had thrown the coal into the river and broken the fences, but it would
not occur again; and lie wanted other terms in lieu of the company business. 1 proposed to him
that in addition to the £25 for rental I should give him and his people £100—that is, £125—for
the front lease for half of the term, and £250 for the last half of the term; and for the back
half of the property, £100 for the first half of the term, and £200 for the next half; and I would
pay all rates and taxes to be levied on both blocks. I have a document from Wetere to Trust
Commissioner Wilson, who refused to pass the lease in the absence of a survey and approved
plan; but the document was produced to Trust Commissioner Seth Smith, when he passed the
lease of If. It will be seen that there was no misapprehension in the mind of either the Trust
Commissioner or the Natives in the matter. Mr. Seth Smith stilted that he would pass the deed
of lease, and if the Natives chose to propose and accept another equivalent in payment, under
the circumstances of the past, as they appeared to be doing, there was no violation to justify a
penalty, and the lease would hold good. With regard to the other leases (excepting c, which was
not dealt with), there were no conditions beyond payment of rent, rates, and taxes. Judge
O'Brien understood the position entirely when he made the partitions and as Trust Commissioner
certified to many of the alienations. That the Natives understood the matter may be safely
inferred by the agreement betwixt myself and Wetere te Eterenga, dated January, 1887. li>
those days, of course, Wetere would have his men round him. and would generally speak for
them, as was the custom. I submit that the rental at the time, considering what 1 had expended
and the time I had waited previously without any return whatever in connection with this trans-
action—as was necessary in those days, and doubly so in this case—was considered by all parlies
having knowledge of the circumstances to be a very fair one. It was well known that the country
had been tabooed for years, and on one else would go in there. If there is any question the
Committee wish to ask me, I shall be only too glad to answer it. I want to make it as clear as
I can that there has been no improper conduct on my part. As for Sir Robert Stout, I shall deal
with him: he can take that from me. I have here the report of the Commission of 1888. They
say, " Considering the exceptional nature and circumstances of the case, the said Joshua Jones
is, in our opinion, entitled to any assistance which the Legislature can accord, having regard to
the just rights and interests of the Natives. Nor has there been any such dilatorinese on the
part of the said Joshua Jones in prosecuting his negotiations as to disentitle him, and those
claiming through him, to such assistance. But on account of the difficulty of the case, we con-
sider that any suggestion as to the specific form which such assistance should take must proceed
from Mr. Jones himself or his legal advisers. . . . The said Joshua Jones has undoubtedly
sustained serious loss and injury through inability to make good his title, but we are unable to
form any pecuniary estimate thereof." I did not ask for compensation or anything. [Witnesß
handed in several documents referred to in his evidence.] Before I go, Mr. Chairman, if there
is anything objectionable that T have said which you think is going to do any harm to anybody,
strike it out.
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Thursday. 12th October, 1911.
William b'BRGUSON Masset, M.P.. recalled. (No. 25.)

The Chairman: The Committee have decided, Mr. Massey, in connection with a paragraph
that has been placed before the Committee by Sir James Carroll, that you should be asked to give
any evidence regarding it, or to say whether the statement is correct. Sir James Carroll has the
paragraph before him.

1. Hon. Sir J. Carrol/.] I have asked the Committee, before we complete the Mokau case, to
allow me to ask you one question, which you can answer or not as you like, but I think it only
fair, so far as the Government is concerned, that you should be asked it. It is with regard to a
statement you made when dealing with the Mokau case in your address at Levin, giving a special
significance to the creation of a clause which was inserted in the Xative Land Act. This is what
you are reported to have said : " What lifts been sold was the right to exploit settlers, and was
done by virtue of a wretched little provision which had been slipped into the Land Act to permit
the issue of an Order in Council." Of course, that directly charges the Government with having
specially designed a clause in connection with the Mokau Block. That is the question I now
put to you?—l did not say so. You will probably recollect, 1 think, that when the head of
the Department was being examined I asked the question, " Was the clause inserted to Meet this
case? " and his reply was in the negative. I think it was the head of the Department T asked.
Anyway, I asked the question while the evidence was being taken.

2. I thought it only right to all concerned that you should be asked this question, because you
yourself see there is a direct accusation of the Government?—Oh, no. I got my answer when the
evidence was being taken, and I did not want to leave that impression. At the same time, I think
it is a power that should not be there in that form.

3. Iliat is a different thing : that is your opinion?—Yes, that is my opinion. Probably when
the Bill was going through Committee I would not have noticed it, because, as you know, we are
in the habit of leaving Bills dealing with Native matters to the Native Affairs Committee.
Unfortunately, I was away most of the time while this Bill was being dealt with. It was not
noticed in the Upper House either.
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APPENDIX.

No. LIST OF EXHIBITS.
1. Letter, Stafford and Treadwell to Right Hon. Sir Joseph Ward, dated 22nd June, 1910.
2. Letter, Joshua Jones to President, Waikato-Maniapoto J.and Hoard, dated 11th March, 1911;

and reply dated 25th March, 1911.
.1. Letter, Stafford and Treadwell to Joshua Jones (29th October, 1908).
4. (.'able, John Carr and Allison Smith to Joshua Jones (10th April, 1910).
5. Newspaper cutting, judgment of Mr. Justice Parker in Jones v. Flowers Executors (Ist Novem-

ber, 1910).
G. Extracts from reporte re limestone, chalk, sand, and petroleum.
7. Copy of report of Ato L Committee re petition of Joshua Jones and evidence given. (Appen-

dix, 1910. 1.-la.)
c<. Copy i>l Journals ,md Appendix of Legislative Council showing report (on page 141) of Com-

mittee re petition of Joshua Jones (7th October, 1908).
9. Letter to Bell, Gully, Bell, and Myers from Tβ Oro Watihi and Tatana te Awaroa (29th

Jar.vary, 1911).'
10. Letter, Bell, Gully, Bell, and Myers to President, Waikato-Maniapoto Maori Land Board (13th

January, 1911).
11. Letter, E. H. Hardy to H. D. Bell (22nd July, 1911).
12. Telegram, Hardy to Bell (20th February, 1911).
13. Opinion of H. D. Bell.
1-4. Applications by Chapman, Skerrett, Wylie, and Tripp to Waikato-Maniapoto Maori Land

Board (L9th December, 1910).
15. Letter, T. W. Fisher to President, Waikato-Maniapoto Maori Land Board (20th December,

1910).
16. Minutes of first meeting of assembled owners (6th January, 1911).
17. Minutes ni second meeting (if assembled owners (10th March, 1911).
18. Minutos of third meeting of assembled owners (22nd March, 1911).
19. Agreement re deduction of 10 per cent, from purchase-money.
20. Minutes of .Natives' meetings re costs, &C.
■1 i, 22. Same, as Exhibit No. 2.
23. Telegram, T. W. Fisher to Bowler (28th March, 1911).
24. Telegram, T. W. Fisher to Bowler (24th March, 1911).
2">. Letter, President, Waikato-Maniapoto Land Board, to Under-Secretary, Native Department

(lfth January, 1011).
2(1. List of proxies.
27. Certified copies of two meetings of Waikato-Maniapoto Maori Land Board.
28. Letter, T. W. Fisher to President, Waikato-Maniapoto Land Board (26th April, 1911).
29. Agreements between Waikato-Maniapoto Maori Land Board and Herrman Lewis.
30. Date on which Herrman Lewis paid purchase-money.
31. H. D. Bell's account.
32. Telegrams (twelve), Hardy to Bell, Bell to Hardy, Hardy to Tuiti Macdonald (6th, 7th, and

Bth March, 1911).
33. Memorandum of agreement between Thomas Mason Chambers (of the one part), J. A. Fraser

(second part), and J. M. Johnston and David White (third part).
34. T. M. Chambe'rs's accruint with Mokau Coal and Estates Company (Limited), dated 13th June,

1911.
35. Memorandum of association of the Mokau Coal and Estates Company (Limited).
36. List of shareholders in the Mokau Coal and Estates Company (Limited).
■i7. Copies of transfers, mortgages, and caveat, forwarded by Assistant Land Registrar, New

Plymouth.
38. Copy of registers, forwarded by Assistant Land Registrar. New Plymouth.
39. List of names of owners of Mokau-Mohakatino Blocks.
40. Letter, P. S. McLean to F. G. Dalziell (22nd September, 1908).
41. Letter, F. G. Dalziell to Native Minister (25th September, 1908).
42. Letter, Findlay, Dalziell, and Co. to Travers, Campbell, and Peacock (17th December, 1908).
13. Letter, Findlay, Dalziell, and Co. to Carlile, McLean, and Wood (14th July, 1909).
44. Letter, Stafford and Treadwell to F. G. Dalziell (18th December, 1909).
45. Letter, F. G. Dalziell to the Right Hon. Sir Joseph Ward (25th January, 1910).
46. Letter, Findlay, Dalziell, and Co. to Travers, Campbell, and Peacock (Ist February, 1910).
47. Letter, F. G. Dalziell to P. S. McLean (21st June, 1910).
48. Letter, F. G. Dalziell to Right Hon. Sir Joseph Ward (29th July, 1910).
49. Telegrams (thirteen), Dalziell to Bowler, Bowler to Dalziell, Dalziell to Grace, and Grace to

Dalziell.
50. Declaration of trust and indemnity—W. H. Bowler, first part; Herrman Lewie, second part;

the Mokau Coal and Estates Company (Limited), third part.
51. Letter, H. D. Bell to A. W. Blair (15th September, 1911).
52. Letter, A. W. Blair to H. D. Bell (15th September, 1911).
53. Letter, W. C. Kensington to Minister of Lands (10th July, 1907).
54. Extract from Hansard (17th July, 1907).
55. Letter, Minister of Lands to W. T. Jennings, M.P. (10th August, 1907).
56. Letter, H. Kemp-Welch to Minister of Lands (22nd August, 1907).
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No.
57. Letter, Minister of Lands to H. Kemp-Welch (23rd August, 1907).
58. Letter, Minister of Lands to H. Kemp-Welch (3rd September, 1907).
59. Letter, H. Kemp-Welch to Minister of Lands (3rd September, 1907).
60. Letter, Minister of Lands to H. Kemp-Welch (3rd September, 1907).
61. Letter, A. R. Hislop to Right Hon. Sir J. G. Ward (14th May, 1908).
62. Letter, Right Hon. Sir J. G. Ward to A. R. Hislop (about 3rd June, 1908).
63. Letter, H. Okey to Right Hon. Sir J. G. Ward (3rd April, 1909).
64. Letter, Right Hon. Sir J. G. Ward to H. Okey, M.P. (16th April, 1909).
65. Letter, Minister of Lands to H. Okey (sth May, 1909).
66. Letter, Cabinet minute (28th January, 1910)."
67. Letter, W. C. Kensington to Commissioner of Crown Lands, New Plymouth (29th January,

1910).
68. Letter, W. C. Kensington to Commissioner of Crown Lands, New Plymouth (7th February

1910).
69. Letter, Commissioner of Crown Lands, New Plymouth, to Under-Secretary for Lands (12th

May, 1910).
70. Report, E. Tolme, Crown Lands Ranger, to Commissioner of Crown Lands, New Plymouth

(7th March, 1910).
71. Report, H. T. Twiss, Crown Lands Ranger, to Commissioner of Crown Lands, New Plymouth

(Bth March, 1910).
72. Plan of Clifton County.
73. Plan of Clifton County.
74. Plan of Clifton County.
75. Letter, W. C. Kensington to Minister of Lands (23rd March, 1910).
76. Particulars of values, signed by W. C. Kensington (23rd March, 1910).
77. Cabii.et minute (28th March, 1910).
78. Letter, W. C. Kensington to Solicitor-General (4th April, 1910).
79. Memo, as to legislative powers, signed " W. C. Kensington."
80. Letter, Solicitor-General to Under-Seen tary for Lands (sth April, 1910).
81. Letter, W. C. Kensington to Prime Minister (7th April, 1910).
82. Letter, Prime Minister to Attorney-General (13th May, 1910).
83. Letter, Solicitor-General to Prime Minister (4th June, 1910).
84. Letter, H. Okey to Prime Minister (sth July, 1910).
85. Letter, W. C. Kensington to Minister of Lands (29th July, 1910).
86. Letter, Minister of Lands to H. J. H. Okey, M.P. (sth September, 1910).
87. Letter, W. H. Skinner to Under-Secretary for Lands (24th August, 1911).
88. Letter, H. M. Skeet to Under-Secretary for Lands (25th August, 1911).
89. Plan of Mokau-Mohakatino and surrounding blocks.
90. Plan of Clifton County.
91. Letter, H. M. Skeet to Under-Secretary for Lands (August, 1911).
92. Particulars of survej' liens from Department of Lands (6th September, 1911).
93. Letter enclosing lithograph, Under-Secretary for Lands to Chairman, Native Affairs Com-

mittee (21st September, 1911).
93a. Plan of railway routes.
94. Letter, Under-Secretary Native Department to Native Minister (7th April, 1911).
95. Same as Exhibit No. 28.
96. Letter, Under-Secretary Native Department to Native Minister (27th April, 1911).
97. Letter, Under-Secretary for Lands to Chairman, Native Affairs Committee (22nd September, 1911).
98. Letter, Under-Secretary for Lands to Chairman, Native Affairs Committee (26th September, 1911).
99. Letter, Chairman Native Affairs Committee to Joshua Jones (18th August, 1911).

100. Letter, Joshua Jones to Chairman, Native Affairs Committee (21st August, 1911).
101. Letter, Joshua Jones to Chairman, Native Affairs Committee (26th August, 1911).
102. Letter, Clerk, Native Affairs Committee, to Joshua Jones (28th August, 1911).
103. Letter, Joshua Jones to Native Affairs Committee (29th August, 1911).
104. Letter, Joshua Jones to Native Affairs Committee (9th September, 1911).
105. Letter, Chairman, Native Affairs Committee, to Joshua Jones (12th September, 1911).
106. Letter, Joshua Jones to Speaker, House of Representatives (19th September, 1911).
107. Letter, John Sheehan to Joshua Jones (29th April, 1879).
108. Letter, Fred. A. Carrington to Chairman, Public Petitions A to L Committee (19th May, 1885).
109. Letter, Joshua Jones to Mr. Treadwell (7th November, 1908).

No. 1.
Wellington, N.Z., 22nd June, 1910.

Dear Sir,— Re Mokau.
Referring to the interview which I had with you on the 2nd instant, and referring to

your suggestion that I should put in writing my views with reference to the settlement of this
matter, I have.to say that some timebefore seeing you I had an interview with the Solicitor-General
and he stated that he was of opinion—an opinion in which I must say I concur—that the present
law did not authorize the appointment of a Commission to investigate the present position of this
matter. I may say, however, that Mr. Jones entirely dissents from this view, and that lam only
expressing my own opinion on the point.
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It seems to me, however, that the better way to deal with the matter would be to adopt the

course that 1 previously suggested to the Hon. -Mr. Carroll and, 1 think, to yourself in connection
with the matter. That course would be as follows :—

(1.) The Government to purchase the interests i>l the Natives. I understand that this can be
done for about £15,000. That was the original amount suggested, and if a little more was
required I do not see that that need stand in the way of a settlement.

(2.) That the Government should then take under the provisions of the Native Land Act the
interests of the lessees compulsorily. Ihis could be done under section 375, and the position then
would be that the lessees and the mortgagees of the leases would then be in a position to claim what-
ever the values of the leases were in the Compensation Court.

(3.) That the Crown should make a grant to Mr. Jones of the minerals on and under the block,
and give him an area of the surface, that area to lie determined by the Crown.

It seems to me that in this way the whole of the difficulties in connection with the matter
might be got rid of, and I do not doubt, if the Crown were to put the matter to Mr. Jones in
something of the way that 1 suggest, thai a reasonable enough arrangement could be made with
him. There is no doubt, apart from all questions of sympathy whatever, that Mr. Jones is en-
titled to consideration at the hands of the Crown, and 1 understand from you and also from Mr.
Carroll that yon would be willing to do anything in reason to bring the matter to a head.

You will remember that I showed you, without disclosing the figures, communications from
England which, if this arrangement hail been carried out some two months ago, would have put
Mr. Junes is an independent position and practically assured a settlement of this troublesome
matter.

May 1 ask you to bring the matter again before Cabinet as you suggested, and see whether
something cannot be done to bring the business to a close.

I have, &0.,
C. H. Treadwell.

The Right, Hon. Sir Joseph Ward, K.C.M.G., Wellington.

No. 2.
Awakino, 15th March, 1911.

Received a registered letter addressed to " The President, Tuwharetoa Maori Land Board,
Te Kuiti," from J. Jones. W. A. Tuse, Sub-Postmaster.

Mokau, Taranaki, 11th March, 1911.
Sib, — Mokau-Mohakatino Block.

On the 29th December, 1909, I wrote to the Honourable James Carroll with respect to
certain parties endeavouring to obtain titles adverse to my interests in these lands, and he replied
through the Under-Secret ary, Mr. Fisher, advising that I should bring the matter to your notice,
and on 17th January, 1910, 1 adopted this course, but you did not see fit to acknowledge my
letter. I have heard indirectly that Mr. Fisher is a member of the Board. No Gazette or official
intimation reaches me or this neighbourhood; I have, however, heard incidentally that some deal-
ings are being attempted with these lands through the Board. This may or may not be correct,
but I would remind you of the before-mentioned letter, and again state that no legally constituted
Court of law, upon competent trial, has decided that my lights in this estate has become void. The
I'mler-Secretary, Mr. Fisher, cannot but be aware that the Legislative Council Committee in 1908,
and the Committee of the House of Representatives, 1910, both reported in effect that I had been
defrauded with regard to the title to the lands, and recommended the Government to set up inquiry
into the facts, which I have not yet obtained. Please take notice.

I have, Ac,, Joshua Jones.
To thePresident, Maniapoto-Tuwharetoa Maori Land Board, Te Kuiti.

Office of the Waikato-Maniapoto District Maori Land Board,
Auckland, 25th March, 1911.

Dead Sib,— Mokau-Mohakatino Nos. lv, Iβ, In, Is.
1 have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of the 11th instant, which

reached me on the 22nd idem.
Yesterday an application was made to the Board, then sitting, for confirmation of

resolutions passed by the meetings of assembled owners held at Te Kuiti on the 22nd instant.
The resolutions provided for the sale of all lour blocks to Mr. H. Lewis for the sum of £25,000
in cash, besides £2,500 worth of shares in the Mokau Land and Coal-mining Company (Limited),
to be formed. Mr. Dalziell* appeared in support of the application and pointed out that any
rights which you might have as against the present lessee would be in no way prejudiced by the
present proceedings, which affected only the owners' reversionary interest. He was prepared to
take confirmation on this understanding. The Board therefore decided to affirm the owners'
resolution to sell, and it is proposed that the transfers will be executed as soon as the purchase-
money has been paid and the shares delivered. Yours faithfully,

J W. H. Bowler,
Mr. Joshua Jones, Mokau, Taranaki. President.
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No. 3.

Wellington, N.Z., 29th October, 1908.
Dear Sir,— Re Mokau Land Petition.

With reference to your letter of the 24th instant addressed to us, we cannot say that it
quite correctly states what the position is. It would be better for us therefore to detail the facts
in so far as they appear to be material, no that you can understand the present position.

As you say, the Select Committee reported ami the report was adopted by the Legislative
Council, we believe without discussion or dissent. The writer several times saw the Attorney-
General with reference to the matter, and a perfectly plain intimation was given to him by Dr.
Findlay that the Government would not either appoint a Commission to deal with or investigate the
allegations in the petition. The Government, of course, cannot prevent dealing with the land,
but we had an intimation from Dr. Findlay before the end of the session that no legislation
would be introduced.

Mr. Dalziell is acting for Mr. Herrman Lewis, and an agreement has been arrived at pro-
visionally between the writer and him which your statement does not tally with. This agreement,
of course, has not yet been completely approved by you, though we have understood from you from
time to time that you will acquiesce in its terms. In order that you may quite appreciate what
the position is we enclose a copy of the draft which we Have to-day sent to Messrs. Findlay, Dalziell
and Co. You will see that in some respects it does not accord with what you state in your letter.
We cannot, of course, say that it has been conveyed to us either by Dr. Findlay or Mr. Dalziell
that these terms will be approved by the Crown, nor apparently is it necessary that they should.
The matter is more one of private arrangement between you and the other parties in dispute
than for the Crown, but the Attorney-General certainly told the writer that he had submitted a
memorandum prepared some little time ago of suggested terms of settlement which are little
different from those embodied in the draft to the Honourable Mr. Carroll, and that Mr. Carroll
thought it was a fair arrangement in so far as the Natives were concerned. We have, of course,
stated to you our opinion as to what the effect of not coming to some settlement is, but of course,
that is a matter of deduction from the circumstances, and not a matter of what has been put to us
either by Dr. Findlay or by Mr. Dalziell. There is one other matter in your letter which is not
correctly stated—that is, that Messrs. Travers, Campbell, and Peacock, solicitors for the executors
for the late Wickham Flower, are acting with Messrs. Findlay, Dalziell, and Co., in common
interests. We cannot see that that is the position. The interests of Mr. Lewis and the executors
o.f the late Mi,. Flower, while they are in both cases antagonistic to yours, may conflict and un-
doubtedly in some respects they do conflict. We trust this letter is sufficient for your present
purposes. If you require any further information kindly let us hear from you.

Yours truly,
Joshua Jones. Esq. Stafford and Treadwell.

No. 4.
[Telegram.]

London, 9th April, 1910. (Received in Wellington, 10th April.)
Jones, care Stafford, Treadwell.

Returned Madrid. Associated with company willing purchase Mokau, ,£100,000; two-thirds
cash. Proposing construct harbour-works in accordance with your views, provided option given
for next six months. Will remit by telegraph immediately £100.

John Carr. Allison Smith.

[Reply.]
John Carr; Allison Smith. 15thApril, 1910.

Arranging extension lease minerals. Wait fortnight. See Doyle.
IP

No. 5.
High Court of Justice, Chancery Division.

London, Ist November, 1907.
Jones v. Flowers Executors.

Upon motion being made by Mr. Ashton on behalf of the defendants on Ist November, 1907, to
stay the action upon the ground of it being frivolous and vexatious, the Court dismissed the
motion, and made the following order :—

In the High Court of Justice, Chancery Division.—Mr. Justice Parker.—Between Joshua
Jones, plaintiff, and Sarah Jane Lefroy, wife of the Rev. Anthony William Hamon Lefroy, Archi-
bald Bence Bence-Jones, Henry Kemp-Welch, and Sir Colin Campbell Scott-Moncrieff, defendants.

Upon motion this day made unto this Court by counsel for the defendants, that this action
might be dismissed on the grounds—(a) that it is frivolous and vexatious and an abuse of the
process of the Court; and (i) that all the matters in respect of which this action wras brought were
before the commencement of this action agreed to be referred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Bing-
ham; and upon hearing counsel for the plaintiff; and upon reading the writ of summons issued
in this action op the 7th August, 1907, an affidavit of Ralph Wickham Flower, filed the 17th day
of October, 1907, and the exhibits then referred to, the exhibit R.W.F.I being a certified copy
of a memorandum of mortgage dated the 27th July, 1906, in the said writ mentioned, the following
affidavits filed the 23rd October, 1907, namely—(1) an affidavit of Stanley Edwards, and (2) an
affidavit of James Edward Hogg, and (3) an affidavit of the plaintiff filed the 31st October, 1907,—
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This Court doth order that all further proceedings in this action be stayed except such as

relate to the plaintiff's claim to an account and redemption as mentioned in paragraph 5 of the
indorsement of the said writ.

And the plaintiff and the defendants by their counsel consenting thereto, this Court doth
treat the summons for directions as now before the Court, and doth order that the plaintiff do,
mi or before the 15th November, 1907, deliver his statement of claim; and that the defendants
<lo within seven days after such delivery deliver their defence; and the defendants are to be at
liberty to apply as they may be advised after the delivery of the statement of claim.

The costs of the said motion are to be the defendants' costs in any event.
This is a true copy of the order as signed and entered. — J. M. A. Jenkins, Edmund F.

Buckley, Lincoln's Inn, 15th January, 1900.
This decision of the Court was cabled by Press Association to Xew Zealand, and appears in

(lie Post, 2nd November, and Dominion, Itli November, 1907.

No. 6.
Extracts prow Reports on the Limestone and Chalk.

Tin: limestone and chalk upon the property extends over many thousand acres, and the supply is
inexhaustible. As to quality, Mr. H. Reed, Civil Engineer, a well-known authority, and formerly
Engineer to the Metropolitan Board of Works, London, reports as follows upon the Mokau
cement:—

1 have read carefully the various reports and pamphlets, and have 11<> hesitation in saying that good
Portland cement can be made from these various deposits.

Having analysed a sample of the clay sent to him, he says :—
It is of excellent quality, and can bo used advantageously with your native limestones. These two

materials may be regarded as very favourable for cement-making purposes; having experimented upon
these materials, satisfactory results, he says, have been readily ami successfullyreached.

Various experiments have been made, and the samples tested in Xew Plymouth, Melbourne,
and Wellington, with uniformly satisfactory results. The last sample tested at Wellington gave
the following results :—

Wellington City Corporation Yards.
This is to certify that 1 have this day tested three briquettes of cement manufactured in New Zealand

from clay and lime found in the Taranaki-Auckland District, with the following results :—One briquette lin section .. .. .. .. .. .. 490
..490
..490

the said briquettes having been immersed in salt water for seven days before testing.—J. J. Kerslake,
Overseer.

Mr. J. H. Swainson, Associate M. Institute of Civil Engineers, engineer of construction of
the Calliope Dock, Auckland, gives the following certificate :—

I hereby certify that I have tested the strength of cement furnished to me. A briquette;, ljin. by
1J in. section, broke with a tensile strain of 1,266lb. on the square inch, or about 562j lb. on the square
inoh. The briquettes stood for seven days under water after being made. The other briquettes stood the
tensile strain of 630 lb. and 830 lb. to the square inch respectively.

Analysis of the Mokau limestones and chalk marl by Dr. Sir .lames Hector and Dr. Skey, of
the Wellington Laboratory, New Zealand :— No. 1. No. 2. tfo. :;.

Carbonate of lime.. .. .. .. 88-05 83-93 73-17
Carbonate of magnesia .. .. .. 2-69 '2 (is 2-46
Ox. iron and alumina .. .. .. 2-21 2-21 219
Sili, ions matter insoluble in acid .. .. 7-11 10-24 22.00
Water .. .. .. .. .. 024 %24 2-24

10000 10000 10000
Analysis of blue clay or chalk marl, " Mokau's " :—

Silica .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 54 21
Alumina .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 31-64
Manganese .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. Traces
Oxide of iron.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 806
Lime .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 1-60
Water .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 142
Alkalies .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 217

100 00

Extracts prom Reports on the Steel-producing Sand.
Mr. Price Williams, M.1.C.E., reports that the best of steel can be made from this sand, and

Mr. J. G. Snelus reports to the same effect. Processes for converting the ironsand into steel have
for some time past been occupying the attention of practical chemists, and it is probable that at
an early date a process will be perfected by which the best steel can be produced at less than one-
third of its present market value.

Mr. W. Mills, Westbourne Road, Forest Hill, an analytical chemist, says:—
There is not the least doubt that in this sand you have an inexhaustible source of wealth, and that

you can easily make the finest steel from the sand. The sand has been put to practical test, and has
produced the finest steel. The same has been used for knives, razors, scissors, steel sheets, axes, 4c,
and locomotive-engine wheels have been made entirely from the sand by the Government of New Zealand.
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Analyses of Dr. Sir James Hector and Mr. Skey : —

Oxide of iron I
Protoxide of iron; " " " " '• " ,; 8Z °Oxide of titanium .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 8 0
Silica.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 80
Water and loss .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 20

1000

Report oh ihb Petroleum.
Mr. Win. Cowern, of Hawera, New Zealand, on tlie 3rd November, 1906, states as follows:—

Referring to Mr. Joshua Jones's property of some 60,000 ftores on the Mokau River, New Zealand,
and more particularly in its connection with the recent discovery of petroleum oil in the neighbourhood, 1
understand you would like some particulars within my own personal knowledge. I saw the oil-bore at
M.otnroa, distant about thirty miles from Mr. Jones's land, some seven or eight years ago. At that time
a How of oil was obtained, but in casing the bore difficulties arose, and it had to bo abandoned. This past
year another bore was sunk, and, at a depth somewhat greater than the previous one, oil was struck, and
is flowing under a pressure of 401b. to the square inch, which I notice by the pipers has been increased
to 1701b. The quality, I understand, is equal to the best produced, and contains many very valuable
by-products. Several companies have been formed to take up rights over a very considerable area of
country, and 1 understand expert authority indicates the existence of a large field, about which much
has baen written in the local pipers. Considering that Mr. Jones's property, embracing so large an area,
is so near, and appears to be well within the zone of surface indications, 1 think it a matter of sonic
urgency for your company at once to put down a trial bore on the property. Should this prove successful
the value of the rights over the 50,000 acres can then be hardly overestimated, and in this connection
the following extract from the New Zealand Herald, of the 26th September, has sonic significance : " Mr.
Fairo, the successful borer and manager at Moturoa, is reported to have said that he thinks he is boring
near the edge of the Held which extends back towards Mount Egmont, and in a northerly direction under
New Plymouth towards the Mokau coalfields." I have sold or otherwise dealt with quite 100,000 acres
of land within recent years in the vicinity of Mr. Jones's property, and claim to know a good deal of that
class of country. I can state that the surface indications of oil are fairly numerous throughout the
northern Taranaki district. New Zealand imports all the oil required, so that the local demand for it would
be considerable.

Extracts from Reports on the Coal.
Sir James Hector, C.M.G., M.U., F.R.C.S., head of the Geological Department of New Zea-

land, in his report to the New Zealand Parliament, states :—
In ascending the Mokau River, which is navigable for twenty miles (14 ft. of water on the bar at the

entrance), the base of this formation is found in the Mummilite limestone (Middle Eocene), which again Jrests unconformably upon the grey marls and the chalk marls which belong to the Cretaceo-Tertiary
Formation. These rest in turn on greensands, passing downwards into the brown concretionary sand-
stones of the coil formation, with valuable coal-seams and charactei istic fossil plants. Coal-seams were
found to crop out at points several miles apart, and in one place on the bank of the Mokau River under such
favourable conditions that with very imperfect tools 5 tons of coal were extracted in a few hours and
placed on board the steamer " Hannah Mokau " for trial. The seams vary from 2 ft. to 6 ft. in thickness, <
and the quality of the coal proved to be excellent for steam purposes, being hard and clean, giving out
an intense heat and very little smoke. It belongs to the class of non-caking coals, and is considered by
practical engineers to have a value exceeding that of the Bay of Islands coal, and approaching that of
the coal from the Buller and Grey coalfields. The actual trial of this coal against the Waikato coal showed
it to be one-fourth better, 1J tons of the Mokau coal doing as much work as 2 tons of the best Waikato.

In a further examination of this property by Mr. Park, F.R.G.S., Mining Engineer to the
Government of New Zealand, and Dr. Sir James Hector, they state : " Ihe Mokau coal is said
to be equal to the Grey (Greymouth) coal for steaming purposes. They describe the thickness
of the seams of coal at ft., 1\ ft., 5 ft., 8 ft., 5 ft., and o\ ft. respectively, and they say the
coal-seams in the Mokau lie. very flat, and rise to the north-north-east into sound dry ground,
and, with a deep-water channel to the outcrop, offer exceptional facilities for working to advan-
tage, and above the roofs of the seams are hard green sandstone.

Mr. Skeet, an engineer of the Provincial District of Taranaki, in speaking of the area of
coal on the Mokau, describes it as about thirty-two miles long by twenty wide; and, according
to Sir James Hector, Mr. Park, and Mr. Skeet together, the area of coal upon this Mokau Estate
is about 30,000 acres, which area is computed to contain, according to the measurement of the
coal, the thickness of each seam as herein stated, and after deducting the small seam of 2J ft. and
allowing one-tenth of the area for waste ground, over 35,000 tons to the acre, or an aggregate of
1,050,000,000 tons upon the whole property. The coal-area so defined is shown on the accom-
panying plan.

Mr. Thomas Perliam, the Marine Engineer to the Government of New Zealand, formerly a
coal-mining engineer at Mountain Ash, in Glamorganshire, reports :— *Several seams are on the river, with a slight dip north to south on the south bank. I anticipate from

its great depth and consequent density the best coal will be found in most cases. The seams are well
defined, between sandstone bed cropping out on the river-banks, and in other places a few chains inwards.
The coal is a good hard, bright, colliery cannel coal; a good locomotive or domestic coal; burns well, of
great heating-power, and to a clean white ash. The seams vary in thickness from 4 ft. to 6 ft., and in a j»
few cases as much as 8 ft. It is a convenient distance above the water-level, can be got and run out of the
mines by trucks, and tipped into the hold of the vessel without any extra handling. I have no hesitation
in saying that working the cor.l clone is a good sound speculation, and th<>,t with oareful and sufficient outlay
a very remunerative one.
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Mr. R. Price-Williams, M.1.C.E., 32 Victoria Street, Westminster, says:—
The sample of Mokau coal appears to be a good coal of semi-bituminous character, and will

undoubtedly prove of great value in connection with iron and steel works.

Mr. H. Curlett, a valuer in the Provincial District of Canterbury, New Zealand, writes of
the Mokau coal:—

The coal is of good quality—practically unlimited. The River Mokau runs up one side of the property,
and vessels drawing 0 ft. to 8 ft. of water can discharge or load at the mines.

The company holds eighteen independent reports on the great heat from burning and clean
quality of the coal for household use, manufacturing and steamboat purposes. These reports are
by persons of high standing in the colony, and may be seen at the company's offices. One of
these reports is by Mr. Walter Stoddart, for many years chief engineer of ocean liners, who
states :—

It gives me great pleasure in certifying to the excellent steaming-qualities of the Mokau coal for the
generation of steam. I have known the coal for several years, and can speak of its improving quality
year by year. One great merit is the small quantity of clinker, which is easily removed from the firebars.
We have been using the Mokau coal for the last seven months, and prefer it to any other tried, owing to
its getting steam quickly in comparison with other coal—Greyinouth, tor instance. I find that Mokau
coal suits our purpose better, and is fully as economical.—Walter Stoddart, Engineer.

No. 9.
Mokau, 29th January, 1911.

Dear Sirs,— Re Mokau Case.
At a meeting of owners interested in the Mokau-Mohakatino Block, held at Mokau on the

January, 1911, several business was discussed at this meeting concerning the Mokau case.
Il was decided at this meeting by the assembled owners that Tuiti Macdonald be withdrawn from
the list of names as one of the leaders and consulting members for us, and that Wetini Paneta and
Tauhia Tewiata be included in the list of leaders and consulting members for us. The following
have been chosen to represent the Natives re Mokau case : K. H. Hardy, Aterea Ahiwaka, Pairo-
roku Rikihana, Wetini Paneta, Tauhia Tewiata. We are, ifcc,

Te Oro Watihi.
Bell, Gully, Bell, and Myers, solicitors, Wellington. Tatana te Awaroa.

(Keceived 6th February, 1911.)

No. 10.
13th January, 1911.

Sir,— Mokau-Mohakatino Block No. 1.
We have the honour to inform you that we are instructed by a number of the owners of

the several subdivisions of this block to take proceedings to have the various leases declared to be
invalid or forfeited for breach of covenant. Our clients arc, we believe, a majority of the owners,
and are opposed to the proposed sale of the freehold to Mr. Lewis. They desire that Mr. H. D.
Bell, K.C., should attend on their behalf the meeting of assembled owners convened by your Board,
which, as we understand, was adjourned until a day to be fixed by you. Air. Bell hopes that it
may be convenient to you to convene the meeting either before the end of the present month or in
the hist week of February, as after that time he will be engaged at the .sitting of the Supreme
Court. *

We should lie obliged by your early reply. We have, &c,
Bell, Gully, Bell, and Myers.

The President. Waikato-Maniapoto District Maori Land Board, Auckland.

No. 11.
Kindly state if you wish me to make any public pronouncement of nr. side of the question.—
E.H.H.

No. I don't want to be brought into the matter further unless I am forced to defend my-
self.—H.D.B.

Memo, for H. D. Bell, Esq., Wellington. 22nd July, 1911.
I plage on record the fact that I acquiesced in your absence from the second meeting of assembled
owners re Mokau—first, because T judged from your telegrams that you were hindered by business
from being present, unless ordered to be present ; second, the result of the meeting of assembled
owner:-; justified my acquiescence, because the applicants for the purchase of Mokau (Dalziell and
Co.) did not succeed in winning their case. !t was not till after the second Court that Dalziell
learnt the strength of his opponents represented by my party—namely, 77 per cent, of the whole.

After the result, of No. 2 I understand that Macdonald notified the Court that an adjourn-
ment might be made with a view to the consideration by the owners of some arrangement that
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might be satisfactory to all parties. At that time no way out of the difficulty presented itself
as far as I am aware. Luckily, however, about that time Mr. David Whyte, representing a
syndicate from Hawke's Bay, called upon me (being an old friend) and asked me to subscribe for
shares in a company formed to take over the Stubbs's coal property, and the Mokau lands if
Lewis succeeded in getting the freehold. I refused to take any shares, but, having heard the
whole proposals of the company, thought it would overcome the Native scruples against parting
with their land if they could sell and retain an interest in the f<lllll of shares. I forthwith laid the
proposition before the Natives, and it was promptly accepted, all Tacts having been divulged and
afterwards published in Wellington.

E. H. Hardy.

No. 12.
[Telegham.i

Bell, Gully, Wellington. Te Kuiti, 20th February, 1911.
New authority excluding Macdonald signed by Natives. Rave been very successful as to signa-
tures as to writ, &c. Plope see you shortly. Notified Board re adjournment.

Hahdt.

No. 13.
The Mokau Blocks. —Opinion of Mn. H. D. Bell.

At the present time I have only before me the facts as set forth in the report of the Native Land
Commission, G.-li, 1909, and in the Special Powers ami Contracts Act, 1885, and in the Mokau-
Mohakatino Act, 1888. From that report 1 am unable to ascertain precisely the title under which
the Natives held the blocks. It seems that the original title was a certificate under the Native
Land Act, 1880, but there may have been, and probably have been, partitions into subdivisions
since 1882, and the orders on such partitions may have altered the original title. It is, however,
I think, unnecessary for me to obtain lull information as to the Native title at this point of time
and for the purposes of this opinion, for in any case since 1894 (Native Land Court Act, 1894,
section 73) every Native owner of land which has been investigated is proprietor of his estate in
fee-simple. A more serious difficulty that I have felt is that I have not before me copies of the
leases executed by some of the Native owners to Mr. Jones. But again I think I have sufficient
information from the report of the Commission to enable me to advise generally upon the rights
of the Native lessors.

Block No. 1 contains about 60,000 acres, and is divided into two approximately equal areas
by the line drawn due south from the mouth of the Mangapohue Stream to the Mohakatino
Stream. The western half is the land described in the lease of ISB2. The eastern half was not
included in the description in that lease. The western pari is Block Ik. I have not yet been
able to ascertain when the partition into lettered blocks took place.

Though Mr. Jones's lease of 1882 covered If only, theAct of 188") excludes the whole of Block 1
from the effect of the Act of 1884, and refers to negotiations entered into by Mr. Jones for lease
of the whole of Block 1. And the Act of 1888, in directing a partition of Block 1, speaks of the
lease as being a lease of the whole block. Notwithstanding the apparent permission thus granted
to Mr. Jones to extend his acquisition of leases into the eastern half, if he had negotiated at all
in respect of that half, I think, for the reasons stated in the report of the Commission, that it is
more than doubtful whether any lease obtained by Mr. Jones of the subdivisions of the eastern
half had any legal validity.

It is necessary to separately consider the lease of If from the leases of the eastern half, and
I take first the lease of If. Upon that lease, which is dated 1882, the Commissioners state three
matters for consideration : First, that the lease has not been executed by seventeen of the Native
owners; second, that the term of the lease commences a year after its date; and, thirdly, that the
covenant to expend £3.000 per annum in development has never been performed. With the most
unfeigned deference to the high authority of the Commissioners, I am unable to advise the Native
owners to rely in any degree upon the second objection. For whatever legal effect the postponement
of the commencement of the term might have had, I think that any Court would hold that the
lease is referred to in terms in section 3 of the Mokau Act of 1888, and that the permission given
to obtain further signatures to that lease, and the further permission by section 4 to register the
lease, and the further express recognition of its validity by section 5, prevent any question being
raised as to the validity of the lease in this respect. But, of course, the seventeen who did not
sign are entitled to all their rights as owners unaffected by the lease, and the lessors were and
are entitled to insist, upon performance of the covenant. For the reasons given by the Commission,
I think that the agreement to abandon the covenant in consideration of a higher rent is one not
binding upon the Natives who signed it. The seventeen are tenants in common in fee-simple of
the whole block, and can assert their right as owners over every part of the block so long as they
do not exclude the lessee of the co-owners from occupation. And if any timber is being cut by
the lessee the seventeen are, and each of them is, entitled to bring an action to restrain further
cutting and for an account of the profits of past cutting of timber. And the seventeen are clearly
entitled to an order of the Native Land Court to partition, allotting them their own land. I am
unable to understand upon what ground the Native Land Court in November last declined to
make an order, but this will be ascertained later if the seventeen determine to assert their rights
ag advised by me.
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As to the rights of the lessors in If, I think that they can only safely rely upon the breach

of covenant to expend moneys in improvement and to reside on the land, but I think they are
entitled to claim that the lease has been forfeited by reason of the breach of that covenant. But
a right to insist on the forfeiture can only be enforced after notice has been served on the lessee
specifying the particular breach complained of, and, if the breach is capable of remedy, requiring
the lessee to remedy the breach, and in any ease requiring the lessee to make compensation in
money. No action can be commenced by the lessors until tbey have given such notice and a
reasonable time has been allowed to the lessee to remedy the breach. There are difficulties in
respect of such notice, because it would have to be signed by each lessor who desires to terminate
the lease, but that difficulty cannot be avoided (sec the Property Law Act, 1908, section 94). Then,
again, there is much force in the contention that the lessors have waived the past breaches of the
covenant by accepting rent. It may be that some have refused to accept rent, but I am not
informed on this point.

If, therefore, the lessors of If desire to put an end to the lease, they must, firstly, abstain from
accepting any more rent, and, secondly, all agree to sign the required notice to the lessee. If
some of the lessors desire to accept rent and not to sign the notice, I think the right of the other
lessors who do desire to terminate the lease would not be affected, for eacli is tenant in common
of his own share and entitled to terminate his lease of that share by the proper procedure.

I now turn to the eastern half of Block 1, and again take my facts from the Commission's
report. As to these blocks, Ido not think that the Act of 1888 can be said to validate the leases,
and, on the grounds stated by the Commission, I am of opinion that the leases would, but for
the force of the Land Transfer Act, be held to be invalid. In these leases there are also non-
lessors, and those non-lessors can maintain their right, until partitioned, to prevent cutting of
timber or other interference with their rights as owners of every part of the block. They can
also maintain their right to partition. As to the lessors, unless there has been some breach of
covenant by the lessee they have only the legal technicalities to rely on, and it is a serious
question whether they arc not barred by the Laud Transfer Act. The leases have been registered
on the Provisional Register, and mortgages and assignments under which the present holder of
the leases claimed have also been registered, and I see no reason whatever to doubt that the present
holder could prove that he acquired the title without fraud. If the lease had been registered
on the Complete Register and the assignments had also been registered, then I think it could
scarcely have been doubted that the lessee could rely upon the Land Transfer Act in support of
his title. Whether the Provisional Register lias the same effect has not yet been finally decided.
In Mere Roihi v. Assets Company (21 N.Z. L.R. 691) the majority of the Court of Appeal thought
that a purchaser for value upon the Provisional Register acquired no better title than the first
person registered, and that the title of such first person could be attacked so long as the Register
was provisional. Williams, J., dissented from this view, and held that the protection afforded
to a purchaser for value on the Comnlete Register applied equally to the case of such a purchaser
on the Provisional Register. The Privy Council, in the same case on appeal (1905 A.C. 176),
adopted generally the judgment of Williams, J., Hit did not express an opinion on this particular
point. In the Assets cases the company subsequently became registered on the Complete Register,
and the attack was made upon it long after the is«ue of the Complete Register, and the judgment
of the Privy Council turned upon the point that (as they held) the first pronrietor so registered
is fully protected. Therefore, as I have said, it has not yet been finally decided that a purchaser
for value registered on the Provisional Register is completely protected from attack upon the
title of his assignor if the action be broueht attacking the title before any complete register is
made out. I think that if the Natives desire to test the leases of the blocks in the eastern half
they should take proceedings in one of those blocks only to determine whether they are barred by
the provisions of the Land Transfer Act from attacking the title of the assignee of the leases.

To sum up mv opinion : As to the western half, If : If any timber is being cut or has been
cut recently on If, I think the non-lessors (the seventeen) should brine; an action against the
present assignee of the lease to restrain him from interfering with the timber in the future, and
claiming an account of the profits of the past. If no timber is being cut or other similar operations
beincr conducted, the best remedy of the non-lessors is to insist upon partition in the Native Land
Court. As to the lessors, I advise them to decide whether they will proceed to declare the lease of
1889 forfeited for non-performance of the covenant to expend moneys in improvement. If they
so decide, then they must nerree to take no more rent, and they must have a formal legal notice
to the lessee, as required by section 9i of the Property Law Act, prepared by solicitors, and must
then siErn such notice or authorize some person to sign for them. After a reasonable time from
the service of such notice, but not before, the lessors may bring their action. And as to the eastern
half of Block 1, I advise the non-lessors in each of the blocks to take the same proceedings as I
have advised in the case of the non-lessors in If. As to the lessors in the several leases of the
eastern half, I advise them to choose one of the blocks as the subject-matter of an action, and to
have one action to test the validity of the leases.

I understand that the Natives desire that my firm should act for them in the matter of these
blocks. If so, lam bound to add that they must remember that litigation in such matters cannot
be otherwise than expensive, and they must subscribe a very substantial sum and deposit it so
that the solicitors and counsel can be paid from time to time. The cases would be vigorously
defended, the attack will be upon titles to large areas of land, and the expense must be heavy.

I think the actions will succeed, but I wish the Natives to understand that they can only succeed
if the documents are properly collected and the evidence carefully prepared, and the cases in
Court properly conducted.

23rd December. 1910. H. D. Bell.

21—1. 3a,
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No. 14.

The Native Land Act, 1909.
To the Native Land Board for the Wnikato-Maniapoto Maori Land District.

We, on behalf of the Native owners of the lands hereinafter referred to, hereby apply to the
Board to summon a meeting of the owners of Block If, Mokau-Mohakatino Block, in the Taranaki
Provincial District, for the purpose of considering a resolution to the effect that the whole of the
interest of the Native owners in such block be sold to Herrman Lewis, or his executors, adminis-
trators, or assigns, at a price to be agreed upon at such meeting; and that for the purpose of
such sale the Maori Land Board be empowered on behalf of such Native owners to enter into an
agreement for sale containing such terms as to it shall seem reasonable, and also to execute such
transfers or other assurances of the said interest as may be required for the purpose of vesting
the same in the purchaser thereof.

Dated at Wellington, this 19th day of December, 1910.
Chapman, Skerrett, Wti.ie, and Tripp

(Per E. G. Grundy),
Solicitors for Applicants.

(Received 24th December, 1910.)

The Native Land Act, 1909.
To the Native Land Board for the Waikato-Maniapoto Maori Land District.

We, on behalf of the Native owners of the lands hereinafter referred to, hereby apply to the
Board to summon a meeting of the owners of Block No. Ig, Mokau-Mohakatino Block, in the Tara-
naki Provincial District, for the purpose of considering a resolution to the effect that the whole
of the interest of the Native owners in such block be sold to Herrman Lewis, or his executors,
administrators, or assigns, at a price to be agreed upon at such meeting; and that for the pur-
pose of such sale the Maori Land Board be empowered on behalf of such Native owners, to enter
into an agreement for sale containing such terms as to it shall seem reasonable, and also to
execute such transfers or other assurances of the said interest as may be required for the purpose
of vesting the same in the purchaser thereof.

Dated at Wellington, this 19th day of December, 1910.
Chapman, Skerrett, Wtlie, and Tripp

(Per E. G. Grundy),
Solicitors for Applicants.

(Received 24th December, 1910.)

<

The Native Land Act, 1909.
To the Native Land Board for the Waikato-Maniapoto Maori Land District.

We, on behalf of the Native owners of the lands hereinafter referred to, hereby apply to the
Board to summon a meeting of the owners of Block No. Ih, Mokau-Mohakatino Block, in the Tara-
naki Provincial District, for the purpose of considering a resolution to the effect that the whole
of the interest of the Native owners in such block be sold to Herrman Lewis, or his executors,
administrators, or assigns, at a price to be agreed upon at such meeting; and that for the pur-
pose of such sale the Maori Land Board be empowered on behalf of such Native owners, to enter
into an agreement for sale containing such terms as to it shall seem reasonable, and also to
execute such transfers or other assurances of the said interest as may be required for the purpose
of vesting the same in the purchaser thereof.

Dated at Wellington, this 19th day of December, 1910.
Chapman, Skerrett, Wylie, and Tripp

(Per E. G. Grundy),
Solicitors for Applicants.

(Received 24th December, 1910.)

The Native Land Act, 1909.
To the Native Land Board for the Waikato-Maniapoto Maori Land District.

We, on behalf of the Native owners of the lands hereinafter referred to, hereby apply to the
Board to summon a meeting of the owners of Block No. Ij, Mokau-Mohakatino Block, in the Tara-
naki Provincial District, for the purpose of considering a resolution to the effect that the whole
of the interest of the Native owners in such block be sold to Herrman Lewis, or his executors,
administrators, or assigns, at a price to be agreed upon at such meeting; and that for the pur-
pose cf such sale the Maori Land Board be empowered on behalf of such Native owners, to enter
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into an agreement for sale containing such terms as to it shall seem reasonable, and also to
execute such transfers or other assurances of the said interest as may be required for the purpose
of vesting the same in the purchaser thereof.

Dated at Wellington, this 19th day of December, 1910.
Chapman, Skerrett, Wylie, and Tbipp

(Per E. G. Grundy),
Solicitors for Applicants.

(Received 24th December. 1910.)

No. 15.
No. 9/70.—3144. Native Department, Wellington, 20th December, 1910.

Memorandum for the President, Waikato-Maniapoto District Maori Land Board, Auckland.

Mokau-Mohakatino.
I have to inform you that the Hon. the Native Minister has directed that a meeting of assembled
owners in respect of Subdivisions If, 10, Ih, 1j be called.

According to arrangements made, I have agreed on behalf of the Board to advertise the
meetings for Friday, the 6th January, 1911, at 2 p.m., at Te Kuiti; also to gazette a meeting of
the Board for the same date and place at 10 a.m. This will enable Mr. Skerrett to appear before
he leaves for England.

Notices will be published in this -week's Gazette, and extracts will be duly forwarded you
together with other papers.

Thos. W. Fisher, Under-Secretary.

No. 16.
MOKAU-MOHAKATINO NoS. IF, Ig, Ih, AND lj.

Meetings of Assembled Owners he!d at the Courthouse, Te Kuiti, on Friday, the 6th January, 1911,
at 2 p.m.
The President attended as representative of the Board.
Present: The following owners of the bocks named : No. If—Taruke te Oha ; Erena Wetere,

alias Hurangi, alias Te Kirihaehae Wetere ; Ratima Pekamu ; Hera Kingi (by proxy); Hinewai Tcira ;
Te Koro, alias Te Koro Wetere ; Te Ripo te Huia ;Te lanui; Kopa Ngatohu ; Te Kepu te Kiri;
Te Kapa te Aira, alias Rangiwaea ; Te Maliuri Tawhana ; Pohe Tawhana ; Rangihuia Kingi; Npareta,
alias Rangiawhio; Te Wera Wetere; Te Ruruku; Toheriri; Tangihaere te Tawhana; Teriaki
Tikaokao ; Takerei Kingi; Tiramate Wetere ; Tauhia te Wiata; Tarake te Wiata ; Taiaroa Whare-
tarawa, alias Wharetarawa ; Whakarewai; Wata (te Rira). No. Ig—Rangiawhio ; Niwha ; Aterea
te Aliiwaka ; Te lanui; Te Ripo Huia; Te Arawaka te Huia. No. Ih—Aterea te Ahiwaka ;Te
Arawaka te Huia ; Taruke te Oha ; Hinewai te Tcira ; Te Kapa te Aira ; Ngareta ; Toheriri Tawhana ;
Tangihaere Tawhana ; Te Riaki Tikaokao ; Pohe Tawhana ; Te Mahuri Tawhana ; Wata (Waata te
Rira); Whakarewai. No*. Ij—Te Aorangi Kingi; Te Arawaka te Huia ; Kirihaehae Wetere ; Te
Koro Wetere ; Rangiawhio ; Tauhia te Wiata ; Tarake te Wiata ; Wharetarawa.

Motion for consideration (in re No. If) : That the proposal of Herrman Lewis be accepted—
namely, that the Native owners should sell to him and he should purchase the above-mentioned piece
of land, and all the right, tit!e, estate, and interest of the Native owners therein, for a sum of money
to be ascertained in manner hereinafter provided, upon the terms and conditions expressed in a draft
agreement hereunto annexed and marked " A," .between the Maori Land Board of the Waikato-Mania-
poto District of the one part, and the said Herrman Lewis of the other part (which draft agreement
shall be deemed to be incorporated herein). The price shall be the same proportion of £25,000 as the
capital value of this block, shown by the 1911 Government valuation, bears to the total capital value
of this block and subdivisions Ig, Ih, and 1j of the Mokau-Mohakatino Block. Should the siid capital
value of the interest of such as the vendors who are non-lessors and the capital value of the owner's
interest as shown in the valuation roll of the interest of such of the vendors who are lessors in this block
be more than the said purchase-money, then the said purchase-rroney shall be increased by such a sum
as shall be necessary to make good the deficiency. Ar.d the said Maori Lard Board of the Waikato-
Maniapoto Maori Land District be and it is hereby empowered to execute, as the agent of the Native
owners, in the name of the Board, the said agreement and any instrument or instruments of alienation
contemplated or provided for by the said agreement.

Motions in re Nos. Ig, Ih, and 1j similar in all respects to the foregoing.
The meetings were held seriatim, Mr. W. H. Bowler being elected chairman in each case.
Mr. Skerrett, who acted for the Native owners, explained the effect of the resolution proposed.
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No proposer or seconder for resolution in case of No. Ig. In the case of the other three blocks the
resolution was proposed and seconded and put to the meetings, after which the meetings were adjourned
to 7.30 p.m. to allow of a calculation of the relative shares he'd by voters for ar.d against.

7.30 p.m.—The chairman intimated that a calculation of the relative shares he'd by the different
factions had been made, from which it appeared that both parties were aln ost equally interested. As
Pres dent of the Board he felt constrained to say that it was probable that the Board wou'd feel some
diilldence in confirming any resolution carried by a bare majority, especially in view of the fact that
the meetings htid been called at such short notice. It might, perhaps, be in the interests of all con-
cerned if the meetings were adjourned to a date to be hereafter fixed by the President, in older to insure
a full representation, by proxy or otherwise, of the owners.

Pepene Eketone ai.d Tuiti Macdonald, as representative of the rival factions, both coincided in
this view.

It was then proposed ar.d secorded that all four meetings be adjourned to a date to be hereafter
fixed by the President. Carried without dissent.

Meetings adjourned accordingly. W. H. Bowler,
6th January, 1911. Representative of Board.

Mokau-Mohakatino No. If.
For resolution.—Taruke te Oha (successor to Te Topuni), (101), 1 share ; Erena Wetere, alias

Huiarangi, alias Te Kirihaehae Wetere (4, 5, 39), 4£§ shares ; Ratin:a Pekamu (part successor to Hine-
hoea Wehitaua), (6), \ share ; Hera Kingi (13), 3r4

3
7n shares ; Hinewai Teira (14), \ share ;Te Koro,

alias Te Koro Wetere (33, 37), 6? shares ; Kopa Ngatohu (31), 1 share ; Te Kapa te Aira (£6), alias
Rangiwaea (66), \\ shares ; Te Mahuri Tawhana (47), -J share ; Pohe Tawhana (61), \ share ; Rangi-
huia Kingi (71), \ share ; Te Wera Wetere (successor to Rangituataka), (75), 1 share ; in own right
(117), j

Tn share ; Te Ruruku (77), £ share ; Tangihaere te Tawhana (86), 1 share ; Teriaki Tikaokao
(89), 1 share ; Takerei Kingi (90), } share ; Tiramate Wetere (91), 1/g share ; Whakarewai (110),
1 share : total, 24£$£ shares.

Mokau-Mohakatino No. Iβ.
For resolution.—Taruke te Oha (26), 1 share, (also successor to Emani te Aria) (3), 1 share; Hine-

wai te Teira (4), 1 share, (also part successor to Te Teira), (28), J share ; Te Kapa te Aira (7), 1 share ;
Tangihaere Tawhana (22), 1 share ; Te Kiaki Tikaokao (24), 1 share ; Te Mahuri Tawhana (successor
to Tawhana te Kaharoa), (25), i share ; Whakarewai (31), 1 share : total, 7j"5 shares.

Against resolution.—Aterea te Ahiwaka (1), 1 share, (part successor to Pano, alias Ngara te Rira),
(13 and 14), § share, (part successor to Parahuakirua), (16), £ share, (part successor to Te Rupe), (19),
j share, (part successor to Te Kotuku), (6), J share, (part successor to Rireka Ngamuna), (18), J share ;
Te Arawaka te Huia (2), 1 share, (part successor to Pano, alias Ngara te Rira), (13 ar.d 14), {■ share,
(part successor to Parahuakirua), (16), J share, (part successor to Te Rupe), (19), a share, (part suc-
cessor to Te Kotuku), (6), J share, (part successor to Rangiamaki), (17), £ share, (part successor to
Ripeka Ngamuna), (18), }, share; Ngareta, alias Rangiawhio (11), 1 share; Toheriri Tawhana
1 share ; Wata (Waata te Rira), (29, 30), 2 shares, (part successor to Pano, alias Ngara te Rira), (13
and 14), § share, (part successor to Parahuakirua), (16), | share, (part successor to Te Rupe), (19),
J share, (part successor to Te Kotuku), (6), | share, (part successor to Ripeka Ngamuna), (18), J share :
total, 11 shares.

Mokau-Mohakatino No. Ij.

For resolution.—Te Aorangi Kingi (1), 1 share ; Kirihaehae Wetere (10), 1 share ; Te Koro Wetere
(13), 2 shares ; Rangiawhio (27), 1 share : total, 5 shares.

Against resolution.—Te Arawaka te Huia (2), 1 share ; Tauhia te Wiata (32), J| share ; Tarake
te Wiata (34), J$ share ; Wharetarawa, alias Taiaroa Wharetarawa (35 and 39), 2 shares : total,
shares.

Mokau-Mohakatino No. In.
Present: Aterea te Ahiwaka ; Te Arawaka te Huia ; Taruke te Oha ; Hinewai te Teira ; Te Kapa

te Aira ; Ngareta ; Toheriri Tawhana ; Tangihaere Tawhana ; Te Riaki Tikaokao ; Pohe Tawhana ; Te
Mahuri Tawhana ; Wata (Waata te Rira); Whakarewai.

W. H. Bowler appointed chairman.
Motion proposed by Pohe Tawhana and seconded by Tangihaere Tawhana. ,

Mokau-Mohakatino No. Ij.

Present: Te Aorangi Kingi; Te Arawaka te Huia ; Kirihaehae Wetere ; Te Koro Wetere ; Rangia-
whio ; Tauhia te Wiata, Tarake te Wiata ; Wharetarawa.

Motion proposed by Te Koro Wetere and seconded by Kirihaehae Wetere.

Mokau-Mohakalino No. lv.
Against resolution.—Te Ripo (te) Huia (82, 83), 5J shares ; Te lanui (22), 2 shares ; Te Kehu te

Kiri (35), 1 share ; Ngareta, alias Rangiawhio (53, 67), 3-J shares; Toheriri (85), 1 share ; Tauhia te
Wiata (92), 1 share; Tarake te Wiata (94), shares; Taiaroa Wharetarawa, alias Wharetarawa
(100, 105), alias Wharetarawa (112), 4£ and \ shares ; Wata (111), alias Wata te Rira, 1 share : total,
20jVs shares.
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No. 17.

MOKAU-MOHAKATINO NOS. If, Ig, Ih, AND lj.

Adjourned meetings of assembled owners held at Te Kuiti on Friday, 10th March, 1911.
Large number of Natives present.
Meetings were opened at the Courthouse, 10a.m., and at the wish of all parties were adjourned to

3 p.m., at the hall.
3 p.m.—Place, the Public Hall.
Mr. Tuiti Macdona'd stated : Proposed sale has been d'scussed, and there is now a prospect of

settlement if further time given for d scussion. I wou'd ask for an c.d^ournrrent.
Mr. Dalziell: The matter has been hanging on for some time, ard I wou'd urge that a settlement

be arrived at to day. I have discussed matter with Mr. H. D. Bell, who now acts for a section of the
owners, ard who has been unable to attend. My client is satisfied as to his position urder the leases,
but, having gone to some trouble to obtain the freehold, wishes to complete. He has arranged to sell
the freeho'd if he can get it, but if he cannot do so he will sell the leases. We wish our position in
regard to these proceedings to be determined at once. The purchase-money can be paid over forth-
with, and cannot be left lying idle. If matter is not settled to day we will withdraw our offer and
proceed to sell the leasehold. Will agree to an adjournment until to-night.

Anaru Eketone : We only want a short adjournment. Matters are now proceeding satisfactorily,
but as the question at issue is one of great magnitude it cannot be settled in a few minutes. I take
exception to Mr. Dalziell's action in withdrawing his offer unless a settlement is arrived at today.

Mr. Macdonald also referred to the importance of the matter, ar.d supported a two weeks' adjourn-
ment. Parties now for the first time displayed an inclination towards unanimity.

Mr. Dalziell said he d d not intend to make any threat, but simply intimated his position. It
was essential in the interests of his client that finality be arrived at at once.

Meetings adjourned till 7 p.m.
Parties again assembled at 7 p.m.
Anaru Eketone asked for an adjournment for a fortnight.
Mr. Dalziell suggested Wednesday, the 22nd, as a suitable date to which the meetings could be

adjourned.
Mr. Macdonald (who he'd a number of proxies) also asked for an adjournment, as he wished to

further confer with his principals, who had instructed him to oppose the resolution, ar.d whose instruc-
tions he coud not disobey without they were revoked. He therefore urged a further adjournment to
enable a conference of owners to be held.

After discussion, it was decided that meeting be adjourned until Wednesday, the 22nd March, 1911,
at the Courthouse, Te Kuiti

W. H. Bowlee.

No. 18.
Mr. Bowler,— Te Kuiti, 22nd March, 1911.

Mokau-Mohakatino papers, &c, herewith. There were no objectors to proposal put, and it was
carried with acclamation. Yours, &c,

A. J. Holland.

At an adjourned meeting of the assembled owners of the Mokau-Mohakatino Nos. If, Ig, Ih, and
1j Blocks, held in the Public Hall, Te Kuiti, on Wednesday, the 22nd day of March, 1911, at 2 p.m.

Board's representative —A. J. Holland.
It was ascertained that there was a quorum of the owners of each block present.
Proposed by Tuiti Macdonald and seconded by Takerei Kingi, That Mr. Holland take the chair.

Motion carried.
Mr. Holland took the chair.
Proxies handed in.
Proposals, as attached hereto, were then put to the meeting. Short discussion ensued.
Tuiti Macdonald handed in a further proposal regarding the £2,500 worth of shares. Further dis-

cussion ensued, and Macdonald subsequently asked leave to withdraw his proposal and, no one objecting,
leave to withdraw was granted.

Chairman asked if any of the owners wished to further discuss the main proposal, but there wus
no response.

The main proposal was then put to the meeting and carried unanimously.
Proceedings then terminated.
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Minutes of a Meeting of Assemtyed Owners of Subdivision No. 1g of the Mokau-Mohakatino Block,
in the Provincial District of Taranaki, containing 2,969 acres, more or less, duly called and held
under Part XVIII of the Native Land Act, 1909, at Te Kuiti, on Wednesday, the 22nd day of
March, 1911, at two o'clock in the afternoon.
Resolved at such meeting by the assembled owners, pursuant to Part XVIII of the said Act, That

the proposal of Herrman Lewis be accepted—namely, that the Native owners should sell to him and he
should purchase the above-mentioned piece of land, together with Subdivisions If, Ih, and 1j of the
said Mokau-Mohakatino Block, and all the right, title, estate, and interest of the Native owners therein,
for the total sum of £25,000 in cash and £2,500 shares fully paid in the . to be paid to the
Native owners of such blocks in proportion to their respective interests therein, and so that the owners
of each block shall receive the same proportion of the said sums of £25,000 and £2,500 as the Govern-
ment valuation of the owners' interest in such block bears to the total of the owners' interest in the
Government valuation of the whole of the said four blocks, and so also that each of the Native owners
of each block shall receive not less than the Government valuation of his interest in such b7ock ; and,
further, that the Maori Land Board of the Waikato-Maniapoto Maori Land District be and it is hereby
empowered to execute, as the agent of the Native owners, in the name of the Board, an agreement for
sale of the said lands to the said Herrman Lewis, his executors, administrators, and assigrs, at the said
price, such agreement to contain all such terrrs as to the said Board shall seem fit, including a power
to the said Board to execute all such instruments of alienation as may be reasonably required for the
purpose of carrying out the terrrs of such agreement.

Dated at Te Kuiti, this 22nd day of March, 1911.
* A. J. Holland,

Chairman of Meeting of Assembled Owners, and Board's representative.
Ngareta x Rangiawhio.
Te Ripo te Huia.

Minutes of a Meeting of Assembled Owners of Subdivision No. lJ of the Mokau-Mohakatino Block,
in the Provincial District of Taranaki, containing 4,260 acres, more or less, duly called ard held
under Part XVIII of the Native Land Act, 1909, at Te Kuiti, on Wednesday, the 22nd day of
March, 1911,at 2 o'clock in the afternoon.
Resolved at such meeting by the assembled owners, pursuant to Part XVIII of the said Act, That

the proposal of Herrman Lewis be accepted—namely, that the Native owners should sell to him and
he shou'd purchase the above-mentioned piece of land, together with Subdivisions Ig, If, and 1h of the
said Mokau-Mohakatino Block, and all the right, title, estate, ard interest of the Native owners therein,
for the total sum of £25,000 in cash ard £2,500 in fully pa:d shares in the ,to be pa:d to the
Native owners of such blocks in proportion fo their respective interests therein, ard so that the owners
of each block shall receive the same proportion of the s.vd sum of £25,000 and £2,500 as the Govern-
ment valuation of the owners' interest in such block bears to the total of the Government valuation
of the owners' interest in the whole of the said four blocks, and so a'so that each of the Native owners
of each block shall receive in cash not less than the Government valuation of his interest in such block ;
and, further, that the Maori Land Board of the Waikato-Maniapoto Maori Land District be and it is
hereby empowered to execute, as the agent of the Native owners, in the name of the Board, an agree-
ment for sale of the Si'd lands to the Slid Herrman Lewis, his executors, administrators, and assigns,
at the said price, such agreement to contain all such terrrs as to the said Board shall seem fit, including
a power to the said Board to execute all such instruments of alienation as may be reasonably required
for the purpose of carrying out the terms of such agreement.

Dated at Te Kuiti, this .22nd day of March, 1911.
A. J. Holland,

Chairman of Meeting of Assembled Owners, and Board's representative.
Ngareta x Rangiawhio.
Wetini Paneta.

Minutes of a Meeting of Assembled Owners of Subdivision No. If of the Mokau-Mohakatino Block,
in the Provincial District of Taranaki, containing 26,480 acres, more or less, duly called and held
under Part XVIII of the Native Land Act, 1909, at Te Kuiti, on Wednesday, the 22nd day of
March, 1911,at 2 o'clock in the afternoon.
Resolved at such meeting by the assembled owners, pursuant to Part XVIII of the said Act, That

the proposal of Herrman Lewis be accepted—namely, that the Native owners should sell to him and he
should purchase the above-mentioned piece of land, together with Subdivisions Ig, Ih, and 1j of the
said Mokau-Mohakatino Block, and all the right, title, estate, and interest of the Native owners therein,
for the total sum of £25,000 in cash and £2,500 in fully paid shares in the , to be paid to the
Native owners of such blocks in proportion to their respective interests therein, and so that the owners
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of each block shall receive the same proportion of the said sums of £25,000 and £2,500 as the Govern-
ment valuation of the owners' interest in such block bears to the total of the Government valuation
of the owners' interest in the whole of the said four blocks, and so alr.o that each of the Native owners
of each block shall receive in cash not less than the Government valuation of his interest in such block ;
and, further, that the Maori Land Board of the Waikato-Maniapoto Maori Land District be and it is
hereby empowered to execute, as the agent of the Native owners, in the name of theBoard, an agree-
men< for sale of the said lands to the said Herrman Lewis, his executors, administrators, and ar.signs,
at the said price, suph agreement to contain all such terms as to the said Board shall seem fit, including
a power to the said Board to execute all such instruments of alienation as may be reasonably required
for the purpose of carrying out the terms of such agreement.

Dated at Te Kuiti, this 22nd day of March, 1911.
A. J. Holland,

Chairman of Meeting of Assembled Owners, and Board's representative.
Ngareta x Rangiawhio.
toheriri tawhana.
Rangihaere Tawhana.
Wetini Paneta.

Minutes of a Meeting of Assembled Owners of Subdivision No. 1h of the Mokau-Mohakatino Block,
in the Provincial District of Taranaki, containing 19,576 acres, more or less, duly called and held
under Part XVIII of the Native Land Act, 1909, at Te Kuiti, on Wednesday, the 22nd day of
March, 1911, at 2 o'clock in the afternoon.
Resolved at such meeting by the assembled owners, pursuant to Part XVIII of the said Act,

That the proposal of Herrman Lawis be accepted—namely, that the Native owners should sell to him
and he should purchase the above-mentioned piece of land, together with Subdivisions Ig, If, and 1j
of the said Mokau-Mohakatino Block, and all the right, title, estate, and interest of the Native owners
therein, for the total sum of £25,000 in cash and £2,500 in fully paid shares in the , to be
paid to the Native owners of such blocks in proportion to their respective interests therein, and so that
the owners of each block shall receive the same proportion of the said sums of £25,000 and £2,500 as the
Government valuation of the owner;;' interest in such block bears to the total of the Government valua-
tion of the owners' interest in the whole of the said four blocks, and so also thateach of the Native owners
of each block shall receive not less than the Government valuation of his interest in such block; and,
further, that the MaoriLand Board of the Waikato-Maniapoto Maori Land District be and it is hereby
empowered to execute, as the agent of the Native owners, in the name of the Board, an agreement for
sale of the said lands to the said Herrman Lewis, his executors, administrators, and assigns, at the said
price, such agreement to contain all such terms as to the said Board shall seem fit, including a power
to the said Board to execute all such instruments of alienation as may be reasonably required for the
purpose of carrying out the terms of such agreement.

Dated at Te Kuiti, this 22nd day of March, 1911.
A. J. Holland,

Chairman of Meeting of Assembled Owners, and Board's representative.
Ngareta x Rangiawhio.
Rangihaere Tawhana.
Toheriri Tawhana.

0

No. 19.
Agreement re Deduction of 10 per cent, from Mokau-Mohakatino Purchase-money.

We, the undersigned owners in Mokau-Mohakatino Noe. If, Ig, Ih, and 1j Blocks, do jointly and
severally agree to 10 per centum of our several proportions of the purchar.e-money accruing therefrom
being retained by the President of the Waikato-Maniopoto District Maori Land Board, such percentage
to be devoted towards the liquidation of the legal and agents' costs due in connection with the said
bock ; and we do further agree that such sums may be paid out by him as directed by Messrs. Pepene
Eketone and Tuiti Macdonald, and without further reference to us.

[Translation.]
Ko matou c mau ake nei nga ingoa i raro iho nei, nga tangata kei roto i Mokau-Mohakatino Poraka

Nama If, Ig, Ih, me 1j c whakaae huihui ana i whakaae taki tahi ana kia purutia c Te Tumuaki o te
Paori Whenua Maori o Waikato-Waikato nga moni c rua hereni i roto i te pauna (10%) i roto i nga
moni hoko o aua poraka c taka mai ana kia matou, a, ko taua moni (rua hereni i roto i te pauna) hei
whakaea i nga raruraru whakahaerenga a te ture me nga raruraru hoki o nga kaiwhakahaorc mo runga
mo aua poraka ; a, c, whakaae ana ano hoki matou kia utua aua moni c ia i runga i te whakahau a
Pepene Eketone me Tuiti Macdonald, c, kia kaua hoki c titirimai kia matou.
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Certificate.
I, John Henry Damon, a duly licensed Interpreter of the First Grade, do hereby certify that the

foregoing is a true translation into the Maori language of the contents of the above agreement.
J. H. Damon,

2nd June, 1911. Licensed Interpreter, F.rst Grade, Waitara.
1. Kapa te Aira, alias Rangiwaea x (her Witness—J. H. Damon, Licensed Interpreter, 2/6/1911.

mark).
2. Takerei Kingi. „ J. H. Dimon, „ „
3. To Ata Wetere x (her mark). ~ J. H. Dimon, ~ „
4. Te Arawaka Huia x (his mark). ~ J. H. Dimon, „ „
5. Atereaahi Waka. ~ J. H. Damon, ~ „
6. Te Kaharoa Tawhana. „ J. H. Doman, .. ~7. Aorangi Kingi. ~ J. H. Damon, „
8. Rangihuia Kingi. ~ J. H. Damon, ~ ~9. Erena Wetere x (her mark). „ J. H. Damon, „ „
10. Huirangi, alias Te Kirihoehoe Wetere ~ J. H. Damon, „

x (her mark).
11. Hinewai Teira x (her mark). ~ J. H. Dimon, „ „
12. Ketetahi. „ J. H. Damon, „ ~13. Ketetahi Parekarau. ~ J. H. Damon, „ ~14. Kopa Niiatohu x (her mark). ~ J. H. Damon, ~15. Tekoro Wetere. „ J. H. Dimon, ~ ~16. Te Kehu te Kiri x (her mark). „ J. H. D imon, „ ~17. Tokatoa. „ J. H. Damon, „ ~18. Mihiata te Aramau x (her mark). ~ J. H. Dimon, ~19. T smahuri Tawhana. „ J. H. D imon, „ ~20. N*apuia Tawhana x (her mark). „ J. H. Dimon, „ ~21. T.owha. „ J. H. Dimon,
22. Ngareta, alias Rangiawhio x (her ~ J. H. Damon, „ „
1 mark).

23. Ngareta te Rira x (her mark). ~ J. H. Dimon, ~ „
24. Ngareta Rangiawhio x (her mark). ~ J. H. D imon, ~ „
25. Pohe Tawhana. „ J. H. Damon, ~ ~26. Raiha Miroi x (her mark). ~ J. H. D imon, „
27. Roha Pahiri x (her mark). „ J. H. Dimon, „ ~28. Ripo te Huia. „ J. H. D imon, „
29. Tokariri. „ J. H. D imon, „ „
30. Tarigihaere te Tahana x (his mark). „ J. H. Damon, ~ ~31. To Riaki Tikaokao x (her mark). ~ J. H. Dimon, ~ „
32. Tiramate Wetere x (her mark). „ J. H. Damon, „ ~33. Tiramate Pohe x (her mark). „ J. H. Damon, „
34. Taiaroa Wharetarawa x (his mark). „ J. H. D imon, „ „
35. Wharetarawa x (his mark). „ J. H. D imon, „ „
36. Taruke te Oha x (her mark). „ J. H. Damon, „ „
37. Wetini Panira. „ » J. H. D imon, „
38. Wera Wetere. „ J. H. D imon,
39. Waata Torira. „ J. H. D imon, ~ ~40. Waata. „ J. H. D imon, „ „
41. Tetrira. „ J. H. Dimon, , „
42. Whakarewai x (her mark). - „ J. H. D imon, ~ ~43. Waiata Raupa x (her mark). „ J. H. Dimon, ~ ■ ~44. Tangi Weti. „ J. H. Damon,
45. Ratima Pukamu. ~ J. H. Damon, ~ „
46. Taruke Pekamu. ~ J. H. Damon, ~ ~47. Ngarongo Mate. ~ J. H. Damon, ~ „
48. Hjra Kingi x (her mark). „ A. Eketone. 5/6/1911.

Te. Roha Pahiri x (her mark). Witness—E. C. Falwasser, Licensed Interpreter, First
Grade, Te Kuiti.

Kahu Raitete Matawha. ~ Wm. Pitt, Licensed Interpreter, First Grade, Wel-
lington.

Rangiauraki te Huia x (her mark). „ J. H. Damon, Licensed Interpreter, 1/7/1911.
Rawea to Huia x (her mark). „ J. H. D imon, „ „
Hone Kipa. ~ J. H. D imon, ~ „
Puke Kipa x (his mark). ~ J. H. Dimon, „ ~Ngahiraka, otherwise Ngahircka Ta- ~ J. H. Damon, „ ~whana x (her mark).
Taniora Wharauroa. J.H.Damon, „ 3/7/1911, atTaniora te Wharau. I MokauParehina Tawhana x (her mark). „ Mare Teretiu, m *dv.
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No. 23.

[Telegram.]
Government Buildings, Wellington, 28th March, 1911.

Bowler, Native Office, Auckland.
Mokau Order in Council signed; will include this week's Gazelle. Thos. W. Fisher.

No. 24.
[Telegram.]
Government Buildings, Wellington, 24th March, 1911.

Bowler, Native Office, Auckland.
Mokau not yet returned from Governor. Thos. W. Fisher.

No. 25.
Office of the Waikato-Maniapoto District Maori Land Board,

Auckland, 14th January, 1911.
Memorandum for the Under-Secretary, Native Department, Wellington.

Mokau-Mokakatino Blocks Nos. If, Ig, 2h, and h.
At its sitting on the 6th instant applications under section 203 of the Native Land Act, 1909, in respect
of the above lands came before the Board for consideration. The areas affected are—No. If, 27,492
acres ; No. Ig, 2,969 acres ; No. Ih, 19,576 acres ; No. Ij, 4,260 acres. The position as disclosed to
the Board is as follows : The interests of the Native owners, or some of them, are subject to various
leases, all registered under theLand Transfer Act, to Mr. Joshua Jones for a term of fifty-six years from
July, 1882, on various rents and subject to various covenants. Mr. Jones's leasehold interest has since
become vested in Mr. Herrman Lewis, who now seeks to acquire the freehold.

The minutes taken are rather voluminous, but the position is briefly as follows : Meetings of
assembled owners have been called to consider the proposed purchase by Mr. Lewis, but so far as the
owners are concerned the matter is still in abeyance. The resolution submitted for consideration by
the owners is as follows : " That the proposal of Herrman Lewis be accepted—namely, that the Native
owners should sell to him and he should purchase the altove-mentioned piece of land and all the right,
title, estate, and interest of the Native owners therein for a sum of money to be ascertained in manner
hereinafter provided, upon the terms and conditions expressed in a draft agreement hereunto annexed
and marked ' A,' between the Maori Land Board of the Waikato-Maniapoto District of the one part
and the said Herrman Lewis of the other part (which draft agreement shall be deemed to be incorporated
herein). The price shall be the same proportion of £25,000 as the capital value of this block, shown
by the 1911 Government valuation, bears to the total capital value of this block and Subdivisions lα,
Ih, and 1j of the Mokau-Mohakatino Block. Should the said capital value of the interest of nuch as
the vendors who are non-lessors and the capital value of the owner's interest as shown in the valuation
roll of the interest of such of the vendors who are lessors in this block be more than the said purchase-
money, then the said purchase-money shall be increased by such a sum as shall be necessary to make
good the deficiency. And the said Maori Land Board of the Waikato-Maniapoto Maori Land District
be and it is hereby empowered to execute, as the agent of the Native owners, in the name of the Board,
the said agreement and any instrument or instruments of alienation contemplated or provided for by
the said agreement."

The resolution above quoted refers to No. If only, but it is on all-fours in respect to the resolutions
of the remaining three subdivisions.

Counsel in support of the* application urged that the question as to whether or not the owners agreed
to pass the resolutions in favour of the proposed sales is hardly now relevant. The present proceedings
are merely to place the proposed purchaser in such a position that he can buy if the Natives will sell.
The matter, as placed before the Board, suggests that it is in the public interest that expensive litigation,
now said to be pending between the lessee, the Natives, and the Government, should, if possible, be
avoided, and it is urged, that such can best be avoided by the fee-simple of the land being acquired
by the proposed purchaser.

It has been made plain to us that the proposed purchaser is to be required to subdivide and road
the land, and to place it upon the market within the period of three years in sections of a size such as
will conform with the requirements of Part XII of the Native Land Act, 1909.

A draft agreement was submitted to the Board, the effect of which is such as to provide that if the
resolutions proposed are passed by the owners the Board will transfer the land to the Public Trustee,
who will, when directed by the Board, issue separate titles to Mr. Lewis's purchasers.

The present applications to the Governor in Council are therefore that the limitation provisions of
Part XII shall be postponed for a period of three years. As a reason for this it was urged that the process
of survey, reading, and subdivision is a difficult and expensive one, and that it is practically impossible
to finance the project unless the block can first be brought into one ownership.

The Board, after consideration, decided that His Excellency the Governor in Council be recommended
to issue the Order in Council asked for permitting the acquisition by Mr. Lewis of the whole of the areas
comprised in the blocks named.

This recommendation is forwarded to you in compliance with Regulation 20 of the regulations
relating to Native Land Boards in the Native Land Act, 1909.

22—1. 3a.
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I understand that Mr. C. P. Skerrett, acting on behalf of the Native owners, has communicated
with the Hon. the Native Minister on the subject, under date 20th September, 1910. In his letter Mr.
Skerrett goes somewhat fully into the circumstances leading up to the applications under notice.

W. H. B y President.

No. 26.
List of Proxies.

Block. Owner. Person appointed to act. Date signed.

Ill
Lj
If
If
if

If
If
If
If
Ik
Ik
Ik
If
If
Lβ
If
Ik
Ik
Ik
Ik
Ik
If
If
Ik
Ik
If
If
If
If
hi
In
Lβ
1h
1h
hi
lH
111
IJ
Lj
Ij

Taniora Wharauroa
Ngawhakaheke
Hera Kiingi
Hera Kiingi
Hera Kiingi
Mura Pekamu
Ngatoa Pekamu
Te Oro Watihi
Neha Kipa
Rangitiatia te Wehi
Ngahiraka
Ngatoto te Wiata
Piria Papi
Tauhia te Wiata
Kimi Matenga
Roka te Uwira
Ngahoki Rawinia
Ketetahi Parekarau
Ngahuia Tawhana
Hera Kiingi
Te Koro Wetere
Roha Rahiri
Huirangi Kirihahae (Wetere)
Koopa Ngatohu
Te Ruruku
Makereti Hinewai
Kahu Matawha
Takaharoa Tawhana
Te Wairua Tumauako ..
Rangihuia Kinjji
Rangiwaea
Te Mahuri Tawhana ..
Parehina Tawhana
Tc Teira te Teira
Hinewai te Teira
Tiramate Wetere
Raiha Miroi
Piri Kohoihoi
Marata Mano
Te Katoa te Katoa
Marata Mano
Piri Kohoihoi
Te Kaharoa Tawhana ..
Rangiwaea
Parehina Tawhana
Hinewai te Teira
Ngahuia Tawhana
Te Wairua Tumanako
Tiramate Wetere
Ketetahi Parekarau
Tatana te Awaroa
Piri Kohoihoi
Rangihuia Kingi
Hera Kingi
Pirikohoihoi
Roha Pahiri
Huiranga Kirihaehae ..
Pirikohoihoi

Aterea'te Ahiwaka
Wetini Paneta
Takerei Kiingi Wetere
Takeiei Kiingi Wetere
Takerei Kiingi Wetere
Ratima Pekamu
Ratima Pekamu
Tuiti Makitanara
Aterea Henare (Ngaia) . .Aterea Henare (Ngaia)
Maraku
Pairoroku Rikihana
Pairoroku Rikihana
Pairoroku Rikihana
Pairoroku Rikihana
Pairoroku Rikihana
Pairoroku Rikihana
Takerei Kingi
Pepene Eketone
Takerei Kingi
Takerei Kingi
Takerei Kingi
Takerei Kingi
Takerei Kingi
Takerei Kingi
Takerei Kingi
Takerei Kingi
Pohe Tawhana
Takerei Kingi
Pepene Eketone
Pepene Eketone
Pepene Eketone
Pepene Eketone
Takerei Kingi
Takerei Kingi
Takerei Kingi
Takerei Kingi
Takerei Kingi
Takerei Kingi
Ratima Pekamu
Takerei Kingi
Takerei Kingi
Pohe Tawhana
Pepene Eketone
Pepene Eketone
Takerei Kingi
Pepene Eketone
Takerei Kingi
Takerei Kingi
Takerei Kingi
Niwha te Awa
Takerei Kingi
Pepene Eketone
Takerei Kingi
Waeono Kerei
Takerei Kingi
Takerei Kingi
Takerei Kingi

■ .

1/2/11
1/2/11
4/1/11
4/1/11
4/1/1116/2/11
16/2/11
1/2/11

23/1/11
23/1/11
21/1/11
17/2/11
17/2/11
9/3/11
17/2/11
17/2/11
17/2/11
10/3/112/3/11
10/3/11
7/3/11
7/3/11
6/3/11
6/3/11
9/3/11
6/3/11

16/2/11
16/2/11
28/2/1114/2/11
14/2/11
1/3/11
2/3/11
10/3/11
10/3/11

6/3/11
6/3/11

16/2/11
6/3/11
6/3/11
16/2/1114/2/11
2/3/11
2/3/11

28/2/11

l<:
Lj
Ij

10/3/11
1/2/11
6/3/11
14/2/11
10/3/111/2/11
7/3/11
6/3/11
6/3/11

lj
Ij
[j
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No. 27.
Certified Copies of Minutes re Mokau-Mohakatino on the Two Occasions on which said Block

WAS BEFORE THE BOARD.
Extract from Waikato-Maniavoto District Maori Land Board's Minute-book, No. 5, page 262 et seq.

Mokau-Mohakatino If, Ig, Ih, and 1j : Application for recommendation under
section 203 of the Native Land Act, 1909 : Proposed purchaser—Herrman
Lewis.

Mr. Dalziell: Mr. Lewis is the lessee of the four blocks. He desires to purchase the freehold from
the Natives. He has negotiated with some of the principal owners in regard to the sale, and it
is suggested that the whole area be sold to him for £25,000. The area can only be profitably utilized
if dealt with in one block, and cut up and roaded and then disposed of in small sections. The sub-
divisional surveys and roading will be expensive, and will take some years to do. It is necessary that
the consent of the Maori owners of each block (in terms of Part XVIII of the Native Land Act, 1909)
be obtained to the proposed sale. The question of the allocation of the purchase-money is one for the
consideration of the owners themselves. If the proposed sale is agreed to, Mr. Lewis will pay over the
purchase-money immediately. If the owners will not sell, the lessee proposes to go on working the
land under his lease. I understand that some of the owners dispute the validity of Lewis's leases, but
these leases are on the Land Transfer Register, so that we maintain that they are good. If there is any
invalidity the Natives may have a claim against the Government. The land can be more profitably
worked as a freehold than as a leasehold, hence the present proceedings. The last Government valua-
tion shows the land to be worth £32,000, but the owner's interest is worthless than that amount, owing
to the existence of the lease : probably about £16,000 would represent the value of the owners' interest.

Mr. Dalziell then read a copy of his letter of the 17thDecember, 1910, to the President of the Board,
setting out the position in regard to the land, which letter reads as follows :—

I enclose herewith application for an Order in Council under section 203 of the Native Land Act, 1909, in respect of
Blocks If and Ig, Mokau-Mohakatino district. The applicant is the lessee of the blocks referred to in the application,
and questions have been raised as to the validity of his leases by the Native owners of the said blocks, who claim that
such leases should never have been placed upon the Land Transfer Register. Proceedings have been commenced on
behalf of the said Native owners to have the said leases set aside, or in the alternative I" obtain compensation from the
Land Transfer Assurance Fund, and in the event of the leases being set aside it is plain that the lessee would have a
claim upon the said fund for compensation. In order to determine the disputes referred to, the lessee is endeavouring to
purchase the interests of the Native owners in the said lands, with the object of cutting up and disposing of the land in
areas complying with the limitation provisions of Part XII of the Native Land Act. It is impracticable, however, to
carry out this proposal unless the land is vested as a whole in the lessee, and it is accordingly suggested that he should
be authorized to buy the Native owners' interest, conditionally, however, upon the same being transferred to your Board
on the understanding that titles may only be called for by the lessee in accordance with Part XII of the Native Land
Aot. If this arrangement iscarried out no claim can be made on the Assurance Fund, and the subdivision of the blocks
into the areas prescribed by PartXII above referred to will be assured.

Mr. Skerrett: I act for the principal owners of the land, and desire to explain the position which
I(take up. These lands were leased between 1882 and 1889. The lease of No. If contained covenants
re minerals and re the working of the land by the lessee. Rentals reserved by all the leases are very
small. The owners obtained, through Pepene Eketone, an opinion from me in regard to these leases—
that was in December, 1909. I then felt compelled to differ from the report of the Stout-Palmer Com-
mission (G.-li of 1909)except in one respect—i.e., in regard to the opinion that the covenant re minerals
was not valid. Mr. Jones and his assignees have paid £100 per year to the Natives in lieu of compliance
with this covenant. The position is that the Supreme Court could compel the lessee to comply with
this covenant, failing which it could cancel the lease. But the procedure is a very troublesome one.
[Mr. Skerrett explained procedure to the Natives present.] I have advised Pepene that the other leases
were wrongly put upon the Provisional Register, and that the lessors had either a claim for relief or
for compensation from the Assurance Fund. The procedure necessary in this direction would also
involve the Natives in very expensive litigation. lam of opinion that the best thing, in the interests
of the Natives, is for the land to be sold at a fair price, but I refrain from expressing an opinion as to
what is a fair price. But if the Natives are satisfied that the present offer is a fair one, Iwould advise
them to sell and so save themselves expensive litigation. If the owners sell the land in small parcels
they are bound by the provisions as to limitation of area contained in Part XII of the Act, and must
themselves undertake subdivision and roading. Mr. Lewis will complete the payment of the purchase-
money in three months, failing which the contract for sale, if entered into, will be void. The contract,
of course, cannot be signed until an Order in Council has been issued, and the resolution to sell, if carried,
is confirmed by the Board. When the Government had under consideration the purchase of the land,
some six or seven months ago, a valuation of it was made. It is again to be valued. lam informed
that the purchase-money offered will exceed the value of the interests of the lessors and non-lessors;
but, if such should not prove to be the case, the purchase-money will be increased accordingly, so that
the owners are assured of getting the full Government value. The owners also know that matters in
connection with the block are further complicated by the claims of Mr. Joshua Jones. Mr. Jones is
probably mistaken in his claims, but his continual agitation confuses the position so far as both the
lessee and the owners are concerned. When Mr. Lewis has paid the purchase-money he is bound to
subdivide the land and to dispose of it within three years. He cannot call for a transfer of it to him-
self, but only for a transfer of the separate sections to his purchasers. The Board will have power to
extend this period of three years at its discretion, but if Mr. Lewis makes default in selling the land as
provided, the Board will have power to sell, to deduct commission and expenses, and to pay over the
balance to him. Some of the owners signed the leases to Mr. Jones; some didnot. It will be necessary



T.—3a 168
for this matter to be gone into carefully. It may be that some of the non-lessors have received rent.
The owners, at their meeting, should consider the question of the allocation of the purchase-money.
Mr. Dalziell has asked me to explain that if the Supreme Court allows the lease of No. If to continue
the lessee has to expend £3,000 per year in working the minerals arid timber, and the owners will have
to give up the additional £100 per year they now receive and get in its stead a royalty of 10 per cent,
on the net profits, if any, arising from the working thereof. The annual expenditure of £3,000 would,
of course, be a matter of great inconvenience to the lessee.

Mr. Dalziell formally asks for the Board's recommendation, and hands in for the Board's informa-
tion a copy of a letter (dated 20th September, 1910) from Mr. Skerrett to the Hon. the Native Minister.

Board adjourned until 4 p.m., meetings of the assembled owners of the blocks concerned having
been fixed for 2 o'clock.

Board again met at 4 p.m. and adjourned till 8 p.m., matters in connection with the meetings
of owners not having reached finality.

8 p.m.—Mr. Dalziell: The meetings of owners have been held, but unanimity has not prevailed,
and the meetings have been adjourned to a date to be fixed by the President. I would ask the Board
to take into consideration the applications for its recommendations under section 203. Question as to
whether or not the owners agree to pass the resolutions in favour of the case is hardly now relevant.
Present proceedings are merely to place the proposed purchaser in such a position that he can buy if
the Natives will sell. The matter, as placed before the Board, suggests that it is in the public interest
that the expensive litigation pending between the lessee, Natives, and Government should, if possible,
be avoided. The terms of the agreement suggested are such as to assure that the purposes of Part XII
of the Native Land Act will be given effect to. All that is asked, therefore, is that the limitation pro-
visions of Part XII shall be postponed for a short period. The reason for asking this is that the process
of survey, roading, and subdivision is a difficult and expensive one, and it is practically impossible to
finance it unless the block can be first brought into one ownership. I therefore suggest that it is in the
interest of every one concerned that the desired Orders in Council should issue.

The Board, after consideration, decided to grant the recommendations asked for in each case.
(Certified as a correct extract from Board's minute-book.—John Harvey, Clerk, Native Depart-

ment, Wellington.)

Extract from Waikato-Maniapoto District Maori Land Board's Minute-book, No. 6, page 48 et seq.
Mokau-Mohakatino No. If, 26,480 acres; Mokau-Mohakatino No. Ig, 2,969 acres;

i3/3/u- Mokau-Mohakatino No. Ih, 19,576 acres; Mokau-Mohakatino No. Ij, 4,260
acres.

Mr. Dalziell appeared and asked the Board to confirm resolutions passed by meetings of assembled
owners of these blocks held yesterday. The resolution in regard to No. If was as follows : " That the
proposal of Eerrman Lewis be accepted—namely, that the Native owners should sell to him and he
should purchase the above-mentioned piece of land, together with Subdivisions Ig, Ih, and 1j of the
said Mokau-Mohakatino Block, and all the right, title, estate, and interest of the Native owners therein,
for the total sum of £25,000 in cash and £2,500 in fully paid shares in the Mokau Land and Coal-mining
Company (Limited), to be paid to the Native owners of such blocks in proportion to their respeciive
interests therein, and so that the owners of each block shall receive the same proportion of the said
sums of £25,000 and £2,500 as the Government valuation of the owners' interest in such block bears
to the total of the Government valuation of the owners' interest in the whole of the said four blocks.
and so also that each of the Native owners in each block shall receive in cash not less than the Govern-
ment valuation of his interest in such block ; and, further, that the Maori Land Board of the Waikato-
Maniapoto Maori Land District be and is hereby empowered to execute, as the agent of the Native
owners, in the name of the Board, an agreement for sale of the said lands to the said Herrman Lewis,
his executors, administrators, and assigns, at the said price, such agreement to contain all such terms
as the said Board shall deem fit, including a power to the said Board to execute all such instruments
of alienation as may be reasonably required for the purpose of carrying out the terms of such agree-
ment."

Similar resolutions had been carried simultaneously in regard to Subdivisions lv, Ih. and Ij. The
owners have unanimously resolved to sell the whole of their interests in these four blocks for the sum
of £25,000 in cash and £2,500 worth of fully-paid-up £10 shares in the Mokau Land and Coal-mining
Company (Limited), which company is buying out Lewis.

The resolutions recite, in effect, that the basis of distribution of the purchase-money shall be the
Government valuation of the owners' interest, with a reservation that each owner shall receive an
amount not less than the Government valuation of his particular interest. The question of price that
is to be paid for each block and to each owner is therefore purely a matter of calculation.

With regard to Subdivisions If and In, all the owners have signed leases, while in the case of 1g
and 1j several of the owners have not signed. The Government valuation has been made upon the
assumption that all the owners have signed the leases. So far, therefore, as the two last-named blocks
are concerned, there must be added to the valuation of the owners' interest the same proportion of the
Government valuation of the lessee's interest as the interest of the lessors should, if not assigned, bear
to the total interest of all the owners.

The resolution provided that the sum to be paid to the Natives in cash shall be not less than the
Government valuation of the owners' interest. The distribution of cash and shares is made upon
similar bases. As between the owners of 1g and Ih, the owners who have not signed the leases will
receive an additional sum, by virtue of the fact that they are non-lessors, to compensate them for the
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proportion of the value wrongly credited to the lessee in the assessment contained in the Government
valuation. I have worked out calculations, and will submit figures which I suggest should be a basis
for distribution of the purchase-money.

In regard to the question of terms on which the agreement is based, I may say that an Order in
Council has been signed and will be gazetted this morning. The Order in Council has been issued
under section 203 of the Native Land Act, 1909, and has the effect of permitting Lewis, as lessee, to
purchase the whole area notwithstanding the limitations contained in Part XII of the Act.

On behalf of the lessor I have undertaken the arrangement embodied in the agreement*—namely,
that he shall within three years, or within such further timn as the Board may grant, subdivide and
sell the land in such areas as will conform to the limitations contained in Part XII above referred to.
In order that this provision may be enforced we desire that the Board shall, as agent of the owners,
under subsection (6) of section 356 of the Act, execute an agreement for sale, which agreement it is
proposed shall provide that the land shall be transferred, personally and not impersonally, to Mr. W. H.
Bowler in trust to enforce the provisions as to subdivision, and, subject to that provision, in trust for
the purchaser. The agreement further provides that the fee-simple of these blocks shall be sold to
Herrman Lewis for £25.000 and £2,500 worth of shares, the purchase-money to be payable and the
shares to be I ransferred within three months ; that, on payment of the cash and allotment of the shares,
the land shall be transferred to Mr. Bowler, on the understanding that, as it is cut up and sold, he will
execute transfers to the respective purchasers, and that if it is not sold within the prescribed or ex-
tended period referred to in the agreement, the Board will have power to strictly enforce the rights
conferred upon it thereby, and may proceed to deal with the area in the same manner as though it
were Native land vested in the Board in pursuance of the provisions of Part XIV of the Native Land
Act, 1909.

To protect Mr. Bowler's own position it is intended that provision shall be made that before the
transfer is executed the purchaser (Lewis) ehall enter into a deed of covenant, prepared at his expense,
and approved by myself, indemnifying the former from any obligations under the trust. The agree-
ment further provides that the Board and the purchaser may appoint a person in place of Mr. Bowler
for the holding of the title, in which case the latter will undertake to transfer the land to such person
when required to do so.

It may be necessary to give security against this land for purposes of finance in order to enable
roading, surveys, &c. to be undertaken, and the agreement contains provision enabling this to be done,
and for roads to be dedicated, so long as the requirements do not in anj way defeat the terms of the
trust in which the land is held for subdivision and sale.

A further provision is embodied in the agreement to the effect that if details of the agreement are
found not to work satisfactorily the Board and the purchaser maj modify the terms of the agreement
so long as the modifications are consistent with the terms of the resolutions passed by the meetings of
assembled owners.

The President intimated that he had received a letter from Mr. Joshua Jones, of Mokau, notifying
him that he (Mr. Jones) considered that he had rights in respect of this land, and referring to recom-
mendations made by Select Committees of both Houses of the General Assembly.

Mr. Dalziell. in reply, stated that Mr. Jones's position was as follows : He was the original lessee
of the blocks. His leases had been mortgaged to Flower, who had foreclosed, and the leases were now
vested in Lewis. They were registered on the Provisional Register under the Land Transfer Act. Jones
had taken steps in the Supreme Court to prevent Lewis from dealing with these leases on the ground
that he (Jones) was equitably entitled to the leases, but the full Court had decided that Jones had no
interest whatever in the leases.

In regard to any recommendations nfade by Committees of both Houses. Mr. Dalziell pointed out
that if the recommendations alleged to have been made had been made the Government had given an
indication of its view of the position by issuing an Order in Council permitting Mr. Lewis to acquire,
as lessee, the fee-simple of the land.

In reply to a question hy the President as to what effect the resolutions to sell, if confirmed l>\ the
Board, would have on any Htigous rights which Mr. Jones might have in regard to his leases, Mr. Dalziell
stated that the leases would not merge in the freehold unless Lewis was equitably entitled. He was
prepared to take confirmation on the understanding that the action of the Board does not in any way
prejudice any claims that Mr. Jones may have against Mr. Lewis in regard to the leases.

On the subject of other lands, valuations, &c, Mr. Dalziell intimated that valuations had been
made, and he will immediately be able to supply particulars of same. He also hoped within the course
of a day or two to be able to supply a detailed list showing other lands of each of the Native owners,
and asked that a decision be given by the Board conditionally upon his statement being verified to
the effect that the Order in Council under section 203 of the Act of 1909 had been issued, and that the
Natives would not, by virtue of the alienations, be rendered landless within the meaning of the Act.

Extract from same Book, page 54.
Mr. Dalziell: I hand in list showing the other lands of the owners, so far as we have been able to

ascertain. Except in case of Ngarongo Mate, I will be able to supply information as to the other lands
of all the owners within fourteen days. (Afterwards stated that Ngarongo has a large interest in
Pukenui 2d No. 7.)

Board decided to confirm resolutions in each case—agreement not to be signed until certified list
of other lands produced and Order in Council under section 203, 1909, gazetted.

(Certified as a correct extract from Board's minute-book.—W. H. Bowler, President, 24/8/11.—John Harvey, Clerk, Native Department, Wellington.)
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No. 28.
Native Department, Wellington, 26th April, 1911.

Memorandum for the President, Waikato-Maniapoto District Maori Land Board, Auckland.
Mokau-Mohakatino Block.

Herewith I return you the draft copy of agreement forwarded to me on the 25th ultimo. In connec-
tion therewith I have no further suggestions to make. The file has, under instructions from the Hon.
the Native Minister, been before the Solicitor-General, particularly as to the fee-simple being transferred
to yourself in place of the Public Trustee. He (the Solicitor-General) sees no objection to your holding
the land under the conditions set out in the trust. One thing, however, seems to me necessary—that
is, that some remuneration should be paid by the company to the person holding that position. Under
the Civil Service Regulations clause 4 makes the President responsible, but this must be considered
as the Board, as no doubt the President has been selected owing to the difficulties of the Board accept-
ing a trust which they could only do in an official position. Therefore, the remuneration should be a
credit for the Board's work, and I am sure the Government would fully recognize the additional respon-
sibility placed upon the President over the transaction. Cabinet would also probably view the posi-
tion favourably and reimburse the officer accordingly. What the amount should be fixed at is some-
what difficult to assess, but as all direct expenses, travelling, &c, would no doubt be charged to the
block, an amount of, say, £75 or £100 per annum might be considered equitable. However, this is a
matter which you could discuss with the company so that the position may be defined before final
acceptance. I quite understand that proceedings would work more smoothly if the Board had actual
control of the trust, which, although it is vested, as I said before, in the President, it is only in the
nominal sense as leader of the Board. The only reason lam against the position is that if litigation
should occur in any way it would cause a considerable amount of trouble to an officer who would have
no pecuniary benefit in the proceedings. However, you have had a fair insight into the dealings gene-
rally, and, although the Hon. the Native Minister has not yet had the Solicitor-General's opinion before
him, I anticipate no objection from him as to the carrying-out of the proposals.

I am returning the copy of the agreement you forwarded me, and if the matter is completed it would
be advisable that a copy of each agreement be sent to this office for record. When I sent you the tele-
gram on the 20th the file was with the Solicitor-General, who, I understood, saw no objection to Mokau-
Mohakatino proposal. I note the opinion on the file since returned reads, " I see no objection to the
appointment of Mr. Bowler as trustee." I will place the position before the Minister on the first
opportunity. No doubt you will take the necessary action to see that you are fully indemnified in
case litigation should follow in connection herewith.

Thos. W. Fisher, Under-Secretary.

Office of the Waikato-Maniapoto District Maori Land Board,
Auckland, 25th March, 1911.

Memorandum for the Under-Secretary, Native Department, Wellington.
Mokau-Mohakatino Blocks If, lα, Ih, Ij.

I have to report that at the recent meeting of the Board, which concluded yesterday, it was decided
to confirm the resolutions passed by the meetings of assembled owners in regard to the proposed sale
to Mr. Lewis. The confirmation is, of course, subject to the purchaser's solicitors being able to produce
satisfactory evidence as to the other lands of the Native owners, and also as to the Order in Council
now being issued under section 203/09. I enclose a copy of the agreement to be executed in the case
of one of the blocks. This will serve to indicate the nature of the arrangements proposed in regard to
the land. The agreements in regard to the other three blocks are identical in form. I have been care-
fully through the and in their present form cannot see that any amendment is required,
but you may probably consider some alteration necessary, in which ease I shall welcome any suggestion.
Matters in regard to the Mokau Estate are thus approaching finality, but I am afraid that a good deal
of detail work, both on my own part and on the part of the Board, will require to be performed before
this consummation is reached. W. H. 8., President.

No. 29.
Agreement between the Waikato-Maniapoto Land Boari> and Mr. Herrman Lewis.

An Agreement made this eleventh day of April one thousand nine hundred and eleven between the
Maori Land Board of the Waikato-Maniapoto Land District (hereinafter called " the Board ") as agent
for the Native owners hereinafter referred to of the one part and Herrman Lewis ofthe City of Wellington
settler (hereinafter called " the purchaser ") of the other part

Whereas at a meeting of the Native owners of Subdivision Number If of the Mokau-Mohakatino
Block in the Provincial District of Taranaki containing twenty-six thousand four hundred and eighty
acres more or less assembled under the provisions of Part XVIII of the Native Land Act 1909 (herein-
after called " the Act ") at Te Kuiti on the twenty-second day ofMarch one thousand nine hundred and
eleven such Native owners (hereinafter save when the context requires a different construction together
with their successors and assigns referred to as " the said Native owners ") resolved as follows namely
" That the proposal of Herrman Lewis be accepted namely that the Native owners should sell to him
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" and he should purchase the above-mentioned piece of land together with Subdivisions 1g 1h and
" 1j of the said Mokau-Mohakatino Block and all the right title estate and interest of the Native owners
" therein for the total sum of £25,000 in cash and £2,500 in fully-paid-up shares in the Mokau Coal and
" Estates Company (Limited) to be paid to the Native owners of such blocks in proportion to their
"respective interests therein and so that the owners of each block shall receive the same proportion
" of the said sums of £25,000 and £2,500 as the Government valuation of the owners' interest in such
" block bears to the total of the Government valuation of the owners' interest in the whole of the said
" four blocks and so also that each of the Native owners of each block shall receive in cash not less than
" the Government valuation of his interest in such block And further that the Maori Land Board
" of the Waikato-Maniapoto Maori Land District be and it is hereby empowered to execute as the agent
" of the Native owners in the name of the Board an agreement for sale of the said lands to the said
" Herrman Lewis his executors administrators and assigns at the said price such agreement to contain
" all such terms as to the said Board shall seem fit including a power to the said Board to execute all
" such instruments of alienation as may be reasonably required for the purpose of carrying out the
" terms of such agreement " And whereas the Board has subsequently to thepassing of the said resolu-
tion confirmed the said resolution by confirmation in writing under the seal of the Board executed at a
meeting of the Board held at Auckland on the twenty-fourth day of March one thousand nine hundred
and eleven has in pursuance of section 356 (6) of the Act become the agent of the Native owners for
the time being to execute and is duly authorized to execute as such agent in the name of the Board
an instrument of alienation in accordance with the terms of the said resolution as confirmed Now
it is hereby agreed by and between the parties hereto as follows

1. It is hereby declared that this agreement or instrument of alienation is executed by the Board
as agent for the Native owners and pursuant to the statutory authority conferred upon it by Part XVIII
of the Act and of all other statutory authorities it thereunto empowering

2. The Board shall sell and the purchaser shall purchase all that piece or parcel of land containing
twenty-six thousand four hundred and eighty acres (26480 acres) more or less being Block Number If
Mokau-Mohakatino Block the whole of the land comprised in Provisional Register Volume 11 folio
699 Taranaki and also all the right title estate and interest of the Native owners therein for the price
specified in the resolution above referred to

3. The said purchase-money in cash shall be paid by the purchaser to the Board in one sum and
the said fully-paid-up shares shall be allotted to the Board within three calendar months from the day
of the date of these presents (time in this respect being strictly of the essence of the contract)

4. If the purchaser shall fail to pay the said purchase-money and allot the said shares within the
said period of three calendar months (time being in this respect strictly of the essence of the contract)
then and in such case the Board may cancel and determine this agreement without prejudice to any
liability theretofore incurred by the purchaser and the purchaser shall be liable to pay to the Board
on behalf of the Native owners or to the Native owners as the case may be all costs and expenses incurred
by them in connection with this agreement and the sale hereby agreed upon together with such damages
as may be sustained or recoverable by the Native owners As the Native owners dispute the validity of
the lease of the said land to Joshua Jones appearing on the said Provisional Register and also alterna-
tively claim to be entitled to re-enter and determine the same which right the purchaser disputes it is
expressly agreed and declared that in the event of the Board cancelling and determining this agreement
pursuant to this provision then and in such case nothing herein contained shall be deemed to affect
the existing rights or liabilities (if any) of the Native owners or the purchaser in reference to the said
lease or to be an admission by the Native owners of the validity or existence of the said lease or any
waiver of any right which may exist in the Native owners to re-enter upon the said lands or to affect
or prejudice the right (if any) of the Native owners to dispute the validity of such lease or to re-enter
upon the said lands or to determine the said lease or any other right or remedy which the Native owners
or the purchaser may now possess all which rights or remedies shall subsist and may be prosecuted
in the same manner and as fally as if these presents had never been executed

5. Upon payment of the purchase-money in accordance with the provisions of paragraph 3 hereof
the Board shall forthwith transfer the fee-simple of the said land to Walter Harry Bowler the President
of the Board to hold the same upon the trusts following namely

(a) Upon trust for the Board to enable the Board to execute and perform and carry out all
and singular the trusts and purposes hereinafter expressed

(b) Upon trust at the request and by the direction of the Board to execute such assurances
and transfers of the fee-simple of the said lands and any parts or part thereof as may
be necessary to execute perform and carry out the trusts and purposes expressed in
paragraphs 7 8 9 and 10 hereof or otherwise in this agreement

(c) Upon trust in the event of the Board being unable to execute and perform such trusts
and purposes or any of them then himself to execute or perform in the same degree
and manner as if such trusts and purposes had been originally vested in and conferred
upon him

(d) Subject to the aforesaid trusts purposes and provisions upon trust for the purchaser and
so that the said Walter Harry Bowler shall at the request and at the expense in all
things of the purchaser execute all such mortgages and other charges deeds of dedication
and other instruments of alienation of any kind which the purchaser shall require him
to execute and which are not inconsistent with the trusts referred to in paragraphs
(a) (b) and (c) hereof



L—3a 172
6. Upon payment of the purchase-money in accordance with the provisions of paragraph 3 afore-

said the purchaser shall become entitled to possession of and to the receipt of the rents and profits of
the said land and as from the date when the said purchase-moneys should have been paid as aforesaid
the purchaser shall pay interest on the same at the rate of five pounds per centum per annum and as
from that date rent and outgoings shall be apportioned as between the purchaser and the Board as
agent for the Native owners

7. The purchaser shall forthwith after payment of the said purchase-money take steps to subdivide
the said land for sale and shall use his best endeavours to sell the same in areas not exceeding the limits
prescribed by Part XII of the Act within three years from the date of this agreement or such extended
time as may under the provisions in that behalf hereinafter contained be granted by the Board

8. On payment of the said purchase-money and upon the purchaser effecting a sale of each sub-
division of the said land in accordance with the provisions of the last preceding paragraph to a purchaser
who at the date of the transfer or assurance hereinafter mentioned was not prohibited under Part XII
of the Act or otherwise from acquiring such subdivision the Board shall at the request and at the cost
of the purchaser direct and procure the said Walter Harry Bowler to execute to the purchaser or to such
derivative purchaser or purchasers as the purchaser shall in writing direct (the purchaser or such deriva-
tive purchaser or purchasers not being then prohibited under Part XII aforesaid or otherwise from
acquiring such subdivision) an effectual transfer or assurance of each subdivision so sold as may be
necessary to vest the fee-simple of the same in the purchaser thereof or his nominee or nominees appointee
or appointees And it is expressly agreed that the purchaser shall not be entitled to call for a transfer
or assurance of the said land or any part thereof except upon the sale thereof in subdivisions in accord-
ance with the provisions of paragraph 7 hereof

9. If within the period of three years from the date hereof or within such extended time or times
as may under the provisions in that behalf hereinafter contained be granted by the Board the whole
of the said land shall not have been sold in subdivisions and transferred by the Board to the purchaser
or a derivative purchaser or derivative purchasers thereof in accordance with the provisions of para-
graphs 7 and 8 hereof then and in such case the right of the purchaser to require further transfers and
assurances of the part or parts of the said land not theretofore sold and transferred in accordance with
the provisions of paragraphs 7 and 8 hereof (hereinafter referred to as " the unsold lands ") shallsubject
to and without prejudice to the provisions of the next succeeding paragraph hereof absolutely cease
and determine And thereupon it is expressly agreed and declared that the said Walter Harry Bowlor
shall hold and stand possessed of the unsold land upon trust for the Board to enable the Board to
execute the trusts and purposes following

(a) To sell the fee-simple thereof in the same manner and with the same powers and authorities
as if the same had been vested in the Board wholly for sale under Part XIV of the
Act and as if the powers of sale contained in Part XIV aforesaid were in allrespects appli-
cable to and exercisable by the Board with respect to the unsold land except that the
provisions of sections 250 251 and 254 of the Act shall not be applicable to the un-
sold land or the sale thereof

(b) Pending the sale of the unsold land the Board may grant leases or grazing rights over the
same or any part thereof on such terms as it shall think proper

(c) The moneys received by the Board from the sale or otherwise in respect of the unsold land
shall be held by the Board in trust

(1) To pay all rates taxes and other outgoings payable by the Board in respect
of the unsold land or any part or parts thereof

(2) To pay and retain all costs and expenses of every nature and kind (including
and without derogating from the preceding generality all survey fees cost of road
formation and construction advertising and other proper charges) and also a com-
mission of two pounds ten shillings per centum on all moneys coming into the hands
of the Board *

(3) To pay the residue of the said moneys from time to time to the purchaser
10. At any time within or after the expiry of the aforesaid stipulated period of three years provided

for by paragraphs 7 8 and 9 hereof or within or after the expiry of any extended time or times granted
by the Board pursuant to the provisions of this present paragraph the purchaser may from time to time
apply to the Board for an extension of the said period of three years or of any such extended time or
times and if the purchaser shall satisfy the Board that the sale of the said lands in subdivisions cannot
without any neglect or want of diligence and expedition on the part of the purchaser be completed at
reasonable prices within the period stipulated or any extension thereof then the Board shall grant to
the purchaser a reasonable extension or extensions of the said stipulated period

11. In case any dispute shall arise between the Board or the said Walter Harry Bowler and the
purchaser touching the grant or refusal by the Board of any application by the purchaser for an exten-
sion of the said stipulated time or as to the determination in any manner of any such application or
touching the construction meaning or effect of these presents or as to any matter arising under sub-
clause (d) of clause 5 hereof or any other act matter or thing to be done under these presents then such
dispute or question shall be determined by a Judge of the Supreme Court on an application to him by
either party by way of originating summons or other suitable procedure And it is hereby agreed that
the order decision and determination of such Judge shall be final and binding on and shall be followed
and given effect to by the parties hereto But the costs of the Board and the said Walter Harry Bowler
in any such proceeding or relating thereto shall be borne and paid by the purchaser
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12. The land the subject of this agreement shall be taken subject to all rights of road and other
easements created in or subsisting over the said land whether known or unknown to the purchaser If
the purchaser can arrange with the Crown he may purchase under this agreement the interests (if any)
of the Native owners (without further pecuniary consideration) in all lands cut off or reserved to discharge
survey liens and in such case the purchaser shall pay and discharge all such survey liens and indemnify
the Native owners therefrom And the purchaser shall accept the Native owners' existing Land Transfer
title to the said land and shall not make any requisition in respect of the same

13. It is hereby expressly declared that in the construction of these presents the benefit and burden
of all the provisions of these presents shall enure for the benefit of and pass to devolve upon and bind
the executors administrators and assigns of the purchaser and the successors and assigns of the Board
and of the Native owners as the case may be

14. The purchaser shall at his own expense before the said land shall be transferred to the said Walter
Harry Bowler enter into such deed of indemnity as may be required by the said Walter Harry Bowler
protecting him from all liability on account of his acceptance of such transfer and any acts he may do
as theregistered owner of the said lands

15. The parties hereto may at any time modify by agreement in writing any of the terms of this
agreement so long as such modification shall be consistent with the terms of the said resolution and
they may also from time to time select some one to hold the title to the said land in place of the said
Walter Harry Bowler.

As witness the execution hereof the day and year first before written
The common seal of the Maori Land Board

of the Waikato-Maniapoto Maori Land r -,

District was hereunto affixed in the ' ■"

presence of
W. H. Bowler President
J. W. W. Seymour Member of the Board

Signed by the said Herman Lewis in) Herrman Lewisthe presence of I
E. W. Watson Wellington

[A similar agreement was entered into with regard to each of the other blocks—viz., Mokau-
Mohakatino lα, Mokau-Mohakatino Ih, Mokau-Mohakatino Ij.]

No. 30.
Exact Date on which Herrman Lewis paid £25,000.

20th May, 1911.
W. H. Bowler.

1/9/11.

No. 31.
The Mokau Natives to Bell, Gully, Bell, and Myers.

1910. Re Mokau Block. £ s. d. £ s. d.
Dec. 12. Attending Tuiti Macdonald and one ofNative owners, conferring when

we received copy of report of Native Commission .. .. .. 110
Instructions for opinion generally as to course to be adopted byi

Natives, particularly having regard to the refusal of the Native I ~ „ n
Land Court to consider question of partition

13. Perusing and considering report of Native Land Commission j
Telegram to Tuiti Macdonald for further information required and to

come to Wellington to confer further . . .. .. .. 0 5 0
Paid 0 0 10

20. Conferences (two) with Tuiti when he instructed us on questions to
be raised and to prepare written opinion of Mr. H. D. Bell, perusing
Report of Native Land Commission, G.-11, 1909, and advising
generally ■• •• •• •• ■■ ■■ •• 330

22. Attending Tuiti Macdonald conferring .. . . .. .. .. 010 6
Opinion of Mr. H. D. Bell, K.C., on matters submitted .. . . .. 10 10 0
Engrossing two copies same (30 folios each) .. .. .. .. 1 10 0

1911.
Jan. 10. Telegram from Mr. Hardy that he is coming to Wellington to inter-j

view us and perusing same.. ■ ■ .••.."• ! 110Attending Tuiti in special conference discussing position and ap-i
pointment for interview with delegates to-morrow morning I

11. Long conference with you, Mr. Hardy, and Natives (engaged all \
morning)

Instructions to commence actions and take other steps .. V . ■ 12 12 0
Again attending you, Mr. Hardy, and Natives in conference in the

afternoon '
23—1. 3a.
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1910. Re Moknu Block—continued. £ s. d. £ s. d.
Letter to our New Plymouth agents to search titles and obtain copies

of leases, &c. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 0 5 1
Attending Mr. Dalziell (Mr. Lewis's solicitor), conferring liereon, and

obtained from him copies of some leases .. .. .. .. 010 6
Perusing and considering same .. .. .. .. .. 220

12. Further long conference with Tuiti and Mr. Hardy when further in-
structions given to us .. .. .. .. .. .. "2 2 0

13. Attending Mr. Dalziell on these cases generally and conferring and
obtaining information as to title .. .. .. .. .. 110

Drawing notice of breach of covenant to be sent to lessee. .Engrossing six copies same (14 folios each)
Drawing five warrants to sue.. .. .. .. 5 5 0Engrossing three copies of each
Drawing authority appointing agents to instruct solicitors, &c.
Engrossing three copies same..
Attending Natives and Mr. Hardy in conference.. .. .. . • 110
Letter to President of Board for convenient date for meeting .. .. 0-5 0

14. Attending on receipt of and perusing telegram from New Plymouth
agents as to leases .. .. .. .. .. •• 068

Telegram to them as to what is required .. . . . . • • 0 8 0
Paid 0 0 9

17. Further telegram to them to forward copies, titles, and note of lien .. .. 0 5 0
Paid 0 0 10

18. Attending Mr. Dalziell conferring as to position .. .. .. 010 6
Attending Mr. Algar Williams, who inquired as to security on Mokau

held by Messrs. Barr, Leary, and Co. .. .. .. .. <> 6 8
26. Attending on receipt of letter from Messrs. Roy and Nicholson with |

voluminous copies of documents and perusing same .. 0 6 8
Letter to them acknowledging same .. .. .. 'Messrs. Roy and Nicholson's charges (annexed) . . . . .. 46 19 0
Carefully going through all documents and collecting same in order

(engaged long time) .. .. .. .. .. .. 10 10 0
28. Attending Mr. Dalziell as to fixture of date for meeting of assembled

owners, and conferring with him generally on several points .. .. 110
30. Attending Mr. H. F. Johnston (junior counsel), handing him papers.

and explaning position and instructing him fully .. . . . . 1 1 (J

31. Conference with Mr. Johnston hereon . . .. .. .. .. 110
Feb. 3. Attending on receipt of letter from New Plymouth agents with|

copies of all documents relating to Block If and perusing same [ . . 0 6 8
Letter to them acknowledging same . . .. . . 'Perusing and consideringsame .. .. .. .. .. 2 2 0

6. Attending on receipt of letter from Natives hereon .. |
Copy same for Mr. Hardy .. .. .. .. [ .. 06 8
Letter to him therewith .. .. .. .. '7. Attending Mr. Morison in conference and arranged with him to act

with Mr. H. D. Bell in these cases .. ... .. .. .. 110
Paid Mr. Morison retainer .. .. .. .. .. 2 2 0

17. Attending Messrs. Findlay and Co., who informed usthat 10thMarch,
being convenient to counsel as the date for holding the adjourned
meeting of owners, would be fixed accordingly by Board, if Natives
agreed, and arranged we should communicate with our Natives .. .. i<6 8

Telegram to Mr. Hardy accordingly, and asking him to have Natives
seen and communicate result to us .. .. .. .. . . 0 5 0

Paid 0 1 6
20. Telegram to him as to adjournment until 10th March .. .. .. 0 5 0

Paid Old
Mar. 6. Attending on receipt of telegram from Mr. Hardy that Natives.

wished meeting postponed from 10th till 14th March
Attending Mr. Dalziell, conferring thereon, when he agreed to tele- )■ .. 110

graph his clients to-day and inform us to-morrow
Long telegram to Mr. Hardy thereon

Paid 0 2 10
7. Attending Mr. Dalziell when he stated that his clients would not

consent to adjournment .. .. .. .. .. .. 068
Telegram to Mr. Hardy thereon .. .. .. .. .. 050

Pad 0 2 6
Telegram to President of Maniapoto Board as to adjournment and

hearing on 10th March .. .. .. .. .. .. 0 5 0
Paid 0 2 8

Attending on receipt of and perusing telegram from Mr. Hardy ) 0 6 88. Telegram to him in reply
Paid 0 2 0



175 I.—Ba
1910. Re Mokau Block—continued. £ s. d. £ s.~ d.

Further telegram to him as to Mr. Bell going to Te Kuiti .. .. .. 0 5 0
Paid 0 1 0

Attending on receipt of and perusing telegram from him that Mr.\
Bell need not attend [ .. 0 6 8

Telegram to him in reply .. .. .. .. )
Paid 0 1 0

Telegram to Mr. Lewis thereon .. .. .. .. .. 0 5 0
Paid 0 0 10

Attending on receipt of and perusing telegram from Mr. Hardy i 0 fi 8Telegram to him that Mr. Bell will not go up ..
Paid 0 0 8

9. Telegram to Mr. Dalziell (at Te Kuiti) hereon .. .. .. .. 0 5 0
Paid 0 2 4

10. Attending on receipt of and perusing telegram from him .. .. 0 3 4
Telegram from Mr. Hardy that matter settled and to send costs
Mr. Johnston's fee .. .. .. .. .. .. 2 2 0

£52 3 9 69 8 7
Disbursements .. .. .. .. .. .. 52 3 9

£121 12 4
Cr. by cash on account .. .. .. .. • ■ 100 0 0

(Paid la -22/7/11) .. £21 12 4
Kxamined. —Bki.i.. Gully, Bell, and Myers.—Wellington, 29th March. 1911. - —

Messrs. Bell, Gully, Bki.i.. and Myers. Solicitors, Wellington, to Roy and Nicholson. Solicitors,
New Plymouth.

1911. Mokau.
Jan. To our costs for attendances at Land Transfer Office and making copies of provisional

titles and dealings registered against same (engaged daily from 13th January to Ist £ s. d.
February) .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 46 4 0

Paid search-fees, 125.; telegrams and postages, 3s. .. .. .. ■ • 0 15 0

£46 19 0

Examined.—Roy and Nicholson.—New Plymouth, 25th March, 1911.

No. 32.
[Telegram.]

R. H. Hardy, Te Kuiti. Wellington.
Do you wish me to come up in time for clear day before meeting ? I think sufficient if 1

arrive morning meeting and see Natives after meeting. H. D. Bell.

■

[Telegram.]
Bell, Myers, Wellington. 7th March, 1911.

.Macdonald says impossible to adjourn. Has evidently settled his plans. I will not proceed with
adjournment application. Will ascertain Macdonald's view re your attendance and report.

Hardy.

[Telegram.]
Tuiti Macdonald, Kuputaroa. Te Kuiti, 7th March, 1911.

Money wired. ('ase stands for tenth. Do yourequire Bell's attendance here ? Hardy.

[Telegram (phoned).]
E. Hardy, Te Kuiti. Koputaroa.

Mr. Bell not required. Will arrive Thursday morning. Turn Macdonald.
(Received 8/3/11, after closing of Post Office, 7th inst.)

[Telegram.]
Bell, Myers, Wellington. Bth March, 1911.

Macdonald advises not necessary for you to come. Hardy.
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[Telegram.]

K. H. Hardy, Te Kuiti. Wellington.
Will you kindly arrange for bedrooms somewhere for selfand T. W. Lewis. Arriving together Te Kuiti,
Friday, 2 a.m., and leaving again Saturday morning. Please reply to-day where, so that we may go
there (in arrival. H. D. Bell.

[Telegram.]
Bell, Myers, Wellington. Bth March, 1911.

Have provided excellent accommodation for both at King's Hotel Grand. Hardy.

[Telegram.]
B. H. Hardy, Te Kuiti. Wellington, Bth March, 1911.

Thanes for telegram about rooms; but await your reply whether you consent my not going. Much
prefer stay Wellington. Bell.

[Telegra \i . I
E. H. Hardy, Te Kuiti. Wellington.

Sum.i. be greatly relieved if you consider my attendance meeting unnecessary. Please reply to-day
whether you agree with Macdonald. H. D. Bell.

[Telegram.]
Bell, Myers, Wellington. Bth March, 1911.

You need not come. Will Lewis be coming ? Hardy.

[Telegram.]
B. H. Hardy, Te Kuiti. Wellington.

Neither Mr. Lewis nor [ will come. H. D. Bell.

No. 33.
In consideration of the within-mentioned Herrman Lewis granting certain extended time for the com-
pletion of the within-recited option, and in consideration of the Lewis agreeing to hand
over to the company all offers, options, and other documents relating to the property, we, the vendors,
agree to the issue by the company to Thomas Mason Chambers an additional 400 shares of the nominal
value of £10 fully paid up, to be held by the said T. M. Chambers until the completion by the said
Herrman Lewis of his undertaking aforesaid.

Dated 9th February, 1911. C. A. Loughnan.
Mason Chambers.

Memorandum ofAgreement made this twenty-seventh day of January, one thousand nine hundred
and eleven, between Thomas Mason Chambers, of Havelock North, sheep-farmer, of the one part (here-
inafter, together with his executors, administrators, and assigns, except where the context requires a
different construction, referred to and included in the term " the first vendor ") of the first part. James
Alexander Fraser, of Ashhurst, sheep-farmer (hereinafter, together with his executors, administrators,
and assigns, except where the context requires a different construction, referred to and included in the
term " the second vendor ") of the second part, and John Moore Johnstone, of Palmerston North, com-
mission agent, and David White, of Hastings, commission agent (hereinafter, together with their and
each of their executors, administrators, and assigns, except where the context requires a different con-
struction, collectively referred to and included in the term " the purchasers ") of the third part: Whereas
the first vendor is under covenant with one Herrman Lewis to purchase from the said Hen-man Lewis
the freehold or alternatively the leasehold interest of the said Herrman Lewis now or at any time here-
after to be acquired of and in the pieces or parcels of land mentioned and described in the First Schedule
hereto in terms specially set out in memorandum of agreement bearing date the twenty-seventh day of
January, oik, thousand nine hundred and eleven : And whereas the said James Alexander Fraser is
the holder of an option to purchase from one George Herbert Stubbs, of Waitara, coal-mine proprietor,
all that the leasehold interests of the said George Herbert Stubbs in the pieces or parcels of land more
particularly mentioned in the Second Schedule hereto, together with all those the other property real and
personal, including the colliery and business of the said George Herbert Stubbs, in such Second Schedule
more fully set out and described, but subject to certain subleases therein mentioned : And whereas
the said James Alexander Fraser is also the holder of an option to purchase the steamers, machinery,
business, and going concern mentioned and described in the Third Schedule hereto : Now this memo-
randum witnessed! thai they the first and second vendors do hereby severally agree to sell and the
purchasers do hereby agree to purchase all those the several pieces or parcels of land and the properties
more specifically mentioned in the said First, Second, and Third Schedules hereto, upon the terms and
conditions following, that is to say—
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(1.) The several purchasing-prices for the said properties shall be as follows :—

(a.) The price for the freehold of the said piece or parcel of land mentioned in the said First
Schedule shall be the sum of eighty-one thousand pounds (£81,000).

(/>.) The purchasing-price for the leasehold interests over the said piece or parcel of land
mentioned in the said First Schedule shall be the sum of fifty-six thousand pounds
(£56,000).

(c.) The purchasing-price to be paid for the property mentioned and described in the said
Second Schedule shall be the sum of forty-five thousand pounds (£45,000).

(d.) The purchasing-price to be paid for the property mentioned and described in the said
Third Schedule shall l>e the sum of seven thousand five hundred pounds (£7,500).

(2.) The said several purchase-money in respect of the several properties shall be payable to the
first and second vendors separately in respect of their hereinbefore recited interests of and in the several
properties mentioned and described in the said Schedules Numbers One, Two, and such
purchase-money shall be payable to them respectively as follows :—

(a.) As to the purchase-money of the freehold of the land mentioned in the said First Schedule,
thirty-one thousand part thereof shall be paid in cash on the dates hereinafter men-
tioned for completion of the purchase, forty thousand pounds shall be
secured by mortgage to be executed by the purchasers or their assigns in manner here-
inafter specified, and the balance, namely, the sum of ten thousand pounds, shall be
paid by the allotment to the said first vendor of ten thousand pounds' worth of fully-
paid-up shares in the nominal capital of the company hereafter to be floated by the
purchasers in pursuance of provisions hereinafter contained.

(b.) As to the purchasing-money for the leasehold of the property mentioned in the said First
Schedule twenty-three thousand part thereof shall be paid, in cash on the date herein-
after specified for completion of the purchase, twenty-three thousand part thereof
shall be secured by mortgage over such leasehold to be executed by the purchasers
or their assigns in manner hereafter specified, and the balance thereof, namely, the sum
of ten thousandjpounds, shall be paid by the allotment to the first vendor of shares to
the nominal value of ten thousand pounds fully paid up in the nominal capital of the
said company.

(c.) As to the purchasing-price for the property mentioned in the Second Schedule hereto,
twenty-five thousand, pounds shall be paid in cash upon the date of completion of the
said purchase hereinafter specified, fifteen thousand pounds shall be secured by mort-
gage over the said property to be executed by the purchasers or their assigns upon the
terms and conditions in manner hereafter specified, and the balance of the said purchase-
money, namely, the sum of five thousand pounds, shall be paid by the allotment of
shares to the nominal value of five thousand pounds fully paid up in the nominal capital
of the said company.

(H.) As to the property mentioned in the Third Schedule hereto, the whole price, namely, the
sum of seven thousand five hundred pounds, shall be paid to the second vendor in cash
upon the date hereinafter specified for the completion of the said purchase of the said
property.

(3.) It is agreed and declared that the price specified for the purchase of the freehold land men-
tioned in the said First Schedule hereto, namely, the price of eighty-one thousand pounds, covers and
includes the value of the leaseholds therein now and vested in the said Herrman Lewis, and
the separate price of fifty-six thousand pounds mentioned in paragraph No. 2 (b) hereof is understood
to be an alternative payment which shall become payable to the first vendor only in the event of his
failing to make title to the freehold of and in the said piece or parcel of land.

(i.) In the event of the*first vendor failiirg to make title to the freehold of the land mentioned and
described in the First [Schedule ,within tthiee months from the date[hereof, and in the event of the pur-
chasers then electing to purchase the said leasehold interest under jprovisions of paragraph 3 hereof,
then, in addition to the purchase-money hereinbefore specified to (be jpaid in respect of such leasehold,
the purchasers shall also pay in cash to the first vendor any money which he may have with the know-
ledge and consent of the purchasers paid to the Maori owners of the block on account or in part pay-
ment of the purchase-money for the freehold of the said land or any part thereof: Provided always
that the said first vendor shall contemporaneously with such payment assign, transfer, and set over
unto the purchasers all transfers, contracts, agreements, securities, and other documents held by him
the said first vendor in respect of all or any of such payments made by him to the said Maori owners
as aforesaid.

(5.) The purchasers shall have the right to complete the purchase of the properties severally de-
scribed in the three Schedules hereto separately, but subject to the special condition following : In
exercising the right to complete separately the purchasers shall not be entitled to sever any properties
included in the same Schedules, but all property included in the same Schedule shall be taken over and
treated as one undivisable lot and shall be paid for accordingly.

(6.) The property comprised in the Second Schedule must be taken over and paid for first;
that is to say, it shall not be lawful for the purchasers to complete for any of the several
properties mentioned in the First and Third Schedules until the property in the said
Second Schedule is taken over and paid for. Thereafter purchasers may, as hereafter
specified, exercise their right of completion in any order they may think fit.
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(6.) The several dates upon which the said purchasers of the several properties mentioned in the

several Schedules hereto shall be completed shall be as follows :—
(a.) As to the property mentioned in the Second Schedule the time for final completion shall

be the second day of April, one thousand nine hundred and eleven.
(b.) As to the property mentioned in the Third Schedule the time for final completion shall

be the second day of April, one thousand nine hundred and eleven.
(c.) As to the property mentioned in the Schedule No. 1 hereof, the time allowed for the com-

pletion shall be the first day of May, one thousand nine hundred and eleven.
(d.) Time shall in all matters included in the paragraph No. 6 be of the essence of the contract.

(7.) The purchasers jointly and severally covenant and agree with the first und second vendors
as a separate covenant with each of them that they the purchasers shall and will within the periods
hereinafter specified for the completion of the said several purchasers hereby witnessed do their utmost
to float a company to be duly registered for the purpose of taking over this agreement and carrying out
the obligations of the purchasers thereunder. The provisions following shall apply to the constitution
of such company, that is to say :—

(a.) The name of the company shall be " The Mokau Coal and Estates Company (Limited)."
(b.) The company may be either a public or a private one, but it shall be registered under the

provisions of the Companies Act as a company the liability of whose members is limited
by shares.

(o.) For the purpose of entitling the company to purchase all the properties and undertakings
included in all the Schedules hereto, including the freehold of the land mentioned in
the First Schedule, the nominal capital value of such company, inclusive of the shares
to be allotted to the vendors on account of the several purchase-moneys as aforesaid,
shall not be less than one hundred thousand pounds, but such amount may be reduced
to eighty-seven thousand pounds in the event of the alternative purchase of the lease-
hold interests of and in the property described in the First Schedule being completed
instead of the purchase of the freehold interests in the said property, and such alterna-
tive amounts of one hundred thousand pounds or eighty-seven thousand pounds, as the
case may be, shall, respectively, be fully subscribed before the vendors or cither of them
shall be called upon to accept the shares aforesaid or transfer their several properties
to the company, except as hereafter is specially provided under subparagraph (</) hereof.

(rl.) For the purpose of entitling the company to complete the purchase of the property men-
tioned and described in the Second Schedule separately, the nominal capital of the
said company must be actually subscribed up to at least £35,000 ; thereafter to entitle
the completion of the purohase of the properties mentioned in the First and Third
Schedules or either of them the actual subscription to the nominal capital of the said
company shall be increased as follows, that is to say : in respect of the freehold of the
property mentioned in the said First Schedule, by £57,500, and alternatively in respect
of the leasehold interests in such property by £43,500, and in respect of the property
mentioned in the Third Schedule hereto by £7,500.

(c.) Should the vendors decide to reduce the amount of the subscriptions towards the nominal
capital of the said company specified in subparagraphs (c) and ('/) hereof oreitherof them,
and of such decision shall notify the purchasers, then and in such case the amounts
specified in the said subparagraphs (c) and (</) shall be reduced accordingly, and the
said paragraphs shall be read as if such reduced amounts had been originally specified
therein.

(8.) The purchasers shall not be entitled on the flotation of the said company to increase the prices
specified in this agreement for'the purchase of the various properties mentioned in the said Schedules,
but shall hand over and assigii to the said company the whole benefit of this agreement without altera-
tion of any kind except such as the vendors may jointly agree upon in writing any such agreement
to be indorsed upon these presents and executed by the vendors or their agents duly authorized in that
behalf, but the purchasers shall be entitled to charge such brokerage or commission as the vendors may
agree upon, which said brokerage shall be a first charge upon all moneys subscribed towards the nominal
capital of the said company.

(9.) The purchasers contract with full knowledge of the terms and conditions of the several titles
under which the vendors enter into these presents, and should the vendors through any defect in their
own titles or in the title of any person or persons from whom they derive title be unable to complete
this contract or any part thereof, then and in any of such cases they the vendors shall not nor shall
either of them be liable to pay to the purchasers any damages, compensation, or other payment or re-
muneration in respect of such failure, and no decree for specific performance shall be made against them
or either of them.

(10.) All rates, taxes, rents, and other outgoings or incomings chargeable, payable, or receivable
in respect of the several properties mentioned and described in the said Schedules hereto shall be ap-
portioned to the several dates hereinbefore specified for the completion of the several purchases.

(11.) Upon the several dates hereinbefore specified for completion of the several purchases hereby
witnessed the first and second vendors shall contemporaneously with the payment of the said purchase-
money, the allotment of such shares as they may be respectively entitled to, and the execution of all
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such securities as according to the provisions hereinbefore and hereafter contained should be executed,
severally execute or cause to be executed by all necessary parties valid and effectual assurances of the
several properties hereby contracted to be bought and sold to the purchasers or as they may direct
all such assurances and all such mortgages shall be prepared by and at the expense and costs of the
party or parties requiring the same.

(12.) All mortgages hereinbefore specified as securing the unpaid balance or balances of purchase-
money shall contain all such covenants, conditions, and agreements as the solicitor for the vendors or
either of them may consider necessary, and. inter aim, shall contain the following provisions :—

(a.) Covenants by the mortgagors to pay the principal moneys at the expiration of not less
than five years from the completion of the purchase in respect of which such mortgage
is given.

(b.) A covenant by the mortgagors to pay interest on the principal moneys comprised in such
mortgage by equal half-yearly payments on dates to be regulated from the date of com-
pletion aforesaid at the rate of seven pounds per centum per annum, but reducible to
five pounds per centum per annum if punctually paid within twenty-one days after any
of the dates specified for payment thereof.

(c.) Usual covenants by the mortgagors to keep the premises hereby mortgaged in good order,
condition, and repair, to pay the rent, and observe, perform, fulfil, and keep all and
singular the covenants, conditions, and agreements respectively reserved, contained,
or implied in any lease or leases forming part of such security ; to observe the pro-
visions of the Noxious Weeds Act, and to insure both as against fire and accident within
the covenant declared to be implied in mortgages by the Land Transfer Act, 1908.

(d.) A power of sale on the part of the mortgagee in case of default being made and continued
for a period of twenty-one days.

(13.) In addition to the specific securities mentioned in paragraph No. 12 hereof the aforesaid com-
pany in the event of its being the mortgagor shall, if required so to do, execute as collateral security to
the first vendor or to the mortgagees taking over his securities valid and effectual mortgage-debentures
over the uncalled capital of the said company securing the principal interest and other moneys payable
under such mortgages.

(14.) It shall be lawful for the purchasers if they shall elect so to do to purchase the whole of the
properties specified in the said Schedules at the times hereinbefore specified, for cash, in which case
the provisions relating to the constitution of the said company shall no longer apply. The vendors
shall accept such cash and shall forthwith execute the assurances mentioned in paragraph No. hereof
as directed by the purchasers: Provided always that in the event of the exercise of the option to pay
cash in terms of this paragraph the purchasers shall be entitled to receive from the vendors the same
brokerage as they would have been entitled to under paragraph No. hereof had they floated the
company in terms of these presents.

(15.) It is hereby expressly agreed and declared that unless and until the purchasers shall elect
to exercise their right to purchase for cash under the provisions of paragraph No. 14hereof, and of such
election shall give to the vendors writtenjnotice, no personal liability to purchase the said properties
mentioned and described in the said First, Second, and Third Schedules shall attach to the purchasers,
it being understood that so far as they are concerned these presents witness a right or option conferred
upon them to take over and pay for the said several properties, or any or either of them, within the
terms in the manner and on the conditions hereinbefore contained.

(16.) In consideration of the premises and of the sum of five pounds paid to each of them by the
purchasers (the receipt whereof is hereby severally acknowledged) they the vendors do hereby covenant
and agree not to withdraw from this [agreement within the periods for completion hereinbefore respec-
tively specified.

As witness the hands of the parties hereto.

THE FIRST SCHEDULE HEREINBEFORE REFERRED TO.

All that parcel of land situate in the Mokau district, containing 46,000 acres, more or less, being
Sections 3, 4, 5, 7, 7a, 10, 11, 14, 15, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, part Sections 16 and 17 of Block If and the
whole of Blocks 10, Ij, and 1h of the Mokau-Mohakatino Block.

THE SECOND SCHEDULE HEREINBEFORE REFERRED TO.

All that parcel of land situate in the Mokau district, containing 12,407 acres, more or less, being
of the block of land known as Mangapapa B No. 2 Block No. 6226b No. 2, as the same is more particu-
larly set forth and described in memoranda of lease, Registered Nos. 1188, 1239, 1240, and 1241, and
the freehold under transfer registered No. , and being all the land in certificate of title, Vol. 20,
folio 226, together with an option to purchase the mineral rights held by the said George Herbert Stubbs
under certain Native leases, together with all plant, machinery, live-stock, and other effects more par-
ticularly enumerated in the said option, subject to memorandum of sublease over 11.000 acres, part
thereof, to James Fraser and another.
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THE THIRD SCHEDULE HEREINBEFORE REFERRED TO.

Aii option to purchase, the s.s. " Tainui" and s.s. " Manukau " from Messrs. Bayly, Ogle, and
Company, together with the plant and good-will of the business of the said Bayly, Ogle, and Company.

Signed by the said Thomas Mason Chambers) ~, n•,/ , ,l Mason Chambers.in the presence of— )
Signed by the said James Alexander Fraser) James Alexander Fraser (by his attorney,

in the presence of— C. A. Loughnan).
R. Whitaker, Law Clerk, Palmerston North.

Signed by the said John Moore Johnston) T,, T
in the presence of- I J" M" Jo™on.

R. Whitaker, Law Clerk. Palmerston North.
Signed by the said David Whyte in the) David Whyte

presence of

No. 34.
The Mokau Coal and Estates Company (Limited), in account with T. M. Chambers. Esq.

Dr. £ s. d. £ s. d.
To purchase-money of Mokau-Mohakatino Block .. .. .. 85,000 0 0

Cr.
Paid Travers, Russell, and Campbell, first and second mortgages .. 44,221 1 6

Maori Maniapoto Land Board .. .. .. .. 25,000 0 0
Survey liens and other encumbrances cleared .. .. 1,469 8 3
Cheque to Findlay, Dalziell, and Co. for balance due to Herr-

man Lewis.. ~ .. .. .. .. 3,809 10 3
Shares held by T. M. Chambers .. .. .. .. 8,000 0 0
Shares to Maori Land Board .. .. .. .. 2,500 0 0

E. & O.E. £85,000 0 .0 £85,000 0 0
13th June, 1911. -

No. 35.
The Companies Act, 1908.—Private Company limited by Shares.

Memorandum of Association of the Mokau Coal and Estates Company (Limited).
1. The name of the company is " The Mokau Coal and Estates Company (Limited)."

2. The objects for which the company is established are —
(1.) To acquire, take over, and purchase as a going concern the colliery and the business of a

coal-merchant now owned and being carried on at Waitara and Mokau by George
Herbert Stubbs, of Waitara, colliery-proprietor and coal-merchant, together with all
the assets of the said George Herbert Stubbs used in connection with the said colliery
and businesses or belonging thereto, and with a view thereto to enter into and carry
into effect, with or without modifications, the agreement or that part thereof relating
to the acquisition of the said colliery and businesses, which said agreement has already
been prepared and is expressed to be made between Thomas Mason Chambers and
James Alexander Fraser, both therein described as vendors, and David Whyte, oi
Hastings, commission agent, and John Moore Johnston, of Palmerston North, commis-
sion agent, both therein described as purchasers, and which has for the purposes of
identification been subscribed by Charles Albert Loughnan, a solicitor of the Supreme
Court, and which is hereinafter referred to as " the said agreement," or in the alter-
native to acquire, take over, and purchase such colliery and business, or either the
one or the other, upon any terms and conditions whatsoever, and from any such person
or persons as may for the time being have the right to sell or dispose of the same or
of any part or parts thereof.

(2.) To acquire, take over, and purchase as a going concern the business of common carriers,
shipping-proprietors, and general carrying agents now being carried on by Messrs.
Ogle and Bailey at Waitara aforesaid, together with all the assets used in connection
with the said business or belonging thereto, and with a view thereto to enter into and
carry into effect, with or without modification, the said agreement or such part or parts
thereof as relate to the purchase of the said carrying and shipping business, or in the
alternative to acquire, take over, and purchase such carrying and shipping business
or any part or parts thereof upon any terms and conditions whatsoever, and from any
such person or persons as may for the time being have the right to sell and dispose of
the same or of any part or parts thereof.
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(3.) To acquire, take over, and purchase the freehold or leaseholds of all that piece or parcel

of land called or known as the Mokau-Mohakatino Block, as more particularly described
in the first schedule of the said agreement, and with a view thereto to en'er into and
carry into effect, with or without modification, the said agreement or such part 01
parts thereof as relate to the purchase of the said Mokau-Mohakatino Block, or in the
alternative to acquire, take over, and purchase such piece or parcel of land, or any
interest, right, or title therein, whether leasehold or freehold, and whether of the surface
or mineral rights, upon such terms and conditions as may be decided upon by the com-
pany, and from such person or persons who may for the time being have the right
to dispose of the same or any part or parts thereof.

(4.) To acquire all or any of the properties, businesses, concerns, or assets mentioned in the
preceding paragraphs numbered from (1) to (4) inclusive, or any other properties,
businesses, concerns, or assets of a similar or like nature thereto, either solely or in
partnership or conjunction or mutual arrangement with any other person or persons,
or any other company or companies or association or associations.

(5.) To carry on the trades or businesses of colliery-proprietors, coke-manufacturers, coal-
merchants, ironmasters, steel-converters, smelters, cement-manufacturers, brickmakers,
petroleum and oil producers, sawmillers, and timber-merchants in all their respective
branches.

(6.) To search for, get, work, raise, make merchantable, sell, and deal in coal, lignite, iron-
stone, iron, lime, cement, brick-earth, bricks, petroleum, oil, and other metals, minerals,
and substances, and to manufacture and sell patent fuel and fuels of all kinds.

(7.) To carry on all or any of the following businesses—that is to say, general carriers, railway
and forwarding agents, warehousemen, bonded carmen, and common carmen, and any
other businesses which can conveniently be carried on in connection with the above.

(8.) To purchase, take in exchange, or otherwise acquire and hold ships and vessels, or any
shares or interests in ships or vessels, and also shares, stocks, and securities of any com-
panies possessed of or interested in any ships or vessels, and to maintain, repair, im-
prove, alter, sell, exchange, or let out to hire or charter, or otherwise deal with and
dispose of, any ships, vessels, or shares, or securities as aforesaid.

(9.) To carry on all or any of the businesses of shipowners, ship brokers, insurance brokers,
managers of shipping property, freight-contractors, carriers by land and sea, barge-
owners, lightermen, forwarding agents, ice-merchants, refrigerating storekeepers, ware-
housemen, wharfingers, and general traders.

(10.) To purchase, charter, hire, build, or otherwise acquire steam and other ships or vessels,
and to employ the same in the conveyance of passengers, mails, and merchandise of all
kinds, and to carry on the business of shipowners, barge-owners, and lightermen in all
its branches.

(11.) To insure with any other company or person against losses, damages, risks, and liabili-
ties of all kinds which may affect this company, and also to carry on the business of
marine insurance and marine accidental insurance in all its respective branches, and
to effect reinsurance and counterinsurance.

(12.) To carry on in New Zealand the business of farming, stock-raising, wool-growing, crop-
growing, dealers in general produce in all of its branches, and particularly—

(a.) To carry on the business of importers of meat, live cattle, and sheep, and also
that of dealers in cattle and sheep generally and in all blanches of such respective trades
or businesses.

(b.) To buy and sell by wholesale or retail, in the" Dominion of New Zealand or
elsewhere, all kinds of meat, and generally to carry on the trade or business of a meat-
salesman in all its branches.

(c.) To acquire by purchase or otherwise sheep and cattle farms, and to carry on
the trades or businesses of cattle-rearers and sheep-farmers, fellmongering, tanning,
and warehousing generally, preserved-meat manufacturers, dealers in hides, fat, tallow,
grease, offal, and other animal products.

(d.) To erect and build abattoirs, freezing-houses, warehouses, sheds, and other
buildings necessary or expedient for the purposes of the company.

(13.) To purchase, lease, establish or otherwise acquire coal-mines, coal-yards, cement-works,
ironworks, brickyards, sawmills, timberyards, sawpits, and all kinds of plant, machinery,
and factories.

(14.) To purchase, lease, or otherwise acquire any lands in the said Dominion or in the Aus-
tmlasian Colonies that may be necessary or convenient for the purposes of the com-
pany, and any rights or privileges in or over any land, stream, or other real or heritable
property in any of the said locations, and to utilize any lands, tenements, or heredita-
ments belonging to or leased or enjoyed by the company, to purchase, lease, erect, or
alter and maintain houses, factories, stores, and buildings, and either solely or jointly
with other persons or companies to make, purchase, or lease roads, tramways, railways,
and other works calculated directly or indirectly to further advance the interests of the
company.

24—1. 3a.
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(15.) To purchase, lease, hire, manufacture, or otherwise acquire all plant, machinery, apparatus,
horses, bullocks, wagons, engines, steam and other vessels, appliances, and materials
necessary or convenient for the purposes of the company, and to use and employ the
same.

(16.) To carry on any other business or businesses which may seem to the directors or the
company capable of being conveniently or profitably carried on in connection with
any of the objects for which the company is established, or which may seem as afore-
said calculated directly or indirectly to enhance the value of any part of the company's
undertaking, assets, property, or rights.

(17.) To acquire and undertake the whole or any part of the business, goodwill, assets, pro-
perty, rights, or undertaking of any person, firm, or company carrying on or having
power to carry on any business which this company is authorized to carry on by any
specific or general clause of this memorandum, expressly or by implication, and as
part or whole of the consideration therefor to undertake all or any of the liabilities
of such person, firm, or company, and to give or accept by way of consideration for
any of the acts or things aforesaid, or for anything acquired as aforesaid, any cash,
shares, debentures, or securities that may be agreed upon.

(18.) Generally to purchase, to take on lease or in exchange, hire, or otherwise acquire any
real and personal property, and any rights or privileges which the company may think
necessary or convenient for the purposes of its business or businesses, and in particular
any land, buildings, easements, rights-of-way, restrictive covenants, machinery, plant,
and stock-in-trade.

(19.) To subscribe or apply for, and take or acquire by purchase or otherwise, and hold, shares
or debentures or securities of or other interests in any other company having objects,
whether primary or ancillary, altogether or in part similar to any of the objects of this
company, or carrying on any business or established or empowered to carry on any
business which this company is empowered by any specific or general clause of this
memorandum or by implication to acquire, undertake, or carry on.

(20.) To apply for, purchase, or otherwise acquire and protect or renew, or join with any other
person or company in so doing, whether in the Colony of New Zealand or in any part
of the world, any patents, brevets patent rights, protections, licenses, con-
cessions, methods, or secrets of manufacture and the like conferring any exclusive or
non-exclusive or limited right to use, or any secret or other information as to any
invention which may seem to this company capable of being used, for any of the pur-
poses of the company, or the acquisition of which may seem to this company calculated
to directly or indirectly benefit this company, and to use, exercise, develop, manu-
facture under or grant licenses or privileges in respect of or otherwise turn to account
the property, rights, or information so acquired, and to expend money in experimentini;
upon or seeking to improve any patent rights, methods, or inventions which the com-
pany may acquire or propose to acquire.

(21.) To enter into any partnership, or into any arrangement for sharing profits, or for co-
operation, or for limiting competition, or for mutual assistance, or for union of interests,
joint adventure, reciprocal concession, or otherwise, with any firm, person, or com-
pany having objects, whether primary or ancillary, altogether or in part similar to
those of this company, or engaged in or carrying on, or established for the purposes
of carrying on or empowered to carry on, any business or transaction which this com-
pany is authorized by any specific or general clause of this memorandum expressly
or by implication to carry on or engage in, or any business, transaction, venture, or
undertaking which may seem to this company capable of directly or indirectly benefiting
this company.*

(22.) To amalgamate with any other company having objects or powers, whether primarj
or ancillary, altogether or in part similar to those of this company, and to give or accept
by way of consideration for such amalgamation arty payment of cash, or any agree-
ment for periodical payments of cash, secured or unsecured, shares wholly or partly
paid up or with liability for the full nominal value thereof, stocks, bonds, obligations,
debentures, debenture stock, scrip, or securities of any person, company, or corpora-
tion, and whether of the company or corporation with which such amalgamation is
effected or not.

(23.) To acquire or obtain from or make any arrangement with any government or authority,
supreme, municipal, local, or otherwise, or any corporation, company, or person, for
any authority, right, privilege, concession, contract, or chattel which this company
may think it desirable to obtain, or which may seem to this company conducive to any
of the objects of this company, and to accept, make payments under, carry out, exercise,
and comply with any such arrangement, authority, right, privilege, concession, contract,
or charter.

(24.) To sell, lease, exchange, bail, grant licenses in respect of, or otherwise deal with or dis-
pose of the company's undertaking or any part thereof, or any property or interest in
any property, rights, concessions, or privileges belonging to this company or over which
this company shall have any right or power of disposal, either together or in portions,
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to any person, company, or corporation, for such consideration or premium as this
company may think fit, and in particular, wholly or partly for cash, or wholly or partly
for periodical payments of cash secured or unsecured, shares wholly or partly paid up
with liability to pay the full nominal value thereof, stocks, bonds, obligations, deben-
tures, debenture stock, scrip, or securities of any person, company, or corporation, and
whether of the person, company, or corporation acquiring the interest so disposed of
or otherwise.

(25.) To divide among the members of this company from time to time whatever the company
may decide to be the profits arising from the operations of the company or any part
of such profits.

(26.) To divide as profits among the members of proceeds""of any disposal
orrealization of any part of the property or assets of the company which in the opinion
of the company may fairly be considered and treated as accretions to capital.

(27.) To divide as profits among the members of the company the net annual income to be
derived from the exhaustion of any wasting asset of the company, without any obliga-
tion on the part of the company to provide for loss on any previous years' operations.

(28.) To divide any property of the company, or any cash, or any shares, stock, bonds, obliga-
tions, debentures, debenture stock, scrip, and securities the property of this company,
or of which this company may have the power of disposing, whether or not the same
be the proceeds of any sale, lease, exchange, bailment, license, or other disposal or
amalgamation as mentioned in clauses (22) and (24), or otherwise belonging to the
company, among the members in specie or in kind according to their respective rights.

(29.) To borrow or raise money, or secure the payment of money owing, or the satisfaction
or performance of any obligation or liability incurred or undertaken by the company,
in such manner as the company may think fit, and in particular by the issue of deben-
tures, debenture stock (perpetual or redeemable), or by mortgage or charge or lien
upon the whole or any part of the company's property or assets (whether present or
future), including its uncalled capital, and to purchase, redeem, or pay off any such
securities.

(30.) To make, draw, accept, indorse, discount, execute, and issue bills of exchange, promissory
notes, bills of lading, dock or other warrants, debentures, and any other instruments
negotiable or transferable by delivery or to order or otherwise.

(31.) To lend or advance money or give credit to such persons and on such terms as may be
thought fit (and in particular to customers and persons dealing with the company),
and to give guarantees or become security for the paymentof moneys or the performance
of contracts or obligations by any such person, companies, or firms.

(32.) To invest and deal with the moneys of the company not immediately required in such
manner as may from time to time be determined, and in particular to invest the same
on mortgage or purchase of real, leasehold, or personal property, shares or securities,
or by depositing the same with any bank, company, firm, or person at interest, and
such investments from time to time to vary.

(33.) To use any reserve fund created from accumulated profits or from the issue of shares
at a premium as part of the company's capital without capitalizing the same.

(34.) To remunerate any person, firm, or company for services rendered to the company, or
to pay for any properties, rights, privileges, concessions, or any other thing or interest
acquired by this company by cash payment, or by the allotment of shares, debentures,
debenture stock, or other securities of the company partly or wholly paid up or other-
wise. *

(35.) To support and subscribe to or establish, or aid in the establishment and support of
associations, institutions, provident and benefit funds, trusts, societies, or clubs which
may be for the benefit of the company, its employees or employers, or which may be
connected with any town or place where the company carries on business ; and to give
pensions, gratuities, or charitable aid to any person or persons who have served the
company, or the relatives or dependants of such persons.

(36.) To improve, manage, cultivate, develop, let or lease, turn to account, or otherwise
deal with all or any part of the property or rights of the company.

(37.) To construct, maintain, alter, improve, enlarge, pull down, remove or replace, manage,
carry out and control any buildings, works, factories, mills, roads, ways, tramways,
railways, branches or sidings, bridges, walls, banks, dams, sluices, watercourses, wharves,
manufactories, warehouses, electric works, shops, stores, or other works and conveni-
ences which may seem to this company likely to advance the company's interests,
directly or indirectly, or to contribute to, subsidize, or join with any person, firm, com-
pany, or corporation in so doing, or otherwise assist or take part in the construction,
improvement, maintenance, working, management, carrying out, or control of any such
work or conveniences.

(38.) To promote or join in promoting any company or companies for the purpose solely or
partly of acquiring all or any part of the undertaking, property, rights, concessions,
or privileges, or liabilities of this company, or of undertaking any business or operations,
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or for any other purpose which may seem to this company likely to benefit this company
directly or indirectly, and to place or guarantee the placing of, underwrite, apply for,
and accept or subscribe the whole or any part of the capital, debentures, or securities
of any such company, or to lend money or to guarantee the performance of the con-
tracts of any such company.

(39.) To pay all or any of the expenses incurred in and in connection with the promotion,
formation, incorporation, and establishment of this company, or to contract with any
person, firm, or company to pay the same, and to remunerate any brokers or other
persons or companies for underwriting, placing, selling, or guaranteeing the subscription
of any shares, debentures, or securities of their company, or of any company promoted
by this company.

(40.) To apply for, promote, and obtain any provision, order, or Act of Parliament, leave,
license, or other authority to enable the company to carry out any or all its objects,
or for the purpose of obtaining for the company any additional powers, or for any other
purpose which may appear to the company expedient in the interests of the company,
and to oppose any bills, proceedings, or applications which may seem to the company
likely to prejudice the company's interests directly or indirectly.

(41.) To act as agents or brokers and as trustees for any person, firm, or company, and to
undertake and perform, sub-contract, and also to do all or any of the above things, or
act in any of the businesses of the company in any part of the world through or by
means of agents, brokers, trustees, sub-contractors, or others, and either alone or in
conjunction with others.

(42.) To do all or any of the acts aforesaid, or exercise all or any of the powers expressly or
impliedly conferred by this memorandum, jointly with any person, partnership, cor-
poration oi other company, and to become jointly or jointly and severally liable with
any such person, partnership, corporation, or company for any contract or obligation
which this company may decide to be to the interests of this company to enter into.

(43.) To procure this company to be registered or recognized in any part of theBritish Empire
or in any foreign country or place.

(44.) To do all such other things as in the opinion of the company may be identical or con-
ducive to the attainment of any of the foregoing objects or the exercise of any of the
foregoing powers.

3. The liability of the members is limited.
4. The capital of the company is £100,000, divided into 10,000 shares of £10 each, of which all

vendors' shares allotted as fully paid up in pursuance of the said agreement, or any other agreement or
agreements hereinafter to be executed by the company in substitution thereof, or of any part thereof,
shall be preference shares to the extent hereinafter appearing—that is to say, such preference shares
shall confer on the holder thereof the right to receive out of the profits of the company a fixed cumula-
tive preferential dividend at the rate of five pounds (£5) per centum per annum on any capital expressed
to be fully paid up thereon which may for the time being be in excess of the amount of capital actually
paid on each ordinary contributing share, but after receiving such preferential dividend as aforesaid,
and notwithstanding that the whole nominal capital of the company shall not be paid up, all other
shares in the company shall rank as to the division of profits and participation in dividends equally
with the said shares allotted to the first and second vendors as aforesaid in the same manner as if the
whole nominal capital had been paid up.

5. The company has power to divide the shares in the above-mentioned or any increased capital
into several classes, and to issue the shares of any class or classes at a premium or at par, and with any
preferential, deferred, qualified, or special rights, privileges, or conditions attached thereto, or subject
to any restrictions or limitations.

We, the several persons whose names and addresses are subscribed hereto, are desirous of being
formed into a company in pursuance of this memorandum of association, and we respectively agree
to take the number of shares in the capital of the company set opposite our respective names :—

Signature of Subscriber. Name, Address, and Description of Subscriber.
Number of Shares
I taken by each

Subscriber.
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No. 36.

List of Shareholders in the Mokau Coal and Estates Company (Limited).

£10 per share.
I certify that the above is a correct list of the shareholders in the Mokau Coal and Estates Com-

pany (Limited).
Palmerston North, 4th September, 1911. .1. M. Johnston, Secretary.

No. 37.
Sir,— Lands Registry Office, New Plymouth.

I have the honour to forward herewith copies of the documentsasked for by you in your letter
of the 2nd instant. I have not complied with your request that I should forward the original docu-
ments, for I consider ita very unsafe practice to allow any document to leave the office, if it can possibly
be avoided. I may state, however, that no delay has been caused, as your letter only reached me this
morning, and I am now forwarding the copies as stated above.

I have, &c,
A. V. Sturtevant,

Assistant Land Registrar.
The Clerk of Native Affairs Committee, General Assembly, Wellington.

Memorandum of Transfer.
The Maori Land Board of the Waikato-Maniapoto Maori Land District (hereinafter called " the Board "),
being duly authorized under Part XVIII of the Native Land Act, 1909, to execute thesepresents as agent
for the Native owners, who are registered as the proprietors of an estate in fee-simple, subject, how-
ever, to such encumbrances, liens, and interests as are notified by memoranda underwritten orindorsed
hereon, in all that piece of land situate in the Provincial District of Taranaki, containing twenty-six
thousand four hundred and eighty acres (26,480 acres), be the same a little more or less, being the Mokau-
Mohakatino Number One V (If) Block, in the Survey Districts of Taiimi and Mokau, the whole of the
land comprised in a partition order of the Native Land Court, registered Provisional Register, Volume 11,
folio 699 ; and also in all that piece of land situated in thesaid Provincial District of Taranaki, containing
two thousand nine hundred and sixty-nine acres (2,969 acres), be the same a little more or less, being
the Mokau-Mohakatino Number One g (1g) Block, in the Mokau Survey District, the whole of the land
comprised in a partition order of the Native Land Court, registered Provisional Register, Volume 11,
folio 1003a; and also all that piece of land situated in the Provincial District of Taranaki, containing
nineteen thousand five hundred and seventy-six acres (19,576 acres), be the same a little more or leas,

SharehiShareholders.iold1IT-'S. Total Shares. Contributing. Fully paid up.

R. McNab
B. Chambers
W. Nelson
T. M. Chambers ..
C. B. Swainson ..
R. D. D. McLean
P. Hunter
A. J. McGlashan ..
C. A. Loughnan . .
T. Quirk
W. E. Barber
A. S. G. Carlyon ..
C. Bailey
D. Whyte
J. A. Fraser
E. R. Bowler
Mrs. E. B. Hunter
E. J. Wylde
H. Judd
J. M. Johnston
Maori Land Board
W. Bailey
J. W. Ritchie
F. W. Williams ..

1,000
1,000
1,350
740
650
595
200
300
720
260
320
100
160
360
245
200
500
200
100
200
250.. j 100
100
350

1,000
1,000
1,350

250
650
595
200
300
200
260
260
100
160
100
125
200
500
200
100

490

520
60

260
120

200
250

100
100
350

1

Total 10,000 8,100 1,900
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and being the Mokau-Mohakatino Number One h (1h) Block, in the Mokau Survey District aforesaid,
the whole of the land comprised in a partition order of the Native Land Court, registered Provisional
Register, Volume 11, folio 1004 ; and also in all that piece of land situated in the Provincial District of
Taranaki, containing four thousand two hundred and sixty acres (4,260 acres), be the same a little more
or less, being the Mokau-Mohakatino Number One J (1j) Block, in the said Mokau Survey District, the
whole of the land comprised in a partition orderof the Native Land Court, registered Provisional Register,
Volume 11, folio 1005 : in consideration of the sum of twenty-five thousand pounds (£25,000) paid to
the Board by Herrman Lewis, of the City of Wellington, settler (the receipt of which sum the Board
doth hereby acknowledge), and of the transfer to the Board of two hundred and fifty (250) fully-paid-up
shares of ten pounds (£10) each in the capital of the Mokau Coal and Estates Company (Limited), (as
the Board doth hereby admit), doth hereby, at the request and by the direction of the said Herrman
Lewis (testified by his executing the direction indorsed hereon), transfer to Walter Harry Bowler, of the
City of Auckland, a member of the Civil Service of New Zealand, all the estate and interest of the said
Native owners in the said pieces of land.

As witness the execution hereof this nineteenth day of May, one thousand nine hundred and eleven.
The common seal of the Maori Land Board of the]

Waikato-Maniapoto Maori Land Districts [seal]
was hereunto affixed in the presence of— J

W. H. Bowler, President.
J. W. W. Seymour, Member of the Board.

Signed on the day above named by the said Walter•.
Harry Bowler in the presence of— W. H. Bowler.

C. H. Howard, Solicitor, Wellington.)

Memoranda of Encumbrances.
1. Mokau-Mohakatino Number One r (If)—

6428, lease, aboriginal Natives to Joshua Jones, of Waitara, settler.
2. Mokau-Mohakatino Number One G (Ig)—

7430, lease, aboriginal Natives (only those who executed lease 7430) to Joshua Jones.
7431, lease, aboriginal'Natives (only those who executed lease 7431) to Joshua Jones.
Three survey liens.

3. Mokau-Mohakatino Number One h (1h)—
7428, lease, aboriginal Natives (only those who executed lease 7428) to Joshua Jones.
7429, lease, aboriginal Natives (only those who executed lease 7429) to Joshua Jones.

4. Mokau-Mohakatino Number One J (Ij)—
7432, lease, aboriginal Natives (only those who executed lease 7432) to Joshua Jones.
7433, lease, aboriginal Natives (only those who executed lease 7433) to Joshua Jones.

I, Herrman Lewis, of the City of Wellington, settler, do hereby direct the execution of and consent
to and confirm the foregoing transfer.

Dated this nineteenth day of May, one thousand nine hundred and eleven.
Herrman Lewis.

Witness—R. M. Watson, Solicitor, Wellington.

Herrman Lewis, in the foregoing transfer named and described, hereby admits that he has sold the
whole of the land comprised in the said transfer, with the exception of those portions thereof containing
altogether seven thousand and forty-six (sic) acres (7,406 acres), more or less, comprised and described
in subleases numbers 7490, 7492, 7493, 7494, 7495, and 7496 to the Mokau Coal and Estates Company
(Limited), (hereinafter called " the company "), in consideration of a cash payment by the company to
him of twenty-five thousand pounds (£25,000) and the allotment to him of five hundred and thirty (530)
fully-paid-up shares of ten pounds (£10) each in the capital of the company, and of the company's exe-
cuting this direction ; and the said HerrmanLewis hereby acknowledges receipt of the said cash payment
and the allotment of the said shares, and the company hereby directs the execution of and consents to
and confirms the said transfer.

Dated this nineteenth day of May, one thousand nine hundred and eleven.
Signed by the said Herrmann Lewis in thej Herrman Lewispresence of— )

C. H. Howard, Solicitor, Wellington.
The common seal of the Mokau Coal and,)

Estates Company (Limited) was here-V [seal]
unto affixed in the presence of—

Robert McNab.
Charles Bailey.
J. M. Johnston, Secretary.
R. Whitaker, Law Clerk, Palmerston North.

186
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Herrman Lewis, of the City of Wellington, settler, being the holder of leases numbers 6428, 7430,
7431, 7428, 7429, 7432, and 7433 affecting the Mokau-Mohakatino Block, Subdivisions Numbers One F
( If), One G (1g), One h (1h), and One J (1j) respectively, with concurrence of the Mokau Coal and Estates
Company (Limited), testified by its executing this consent, in consideration of the sum of fifty-four
thousand seven hundred pounds paid to him by the said company (the receipt whereof he doth hereby
admit) hereby transfers the said leases to Walter Harry Bowler, of the City of Auckland, a member of
the Civil Service of New Zealand, as reversioner, subject to the subleases numbered respectively 7490,
7492, 7493, 7494, 7495, and 7496 thereover, and the said Walter Harry Bowler hereby accepts such
transfer accordingly.

Dated this nineteenth day of May, one thousand nine hundred and eleven.
Signed by the said Herrman Lewis in the | TT r6 J , - Herrman Lewis.presence of— i

C. H. Howard, Solicitor, Wellington.
The common seal of the Mokau Coal and

Estates Company (Limited) was here- [seal]
unto affixed in the presence of—

Robert McNab.
Charles Bailey.
J. M. Johnston, Secretary.
U. Whitaker, Law Clerk, Palmerston North.

Signed by the said Walter Harry Bowler | „- j. Bowlerin the presence of— I
C. H. Howard, Solicitor, Wellington.

Memorandum of Mortgage.

Whereas Walter Harry Bowler, of the City of Auckland, a member of the Civil Service of
New Zealand, is registered as proprietor of an estate in fee-simple, subject, however, to such
encumbrances, liens, and interests as are notified by memorandum underwritten or endorsed here
on, in all those parcels of land mentioned and described in the schedule hereto : And whereas
William Nelson, of Tomoana, gentleman; Robert Donald Douglas McLean, of Napier, sheep-
farmer; Mason Chambers and Bernard Chambers, of Havelock North, sheep-farmers; Paul Hunter,
of Porangahau, sheep-farmer; Robert McNab, of Palmerston North, gentleman; and Charles
Albert Loughnan, of Palmerston North, solicitor (hereinafter with their respective executors and
administrators—except where the context requires a different construction—referred to as and
included in the term " the mortgagees "), have, at the request of the Mokau Coal and Estates
Company (Limited), a company duly incorporated under the Companies Act, having its registered
office at Palmerston North, agreed to guarantee the payment to the Bank of New Zealand (herein-
after with its successors and assigns referred to as and included in the term " the bank '*) of an
advance or overdraft made or granted by the said bank to the said Mokau Coal and Estates Com-
pany of the sum of £75,000 : And whereas the said W. H. Bowler has, at the request
of the said Mokau Coal and Estates Company (Limited), agreed to grant to the mortgagees security
for all moneys which the mortgagees may at any time hereafter be called upon to pay to the bank
under the said guarantee (such security to be in addition to any other securities held by the
mortgagees for securing such moneys or'any part thereof): Now, therefore, in consideration of
the mortgagees having already executed such guarantee as aforesaid to the bank to secure tin-
advance or overdraft made or granted to the Mokau Coal and Estates Company (Limited) as here-
inafter recited, the said Mokau Coal and Estates Company (Limited) (hereinafter, together with
its successors and assigns—except where the context requires a different construction—referred to
as and included in the term " the mortgagor ") doth hereby covenant with the mortgagees in
manner following, that is to say—

1. That the mortgagor will upon demand by the bank in accordance with the provisions of
the said guarantee pay to the bank all moneys the payment whereof may be so demanded, and also
will upon demand by the mortgagees pay to the bank all moneys which the mortgagees may be
liable to pay by reason of their having executed the said guarantee, and will procure the said
guarantee to be cancelled and made void and of no effect, and also will upon demand by the
mortgagees pay to the mortgagees all or any sums or sum of money which the mortgagees may
pay or be called upon to pay by reason of its having executed the said guarantee, together with
interest upon all or any such sums or sum of money at the rate of six pounds per centum per
annum computed from the time or respective times of the san>e having been advanced or paid.

2. That the mortgagor will pay interest on every amount demanded as aforesaid from the day
of demand for such amount having been made till actual payment thereof at the rate aforesaid.

8. Any demand hereunder may be made in writing signed by the mortgagees or any of them,
their agent or solicitors, and served upon the mortgagor either by delivering the same at its
registered office in Palmerston North or by posting the same in 8 registered letter addressed to the
mortgagor at its registered office aforesaid, and the receipt of any post-office in New Zealand
for any such letter shall be conclusive proof of the service of any such demand.

4. That the mortgagor will repair and from time to time and at all times keep in good and
substantial repair and condition all messuages, erections, and buildings, and all fences, hedges.
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ditches, drains, and watercourses for the time being standing and being in or about or around
the lands comprised in this security, and will also pay all rates, taxes, assessments, and outgoings
whatever payable in respect of the said land.

5. That the mortgagor will clear and keep cleared the said land from gorse, tauhinu, sweet-
briar, rushes, Californian thistle, blackberries, and all noxious weeds and shrubs, and will also
free and keep free the said lands from rabbits and other noxious vermin.

6. The mortgagees do hereby covenant with the mortgagor, and also as a separate covenant
with the said W. H. Bowler, his executors, administrators, and assigns, that if the said W. H.
Bowler, his executors, administrators, or assigns, or the Waikato-Maniapoto Land Board, its
successors or assigns, shall at any time during the continuance of this security sell any part of the
lands comprised herein the mortgagees shall and will at the request of the said W. H. Bowler,
his executors, administrators, or assigns, or of the said Waikato-Maniapoto Land Board, release
and discharge from this security the lands so sold.

7. That no covenant for payment of any moneys hereby secured or hereby covenanted to be
paid or any part thereof, or other covenant directed to be herein implied by the Land Transfer
Act, 1908, or otherwise howsoever, shall be herein implied as against the said W. H. Bowler, his
executors, administrators, or assigns, and the execution of these presents by the said W. H. Bowler
shall be and be deemed to be solely for the purpose of mortgaging the said lands and hereditaments
in manner hereinafter appearing.

8. That in case default shall be made by the mortgagor in payment of any of the moneys
hereby secured or any part thereof immediately upon demand as aforesaid, or if breacli or default
shall be made by the mortgagor in the observance or performance of any covenant or condition on
its part herein contained or implied, then and in any or either of such case it shall be lawful for
the mortgagees, thereupon or at any time thereafter, to exercise such power of sale and incidental
powers as are in that behalf vested in mortgagees by the Land Transfer Act, 1908, or any statu-
tory modification or re-enactment thereof for the time being in force, in as full and ample a manner
as if the default and notice thereby required had been made and given and the periods of time
therein mentioned had elapsed : Provided always that every such sale shall be made only in areas
not exceeding the limits prescribed by Part XII of the Native Land Act, 1909, to purchasers who
are not prohibited under the said Part XII or otherwise from acquiring such area : Provided
also that for the purpose of effecting any such sale it shall be lawful for the mortgagees to sub-
divide the said lands or any of them, or any part or parts thereof, into such areas (not exceeding
the limits prescribed as aforesaid), and to make or carry out all such surveys, drains, bushfelling,
clearing, and roads thereon, and to dedicate all such roads, and generally to execute and do all
such other works as the mortgagees in their absolute discretion may deem expedient, and to expend
all moneys which may be necessary for all or any of the purposes aforesaid, and all money so
expended, with interest thereon at therate aforesaid from the time or respective times of expending
the same, shall be repayable on demand and be added to and deemed to form part of the moneys
hereby secured.

9. That such of the provisions of the Land Transfer Act, 1908, or any amendment thereof, as
are inconsistent with or contradictory to these presents shall be and the same are hereby negatived
or modified, as the case may be, in so far as the same are inconsistent witli or contradictory to
these presents.

10. Provided also that the mortgagees shall not be answerable for any involuntary losses
happening in the exercise of any power or trust hereby or by any statute vested or reposed in
the mortgagees or otherwise connected with this security, nor be accountable for any rents or
profits oi- other moneys not actually received by the mortgagees.

And for the better securing to the mortgagees the repayment in manner aforesaid of all
moneys (principal and interest or otherwise) hereinbefore covenanted to be paid, and the due
and faithful performance or observance by the mortgagor of all covenants, agreements, and
conditions on its part herein contained or implied, the said W. H. Bowler doth hereby, at the
request and by the direction of the mortgagor, testified by its joining in and executing these
presents, mortgage to the mortgagees all his estate, right, title, and inteiest in the lands aforesaid.

In witness whereof these presents have been executed by the parties hereto, this nineteenth day
of May, one thousand nine hundred and eleven.

THE SCHEDULE HEREINBEFOBE HEFFHHED TO.

1. All that piece of land situate in the Provincial District of Taranaki, containing 26,480
acres, be the sained little more or less, being the Mokau-Mohakatino No. If Block, in the Survey
Districts of Tainui and Mokau, the whole of the land comprised in a partition order of the Native
Land Court, registered Provisional Register, Volume 11, folio 699, excepting and reserving thereout
those portions thereof containing in the whole 7,046 acres, more or less, and being Sections 1, 2,
6, 8, 9, 12, and 13, and parts of Sections 16 and 17, on a subdivisional plan of the said block, as
such' portions are respectively more particularly described in six subleases numbered respectively
7490, 7492, 7493, 7494, 7495, and 7496. . . .

2. All that piece of land situated in the said Provincial District of Taranaki, containing 2,969
acres, be the same a little more or less, being the Mokau-Mohakatino No. Iα Block, in the Mokau
Survey District, the whole of the land comprised in a partition order of the Native Land Court,
registered Provisional Register, Volume 11, folio 1003a.

3 All that piece of land situated in the Provincial District of Taranaki, containing 19,576
acres, be the same a little more or less, and being the Mokau-Mohakatino No. In Block, in the
Mokau Survey District aforesaid, the whole of the land comprised in a partition order of the Native
Land Court, registered Provisional Register, Volume 11, folio 1004.
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4. All that piece of land situated in the Provincial District of Taranaki, containing 4,260

acres, be the same a little more or less, being the Mokau-Mohakatino No. 1j Block, in the Mokau
Survey District aforesaid, the whole of the land comprised in a partition order of the Native
Land Court, registered Provisional Register, Volume 11, folio 1005.

Signed by the said Walter Harry Bowler in the) ry n r Owlerpresence of— J
C. 11. Howard, Solicitor, Wellington.

The common seal of the Mokau Coal and Estates Company (Limited) was ) FS 11hereunto affixed in the presence of— J •*
.Robert MoNab > „.
Chab. Bailey , Directors.
J. M. Johnston, Secretary.
R. Whitakhk, Law Clerk, Palmerston North.

Caveat forbidding Registbation of dealing with Estate ok Interest.
To the District Land Registrar of the District of Taranaki.
Take notice that we, the Maori Land Board of the Waikato-Maniapoto Maori Land District,

claiming estate or interest under a declaration of trust dated the nineteenth day of May, one
thousand nine hundred and eleven, made between Walter Harry Bowler of the first part, Herrnnui
Lewis of the second part, and the Mokau Coal and Estates Company (Limited) of the third pint,
the trusts whereof are more fully set out in four several agreements dated the eleventh day
of April, one thousand nine hundred and eleven, made between us of the one part and the said
Herrman Lewis of the other part, in the fee-simple of the lands hereinafter described, in the
event of such lands or any part or parts thereof becoming hereafter vested in us under the said
trusts or any of them, that is to say,—

(1.) All that piece of land situated in the Provincial District of Taranaki, containing
twenty-six thousand four hundred and eighty acres (26,480 acres), be the same a
little more or less, being the Mokau-Mohakatino Number One f (If) Block, the
whole of the land comprised in a partition order of the Native Land Court, regis
tered Provisional Register, Volume 11, folio 699 :

(2.) All that piece of land situated in the Provincial District of Taranaki, containing
two thousand nine hundred and sixty-nine acres (2,969 acres), more or less, being
the Mokau-Mohakatino Number One a (1g) Block, the whole of the land comprised
in a partition order of the Native Land Court, registered Provisional Register,
Volume 11, folio 1003a:

(3.) All that piece of land situate in the Taranaki Provincial District, containing nine-
teen thousand five hundred and seventy-six acres (19,576 acres), more or less, being
the Mokau-Mohakatino Number One h (1h) Block, the whole of the land comprised
in a partition order of the Native Land Court, registered Provisional Register,
Volume 11, folio 1001:

(4.) All that piece of land situate in the Provincial District of Taranaki, containing four
thousand two hundred and sixty acres (4,260 acres), more or less, being the Mokau-
Mohakatino Number One j (1j) Block, the whole of the land comprised in a
partition order of the Native Land Court, registered Volume 11, folio 1005:

forbid the registration of any memorandum of transfer or other instrument affecting the said
lands, or any part thereof, executed by the said William Harry Bowler or other the registered
proprietor for the time being of the fee-simple thereof, or by William Nelson, Robert Donald
Douglas McLean, Mason Chambers, Bernard Chambers, Paul Hunter, Robert McNab, and Charles
Albert Loughnan, or any t>f them, as registered mortgagees by virtue of mortgage number 25981
of certain portions of the said pieces of land, or by the said Mason Chambers as registered mort-
gagee by virtue of mortgage number 25982 of the remaining portions of the said pieces of land,
until this caveat be by us \vitlnlrawn.

All notices and proceedings relating to this caveat may be served upon or addressed to us at
the office of Charles Zachariah, Reserves Agent, Hawera.

Dated this fifteenth day of August, one thousand nine hundred and eleven.
The Maori Land Board op the Waikato-Maniapoto Maohi Land District

(By its solicitors, Findlay, Dai.ziell, and Co.).
Witness—C. H. Howard, Solicitor, Wellington.
Caveat for the purposes of the Land Transfer Act—C. H. Howard, Solicitor.

Memorandum op Mortgage.

Whereas Walter Harry Bowler, of the City of Auckland, a member of the Civil Service of
New Zealand, is registered as proprietor of an estate in fee-simple, subject, however, to such
encumbrances, liens, and interests as are notified by memoranda underwritten or endorsed hereon,
and nil those pieces or parcels of land situated in the County of Clifton, containing altogether

25—1. 3a.
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seven thousand and forty-six acres or thereabouts, being parts of the Mokau-Mohakatino Block
Number If, and being the sections on >\ eubdivisioual plan of the said block set out in the table
Lereunder written :—

Section. Area.
1 ... ... ... ... ... 686 acres
2 ... ... ... ... ... 208 ~6 1,329 „
8 ... ... ... ... ... 335 ~9 ... ... ... ... ... 1,090 ~12 ... ... ... ... ... 1,358 ~13 ... ... ... ... ... 1,790 ~Parts 16 and 17 ... ... ... ... 250 ~

7,046 acres
and being all the land comprised in and subject to sublease registered numbers 7496, 7494, 7493,
7492, 7490, and 7495, and part of the land comprised in partition order, Provisional Register,
Volume 11, folio 699 : And whereas Mason Chambers, of Tauroa, Havelock North, in the Pro-
vincial District of Hawke's Bay (hereinafter called "the mortgagee," whiob expression shall
include his heirs, executors, administrators, and assigns where the context so requires or admits),
of the other part, has at or before the execution hereof advanced to Herrman Lewis, of Wellington,
gentleman, the hum of twenty thousand pounds (£20,000) on the security of these presents and
on certain other securities : And whereas the said Walter Harry Bowler lias, at the request of
the said Herrman Lewis, testified by his executing these presents, agreed to grant to the mortgagee
security for the said advance of twenty thousand pounds (£20,000) and any further advances
which may be made by the said Mason Chambers to the said Herrman Lewis (such security to be
in addition to any other security held by the mortgagee for securing such moneys or any part
thereof) : Now, therefore, in consideration of the payment by the mortgagee to the said Herrman
Lewis of the said sum of twenty thousand pounds (£20,000), (receipt whereof the said Herrman
Lewis doth hereby acknowledge), he, the said Herrman Lewis (hereinafter, with his executors,
administrators, and assigns, called " the mortgagor "), doth hereby covenant with the mortgagee
in manner following, that is to say,—

1. That the mortgagor will, immediately upon demand made as hereinafter provided, pay to
the person and at the place mentioned in such demand the said sum of twenty thousand pounds
(£20,000), and also all other moneys which may at any time hereafter be advanced by the mort-
gagee to the mortgagor or on his account, or which may be owing by the mortgagor to the mortgagee
on any account whatsoever.

2. That the mortgagor will pay to the mortgagee interest on the said principal sum and
further advances until the repayment thereof at the rate of six pounds per centum per annum,
computed as to the sum of two thousand seven hundred and fifty pounds (£2,750), part thereof,
from the eighteenth day of February, one thousand nine hundred and eleven; as to the sum of
seven thousand two hundred and fifty pounds (£7,250), other part thereof, from the first day of
March, one thousand nine hundred and eleven ; as to the sum of seven thousand pounds (£7,000),
other part thereof, from the sixteenth day of March, one thousand nine hundred and eleven; as
to the sum of three thousand five hundred pounds (£3,500), other part thereof, from the thirty-
first day of March, one thousand nine hundred and eleven; as to the sum of one thousand pounds
(£1,000), from the twenty-fourth day of April, one thousand nine hundred and eleven; and as
to the sum of four thousand eight hundred pounds (£4,800), from the date of these presents; and
as to further advances, from the date of advancing or disbursing the same respectively : such
interest to be considered as accruing from day to day, with half-yearly rests, and if not then
paid to be added to the principal moneys hereby secured on the eighteenth day of February and
August in each year, and thenceforth to be deemed a part of the principal moneys hereby secured
and to bear interest accordingly.

3. That the mortgagor wjll pay all principal, interest, and other moneys payable under these
presents to the mortgagee at Napier, or to such other person in the Provincial District of Hawke's
Bay as thi mortgagee may by notice in writing direct, free of exchange and all other deductions.

4. That if the mortgagor shall make default in the observance or performance of any of the
covenants, agreements, or provisions by him or on his part herein, or in any existing or future
security, collateral, herein expressed or implied, it shall be lawful for but not obligatory on the
mortgagee (without thereby becDming liable as a mortgagee in possession) to observe and perform
the same, and all moneys paid and expenses incurred shall be deemed a further advance to the
mortgagor and part of the money hereby secured.

5. That the mortgagor will at ill times during the continuance of this security punctually
pay all rates, taxes, and assessments payable in respect of the lands and premises hereby mort-
gaged.

6. And the mortgagee doth hereby covenant with the mortgagor, and also as a separate
covenant with the said Walter Harry Bowler, his executors, administrators, and assigns, that if
the said Walter Harry Bowler, his executors, administrators, or assigns, or the Waikato-Maniapoto
Land Board, its successors or assigns, shall at any time during the continuance of this security
sell any part of the land comprised herein, then the mortgagee shall, at the request of the said
Walter Harry Bowler, his executors, administrators, or assigns, or of the said Land Board,
release and discharge from this security the lands so sold.

7. That no covenant, either for payment of any moneys hereby secured or hereby covenanted
to be paid or any part thereof, or other covenant directed to be herein implied by the Land
Transfer Act, 1908, or otherwise howsoever, shall be herein implied as against the said Walter
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Harry Bowler, his executors, administrators, and assigns, and the execution of these presents shall
be and be deemed to be solely for the purpose of mortgaging the said land in manner hereinafter
appearing.

8. That in case default shall be made by the mortgagor in payment of any of the moneys
hereby secured immediately upon demand as aforesaid, or if breach or default shall be made by
the mortgagor in the observance or performance of any covenant or condition on his part herein
contained or implied, it shall be lawful for the mortgagee thereupon, or at any time thereafter,
to exercise such power "I sale and incidental powers as are in that behalf rested in mortgagees
by the Land Transfer Act, 1908, or any statutory modification or re-enactment thereof for the time
being in force, in as full and ample a manner as if the default and notice thereby required had
been made and given and the periods therein mentioned had elapsed: Provided always that
(■very such sale shall be made only in areas not exceeding the limits prescribed by Part XII of the
Native Land Act. 1909, to purchasers whd arc not prohibited under the said Part XII or other-
wise from acquiring such area, and provided also that for the purpose of effecting any such sale
it shall Ik, lawful for the mortgagee to subdivide the said lands or any of them into such areas
(not exceeding the limits prescribed as aforesaid), and to make or carry out all such surveys,
drains, bushfelling, clearing, and roads thereon, and to dedicate all such roads, and generally
to execute and do all such other works as the mortgagee in 11is absolute discretion may deem
expedient, and to expend all moneys which may be necessary for all or any of the purposes afore-
said ; and all moneys so expended, with interest thereon at the rate aforesaid from the respective
time of expending the same, shall lie repayable upon demand and lie added to and deemed to
form part of the moneys hereby secured.

!). That such of the provisions of the Land Transfer Act, 1908, or any amendments thereof,
as are inconsistent with or contradictory to these presents shall be and the same are hereby
negatived or modified, as the case may Be, in so far as the same are inconsistent with or contra-
dictory to these presents.

10. Provided also that the mortgagee shall not be answerable for any involuntary losses
happening in the exercise of any power of trust hereby or by any statute vested or reposed in the
mortgagee or otherwise connected with this security, nor be accountable for any rents or profits
or other moneys not actually received by the mortgagee.

These presents are intended to be by way of collateral security with and to secure the same
moneys as are intended to be eecured l>y the several documents mentioned in the schedule herein-
after written. And for the better securing to the mortgagee the repayment in a manner aforesaid
of all moneys (principal, interest, or otherwise) hereinbefore covenanted to be paid, and the due
and faithful observance, performance, or observance by the mortgagor of all covenants, agree-
ments, and conditions on his part herein contained or implied, the said Walter Harry Bowler doth
hereby, at the request and by the direction of the mortgagor, mortgage to the mortgagee all his
estate, right, title, and interest in the lands aforesaid.

In witness these presents have been executed by the parties hereto on the nineteenth day of
May, one thousand nine hundred and eleven.

SCHEDULE.

(1.) Memorandum of mortgage of leasehold interests in certain of the Mohakatino and Mokau-
Mohakatino blocks in the County of Clifton:

(2.) Memorandum of mortgage of freehold interests in certain lands situated in the Hutt District:
(3.) Deed of mortgage of shares in the Empire Hotel (Limited) and the South Wellington Laird

Company (Limited):
(4.) Deed of mortgage affecting certain freehold, leasehold, and equitable freehold interests in

lands in the Hutt District and City of Wellington :
All of which said deeds or documents bear date the first day of March, one thousand

nine bundled and eleven, and are made between the mortgagor of the one part and the
mortgagee of the other part, or are given by the mortgagor in favour of the mortgagee:

(5.) Acknowledgment of further advance and agreement to mortgage a mortgage from the Manakau
Land Company (Limited), bearing date the sixteenth day of March, one thousand nine
hundred and eleven :

(6.) Acknowledgment of further advances and agreement to mortgage shares in the Mokau Coal
and Estate Company (Limited), bearing date the thirty-first day of March, one thousand
nine hundred and eleven :

(7.) Deed of mortgage of shares in the Mokau Coal and Estate Company (Limited) :
(8.) Memorandum of mortgage of freehold lands comprised in certificate of title, Volume 110,

folios l>2. :>.■(, •-'•'!. 21. 2."), Wellington District Land Registry :
(9.) Deed of mortgage of leasehold interest in part Town Section 839, City of Christchurch.

All of which three last-mentioned documents bear or are intended to bear even date
herewith, and are made between the mortgagor of the one part and the mortgagee of the
other part, or are given by the mortgagor in favour of the mortgagee.

Deed of mortgage of even date herewith, made between the above-named lierrman Lewis of
the one part and the said Mason Chambers of the other part, of part of the Mokau-Mohakatino
Block Number One r.

W. H. Bowler.
Signed by the said Walter Harry Bowler in the presence of- -C. H. Howard, Solicitor,

Wellington. Herrman Lewis.
Signed by the said Herman Lewis in the presence of—C. H. Howard, Solicitor, Wellington.
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No. 38.
Mokau-Mohakatino If. [P.R-, Vol. 11, 698.

Native Land Court Act, 1886, and Mokau-Mohakatino Act, 1888.
In the Native Land Court of New Zealand.—In the matter of the partition of a parcel of land known

as Mokau-Mohakatino No. 1, heretofore held under a certificate of title under the Native Land
Court Act, 1880, dated 23rd June, 1882.

The twenty-fourth day of May, one thousand eight hundred and eighty-nine.
It is, as part of the said partition, hereby ordered and declared that the several Natives named in the
Schedule indorsed hereon, and therein numbered from 1 to 108, both inclusive, are, as tenants in
common, and in the proportions set forth therein, entitled to that part of the partitioned land which
has on such partition been named by the Court Mokau-Mohakatino No. If, and which part is parti-
cularly delineated in the plan indorsed hereon.

As witness the hand of George Boutflower Davy, Esquire, Chief Judge, and the seal of the
Court. Geo. B. Davy, Chief Judge,

I L.s.j For and on behalf of Laughlin O'Brien, Esquhv,, retired Judge.

THE SCHEDULE WITHIN REFERRED TO.
No. Names. Shares. No. Names. .Shares

1 Rangiwaea .. .. .. .. 1 55 Heta Tokiriki .. .. .. 1
2 Marata Mano . . . . . . 1 56 Taniora Wharauroa . . . . . . 1
3 Te Topuni .. .. .. 1 57 Makereti Hinewai .. .. .. 1
4Te Huia te Rira .. .. .. 3 58 Rangituataka .. .. .. 1
5 Rangiawhio .. .. .. 3 59 Te Kotuku (m, 18) .. .. .. 3
6 Ngara Pano .. .. .. 3 60 Te Haeana (m, 20) .. .. .. 3
7 Whare Tarawa . . .. .. 3 61 Teriaki Tikaokao (f, 19) .. . . 1
8 Huia Rangi .. .. .. 3 62 Whakarewai (f, 17) .. .. .. l
9Te Ra Tati .. .. .. 3 63 Karutahi (m, 16) .. .. l

10 Rangiauraki .. .. .. 3 64 Ketetahi (m, 10) .. .. .. 1
11 Te Ohu Rimarata .. .. .. 3 65 Te Kehu te Kiri (f, 16) .. .. 1
12 Rangiirihia .. .. .. 3 66 Takerei Kingi (m, 12) .. j
13 Niwha .. .. .. .. 3 67 Rangaihuia Kingi (f, 16) .. i
14 Ngapaki Parekarau .. .. .. 3 68 Hera Kingi (f, 10) .. .. .. i
15 Tawhana Kaharoa .. .. .. 1 69 Te Wera Wetere (m, 3) .. i
16 Ngahiraka .. .. .. ".. 1 70 Teo Tati (m, 8) .. .. i
17 Toheriri .. .. .. ..1 71 Wata .. .. .. .. l"
18 Tangihaere te Tahana .. 1 72 Ngareta (alias Rangiawhio) .. .. j
1!) Pipeka Ngamuna .. .. .. 1 73 Te Haeana (m, 20) .. .. .. |
20 Te lanui .. .. .. .. 2 74 Pano (alias Ngara Pano) . . . . J
21 Pirikohoihoi .. .. .. 3 75 Te Rupe .. .. .. 1
22 Te Wiata 3 76 Hui Te Him i
23 Waeonokerei .. .. ■■ i 77 Kotuku (m, 18) .. .. .. l
24 Te Ata Wetere .. .. | 78 Emani te Hau (alias Emani te Tawhi).. J25 Putiputi Takirau .. .. .. 3 79 Te Kapa te Aira (alias Rangi Waea) .. i
26 Hine Hoea .. .. .. ■ ■ i 80 Tiramate Wetere .. .. .. l
27 Kerenapu Purua .. .. .. 3 81 Mahora Teira (f, 9) .. .. .. J
28 Hone Pumipi Kauparera .. 2 82 Hinewai Teira (f, 5) .. .. i.
29 Takirau Watihi .. .. .. 3 83 Te Teira (m, 3) .. .. .. £30 Ruhia Mawete .. .. .. 2 84 Kerenapu Purua .. .. .. 3
31 Te Oro Watihi .. .. .. 3 85 Te Wairua Tumanako (f, 2) .. .. i
32 Honekeko .. .. .. .. 1 86 Mere te Aurere .. .. .. 2
33 Hamuera Karoro (alias Samuel Epiha).. 1 87 Parehuakirua .. .. .. 3
34 Ngawhakaheke .. .. .. 3 88 Hauwhenua Wetere (f, 7) .. .. if35 Parewaero (f, 17) .. .. .. 3 89 Te Wera Wetere (m, 3) .. . . !
36 Mamaeroa .. .. .. ..3 90 Te Wiata .. .. .. .. 1
37 Pango Nape .. .. .. 3 91 Tauhia te Wiata (m, 3) .. .. 138 Hirawanu .. .. .. .. 1 92 Tiria te Wiata (f, 6).. .. .. i
39 Waiari Rawiri .. .. .. 3 93 Harata te Wiata .. .. .. i
40 Wetini Paneta .. .. .. 3 94 Te Watene te Wiata (in, 13) .. .. i41 Rapana Tiki .. .. .. 3 95 Tarake te Wiata (f, 9) . . .. i42 Te Uria Roka .. .. .. 3 96 Epiha Kararo .. .. .. 1
43 Hemate Pohanga .. .. .. 3 97 Te Rangiwakaauenui .. .. 3
44 Ngahoki Rawinia .. .. .. 3 98 Rangitiatia (f, 10) .. ■ ■ 345 Matawha Taihakurei.. .. .. 1 99 Whare Tarawa .. .. i
46 Kingi Takerei .. .. .. 3 100 Putiputi Takirau
47 Nga Tohu Mira .. .. .. 1 101 Te Ruruku
48 Waiata Raupa .. .. . . 1 102 Kingi Wetere (alias Takerei) . . i
49 Te Koro (m, 16) .. .. .. 3 103 Erena Wetere .. . . . . jf
50 Hone Kuku (m, 19) .. .. . . 3 104 Te Ra Taati .. . . ■ ■ A51 Tarete Rawhiaia .. .. .. 3 105 Tiramate Wetere .. . . ■ T52 Raihi Miroi.. .. .. .. \ 106 Hone Hira Wetere .. .. • • ■&53 Te Puke Kipa .. .. £ 107 Parewaero Wetere .. .. • • A-
-54 Horn; Kip* .. .. { 108 Tβ Koro Wetere (m, 16) .. ..
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38. (t'harging order lien for survey, £783 ss. 2d., entered 6/5/03, at il a.m.
R. Bayley. A.L.R,

359. Caveat noted the 9th day of June, 1903, at 10.16a.m.
(Lapsed.—R. Bayley, A.L.R.—6/8/07.) H. Bayley, A.L.R.

383. Caveat noted the 28th day of May, 1904. at 10 m.m.
(Lapsed.—R, Bayi.ky. A.L.R. -6/8/07.) H. Bayley, A.L.R.

6428. Lease bom aboriginal Natives to .Joshua Jones, of Waitara, sett lei,, produced 25/6/04. at 11 a.m.
R. Bayley, A.L.R.

14927. Mortgage oi lease i>l2B. J. Jones to John Plimmer, produced 25/6/04, at 11a.m.
R. Bayley. A.L.R.

6428. Transfer of lease 6428, John Plimmer (in exercise of power of sale in mortgage 11927 to Wick-
ham Flower, of No. 1 Ureal Winchester Street, London, England, solicitor), produced 25/6/04,
at 11 a.m. R. Bayley, A.L.R.

X 383. Extension of caveat :SB.'S l>v order of Supreme Court, to be extended until further order made
by Supreme Court, noted 29/6/04, at 11 a.m. R. Bayley, A.L.R.

(Lapsed.—R. Bayley, A.L.R.—6/8/07.)
X414. Caveat noted Bth July, 1905, against part. R. Bavi.kv. A.L.R.

(Lapsed.—R. Bayley, A.L.R.—6/8/07.)
455. Caveat noted Bth September, 1906, at 11.58a.m.. against lease 6428.

(Lapsed.—R. Bayley, A.L.R,--6/8/07.) H. Bavi.kv. A.L.R.
7490. Underlease of lease 6428. W. Flower to Andrew Kelly, produced 6/11/07, at 2.45 p.m., of

Sub. 13 (If). Plan on lease. R. Bayley, A.L.R.
7492. Underlease of lease 6428, \Y. Flower to Jacob Rothery, produced 9/8/07, at 11 a.m., of

Sub. 12 (If). Plan on lease. li. Bavi.kv. A.L.R.
7492. Transfer of lease 7492, J. Rothery to William Francis Greenaway and Matthew Henderson, oi

Dannevirke, Sawmillers, as tenants in common in equal shares, produced 9/8 <>7. at 11a.m.
R. Bavi.kv, A.L.R.

7493. Underlease of lease 6428. W. Flower to Luther Wiley, of Subs. 8 and (.i (If), produced 9/8/07,
at 11 a.m. Plan on lease. R. Bayley, A.L.R.

7493. Transfer of lease 7493, L. Wiley to William Francis Greenaway, of Dannevirke. sawmiUer, pro-
duced 9/8/07, at 11 a.m. R. Bayley, A.L.R.

7493. Transfer of lease 7493, \V. F. Greenaway to William Francis Greenaway and Matthew Henderson
of Dannevirke, sawmillers. as tenants in common, produced 9/8/07, at 1) a.m.

R. Bayley, A.L.R.
18964. .Mortgage, W. P. Greenaway to Matthew Henderson, of his interest in leases 7492 and 7493,

produced 9/8/07, at 11a.m. R. Bayley, A.L.R.
7494. Underlease of lease 6428, W. Flower to Robert John Eglinton, produced 10/8/07, at 10a.m.. oi

Sub. 6 (If). Plan on lease. R. Bayley, A.L.R.
7495. Underlease of lease 6428, W. Flower to Alfred Jerome ('adman and Daniel Berry, produced

10/8/07, at 10a.m., of 250 acres, parts 16 and 17 (If). Plan on lease.
R. Bayley, A.L.R.

7496. Underlease 6428, W. Flower to Walter William Jones, of Sections I and i (plan on lease), produced
10/8/07, at 10a.m. R. Bayley, A.L.R.

Z 1316a. Transmission of the estate of VV. Flower in lease (5428 to Sarah Jane Lefroy, Archibald Bence
Bence-Jones, Henry Kemp-Welch, and Sir Colin Campbell Scott-Moncrieff, all resident in
England, produced 10/8/07, at 10a.m. R, Bavi.kv. A.L.R.

6428. Transfer of lease 6428, S. J. Lefroy, A. B. B. Jones. 11. K. Welch, and Sir C. C. 8. Moncrieff to
Joshua Jones, of London, England, settler, produced 10/8/07. at 10 a.m.

R. Bayley, A.L.R.
18964a. Mortgage of lease 6428, J. Jones, to Sarah Jane Lefroy, Archibald Bence Bence-Jones. Henry

Kemp-Welch, and Sir Colin Campbell Scott-Moncrietf. produced 10/8/07, at 10 a.m.
R, Bayley, A.L.R.

(Power of sale exercised ; transfer of lease 6428. R. 8., A.L.R.)
6428. Transfer of lease 6428, under power of sale in M 18964a, Registrar of Supreme Court, to Sarah

Jane Lefroy, married woman ; Archibald Bence Bence-Jones. barrister at law; Henry Kemp-
Welch, Esquire; and Sir Coliii Campbell Scott-Moncrieff, K.C.M.G., K.CS.L. retired colonel,
all of London, produced 3/9/07, at 2.30p.m. R, Bavi.kv. A.L.R.'

X 529. Caveat noted 2/4/08, at 11.25 a.m. R. Bayley, A.L.R.
(Lapsed as to land in lease 7490 only. R. Bayley, A.L.R.)
(Lapsed.—W. S., D.A.L.R.—23/7/08.)

20007. Mortgage of lease 7490, A. Kelly to Adam Hannah, produced 25 I 08, ai I 1.15 a.m.
R. Bayley, A.L.R.

f>42B. Transfer of lease 6428, A. J. Lefroy. A. B. B. Jones. 11. K. Welch, and Sir Colin Campbell Scott-
Moncrieff to Herrnian Lewis, of Wellington, gentleman, produced 2.'i "I 08, at 10.45 a.m.

W. Stuart, D.A.L.R.
20466. Mortgage of lease 0428. 11. Lewis to Sarah Jane Lefroy, Archibald Bence Bence-Jones. Henry. Kemp-Welch, and Sir Colin Campbell Scott -MoncrielT. produced I,:; 7 '08. at 10.45 a.m.

W. Stuabt, D.A.L.R.
570. Caveat by District Land Registrar affecting lease (1428 and mortgage 20466, produced 19/2/09,

at 2.20p.m. M. J. Kilgour, A.L.R.
Transfer No. 19430 of lease 7494, Robert John Eglinton to Oscar .lames Crossley Bayly, of Awakino

farmer, produced 11th May, 1909, at 12.8 o'clock. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.
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Caveat No. 587 against lease 7490, lodged by Williams Evans Dive the younger, produced sth June,
1909, 11.5 o'clock. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.

Withdrawal of Caveat No. 570 entered 2nd May, 1910, at 3 o'clock.
A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.

Mortgage 23099 of lease f>42B, Herman Lewis to John George Findlay and Frederick George Dalziell
entered 2nd May, 1910, 3 o'clock. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.

Mortgage 23100 of lease 6428. Herrman Lewis to Thomas George Macarthy, entered 2nd May, 1910,
at 3 o'clock. A. Y. Stobtevant, A.L.R.

Discharge of mortgage 20007 produced, 26th July. 1910. at J2 o'clock.
A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.

.Mortgage 24350 of lease 7496, Walter William Jones to the Bank of New Zealand, produced 10th Sep
tember, 1910, ai 11.30 o'clock. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.

.Mortgage 24525 of lease 7494. Oscar James Crossley Bayly to the Hank of New Zealand, produced
13th October. 1910, 2.30 o'clock. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.

Mortgage 25276 of lease 6428. Hernnan Lewis to Mason Chambers, produced 9th March, 1911, at
12 o'clock. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.

Caveat 674 against lease 6428, lodged by John Moore Johnston and David Whyte. produced 16th March.
1911, at 10.30 o'clock. A. V. "Sturtevant, A.L.R.

(Withdrawn.—A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.—Bth July, 1911.)
Transmission No. 1785, Sarah Jane Lefroy before named, died on the 9th of February, 1909, entered

Bth July, 1911, at 12o'clock. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.
Discharges of mortgages Nos. 20466, 23099, 28100, and 25276. produced Bth July, 1911, at 12o'clock.

A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.
Transfer No. 22893 of within described land, the Maori Land Board of the Waikato-Maniapoto Maori

Land District, as agent for the Native owners, to Walter Harry Bowler, of Auckland, Civil
servant, produced Bth July, 1911, at 12 o'clock. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.

Transfer of lease No. 6428, Herrman Lewis to Walter Many Bow lei, above named, produced Bth July.
1911, at 12 o'clock. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.

Mortgage 25981, Walter Harry Bowler to William Nelson. Robert Donald Douglas McLean, Mason
Chambers, Bernard Chambers, Paul Hunter, Robert McNab, and Charles Albert Loughnan
of part of within described land, produced Bth July, 1911, at 12 o'clock.

A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.
Mortgage 25982. Walter Harry Bowler to Mason Chambers, of part of within described land not included

in mortgage No. 25981, produced Bth July, at 12 o'clock. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.
Transmission 1792 of the undivided interest of William Francis Greenaway (a bankrupt) in underleases

Nos. 7492 and 7493 to the Official Assignee in Bankruptcy of the property of William Francis
Greenaway, entered 26th July, 1911, at 10.30 o'clock. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.

Caveat No. 721, lodged by the Maori Land Board of the Waikato-Maniapoto Maori Land District, pro
duced 18th August, 1911, at 11.45 o'clock. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true copy of Provisional Register, Vol. 11, folio 699, and of
the memorials indorsed thereon.—A. V. Sturtevant, Assistant Land Registrar. —28th August, 1911.

Mokau-Mohakatino Ig. [P.R, 11/1003a.
Native Land Court Act, 1886, and Mokau-Mohakatino Act, 1888.

In the Native Land Court of New Zealand.—In the matter of the partition of a parcel of land known
as Mokau-Mohakatino No. 1, heretofore held under a certificate of title under the Native Land
Court Act, 1880, dated 23rd June, 1882.

The twenty-fourth "day of May. one thousand eight hundred and eighty-nine.
It is, as part of the said partition, hereby ordered and declared that the several Natives named in the
Schedule indorsed hereon, and therein numbered from 1 to 18. both inclusive, are. as tenants in common
in equal shares, entitled to that part of the partitioned land which has on such partition been named
by the Court Mokau-Mohakatino No. lc; (2.969 acres), and which part is particularly delineated in the
plan indorsed hereon.

As witness the hand of George Boutflower Davy, Esquire. Chief Judge, and the Seal of the
Court. George B. Davy, Chief Judge,

luy-JIuy -J |<',ii and on behalf of Laughlin O'Brien, Esquire, retired Judge.

THE SCHEDULE WITHIN REFERRED TO.

No. Names. No. Name.-.
1 Te Huia te Rira. 10 Te Kotuku (m, 18).
2 Rangiawhio. 11 Te Haeana (m, 20).
3 Ngara Pano. 12 Parehuakirua (successor to Te Ahitahi).
4 Rangiauraki. 13 Aterea te Ahiwaka (successor to Pareatiu).
5 Te Ohu Rimarata. 14 Te Awa Tuwhenua.
6 Niwha. 15 Tatanati Awaroa.
7 Te lanui. 16 Hariata Milii.
8 Pirikohoihoi. 17 Te Wiata.
!i Hirawanu. 18 Honi Pumipi Kaupirera.



195 L—Ba

•iii. Survey lien (on charging order file) produced 20/6/07. at 10a.m.
R. Bayley, A.L.R.

7430. Lease, aboriginal Natives (only those who executed lease 7430) to Joshua Jones, produced 22/6/07,
at 12 noon. R. Bayley, A.L.R.

7431. Lease, aboriginal Natives (only those who executed lease 7431) to Joshua Jones, produced 22/6/07.
at 12 noon. R. Bayley, A.L.R.

18662. Mortgage of leases 7430 and 7431, J. Jones to John Plimmer, produced 22/6/07, at 12 noon.
R. Bayley, A.L.R.

7430 and 7431. Transfer of within leases 7430 and 7431, J. Plimmer, under power of sale in mortgage
18662, to Wickham Flower, London, England, produced 22/6/07, at 12 noon.

R. Bayley, A.L.R.
Z 1316a. .Transmission of the estate of W. Flower (deceased) in leases 7430 and 7431 to Sarah Jane

Lefroy, Archibald Bence Bence-Jones, Henry Kemp-Welch, and Sir Colin Campbell Scott-
Moncrieff, all resident in London, produced 10/8/07, at 10 a.m.

R. Bayley, A.L.R.
7430 and 7431. Transfer of leases 7430 and 7431, S. J. Lefroy. A. B. B. Jones, H. K. Welch, and

Sir ('. ('. S. Moncriefi to Joshua Jones, of London. England, settler, produced 10/8/07, at
10 a.m. R. Bayley, A.L.R,

18964a. Mortgage of leases of 7430 and 7431. J. Jones to Sarah Jane Lefroy, Archibald Bence Bence-
Jones, Henry Kemp-Welch, and Sir Colin Campbell Scott-Moncrieff, produced 10/8/07. ai
10 a.m. R. Bayley, A.L.R.

(Power of sale exercised ; transfer of leases 7430 and 7431.—R. 8., A.L.R.)
7430 and 7431. Transfer of leases 7430 and 7431, under power of sale in mortgage No. 18964a. the

Registrar of the Supreme Court to Sarah Jane Lefroy, married woman. Archibald Bence
Bence-Jones, barrister at law, Henry Kemp-Welch. Esquire, and Sir Colin Campbell Scott-
Moncrieff, K.C.M.G.. X.C.8.1., retired colonel, all of London, produced 3/9/07, at 2.30 p.m.

R. Bayley, A.L.R.
X 529. Caveat noted 2/4/08, at 11.25 a.m. R. Bayley. A.L.R.

(Lapsed.—W. S., D.A.L.R.—23/7/08.)
7430 and 7431. Transfer of leases 7430 and 7431, S. J. Lefroy, A. B, 15. Jones, Henry Kemp-Welch,

and Sir Colin Campbell Scott-Moncrieff. to Herman Lewis, of Wellington, Gentleman.
W. Stuart, D.A.L.R.

20466. Mortgage of leases 7430 and 7431, H. Lewis to Sarah Jane Lefroy, Archibald Bence Bence-
Jones. Henry Kemp-Welch, and Sir Colin Campbell Scott-Moncrieff, 23/7/08. at 10.45 a.m.

W. Stuart, D.A.L.R.
K570. Caveat by District Land Registrar affecting leases 7430 and 7431, mortgage 20466, produced

23/2/09, at 2.30 p.m. M. J. Kilgour, A.L.R.
Withdrawal of caveat No. 570 entered 2nd May, 1910. at 3 o'clock.

A. V. Stubtevant, A.L.R.
Mortgage 20099 of leases 7430 and 7431, Hernnan Lewis to John George Findlay and Frederick George

Dalziell, entered 2nd May. 1910, at 3 o'clock. A. V. Sturtevaxt. A.L.R.
Mortgage No. 23100 of leases 7430 and 7431. Hernnan Lewis to Thomas George Macarthy, entered

2nd May, 1910. at 3 o'clock. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.
Mortgage No. 25276 of leases 7430 and 7431. Hernnan Lewis to Mason Chambers, produced 9th March,

1911, at 12 o'clock. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R,
Caveat No. 674. against leases 7430 and 7431. lodged by John Moore Johnston and David Whyte,

produced 18th March, 1911, at 10.30o'clock. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.'
(Withdrawn. A. V. Sturtevaxt. A.L.R.—Bth July, 1911.)

Transmission No. 1785, Sarah Jane Lefroy, before named, died on 9th February, 1909, entered 3rd
February, 1911. at 12 o'clock. A. V. Sturtbvant, A.L.R.

Discharges of mortgages Nos, 20466. 23099, 23100, and 25276 produced Bth July, 1911. at 12 o'clock.
A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.

Transfer No. 22893 of within-described land, the Maori Land Board of the Waikato-Maniapoto Maori
Land District, as age.nl for the Native owners, to Walter Harry Bowler, of Auckland. Civil
servant, produced Bth July, 1911. at 12 o'clock. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.

Transfer of leases Nos. 7430 and 7431, Hernnan Lewis to Walter Harry Bowler, above named, pro
duced Bth July. 1911. at 12 o'clock. V. STURTEVANT, A.L.R.

Mortgage No. 25981, Walter Harry Bowler to William Nelson, Robert Donald Douglas McLean. .Mason
Chambers, Bernard Chambers, Paul Hunter. Robert McNab, and Charles Albert Loughnan.
produced Bth July, 1911, at 12 o'clock. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.

Caveat No. 721, lodged by the Maori Land Board of the Waikato-Maniapoto Maori Land District, pro-
duced 18th August, 1911. at 11.45 o'clock. A. V. Sturtevaxt. A.L.R.

I hereby certify the foregoing to be a true copy of Provisional Register, Volume 11, folio 1003a,
and the memorials indorsed thereon.—A. V. Sturtevant, Assistant Land Registrar. —25th August.
1911.

MOKAU-MOHAKATINO No. IH. [P.R. 11/1004.
Native Land Court Act, 1886, and Mokau-Mohakatino Act. 1888.

In the Native Land Court of New Zealand.—In the matter of the partition of a parcel of land known
as Mokau-Mohakatino No. 1, heretofore held under a certificate of title under the Native Land
Court Act, 1880, dated 23rd June, 1882.
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The twenty-fourth day of May, one thousand eight hundred and eighty-nine.
It is, as part of the said partition, hereby ordered and declared that the several Natives named in the
Schedule indorsed hereon, and therein numbered from 1 to 31, both inclusive, are, as tenants in common
in equal shares, entitled to that part of the partitioned land which has on such partition been named
by the Court Mokau-Mohakatino No. 1h (19.576 acres), and which part is particularly delineated in the
plan indorsed hereon.

As witness the hand of George Boutflowei Davy, Esquire, Chief Judge, and the seal of the
Court.

■ -. Geo. B. Davy, Chief Judge,
' For and on behalf of Laughlin O'Brien, Esquire, retired Judge.

THE SCHEDULE WITHIN REFERRED TO.

No. Names. I No. Nanus.
1 Wata. 17 Ripeka Ngamuna.
2 Ngareta (alias Rangiawhia). 18 Hinewai Teira (f, 5)) Successors to Mahora
3 Te Haeana (m. 20). 11) Mohora Teira (f, 9) Hema and Te Teira
4 Pano (oMae Ngara Pi ). 20 Te Teira, (m, 8) ) Kaharoa.
5 Te Rupe. ; 21 Toheriri.
6 Huia te Una. 22 Ngahiraka.
7 Te Kotiiku (m. 18). 23 Tangihaere te Tahana.
8 Eniani te Tawhi (alia* Emani t<, Hau). 24 Tukiata te Whakainu.
9 Te Kapa te Aria (alias Bangiwaea). 25 Te Katoa.

10 Te Hau. 26 Parehuakirua (successor to Ahitahi).
11 Marata Mano. 27 Aterea te Ahiwaka (successor to Pareatiu).
12 Te Rerehau Etuihi. 28 Teriaki Tikaokao (f, 19).
13 Te Topuni. 29 To Whakarewai (f, 17).
14 Toroa Maria. 30 Karutahi (m, 16).
15 Rangiauraki. .'il Tawhana to Kaharoa.
16 Pirikohoihoi.

65. Survey lien (mi charging order file) produced 20/6/07. at l<) a.m.
R. Bayley, A.L.R.

7428. Lease, aboriginal Natives (only those who executed lease 7428) to Joshua Jones, produced
22/6/07,at 12 noon. R. Bayley, A.L.R.

7429. Lease, aboriginal Natives (only those who executed lease 7429) to Joshua Jones, produced
22/6/07,at 12 noon. R. Bayley, A.L.R.

18662. Mortgage of leases 7428 and 7429. J. Jones to John Plimmer, produced 22/6/07, at 12 noon.
R. Bayley, A.L.R.

7428 and 7421). Transfer under power of sale in mortgage 18662. J. Plimmer to Wickham Flower, of
London, England, produced 22/6/07, at 12noon. R. Bayley, A.L.R.

Z 1316a. Transmission of estate of W. Flower in leases 7428 and 7429 to Sarah Jane Lefroy, Archibald
Bence Bence-Jones, Henry Kemp-Welch, and Sir Colin Campbell Scott-Monerieff, all resident
in London, produced 10/8/07, at 10 a.m. R. Bayley, A.L.R.

7428 and 7429. Transfer of leases 7428 and 7429, S. J. Lefroy, A. B. B. Jones. H. K. Welch, and Sir
Colin Campbell Scott-Moncrieff i<> Joshua Jones, of London. England, settler, produced
10/8/07, at Xi a.m. (See T.L. 6428). R. Bayley, A.L.R.

18964a. Mortgage of leases 7428 and 7429. J. Jones to Sarah Jane Lefroy, Archibald Bence Bence-Jonee,
Henry Kemp Welch, and Sir Colin Campbell Scott-Moncrieff, produced 10/8/07, fit 10 a.m.

R. Bayley, A.L.R.
(Power of sale exercised ; transfer leases 7428 and 7429.—R. 8., A.L.R.)

7428 and 7429. Transfer of leases 7428 and 7420. under power of sale in mortgage 18964a. the Registrar
of Supreme Court to Sarah Jane Lefroy. married woman ; Archibald Bence Bence-Jones,
barrister at law ; Henry Kemp-Welch, Esquire ; and Sir Colin Campbell Scott-Moncrieff.
K.C.M.G.. X.C.5.1., retired colonel, all of London, produced 3/9/07. at 2 p.m. (See T.L. 428.)

R. Bayley, A.L.R.
X529. Caveat noted, 2/4/08. 11.25 a.m. R. Bavi.ky. A.L.R.

(Lapsed.)
X529. Caveat noted, 2/4/08, at 11.25 a.m. R. Baylky. A.L.R.

(Lapsed.—W. 8., D.A.L.R.—23.. 7/08.)
7128 and 7429. Transfer of leases 7428 and 7429, S. J. Lefroy, A. B. B. Jones. H. K. Welch, and Sir

Colin Campbell Scott-Moncrieff to Herman Lewis, of Wellington, gentleman, produced.
23/7/08, at 10.45 a.m. (See T.L. 6428.) ' W. Stuart. D.A.L.R.

20466. Mortgage of leases 7428 and 7429, H. Lewis to Sarah JaneLefroy, Archibald Bence Bence-Jones.
Henry Kemp-Welch, and Sir Colin Campbell Scott-Moncrieff. produced 23/7/08, at 10.45 a.m.

W. Stuart, D.A.L.R.
570. Caveat by District Land Registrar affecting leases 7428 and 7429, mortgage 20466, produced

19/2/09,at 2.30 p.m. M. J. Kilgour, A.L.R.
Withdrawal of caveat No. 570, produced 2nd May, 1910, at 3 p.m. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.
Mortgage No. 23099 of leases Nos. 7428 and 7429. Herrman Lewis to John George Findlay and Frederick

George Dalziell. entered 2nd May. 1910. at 3 p.m. A. V. Stortbvant, A.L.R.
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Mortgage No. 23100 of leases Nos. 7428 and 7429. Herrman Lewis to Thomas George Macarthy, entered
2nd May, 1910, at 3 p.m. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.E.

Mortgage No. 25276 of leases Nos. 7428 and 7429, Herrman Lewis to Mason Chambers, produced 9th
March, 1911, at 12 noon. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.

Caveat No. 674 against leases Nos. 7428 and 7429, lodged by John Moore Johnston and David Whyte,
produced 18th March, 1911, at 10.30 a.m. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.E.

(Withdrawn.—A. A. Sturtevant, A.L.R.—Bth July, 1911).
Transmission No. 1785, Sarah Jane Lefroy above-named, died on 9th February, 1909, entered Bth July,

1911, at 12 noon. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.
Discharges of mortgages Nos. 20466, 23099, 23100, and 25276, produced Bth July, 1911, at 12noon.

A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.
Transfer No. 22893 of within-described land, the Maori Land Board of the Waikato-Maniapoto Maori

Land District, as agent for the Native owners, to Walter Harry Bowler, of Auckland, Civil
servant, produced Bth July, at 12 noon. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.

Transfer of leases Nos. 7428 and 7429, Herrman Lewis to Walter Harry Bowler above-named, produced
Bth July, 1911, at 12 noon. "A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.

Mortgage No. 25981, Walter Harry Bowler to William Nelson, Robert Donald Douglas McLean, Mason
Chambers, Bernard Chambers, Paul Hunter, Robert McNab, and Charles Albert Loughnan,
produced Bth July, 1911, at 12 noon. A. Y. Sturtevant, A.L.R.

Gaveat No. 721, lodged by the Maori Land Board of the Waikato Maniopoto Land District, produced
18th August, 1911, at 11.45 a.m. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a. true copy of Provisional Register, Volume 11, folio 1004,
and the memorials indorsed thereon.—A. V. Sturtevant, Assistant Land Registrar. 28th August.
1911.

MOKAU-MOHAKATINO No. 1.1. | P.R. 11/1005.
Native Land Court Act, 1886, and Mokau-Mohakatino Act, 1886.

In the Native Land Court of New Zealand.—In the matter of the partition of a parcel of land known as
Mokau-Mohakatino No. 1, heretofore held under a, certificate of title under the Native Land Court
Act, 1880, dated 23rd June,*lBB2.

The twenty-fourth day of May, one thousand eight hundred and eighty-nine.
It is, as part of the said partition, hereby ordered and declared that the several Natives named in
the schedule indorsed hereon, and therein numbered from 1 to 36. both inclusive, are, as tenants
in common, and in the proportions set forth therein, entitled to that part of the partitioned land which
has on such partition been named by the Court Mokau-Mohakatino No. 1j (4,260 acres), and which part
is particularly delineated in the plan indorsed hereon.

As witness the hand of George Boutflower Davy, Esquire, Chief Judge, and the seal of the
Court, li.s.] Geo. B. Davy, Chief Judge.

For and on behalf of Laughlin O'Brien, Esq., retired Judge.

Nil-. SCHEDULE WITHIN REFERRED TO.
No. Names. - Shares. No. Names. Shares.

1 Parehuakirua (successor to Te Aliitahi) ..I 19 Pango Nape .. .. .. .. 1
2 Kingi Wetere (alias King! Take re!) .. 1 20 Ngahoki Rawinia .. .. .. 1
3 Parewaero Wetere (alias Pure Waer.i) (f.. 17) 1 21 Te Wiata i
4 Hone Wetere (alias Hone Kuku) (in.. I!)) .. 1 22 Tauhia te Wiata (m.. 3) .. .. 1
5Te Koro Wetere (alias Te Koro) (m., Iβ).. 1 23 Tina te Wiata (f., 6) I
6Te Ra Wetere (alias Te Ra Tati) . . 1 24 Harata te Wiata I
7KM Haehae Wetere (alias Huirangi) .. 1 25 Te Watene te Wiata (m., 13) - .. .. I
8 Wharetarawa . . • ■ .. 1 26 Tarakete Wiata (f., 9) I
9 Kerenapu Purua .. .. .1 27 Ruhia Mawete .. .. .. 1

10 Takirau Watihi .. .. ■ • I 28 Epiha Karoro. . . . .. . . 1
11 Te Oro Watihi .. • • ■ 1 29 Hone Keko . . . .. • ■ 1
12 Wetini Paneta ■ .. •• ■• 1 30 Hamuera Karoro .. .. .. 1
13 Te Uria Roka .• ■■ ..1 31 Kere Napu Purua (successor to Taiaroa).. I
14 Te Wiata .. •■ •• .. 1 32 Hone Pumipi Kauparera .. .. 1
15 Hema te Puhanga . . . . .. 1 33 Rangiwhakaauenui .... . . 1
16 Rapana Tiki .. .. ■■• • ' 34 Pirikohoihoi .. .. ■•• • L
17 Ngawhakaheke .. .. •■135 Te Huia te Rira
18 Mamaeroa .. • • • • . . 1 36 Rangiawhio .. .. .. . • 1

67. Survey lien (on charging-order file), produced 20/6/07, at 10 a.m. Et. Bayley, A.L.R.
7432. Lease aboriginal Natives (only those who executed lease 7432) to Joshua Jones, produced

22/6/07, at 12 noon. R- Bayley, A.L.R.

'26—1. 3A.
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7433. Lease, aboriginal Natives (only those who executed lease 7433) to Joshua Jones, produced
22/6/07, at 12noon. R. Bayley, A.L.R.

18662. Mortgage of leases 7432 and 7433, J. Jones to John Plimmer, produced 22/6/07, at 12noon.
R. Bayley, A.L.R.

7432 and 7433. Transfer under power of sale in mortgage 18662, J. Plimmer to Wickham Flower, of
London, England, produced 22/6/07, at 12noon. R. Bayley, A.L.R.

Z 1316a. Transmission of estate of W. Flower, deceased, in leases 7432 and 7433, to Sarah Jane Lefroy,
Archibald Bence Bence-Jones, Henry Kemp-Welch, and Sir Colin Campbell Scott-Moncriefi, all
resident in London, produced 10/8/07, at 10a.m. R. Bayley, A.L.R.

7432 and 7433. Transfer of leases 7432 and 7433, S. J. Lefroy, A. B. 8.-Jones, H. X.-Welch, and Sir
Colin Campbell Scott-Moncrieff to Joshua Jones, of London, England, settler, produced
10/8/07, at 10 a.m. R. Bayley, A.L.R.

18964a. Mortgage of leases 7432 and 7433, J. Jones to Sarah Jane Lefroy, Archibald Bence Bence-Jones,
Henry Kemp-Welch, and Sir Colin Campbell Scott-Moncrieff, produced 10/8/07, at 10a.m.

R. Bayley, A.L.R.
(Power of sale exercised ; transfer of leases 7432 and 7433.—R. Bayley, A.L.R.)

7432 and 7433. Transferof leases 7432 and 7433 under power of s:ile in mortgage 18964a, theRegistrar of
Supreme Court to Sarah JaneLefroy, married woman ; Archibald Bence Bence-Jones, barrister-
at-law; Henry Kemp-Welch, Esquire; and Sir Colin Campbell Scott-Moncrieff, K.C.M.G.,
X.C.5.1., retired Colonel, all of London, produced 3/8/07, at 2.30 p.m. (see T.L. 6428).

R. Bayley, A.L.R.
X529. Caveat noted, 2/4/08, at 11.25 a.m. R. Bayley, A.L.R.

(Lapsed.—W. Stuart, D.A.L.R.—23/7/08.)
X529. Caveat noted, 2/4/08, at 11.25 a.m. R. Bayley, A.L.R.

(Lapsed.—W. Stuart, D.A.L.R.—23/7/08.)
7432 and 7433. Transfer of leases 7432 and 7433, S. J. Lefroy, A. B. 8.-Jones, H. X.-Welch, and Sir

Colin Campbell Scott-Moncrieff to Herrman Lewis, of Wellington, gentleman, produced 23/7/08,
at 10.45 a.m. (see T.L. 6428). W. Stuart, D.A.L.R.

20466. Mortgage of leases 7432 and 7433, H. Lewis to Sarah Jane Lefroy, Archibald Bence Bence-Jones,
Henry Kemp-Welch, and Sir Colin Campbell Scott-Moncrieff, produced 23/7/08, at" 10.45 a.m.

W. Stuart, D.A.L.R.
X 570. Caveat by District Land Registrar affecting leases 7432 and 7433, mortgage 20466, produced

23/2/09, at 2.20. p.m. M. J. Kilgour, A.L.R.
Withdrawal of caveat No. 570, entered 2nd May, 1910, at 3 p.m. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.
Mortgage 23099 of leases Nos. 7432 and 7433, Herrman Lewis to John George Findlay and Frederick

George Dalziell, entered 2nd May, 1910,at 3 p.m. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.
Mortgage 23100 of leases 7432 and 7433, Herrman Lewis to Thomas George Macarthy, entered 2nd May,

1910, at 3 p.m. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.
Mortgage No. 25276 of leases Nos. 7432 and 7433, Herrman Lewis to Mason Chambers, entered 9th

March, 1911, at 12 noon. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.
Caveat No. 674 against leases Nos. 7432 and 7433, lodged by John Moore Johnston and David Whyte,

produced 18th March, 1911, at 10.30 a.m. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.
(Withdrawn.—A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.—Bth July, 1911).

Transmission No. 1785, Sarah Jane Lefroy before-named, died on 9tyFebruary, 1909, entered Bth July,
1911, at 12 noon. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.

Discharges of mortgages Nos. 20466, 23099, 23100, and 25276, produced Bth July, 1911, at 12 noon.
A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.

Transfer No. 22893 of within-described land, the Maori Land Board of the Waikato-Maniapoto Maori
Land District, as agent for the Native owners, to Walter Harry Bowler, of Auckland, Civil
servant, produced .Bth July, 1911, at 12 noon. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.

Transfer of leases Nos. 7432 and 7433, Herrman Lewis to Walter-Harry Bowler above-named, produced
Bth July, 1911, at 12 noon. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.

Mortgage No. 25981, Walter Harry Bowler to William Nelson, Robert Donald Douglas McLean, Mason
Chambers, Bernard Chambers, Paul Hunter, Robert McNab, and Charles Albert Loughnan,
produced Bth July, at 12 noon. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.

Caveat No. 721, lodged by the Maori Land Board of the Waikato-Maniapoto Maori Land District, pro-
duced 18th August, 1911, at 11.45 a.m. A. V. Sturtevant, A.L.R.

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true copy of Provisional Register, Volume 11, folio 1005, and
the memorials indorsed thereon.—A. V. Sturtevant, Assistant Land Registrar.—2Bth August, 1911.

No. 39.
The Chairman, Native Affairs Committee, Wellington. 9th September, 1911.

Mokau-Mohakatino Nos. If, Ig, Ih, and Ij.
As requested in your memo, of the Ist instant, I forward herewith lists of owners in the above-named
blocks. E. P. Earle, Registrar.
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MOKAU-MOHAKATINO No. IF.
Area : 26,480 acres. Title : Partition order under section 31 of the Native Land Court Act, 1886,

and the Mokau-Mohakatino Act, 1888. Date : 24th May, 1889.

Owners.
No. Names. Shares. No. Names. Shares.
1. Rangiwaea .. .. .. ..1 64. Ketetahi (m., 10: now adult) ... 2
2. Marata Mano .. .. ..1 65. Te Kehu te Kiri ({., 16: now adult) ... 1
3. TeTopuni 1 66. Takerei Kingi (m., 12) Successors to We4. Te Huia te Rira 3 67. Eangihuia Kingi (f., 14)
5. Rangiawhia . . . . 3 68. Hera Kingi (f., 10) - Jshare "o be6. Ngara Pano.. .. .. ..3 69. Te Wera Wetere (m., 3) liivi(ip(] pnuanv1. Whare Tarawa 3 70. Teo Tati (m. ( 8) J divided equally.
8. Huinumi .. .. .. ..3 71. Wata ... ... ... ... 1
!). Te Ra Tati . 3 72. Ngarita, alias Kangiawhio ... \ £ share to

10 Rangiauraki 3 73. Te Haeana (m., 20 : now adult) I bedivided
1L Te Ohu Rimarata '.'. '.'. !'. 8 74. Pano, oiia* Ngara Pano) ... (equally.
12. Rangiirihia 3 75. Tβ Rupe 1
13. Niwha 3 ;5-? u'V%ift i share to be di-
-14. Ngapaki Parekarau 3 77' K°*?k*(m-'

18: "0W vided equally.
15. Tawhana Kaharoa .. .. .. 1 7Q

iWlmt) I
16. Ngahiraka 1 7a B™«i l ]lHau' alias EmaniU share to
|7-Toheriri .1 79. Te KapaVe' Aria, aZia.v Rangi-18. Tangihaere te Tahana .. .. 1 waea equally.
19. Ripeka Ngamuna .. . . 1 80 Tiralnate Wetere (succeBSor t0 Hera20-Telanm 2 Taupuru) \ 121. Pinkohoihoi 3 81. Mahora Teira (f., 9 : now Q . „
22. Te Wiata .. .. .. .3 adult x v Successors to Te
23. Waeonokerei .. J 82. Hmewai Teira (f., 5: now v

Teira Kaha-
-24. Te Ata Wetere J .ulult\ v «>a. 1 share
25. Putiputi Takirau 3 83. Te Teira (m.. 3: now to b dlvlded
26. Hine Hoea } adult) equally.
27. Kerenapu Purua .. .. ..3 84. Kerenapu Purua (successor to Taiaroa; 3
28. Hone Pumipi Kauparera .. . . 2 85. Te Wairua Tumanako (successor to
29. Takirau Watihi .. .. .3 Tumanako) ... ... ... 1
30. Ruhia Mawete . . . . . . 2 86. Mere te Aurere (successor to Tukino
31. Te Oro Watihi .. .. ..3 Mohi) ... ... ... ... 2
32. Hone Keko .. .. .1 87. Parehuakirua (successor to Te Ahitahi) 3
33. Hamuera Karoro, alias Samuel Epiha 1 88. Hauwhenua Wetere (f., 7:\ Successors to
34. Ngawhakaheke .. .. .. 3 now adult) PoutamaHira.
35. Parewaero (i, 17: now adult) ..3 89. Te Wera Wetere (m., 3: 1 share di-
-36. Mamaeroa .. .. . . . . 3 now adult) ) vided equally.
37. Pango Nape .. .. .. 3 90. Te Wiata \ Successors to
38. Hirawanu .. . . .1 91- Tauhia te Wiata (m., 3: now TeWiatalnia.
39! Wiari Rawiri .. .. . . 1 adult) V 3 shares
40. Wetini Parieta .. .. ..3 92- Tlna> *c Wiata (f., 6: now divided
41. Rapana Tiki 3 adult) ) equally.
42 Te Uira Roka 3 Harata te Wiata \Successors to
43.' Heme te Puhanga '.'. '.'. '.'. 3 94. Tβ Watene te Wiata (m., Boko Wiata 3
44. Ngahoki Rawinia ... .. . . 3 ls = now adult) V shares divided
45. Matawha Taihakurei 1 95' Tarake *c Wiata (f., 9 : equally.
46. King. Takerei 3 QR _, n°waduk) '47. Ngatohu Mira 1 Ep.ha Karoro ... 1
io w■ j. T3 1 97. Te Rangiwakaauenui ... ... 348. Wauta Raupa .. .. ..1 98. Kangitiatia (f., 10: now adult) ... 349. Te Koro m. 16: now adult) 99 Wh^e T^'& js h ar

;
e50. Hone Kuku (n,.. 19: now adult) ..3 100. Putiputi Takirau f „51- Tarete Rawinia 3 101. Teßuruku J „52. Raiha Miroi.. .. .. J 102. Kingi Wetere, alias,

53f>Te Puke Kipa . . . . . . i Takerei54. Hone Kipa .. .. .. J 103. Erena Wetere , . Successors
55. Heta Tokiriki 1 104. Te Ra Taati *sh\re > toTuoko-
-56. Taniora Wharauroa .. .. .1 105. Tiramate Wetere I γ-j! rangl "
57. Makereti Hmewai .. .. ..1 106. Hone Hira Wetere dlvl(led
58. Rangituataka .... . . 1 107. Parewaero Wetere e y-uallq-
-59. Te Kotuku (m., 18: now adult) .. 3 108. Te Koro Wetere (m.,
60. Te Haeana (m., 20 : now adult) .3 16: now adult) /61. Teriaki Tikaokao (f., 19 : now adult) . . 1
62. Whakarewai (f., 17: now adult) .. 1 16063. Karutahi (in., 16: now adult) .. 1 ■
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Successors.

Deceased. Date. Successors.

Hone Kuku .. . . 15/1/94
Tia Ngawhakaheke, alias Pango „

Nape
Te Orangatira Rewatu, alias Te 12/1 /94

0 Tati
Pine, alias Te Rangiauraki . . ,,

i

Te Rira, alias Te Haeana .. 15/1/94
Rimarata. alias Te Ohu Rima- 23/6/96

rata

Te Huia te Rira . . . . 20/6/96
Hema te Puhanga .. .. 28/8/97'
Kerenapu Purua .. .. 26/11/97
Parewaero (Wetere) . . ,,
Rapana Tawhao (Rapana Tiki) 17/1/99

Te Ra Rewatu (f.), of Te Kuiti >
Rolia Pahiri (f., 9 : now adult), of Mokau 'equally.
Hone Hira Pahiri (m., 5 : now adult), of Mokau i
Te Ra Rewatu (f.), of Te Kuiti I
Hera Kiingi (f., 15: now adult), of Te Kuiti f equally.
Te Ripo Huia (m., 15), of Mokau, J share.
Te Rawea Huia (f., 8), of Mokau, £ share.
Te Arawaka Huia (m., 6), of Mokau, J share.

(Trustees for minors—Nuwha te Ohu and Te Huia t<
Rira.)

Te Huia te Rira (m.), of Mokau.
Te Ripo te Huia (m.), of Te Kuiti |
Rangiauraki te Huia (f., 12), of Te Kuiti ;-equally.
Tβ Arawaka te Huia (m., 10), of Te Kuiti I

(Trustee for minors—Niwha te Ohu.)
Te Ripo te Huia (m.), of Te Kuiti.
Te Uira Roka (f.a.) I ,,

' Te Wiata te Horu (m.a.) i ecluaUy-
Taiaroa Wharetarawa (m.a.) i ,,
Te Kirihaehae Wetere (f.a.) |e(J lli, ".v-Hera Kingi (f.a.).
Harata te Wiata (f.), of Otaki, j^share,
Tiria te Wiata (£), of Otaki. ,' share.
Tarake te Wiata (m.), of Otaki, T\ share.

I Ngatoto te Wiata (f. 15), of Otaki, T\ share.
i Tauhia te Wiata (m., 11), of Otaki, T

]j share.
! Te Rauehu te Wiata (m., 10), of Otaki, TXT share.

Te Watene te Waiata (m.), of Otaki, share.
Te Uira Roka (f.), of Otaki, \ share.

(Trustee for minors—Harata te Wiata.)
i Mihirangi te Aramau (f., 17), of Awakino, \ share.

Mihiata fce Aiamau (f., 10), of Awakino, \ shave.
Takirau Watihi (in., 2), of Awakino, \ share.
Paneta Watihi (m., 1), of Awakino, \ share.
Te Oro Watihi (in.), of Mokau, \ share.

(Trustee for minors—Te Aramau Paneta.)
Kaliu Rautete Matawha (f., 13).

(Trustee—Mihi Matawha.)
Te Uira Roka (f.). of Otaki.
Knhi Hone Keko (f.), of Otaki.
Koopa Ngatohu (f.), of Mahoenui.

Takirau Watilii

Matawha Taihakure.. .. 27/5/9927/5/99
Rangiwakaauenui .. .. 11/1/01
Hone Keko .. .. 15/1/01
Ngatohu Keepa. alias Ngatohu 18/11/01

Mira
Putiputi Takirau .. .. 18/1/04
Tawhana Kaharoa .. .. 11/2/04

11/1/01
15/1/01

18/11/01
18/1/04
11/2/04

Te Koro Wetere (m.), of Mahoenui.
Pohe Tawhana (m.), of Te Kuiti ,
Ngahuia Tawhana (f.), of Te Kuiti
Parehina Tawhana (f.), of Te Kuiti ..
To Mahuri Tawhana (m.), of Te Kuiti feclually-
Hineari Tawhana (f.), of Te Kuiti
Te Kaharoa Tawhana (m.), of Te Kuiti
Taniora te Wharau (m.), of Mokau.Mere te Aurere, alias Te Aurere 2/2/05

Poihipi
Ruiha Mawete .. .. 22/11/05

2/2/05
22/11/05 Hamuera Epiha (m.)

Kimi Matenga (f.)
Te Teira Ihakara (m.)
Tβ Wharemaru Ihakara (m.) Iequally.
Pirihira Epiha (f.)
Peti Epiha (f.) ©
Takiri Ruhia (f., 9)

(Trustee for minor—Pirihira. Epiha Ihakara.)
Kimi Matenca and i „
Hamuera Epiha , e9ually-
Tβ Wera Wetere (m.).
Te Ketetahi Parekarau (m.) )
Te Wairua Tumanako (f.) (equall7-
Kahu Rautete Matawha (f.).
Rahira Ngawhakaheke, of Mokau.
Taruke te Oha (f.), of Aria,

Epiha Karoro
Te Rangituataka .. . . 20/9/06
Hone Pumipi Kauparera .. 24/9/06

20/9/06
24/9/06

Hira Wanu .. .. 25/11/07
Mamaeroa . . . . . . 2/12/07
T» Topuni (Te Kanihi) .. 10/2/08

25/11/07
2/12/07
10/2/08
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Successors—continued.

MOKAU-MOHAKATINO No. lG.
Area : 2,969 acres. Title : Partition order under section 31 of the Native Land Court Act. 1886.

and Mokau-Mohakatino Act. 1888. Date : 24th May, 1889.
Owners. ■•

1. Te Huia te Rira. 7. Te lanui. 13. Aterea te Ahiwaka.
2. Rangiawhio. 8. Pirikohoihoi. 14. Te Awa Tuwhenua.
3. Ngara Pano. 9. Hirawanu. 15. Tatana te Awaroa.
4. Rangiauraki. 10. Te Kotuku (m., 18). 16. Hariata Mihi.
5. Te Ohu Rimarata. 11. Te Haeana (m., 20). 17. Te Wiata.
6. Niwha. 12. Parehuakirua. 18. Hone Pumipi Kauparero.

Deceased. Date. Successors.

Te Wiata te Horu, alias Te I
Wiata

20/3/09 Harata te Wiata (f.), of Otaki
Tiria te Wiata (f.), of Otaki
Te Watene te Wiata (m.), of Otaki
Tarake te Wiata (m.), of Otaki --equally.
Pakupaku te Wiata (f.), of Otaki
Tauhia te Wiata (m.), of Otaki
Te Nehu te Wiata (m.), of Otaki /
Te Roha Pahiri (f.), of Mokau.
Te Roha Pahiri (f.), of Mokau.
Tangi Weti (m.) ,
Ngatoa Pekamu (m.) [ ,,
Ratima Pekamu (m.) i "
Taruke Pekamu (f.) )
Ngareta te Rira (f.), -J share.
Waata te Rira (m.), | share.
Te Arawaka te Huia (m.), a share.
Te Ripo te Huia (m.), a share.
Rawea te Huia (f.), A share.
Ngareta te Rira (f.), £ share.
Waata te Rira (m.j, | share.
Te Arawaka te Huia (m.), a share.
Te Ripo te Huia (m.), a share.
Rawea te Huia (f.), a share.
Te Arawaka te Huia (in.), of Mahoenui I
Te Ripo te Huia (m.), of Mahoenui -equally.
Rawea te Huia (f.), of Mahoenui )
Ngareta te Rira (f.), J share.
Waata te Rira (m.), | share.
Te Arawaka te Huia (m.), ' share.
Te Ripo te Huia (m.), a share.
Rawea te Huia (f.), a share.
Ngareta te Rira (f.), J share.
Waata te Rira (m.), A share.
T<- Arawaka te Huia (in.), ,', share.
Te Ripo te Huia (m.). ,', share.
Rawea te Huia (f.), a share.
Ngareta te Rira (f.), J share.
Waata te Rira (m.), | share.
Te Arawaka te Huia (m.), ,', share.
Te Ripo te Huia (m.), ,', share.
Rawea te Huia (f.), }t share.
Te Hauwhenua Karutahi (f., 9) i ,,
Karutahi Karutahi (m., 7) /'*' ' ■

(Trustee for minors—Taruke te Oha. (f.))
Pohe Tawhana (m.) \
Ngahuia Tawhana (f.)
Parehina Tawhana (f.) equally.
Te Kaharoa Tawhana (f.)
Te Malum Tawhana (m.) 'Takerei Kingi (m.) |
Rangihuia Kingi (f.) -equally.
Hera Kingi (f.) I
Takerei Kingi (m.), of Mahoenui.
Tiramate Pohe (f.), of Te Kuiti.
Te Wera Wetere (m.), of Piopio.

'

Hone Hira Pahiri ..
Heta Tokiriki
Hinehoea (Wehitaua)

2/5/10
23/5/10

Te Kotuku . . 1/2/11

Ripeka Ngamuna »)

Te Huia te Rira (successors
appointed to this deceased,
20/6/96)

Ngara Pano >>

Te Rupe )»

Parehuakirua

Karutahi . . . . . . ]

Hineari Tawhana >>

*_ - _ .1Te Ra Tati, alias Te Ra Taati.
alias Te Ra Rewatu

>>

Kingi Wetere (Kingi Takerei)
Hone Hira Wetere
Te Hauwhenua Wetere
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Successors.

MOKAU-MOHAKATINO No. lH.
Area : 19,576 acres. Title : Partition order under section 31 of the Native Land Court Act, 1886,

and Mokau-Mohakatino Act, 1888. Date : 24th May, 1889.
Owners.

1. Wata. 17. Ripeka Ngamuna.
2. Ngareta, alias Rangiawhia. 18. Hinewai Teira (f., 5).
3. Te Haeana (m., 20). 19. Mahora Teira (f., 9).
4. Pano, alias Ngara Pano. 20. Te Teira (m., 3).
5. Te Rupe. 21. Toheriri.
6. Huia te Rira. 22. Ngahiraka.
7. Te Kotuku (m., 18: now adult). 23. Tangihaere te Tahana.
8. Emani te Tawhi, alias Emani te Hau. 24. Tukiata te Whakainu.
9. Te Kapa te Aria, alias Rangiwaea. 25. Te Katoa.

10. Te Hau. j 26. Parehuakirua (successor to Akitahi).
11. Marata Mano. 27. Aterea te Ahiwaka (successor to Pareatiu).
12. Te Rerehau Etuihi. 28. Teriaki Tikaokao (f., 19 : now adult).
13. Te Topuni. ' 29. Te Whakarewai (f., 17 : now adult).
14. Toroa Maria. I 30. Karutahi (m., 16: now adult).
15. Rangiauraki. 31. Tawhana te Kaharoa.
16. Pirikohoihoi.

Deceased. Date. Successors.

Te Rira, alias Tβ Haeana . . 15/1/94 Ngareta Tangiawhio (f.), of Mokau.
Pine, alias Rangiauraki . . I 12/1/94 Te Ripo Huia (m., 15 : now adult), of Mokau, j| share.

Tβ Rawea Huia (f., 8 : now adult), of Mokau, | share.
Tβ Arawaka Huia (m., 6 : now adult), of Mokau, J share

Te Huia te Rira .. .. 20/6/96 Rangiauraki te Huia (f., 12), of Te Kuiti.
Rimarata, alias Tβ Ohu Rima- 23/6/96 Te Arawaka te Huia (m., 10 : now adult), of Te Knili.

rata
Hone Pumipi Kauparera .. 24/9/06 ] Te Ketetahi Parokarau (m.) i ,,

i Tβ Wairua Tumanako (f.) | e9uall>'-
I lira W'ajiu .. .. 25/11/07 Kahu Rautete Matawha (f.).
Te Wiatii. alias Tβ Wiaia te 20/3/09 ' Harata te Wiata (f.), of Otaki

Horu Tina te Wiata (f.), of Otaki
Te Watene te Wiata (m.), of Otaki
Tarake te Wiata (m.), of Otaki equally.
Pakupaku te Wiata (f.), of Otaki
Tauhia t<, Wiata (m.), of Otaki
Te Nehu te Wiata (m.), of Otaki

Rangiauraki te Huia .. 1/2/11 Te Arawaka te Huia (m.) |
Tβ Ripo te Huia (m.) equally.
Rawea te Huia (f.) j

Parehuakirua .. .. : „ Ngareta te Rira (f.), £ share.
Waata te Rira (m.), J share.
Te Arawaka te Huia (m.), !■ share.ITβ Ripo te Huia (m.), i share.
Rawea te Huia (f.), i share.

Ngara Pano .. .. ,, Ngareta te Rira (f.), J share.
Waata te Rira (m.), \ share.
Tβ Arawaka te Huia (m.), ,', share.
Tβ Ripo te Huia (m.), -}, share.
Rawea te Huia (f.), j share.

Te Kotuku . . . . » Ngareta te Rira (f.), share.
Waata te Rira (m.), share.
Tβ Arawaka te Huia (in.), ,', share.
Te Ripo te Huia (m.), .', share.
Rawea te Huia (f.), ,'r share.

Successors.
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Successors.

MOKAU-MOHAKATINO No. I.T.
Area : 4,260 acres. Title : Partition order under section 31 of the Native Land Court Act, 1836,

and Mokau-Mohakatino Act. 1888. Date : 24th May, 1880.
Owners.

Names. Slmros. Names. Shares.
1. Parehuakirua (successor to To Ahitahi) ..1 9. Kerenapu Purua .. ■ .. 1
2. Kingi Wetere, alias Kingi Takerei . . 1 i 10. Takirau Watihi .. .. .. 1
3. Parewaero Wetere, alias Parewaero (f., 17 : 11. Te Oro Watihi . . .. 1

now adult) .. . . . . .. 1 j 12. Wetini Paneta .. . . .1
4. Hone Wetere, alias Hone Kuku (m., 19 : ; 13. Te Uira Roka .. .. •. 1

now adult) .. .. .. .. 1 14. Te Wiata .. .. • • . . 1
5. Te Koro Wetere, alias Te Koro (m., 16: 15. Hema te Puhanga .. .. .. 1

now adult) .. .. .. .. 1 j 16. Rapana Tiki .. .. .. .. 1
6. Te Ra Wetere, alias Te Ra Tati .. .. 1 17. Ngawhakaheke .. .. .. 1
7. Kirihaehae Wetere, alias Huirangi .. 1 18. Mamaeroa .. .. . ■ .. 1
8. Wharetarawa .... .. .. 1 19. Pango Nape .. .. .. .. 1

deceased. Date. Successors.

Te Rira, alias Te Haeana .. 15/1/94 Ngara te Rira (f.), of Mokau.
Te Huia te Rira .. .. 20/6/96 Te Aiawaka te Huia (m., 10 : now adult), of To Kuiti.
Tβ Han .. .. . . 30/10/01 Emani te Aria (m.), of Otorohanga.
Kuia Puru, alias Tβ Rerehau J/11/01 Waata te Rira (m.), of Mahoenui.

Etui hi
Emani te Tawhi, alias Emani 15/9/06 Taruke te Oha (f.).

be Ariii
Tawhana te Kaharoa .. 18/11/10 Poke Tawhana (m.), of Te Kuiti

Ngaliuia Tawhana (f.), of Te Kuiti
Te Mahuri Tawhana (m.), of Te Kuiti equally.
Te Riri Tawhana (m.), of Te Kuiti
Parehina Tawhana (£), of Te Kuiti 'Rangiauraki .. ... .. Te Arawaka te Huia (m.), of Mahoenui |
Te Ripo te Huia (m.), of Mahoenui equally.
Rawea te Huia (f.). of Mahoenui i

Tβ Kiiiuku .. .. ., Iterea te Ahiwaka (m.), of Mahoenui, \ share.
Waata i< , Rira (in.), of Mahoenui, J ehare, Te Arawaka te Huia (ni.), of Mahoenui. \t share.
Te Ripo te Huia (m.), of Mahoenui. ,', share.
Rawea te Huia (f.), of Mahoenui, J share.

Tβ Rupe .. .. .. .. i Aterea te Ahiwaka (m.), of Mahoenui, J share.
Waata te Rira (in.), of Mahoenui, J share.: Te Arawaka te Huia (in.), of Mahoenui, ,', share.
Te Ripo to Huia (m.), of Mahoenui, J share.
Rawea te Huia (f.), of Mahoenui, ,', share.

Ripeka Ngamuna .. .. ,, Aterea te Ahiwaka (m.), of Mahoenui, J share.
Waata te Rira (m.), of Mahoenui, \ share.
Te Arawaka te Huia (in.), of Mahoenui, share.
Te Ripo te Huia (m.), of Mahoenui, share.
Rawea te Huia (f.), of Mahoenui, J share.

Parehuakirua .. .. .. Aterea te Ahiwaka (m.), of Mahoenui, -J share.
Waata te Rira (m.), of Mahoenui, \ share.
Te Arawaka te Huia (in.), of Mahoenui, ,', share.
Te Ripo te Huia (m.). of Mahoenui, J share.
Rawea te Huia (f.), of Mahoenui. J share.

Pano, alias Ngara Pano, alias .. i Aterea te Ahiwaka (in.), of Mahoenui. \ share.
Ngara te Rira Waata te Rira (in.), of Mahoenui. j share.

To Arawaki te Huia (m.), of Mahoenui, \ share.
Te Ripo te Huia (m.), of Mahoenui. ' share.
Rawea te Huia (f.), of Mahoenui. .', share.

TuMata te Whakainu .. V2/'l Te Kapa te Aira (f.), J share.
Taruke te Oha (f.), £ share.
Ngarongo Mate (m.), i share.

Te Topuni . . . . : .. Te Kapa te Aira (f.), £ share.
Taruke te Oha (f.), \ share.
Ngarongo Male (m.). } share.

Karutahi .. .. .. .. Te Hauwhenua Karutahi (f., 9) | ..
Karutahi Karutahi (m.. 7) [equauy.

(Trustee—Taruke te Oha. of Te Kuiti.)
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Owners—continued.
Names. Shares. | Names. Shares.

20. Ngahoki Rawinia . . . . . . 1 27. Ruhia Mawete .. . . .. 1
21. Te Wiata .. 28. Epiha Kararo .. .. .. 1
22. Tauhia te Wiata I 29. Hone Keko .. .. .. .. 1

(in., 3) .. Successors to Wiata Mai 1 30. Hamuera Karoro .. .. ..I
23. Tiria te Wiata i , 31. Kerenapu Purua (successor to Taiaroa) .. 1(f., 6) ' '-Vl. Hone Pumipi Kauparera .. ..I
2-1. Harata te Wiata 33. Rangiwhakaawenui .. .. .. 1
25. Te Watene tc Wiata a ~ . 34. Pirikohoihoi . . . . . . . . I, io. .Successors to Koka I i ok m tt • r>- i(in.. 1.5) . . ~.- I !■). le lliii.i te Rira, . . . . . 1
81 Tarake te Wiata (f., I 36. Rangiawhio .. 1

'.)) .. .. ' Successors.

deceased. l>;iic Sucoeesort.

Hone Wetere, aUai Hone K.uku
Pango Xii|x'. aUattia Ngawha-

kaheke
Te Huia te Kiiii
Kereiiapu Puma

Parewaero Wetero
Takirau Watihi

Rapana Tiki

Rangiwhakaauehui
Hone Keko
Ruiha Mawete

Epilia Karoro

Mamaeroa .. ..
Hema te Puhanga ..

Te Wiata, alias Te Wiata i<,
Horu

Hone Hira Pahiri
Parehuakirua .. .. j

Kingi Wetere ara Kingi Takerei

Tβ Ra Wetere, alias Te Ra Tati

15/1/94 Te Koro Wetere (m.). of MokatL
Roha Pahiri (f.. i) : now adult), of Mokau |(
Hone Hira Pahiri (m.,5 : aow adult), ofMokau I equaUy,

20/6/96 Te Arawaka te Huia (m., 10), of Te Kuiti,
26/11/97 Taiaroa Wharetarawa (m., aj ,i

Te Kirihaehae Wetere (f., a.) ■ q 7',, Te Aorangi Kingi (f., a.).
17 I 'it'.l Mihirangi te Arainau (f.. 17). | share.

Mihiata te Arainau (f., 10), $ share.
Takirau Watihi (m., 2), I share.
Paneta Watihi (in., 1), £ share.
Te Oro Watihi (m.), £ share.

(Trustee for minors—Te Aramau Paneta.)„ Harata te Wiata (f. : now adult), of Otaki, A share.
Tiria te Wiata (f. : now adult), of Otaki. j'T share.
Tarake te Wiata (in. : now adult), of Otaki. ,', share.
Ngatoto te Wiata (1.. I") : now adult), of Otaki, ,', share.
Tauhia te Wiata (m., 11 : now adult), of Otaki. ,', share.
TeRauchu te Wiata (in.. 10: now adult), of Otaki, share.
Te Watene te Wiata (m. : now adult), of Otaki. ,', share.
Tβ liia Roka (f. : now adult), of Otaki. J share.

11/1/01 Te Uira Roka (1), of Otaki.
15/1/01 Kohi Hone Keko (£), of Otaki.

22/11/05 Hamuera Epiha (in.)
Kimi Matenga (f.) )
Te Teira Ihakara (m.)
Te Wharemaru Ihakara (m.) equally.
Pirihira Epiha (f.)
Peti Epiha (f.)
Takiri Ruhia (f., 9)

(Trustee for minor—Pirihira Epiha Ihakara.)
,, I Kimi Matenga and I .,- J Hamuera Epilia I " ' •. 2/12/07 Rahira Ngawhakaheke, of Mokau.

20/3/09 Roka te Uira (f.). of Otaki, £ share.
Harata te Wiata (f.), of Otaki. ,', share.
Tiria te Wiata (f.), of Otaki. share.
Te Watene te Wiata (m.), of Otaki. ,', share.
Tarake te Wiata (m.). of Otaki. ,', share.
Pakupaku te Wiata (f.), of Otaki. ,', share.
Tauhia te Wiata (in.), of Otaki, ,'., share.
Tβ Nehu te. Wiata (m.). of Otaki. ,', share.
Harata te Wiata (f.). of Otaki
Tiria te Wiata (f.). of Otaki
Te Watene te Wiata (m.), of Otaki
Tarake te Wiata (m.), of Otaki equally.. Pakupaku te Wiata (f.), of Otaki
Tauhia te Wiata (m.), of Otaki
Te Nehu te Wiata (m.), of Otaki

2/5/10 Te Roha Pahiri (f.).
1/2/11 Ngareta re Rira (f.). J share.

Waata te Kirn (m.), .', share.
Te Arawaka te Huia (m.), j share.
Te Ripo te Huia (m.), J share.
Rawea te Huia (f.). ,', share.

,, Takerei Kingi (m.).
Rangihuia Kingi (f.).
Hera Kingi (L).„ Takerei Kingi (m.) \
Rangihuia Kingi (f.) [equally.
Hera Kingi (f.) I

j
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No. 40.
Hawke'e Bay, New Zealand, 22nd September, 1908.

Dear Sir,— Ec Mokau.
I have seen Mr. Chambers and the others as to the proposal that they should enter into an

agreement with Mr. Lewis and Mr. Campbell with a view to special legislation, and they have asked
me to say that, while they appreciate your efforts towards a profitable settlement, they would prefer
to retire from the adventure—with their own money and interest as provided by the agreement with
Mr. Lewis—leaving the others to take the full benefit of any such legislation. I have to thank you
for your good intentions and for your considerate discussion of the position.

I remain, &c,
P. S. McLean.

F. G. Dalziell, Esquire (Messrs. Findlay, Dalziell, and Co.), Solicitors, Wellington.

No. 41.
25th September, 1908.

Dear Sir,— Ke Mokau-Mohakatino Block No. 1.
I am instructed by the lessees of the Subdivisions If, Ig, Ih, and 1j of this block to bring

before you the question of the early settlement of these subdivisions.
As you are probably aware, the leases of these subdivisions were granted by the Natives in the

years 1882 and 1889 for the term of fifty-six years, so that at the present time a period of over thirty
years of the term has yet to run. It is no doubt within your knowledge that litigation has been pending
in respect of this property for many years past, and that in consequence practically nothing has been
done in the way of settlement of the lands. The present owners of the leases are now, however, in a
position to deal with the land, and, as they cannot conveniently go into occupation themselves, they
are willing to join with the Natives in any scheme which would facilitate the immediate settlement
of the blocks in small areas.

It has occurred to us that the course which would most efficiently facilitate the settlement of the
block would be for the Native Commission to report upon the block, and for the property to be dealt
with by the Maori Land Board under the Native Land Settlement Act, 1907. There would probably
be no difficulty in arranging for the reservation out of the block of so much of the land as the Com-
mission might think necessary for the occupation of the Natives. It might, however, lead to consider-
able complication between the Natives and our clients if any of the balance is required to be disposed
of by lease, and the simplest course, therefore, would be to amend the provisions of section 11 of the
Native Land Settlement Act, 1907, so that it would be left to the Governor in Council, on the recom-
mendation of the Commission, to permit any part of the land to be sold. It is also possible that the
provisions of section 22 of the Native Land Settlement Act, 1907, providing for residence upon lands
disposed of, might be found detrimental to the successful realization of the property, and our clients
therefore desire that if possible the Governor in Council should be given authority to dispense with
this condition if it is deemed desirable to do so.

All that is necessary for the purpose of giving effect to this proposal is the insertion of a clause
in any Native Land Bill which may be passed by the House during this session modifying the provisions
of sections 11 and 22 above referred to. This clause might take the following form : " Whereas it is
desirable that the settlement, of the Mokau-Mohakatino Block Number 1, Subdivisions If, Ig, Ih, and
Ij, should be facilitated : Now it is hereby declared that it shall be lawful for the Commission referred
to in section 2 of the Native Land Settlement Act, 1907, to make inquiry affecting the said lands and
report thereon, and thereupon the said lands or any part thereof may, with the consent of the lessees
thereof, be brought under the provisions of the said Act in manner provided by section 4 thereof, pro-
vided that the provisions of sections 11 and 22 of the said Act may be modified to such extent as to
the Governor in Council may seem fit. It is also hereby declared that any such Order in Council may
provide that the Board shall not dispose of the said lands in manner provided by the said Act, but may,
with the consent of the lessees of such lands, grant leases thereof in substitution for the existing leases,
upon such terms approved by the Governor in Council as may be agreed upon between the Board and
the lessees."

We trust that you will see your way to introduce a clause to the above effect in the Maori land
legislation of this session, in orderthat no further delay may take place in the settlement of these lands
and we suggest that the proposal we have submitted is favourable to the interests of all parties con-
cerned.

The question of the respective values of the lessees' interest and the interest of the Natives is
probably the only one about which there can be any question, and this our clients are prepared to leave
to any reasonable tribunal, and we think that the course we have outlined will provide the most satis-
factory settlement of this and all other questions. We have, &c,

F. G. Dalziell,
The Hon. the Native Minister, Wellington.

27—1. 3a.
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No. 42.
17th December, 1908.

Dear Sirs,— Re Mokau-Mohakatino Block.
As arranged, we have now to state in writing the position in this matter as we understand it.

Under an agreement between your clients and Mr. H. Lewis, for whom we are acting, Lewis agreed
to purchase your clients' interest in this block, and to give a mortgage for the purchase-money. A
transfer and mortgage were accordingly prepared by you and dulyregistered, so that Mr. Lewis appears
upon the title as the owner of the leasehold., subject to a mortgage to your clients for the amount of
the purchase-money.

At about the date of Mr. Lewis's purchase from you, he entered into an agreement with some
Hawke's Bay people, under which he in turn agreed to sell the interest acquired from your clients, and
under this agreement £700 was paid to Lewis and £4,300 deposited with Messrs. Moorhouse and Had-
field, of Wellington, solicitors, who have, we understand, given you an undertaking that they hold
this amount as purchase-money in terms of the last-mentioned agreement.

Some time ago we informed you that doubts had been raised by the purchasers from Lewis as to the
validity of the title Lewis had acquired from your clients, and at about the same time Joshua Jones
was endeavouring to obtain a parliamentary inquiry with a view to attacking your clients' title. We
then informed you that, with a view to settling all possible questions of title, we thought it could be
arranged that the leases could be dealt with under the Native Land Settlement Act, 1907, our idea
being that the blocks should be reported upon by the Native Commission, consisting of the Chief Justice
and Mr. Ngata, which is at present reporting upon the whole of the Native lands in the colony, and that
we should endeavour to induce the Commission to recommend that the freehold of the land should
be disposed of, and that out of the proceeds the Natives should first receive the value of their rever-
sionary interest, which we understand to be about ss. per acre; that your clients should then receive
the amount owing to them, including, of course, interest to the date of payment; and that the balance
should belong to Lewis, who would, of course, have to defend any proceedings Jones might take.

We have done everything possible to endeavour to get the Native Commission to make a report,
but unfortunately both members of the Commission have been ill, and owing to this and the pressure
of other work they have been unable so far to deal with the matter. Unfortunately, the term for
which the Commission was appointed expires on the Ist January next, but as several other matters
remain to be dealt with we understand that the Government proposes to extend the term for a further
two months, and the Chief Justice has intimated that he would be prepared to deal with this matter
some time next month. It is a pity that we were not able to get the matter on before the Ist January,
because the Act to which we have referred expressly provides that the powers of the Commission under
that Act expire on the Ist January. As, however, the other matters to which we have referred, and
which are to be dealt with by the Commission, are also intended to be dealt with under the Act in
question, the Government proposes to introduce a short Bill early in next session extending the Com-
mission's powers for the purposes of the Act. This Act will, of course, be general, and will not speci-
fically refer to the Mokau matter.

In these circumstances we hope you will see your way to consent to the completion of Lewis's
purchase being held over until we have had a reasonable opportunity of carrying through the proposal
we have outlined. We would suggest that this proposal is the most satisfactory settlement of the whole
matter, since it avoids the necessity for any questions being raised between any of the parties involved
as to the title to the leases, and there can be no doubt that theproceeds of the sale would be more than
sufficient to pay the moneys due to your clients. It is, of course, understood that your rights against
the purchasers from Lewis are not prejudiced in any way, and Mr. Lewis will be only too glad to facili-
tate any claim you may have against them.

We would be glad if you would kindly inform us if your clients are agreeable to wait until we can
have reasonable time in which to carry out this proposal, on the understanding, of course, that the
rights of all parties are not to be prejudiced in any way.

We may say that theJGovernment is prepared to facilitate the arrangement we have suggested,
because it is anxious to do what it can in the way of effecting settlement of the Mokau lands ; and as the
Natives will for the next thirty years be receiving only a nominal rent for the land, they will be only
too glad of the opportunity of selling their interest, so that there is not likely to be any material objec-
tion to the scheme we have outlined. Jones, of course, will do his best to interfere, but we have not
much fear that he will succeed in doing any harm. Yours, &c.,

FINDLAY, DALZIELL, AND Co.
Messrs. Travers, Campbell, and Peacock, Solicitors, Wellington.

No. 43.
Dear Sirs,— Without Prejudice. —Re Mokau. 14th July, 1909.

Mr. Lewis has handed to us your letter to him of the Bth instant. This is a very compli-
cated business, and we have been endeavouring to so arrange that litigation (which, if commenced, must
necessarily be complicated and expensive) may be avoided. Mr. Lewis has done nothing in the way
of releasing his transferors from any liability they may be under in respect ofthe transfer to him. The
whole question has been allowed to stand pending negotiations which are proceeding for an amnge-
ment'with the Natives for the disposal of the Mokau Block. We were hopeful that these negotiations
would have resulted in a settlement of the whole trouble ere this, but owing to the postponement of
Parliament the matter has been again delayed.
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The Natives are anxious to come to some fresh arrangement with regard to the blocks, and we

have been in negotiation with them and the Hon. Mr. Carroll with a view to the arrangement of terms
agreeable to the Natives and our client. Mr. Carroll is very desirous of having the block cut up and
disposed of in small areas, and there seems every prospect of an agreement which will be satisfactory
to our client, and also to Mr. Campbell's clients, being come to before Parliament meets. We have no
doubt that Mr. Campbell would release any claim he may have against the moneys lying in Messrs.
Moorhouse and Hadfield's hands without waiting for the final disposal of the blocks. The question
between your clients and Mr. Campbell's clients as to the moneys on deposit with Moorhouse and Had-
field seems to us to be one in which Mr. Lewis is not directly interested. Mr. Campbell does not claim in
any way through Mr. Lewis, but under an independent undertaking given by him to Messrs. Moor-
house and Hadfield. The claim your clients have against Mr. Lewis is, we understand, one either of
specific performance of the agreement or for rescission of the contract. If your clients are entitled to
rescind, then no doubt they are entitled, so far as Lewis is concerned, to recover the money from Moor-
house and Hadfield ; but Moorhouse and Hadfield, before paying you, have also to consider the ques-
tion of their undertaking to Campbell.. In the circumstances it would seem best to allow matters to rest for a while, in the hope that some
satisfactory arrangement can be made with the Natives. We hope your clients will see their way to agree
to this course. Yours truly,

FINDLAY, DALZIELL, AND Co.
Messrs. Carlile, McLean, and Wood, Solicitors, Napier.

No. 44.
Wellington, New Zealand, 18th Decemer, 1909.

Dear Dalziell,— Ke Mokau.
It is evidently desirable that we should get legislation in any event this year. Possibly it may

be the case that we may not be able to fix up the contract before Thursday. I have therefore made
some alterations in the proposed clauses and send you a copy. These alterations can do no harm, and
would enable us, if there were any temporary hitch in our negotiations, to get thething through at a later
stage. You will probably be seeing Dr. Findlay before Monday, and we therefore think it is desirable
that you should have the opportunity of considering the suggestion.

Yours truly,
F. G. Dalziell, Esq., Solicitor, Wellington. C. H. Treadwell.

No. 45.
Dear Sir Joseph,— Eβ Mokau. 25th January, 1910.

I understand that the principal Native owners have been in Wellington during the last few
days, and that they are now asking more than the £15,000 they informed my client they were willing to
accept. The uncertainty about the amount the Natives will sell for presents a difficulty if you do not
take compulsorily ; and it has occurred to me that probably the best way out of this difficulty will be
for the Crown, if it determines to acquire the block, to settle with the lessee upon the basis of the con-
tract entered into in May, 1908, between the lessee and Mason Chambers, Douglas McLean, and Sir
Francis Price, all of Hawke's Bay, sheep-farmers. This contract was entered into by the Hawke s
Bay people after full inquiry as to the value of the land and of the leases, and under it they agreed to
pay the sum of £25,000 for the lessee's interests, together with a one-eighth interest in the leases—that
is, about £28,000. The sum of £700 was paid to the lessee under this agreement, and the sum of £4,300
(a further part of the purchase-money) has been placed on deposit with a firm of solicitors in Wellington
pending the transfer of the leases to the purchasers. The Hawke's Bay people seek to determine this
contract because of the doubts which have been cast upon the title, but they have acquiesced in an
arrangement under which matters have been allowed to remain in abeyance pending a settlement of the
Jones trouble. I think you will probably agree that the Hawke's Bay people are competent judges of
the value of the leases, and that their undertaking to pay the price referred to is very strong evidence
that the leases were worth that sum.

As I have already informed you, the lessee is prepared to allow the purchase-moneys payable to
him on <i sale to the Crown (except such as maybe necessary to pay off the English mortgagees) to remain
in the hands of the Public Trustee until some time after Parliament meets this year, in order to allow
Jones (or any one else who may claim these proceeds) to take action to enforce his rights.

When 1 last saw you about this question I suggested that the lessee would probably agree to sell
on the basis of £1 per acre. We would be quite agreeable to this if the price payable to the Natives
amounted to something like £15,000 ; but, of course, we could not agree to that basis without a prior
settlement of the Natives' claims. 1 think, however, that if you get some actuary in your service to
go into the matter, you will find that on the basis of £1 an acre the value of the Natives' interest is less
than £15,000. Yours truly,

The Right Hon. Sir Joseph WTard, Wellington. F. G. Dalziell.
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No. 46.

Dkak Sirs,— He Mokau. Ist February, 1910.
We are now informed by the Prime Minister thai the Cabinet has definitely resolved to pur-

chase this property if the Government valuers place upon it a value anything like what we suggest it
is worth—that is, not less than £1 to £1 2s. 6d. per acre. He also informs us that he has, in accord-
ance with the Cabinet minute, instructed Mr. Kensington (Under-Secretary for Crown Lands) to have
a valuation made immediately. Mr. Kennedy's valuation is £1 7s. 6d. per acre, while the Native
Minister suggests the value is £2 per acre.

The understanding upon which the Government will purchase is that the Natives' interest is to be
acquired by the Crown, that your clients (the mortgagees) are to be paid the mortgage-moneys, and
that the balance is to be paid to the Public Trustee, to be held by him until a reasonable time after the
meeting of Parliament in June or July next—the object being to enable Jones, or any one else who
claims to be entitled to any interest in these moneys, to move either in Parliament or in the Courts
for relief.

The Government desires, in acquiring the interests of the Natives, to have the benefit of the Native
Land Act passed last session, under which the Natives are entitled to dispose of their interests in Native
lands by resolution of a meeting of all the owners called in the prescribed manner. The Act does not
come into force until the 31st March next, so that this procedure cannot be adopted until that date.
We are hopeful, however, that, as soon as the Government valuation has been obtained, an arrange-
ment can be come to by which the Crown will take over the mortgagees' interest and pay them out.

We trust this will be satisfactory to you. Yours truly,
FINDLAY, DaLZIELL, AND Co.

Messrs. Travers, Campbell, and Peacock, Solicitors, Wellington.

No. 47.
Dear Sir,— Eβ Mokau. 21st June, 1910.

I must apologize for not having replied earlier to your letter of the 4th instant. Negotiations
have been going on during the last two weeks, which I hoped might enable me to give you the informa-
tion that finality had been arrived at in this very complicated matter.

We have been recently endeavouring to proceed under the new Native Land Act for the purchase
of the interests of the Native owners, in view of the difficulty of getting the Government to interfere
owing to the agitation fomented by Joshua Jones. The principal Native owners are now in Wellington.
They have been conferring with the Native Minister and Premier during the last few days, in the hope
that the Government would purchase their interests ; and I am assured to-day by the Native Minister
that the Government will in all probability agree during tho next few days to buy the interests of the
Natives, and in this case we understand that they will take compulsorily the interests of the lessee,
leaving it to Jones and Lewis to establish their respective claims to compensation. This would be
the simplest way out of the difficulty ; but if the Government finally decides that it will not purchase,
then the Natives are prepared to deal with Lewis, and an early settlement will be arrived at.

I will write you again in the course of a few days, and let you know how matters are progressing.
Yours truly,

F. G. Dalziell.
P. S. McLean, Esq. (Messrs. Carlile, McLean, and Wood), Solicitor, Napier.

No. 48.
Dear Sir Joseph,— m

Re Mokau. 29th July, 1910.
For your information I would like to summarize the position.

Mr. Treadwell admits that Jones has no chance unless he can induce the Government to assist
him by acquiring the land and giving him a lease of the minerals and a small area as a farm.

There seem to be only two alternatives for the Government: (1) To buy the Natives' interests,
and take the interests of the lessees compulsorily ; (2) to refuse to purchase the Natives' interests, and
to leave the parties to their respective rights. If No. lis adopted the Government will step into
the shoes of the Natives, and have all the rights the Natives are now entitled to.

Mr. Treadwell suggested that the Government could simply pay the compensation awarded for the
leasehold interests into the hands of the Public Trustee, and allow the parties entitled to it to fight
the matter out;among themselves. This is not, however, what will happen. As soon as the Proclama-
tion is issued, the Government, having purchased the Natives' interests, will have to determine whether
it will claim any part of the compensation to be awarded for the leases—that is, whether it will con-
test the validity of the leases. If it does this, it, of course, questions the title of all the mortgagees,
and at once also raises the question that, if the leases are invalid, the Natives may be liable to an action
upon the part of the lessees. For instance, if the principal lease is cancelled on the ground that a cove-
nant contained in it to form a company has not been performed, those Natives who enteredinto a deed
releasing the lessees from performance of this covenant may be liable to be sued on the deed—at any
rate, to the extent of the moneys they have received under it.

There is also the further question raised by Mr. Skerrett that, if the leases are set aside for suggested
statutory defects, the lessees will probably have a claim against the Assurance Fund. If this alternative
is adopted, the only way by which these probabilities of litigation could be avoided would be by the
Government entering into an undertaking with the Natives that the leases should be acknowledged
as being valid to the extent of the lands expressed to be comprised in them.
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If this course is followed, the Government will, of course, have the coal-measures to deal with if
it desires to do anything for Jones. Apart from the question of satisfying Jones, there can be no doubt
that the second alternative is the simplest for the Government, on the understanding, of course, that
the lessees purchase the Natives' interests and release the Assurance Fund from all claims. The lessees
won d very much prefer to have the second alternative adopted, but I think the important question
for all parties concerned is to have the matter determined on the basis of one or other of these alterna-
tives as early as possible, because the delay seems to be leading to constantly increasing difficulties for
every one concerned, including the Government. Yours truly,

The Right Hon. Sir Joseph Ward, Wellington. F. G. Dalziell.

No. 19.
Telegrams—Dalziell to Bowlek and Bowler to Dalziell; Dalziell to Grace and Grace to

Dalziell.
(Urgent.)

President, Waikato-Maniapoto Board, Auckland (also repeated to Te Kuiti).
Greatconvenience all parties if Thursday, ninth February, fixed adjourned meeting Mokau-Mohakatino.
If approved please instruct Under-Secretary insert notice adjourned meeting for that date.

Dalziell.
25/1/11.

(Urgent.)
Dalziell, Solicitor, Wellington. Auckland, 25th January, 1911.

Date suggested rather incpnvenient. Would thirteenth suit ?
Bowler, President.

(Urgent.)
President, Waikato-Maniapoto Board, Auckland.

Civil, sittings commence here thirteenth. Bell. Blair, and I engaged local cases. Hope you can arrange
earlierday. Please wire urgent Under-Secretary. Dalziell.

Dalziell, Solicitor. Wellington. Auckland, 26th January, 1911.
Impossible me to take meeting on ninth as I have already gazetted business for Thames on tenth. It
also seems advisable to give Natives rather more notice. Can you suggest later date suitable to counsel ?

Bowler.

President, Waikato-Maniapoto Board, Auckland.
Would Tuesday twenty-first suit ? If so will you please arrange. Dalziell.

Dalziell, Solicitor, Wellington. Auckland.
Fixing twenty-first for meetings.

Bowler, President.

President, Waikato-Maniapoto Board, Auckland.
Parties find twenty-first too early for meeting. All agree seventh March for meeting owners if that
will suit your convenience. Dalziell.

14/2/11.

Findlay, Dalziell, Solicitors, Wellington. Te Kuiti.
Seventh inconvenient. Would tenth suit ? If so, will adjourn to that date. Reply here.

Bowler, President.

President, Waikato-Maniapoto Hoard, Te Kuiti.
Tenth will suit. Will you please adjourn accordingly. Dalziell.
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Findlay, Dalziell, Solicitors, Wellington. Te Kuiti.

MoKAHU-Mohakatino meeting adjourned to tenth. Presume you will inform all parties.
Bowler, President.

Dalziell, Solicitor, Wellington. Te Kuiti.
Cannot get into touch with Natives. Presume you will acquaint them.

Bowler, President.

W. H. Grace, Kihikihi.
Jones writes he could do nothing with Otaki Natives. Think well for you see Pepene again. I feel
that he may have been won over by other side. Think inadvisable postpone meeting further. If
majority not favourable think best course be withdraw our offer and apply Court determine position
leases. Think certain our leases of all blocks but F good, and that if that is doubtful owing non-per-
formance covenants Court will relieve from forfeiture and we can perform covenants for the future.
Hosking, K.C., Dunedin, so advises. In this event, of course, we would not pay anything like twenty-
five thousand to Natives. Please advise as to course you think best after seeing Pepene.

Dalziell.
2/3/11.

Findlay, Dalziell, Solicitors, Wellington. Kihikihi.
If Natives still obstructive before tenth your suggestion good. No use showing white feather. With-
drawal of offer will to their senses. Grace.

No. 50.
Bowler, Herrman Lewis, and the Mokau Coal and Estates Company (Limited).

This deed, made the nineteenth day of May, one thousand nine hundred and eleven, between Walter
Harry Bowler, of the City of Auckland, the President of the Maori Land Board of the Waikato-Mania-
poto Maori Land District (hereinafter called " the trustee "), of the^firstj'part; Herrman Lewis, of the
City of Wellington, settler, (hereinafter called " the said Lewis "), of the second part ;J and the Mokau
Coal and Estates Company (Limited) (hereinafter called " the company "), of the third part : Whereas
by four agreements all dated the eleventh day of April, one thousand nine hundred and eleven, and
expressed to be made between the Maori Land Board of the Waikato-Maniapoto Maori Land District
(hereinafter called " the Board ") of the one part, and the said Lewis of the other part, the Board agreed
to sell and the said Lewis agreed to purchase respectively the Mokau-Mohakatino Number One p (Iγ)
Block, the Mokau-Mohakatino Number One G (1g) Block, the Mokau-Mohakatino Number One h (1h)
Block, and the Mokau-Mohakatino Number One J (1j) Block, all in the Provincial District of Taranaki,
in consideration of a cash payment of twenty-five thousand pounds (£25,000), and the transfer by the
said Lewis to the Board of two hundred and fifty (250) fully-paid-up shares of ten pounds (£10) each
in the capital of the company, and otherwise upon the other terms expressed in such agreements : And
whereas the said Lewis hath since sold a portion of the lands comprised in the said agreements, and
more particularly described in the First Schedule hereto, to the company in consideration of a cash
payment by the company to the said Lewis of twenty-five thousand pounds (£25,000), and of the allot-
ment by the company to the said Lewis of five hundred and thirty (530) fully-paid-up shares of ten
pounds (£10) each in the capital, and otherwise upon the other terms affecting the same expressed in
the said agreements ; and whereas, pursuant to the terms of the said agreements the Board has, by
memorandum of transfer dated the nineteenth day of May, one thousand nine hundred and eleven, on
the direction of the said Lewis and the company, transferred the said lands to the trustee (as the trustee
doth hereby acknowledge), in accordance with the terms and provisions of the said four agreements
of the eleventh day of April, one thousand nine hundred and eleven : Now this deed witnesseth as fol-
lows : —

1. The trustee hereby declares that he stands possessed of and entitled to that portion of the said
lands described in the First Schedule hereto upon the trusts expressed in the said four agreements of
the eleventh day of April, one thousand nine hundred and eleven, with this variation : that the com-
pany shall, as the assign of the said Lewis, be deemed to be " the purchaser " of such portion within the
meaning of the said agreements, as fully and effectually as if it had been named therein instead of the
said Lewis.

2. The trustee hereby declares that he stands possessed of and entitled to the residue of the said
lands, being those portions thereof more particularly described in the Second Schedule hereto, upon the
trusts in favour of the said Lewis as the purchaser expressed in the said agreement of the eleventh day
of April, one thousand nine hundred and eleven, which affects such portions.
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3. The trustee will, at the risk and expense in all things of the company and the said Lewis respec-
tively, and in accordance with the terms and provisions of the said four agreements of the eleventh day
of April, one thousand nine hundred and eleven, do, perform, and execute all acts, matters, and things
necessary or requisite to be done, performed, and executed by him under the said agreements or other-
wise inrelation thereto, upon the request of the company and the said Lewis respectively, as purchasers
and equitable owners of the lands comprised therein.

4. The said Lewis, his executors, administrators, and assigns, and the company and its assigns,
will at all times hereafter keep indemnified the trustee, his executors or administrators, against all lia-
bilities which he or they may incur by reason of the said lands or any part or parts thereof having been
so transferred into the name of the trustee as aforesaid, or by reason of any act or omission on his part
relating to the premises, and in particular will punctually pay all rates, taxes, and other outgoings which
the trustee may be or become liable to pay in respect of the said lands or any part or parts thereof, and
all costs and expenses, claims, actions, suits, proceedings, costs, and losses whatsoever which may be
incurred by, made on, instituted against, or suffered by the trustee in the execution of the trusts of
these presents or otherwise in relation to the premises.

In witness whereof these presents have been executed by the parties hereto the day and year first
before written.

THE FIRST SCHEDULE BEFORE REFERRED TO.

1. All that piece of land containing twenty-six thousand four hundred and eighty acres (26,480
acres), more or less, known as the Mokau-Mohakatino Number One f (If) Block, the whole of the land
included in partition order, registered Provisional Register, Volume 11, folio 699 : Excepting thereout
those portions thereof described in the Second Schedule hereto.

2. All that piece of land containing two thousand nine hundred jand sixty-nine acres (2,969 acres),
more or less, known as the Mokau-Mohakatino Number One G (1g) Block, the whole of the land included
in partition order, Provisional Register, Volume 11, folio 1003a.

3. All that piece of land containing nineteen thousand five hundred and seventy-six acres (19,576
acres), more or less, known as the Mokau-Mohakatino Number One h (1h) Block, the whole of the land
included in partition order, Provisional Register, Volume 11, folio 1004.

4. All that piece of land containing four thousand two hundred and sixty acres (4,260 acres), more
or less, known as the Mokau-Mohakatino Number One J (1j) Block, the whole of the land included in
partition order, Provisional Register, Volume 11, folio 1005.

THE SECOND SCHEDULE BEFORE REFERRED TO.

All those pieces of land containing altogether seven thousand and forty-six acres (7,046 acres),
more or less, being those portions of the Mokau-Mohakatino Number One f (If) Block, shown on a
plan of subdivision thereof as Sections 1, 2, 6, 8, 9, 12, and 13, and part of Sections 16 and 17, part of
the land included in partition order, Provisional Register, Volume 11, folio 699, and the whole of the
lands comprised and described in leases registered respectively as Nos. 7496, 7494, 9493, 7492, 7490,
and 7495.

Signed by the said Walter Harry Bowler i w tj Bin the presence of— - ' ' OWLER -
C. H. Howard, Solicitor, Wellington.

Signed by the said Herrman L«wis in the- Herrman Lewispresence of— IC. H. Howard, Solicitor, Wellington.
The common seal of the Mokau Coal and)

Estates Company (Limited) was hereto - [seal.]
allixed in the presence of— )

Robert McNab i ,-..

Chas. Bailey
J. M. Johnston, Secretary.
R. Whitaker, Law Clerk, Palmerston North.

No. 51.
Dear Blair,— Wellington, 15th September, 1911.

In the New Zealand Times this morning Dalziell is reported to have stated to the Committee
on the inquiry as to the Mokau purchase that he had your authority in his contradiction of my evidence
on the point of Skerrett's attitude after the*fcrst meeting.

I desire to record my clear recollection of what took place between you and me. I spoke to you
in the library of the Supreme Court and told you, first, that I had been to your office to see you, but
you were out. I then said to you (Chapman was present throughout)—That there was a matter I might
want to refer to, but my difficulty was that I was not sure whether Skerrett intended what he said to
mejto be repeated.fand for that reason I wanted to know whether he said the same to your office, as
in that case he could not object to my repeating it. The exact point was that before the first meeting
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of the assembled owners Skerrett and I had had a discussion as to which of us represented the majority
of the Native owners—he was then confident that he did, and until I told him that some had consulted
me he did not know that any one else acted for any of them. That after the first meeting Skerrett
met me and said, " You were right, the large majority is with you. I shall do nothing further, and
you must go on with it." That Skerrett and I were neighbours and friends, and that I was not sure
whether he meant me to understand this as information for my personal use, or whether he meant it to
come as from one counsel representing a party to another claiming to represent most of the same party.
I then asked you, "Will you tell me whetherSkerrett gave the same instructions to your office ?" You
replied, " Yes, he said the same to me after the first meeting, and I have done nothing further." You,
Chapman, and I then had a discussion as to who it was who actually instructed Skerrett, and the con-
versation broke off in the middle of that discussion.

This conversation took place so recently that I cannot understand the difference between us which
Dalziell's evidence seems to indicate. I shall be greatly obliged if you will—(1) Ask Chapman whether
in this letter I have not correctly set out what took place between us in his presence ; (2) read and put
in this letter when you give your evidence. Yours faithfully,

H. D. Bell.
A. W. Blair, Esq., Wellington.

No. 52.
Dear Mr. Bell,— Ec Mokau. 15th September. 1911.

I have yours of to-day's date, and I am very sorry indeed if Mr. Dalziell is making the use
the newspapers say he is making of a conversation he had with me. He told me they proposed to call
me, and I thought and would very much prefer that he should have left the matter to be deposed to by
me rather than himself depose to it. I remember the conversation in the library when Mr. Chapman
was present. I did not understand that you were discussing the matter with a view of making formal
use of any statements that I then made, although I do not want to indicate in the slightest degree that
you were not free to make use of them. I have not any objection on this head. I mention it only
as an excuse on my part.

I have read the Times report, and I do not agree with Mr. Dalziell that he had my authority to
use any statement I made to him. I was under the belief that I myself would be left to make such
statement.

Now, as to the conversation in the library, my recollection substantially agrees with yours. I
remember you saying that Skerrett had told you after the first meeting that the majority of Eketone's
following had left him and joined the party which was being advised by you. I told you also that Mr.
Skerrett had said something to the same effect to me, which is a fact. I did not understand, however,
that you took it from anything I said that he had completely retired from Mokau, but I certainly am
not prepared to deny that I said what you say I did. It is quite true Mr. Skerrett would probably not
have done anything further in the matter without fresh instructions. The Mokau matter was one of
a number of other matters he asked me to make myself familial,with before he went away, and at his
request I read through the papers for this purpose. He then told me that our clients might settle the
matter by selling to Lewis, in which case there would not be anything further to do except possibly
to look after the Natives' interests on settlement, but that if it were not settled I was to sco that the
time within which further contemplated proceedings against the Assurance Fund had to be taken did
not expire.

It is true, as Dalziell says", that he asked me to go to Te Kuiti towards the end of February. I
also see from the letter-book that we telegraphed to Pepene Eketone on the 18th February requesting
him to advise his party that the meeting of owners of Mokau blocks had been adjourned to 10th March.
My recollection is that this was done either at Mr. Dalziell's or Mr. Watson's request.

Shortly before Skerrett went away Dalziell saw him, and I was there at the time; and Skerrett then
told him I would be looking after the Mokau matter if anything had to be done. From the above you
will see that although Mr. Skerrett, after the meeting at Te Kuiti, did realize that you and not he repre-
sented a majority of the Natives in Mokau, he was apparently under the impression that he was still
acting for Pepene Eketone's party.

I would like you to understand that I do not in any way suggest that your recollection of the con-
versation is not the correct one. lam afraid that I did not attach to the conversation in the library
the importance it deserved, and I blame myself altogether for your being left under the impression
that Mr. Skerrett had completely retired from Mokau affairs. I propose to take the opportunity when
called by the Committee of altogether taking the blame for an apparent wrong impression which pro-
bably loose expressions I used led you into.

I will be glad to read your letter to the Committee. I have asked Mr. Chapman if he recollects
the conversation, but he tells me that his recollection of it is of the vaguest description, and h<, cannot
assist us in the matter. • • Yours faithfully,

A. W. Blair.
H. D. Bell, Esq., K.C., Wellington.
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No. 53.
The Hon. Minister of Lands. Department of Lands, Wellington, 10th July, 1907.

Mokau-Mokakatino Block.
Tftkre is a block of land situated between Waitara, in Taranaki. and the Mokau River, called the Mokau-
Mohakitino Block, and, as no doubt you are fully aware, this block has been the cause of a great deal
of litigation in the Courts of Great Britain. It has now reached tlrs stage : that the mortgagees are
selling, by order of the Supreme Court, all Mr. Joshua Jones's interest in the unexpired term of lease
in the various subdivisions of the above block, and known as Mokau-Mohakatino No. If Block, of 27,500
acres ; Mokau-Mohak.itino No. 1g Bock, of 2.969 acres ; Mokau-Mohakatino No. 1h Block, of 19,567
acres ; Mokau-Mohakatino No. 1j Block, of 4,169 acres : total, 54,205 acres.

I may state that the surveys were done at the cost of the Crown, and at a sitting of the Native
Land Court at Otorohanga, held before Judge Sim on the 19th September lust, the following areas were
allocated to the Crown in liquidation of the survey liens : Mokau-Mohakatino 10, 93 acres 2 roods
26 perches ; Mokau-Mohakatino Id, 12 acres and 26 perches : Mokau-Mohakatino le, 26 acres 1 rood
15 perches ; Mokau-Mohakatino If, 2,410 acres ; Mokau-Mohakatino lα, 267 acres 3 roods 1 perch ;
Mokau-Mohakatino Ij, 667 acres and 8 perches; Mokau-Mohakatino Ih, 1,675 acres 3 roods
29 perches : total, 5,152 acres 3 roods 25 perches. Of course, these areas have not yet been
partitioned off for the Crown, nor have they been proclaimed as Crown land, while, as the Court
orders have not yet issued, nothing can be registered upon the title to the blocks.

It now becomes a question whether the Crown should not endeavour to secure the leases, which are
to be sold by order of the mortgagees on the 10th of next month, so as to obtain possession of land fit
for settlement purposes. The purchase of the leases might possibly be effected under the Land for
Settlements Acts, unless the Law Officers of the Crown decide that the blocks are still Native land within
the meaning of the Act. If so, the purchase could be made under the Maori Land Settlement Act,
1905.

I would therefore strongly urge that the Solicitor-General be asked :—
(1) What the legal position of the Crown would be if it bids for and secures these leases at the

auction;
(2) Whether any payments made on account of the leases would strengthen the Crown's position

when negotiating for the freehold of the land from the Maori owners ; and
(3) Whether the purchases could be charged and paid for out of the Land for Settlements Account.

Wμ. C. Kensington.
Under-Secretary.

Hon. Attorney-General.
Please obtain opinion of Solicitor-General on points submitted. R. McNab.

10/7/07.
Solicitor-General.—Please advise.—J. G. F.—ll/7/07.

Opinion of Solicitor-General.
The leases cannot be acqured under the Land for Settlements Act, 1900, the Act provides only for

the acquisition of land in fee-simple (section 26). That section deals, in terms, with compu'sory acquisi-
tion, but in my opinion the same principle applies in the case of purchase or exchange. Moreover, the
land itself is Native land, and herefore the fee-s;mple cannot be acquired under that Act (Niniwa Here-
mia and Others c. Minister of Lands : 22 N.Z. L.R. 54).

Dealing with the three questions submitted, my opinion is as follows :—
(1.) If the Crown purchases these leases at auction it becomes the lessee, and will hold the land for

the unexpired residue of the terms of the leases, subject to payment of rent.
(2.) No. I fail to see hpw any such payments could st-engthen the Crown's position when nego-

tiating for the freehold. Of course, if the Crown acquires the leases, and afterwards the freehold, the
leases will merge and become extinguished.

(3.) No.
6/8/07. Fred Fitchett, Solicitor-General.
I understand that the Natives have always remained in possession oroccupation, and protest against

the leases. If so, the Crown, if it purchases the leases, will be brought into conflict with the Natives.
—F. F.

No. 54.
[Extract from Hansard, 17th July, 1907.]

Mokau-Mohakatino Blocks.
Mr. Jennings (Egmont) asked the Minister of Lands, Whether he was aware that the Mokau-

Mohakntino blocks, totalling 54,205 acres, and known as " Mokau Jones's leases," are advertised to be
disposed of by public auction on the 10th day of August next; and, if so, will he take the opportunity
of securing the same on behalf of the Crown for settlementpurposes ?

The Hon. Mr. McNab (M'nister of Lands) replied, I am aware of the sale in question, but, as the
titles to the land are in a complicated position, the opinion of the Crown Law Officers is being obtained
as to the Government's position, in case they considered it advisable to acquire any interests in the land
to be auction.

28—1. 3a.
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No. 55.
Department of Lands, Wellington, 10th August, 1907.

gIR Re Mokau-Mohakalino Block.
With regard to your inquiry as to whether the Government would take steps to acquire the land in

the Mokau district known as " Joshua Jones's block," I submitted the matter to the Crown Law Officers
to advise what the legal position of the Crown would be if it secured the leases at the auction—whether
any payments made on account of the leases would strengthen the Crown's position when negotiating
for the freehold from the Native owners, and whether the purchases (if made) could be paid for out
of the Land for Settlements Account. lam now advised that the leases in question cannot be acquired
under the Land for Settlements Consolidation Act, 1900, as the land is Native land, and the fee-simple
cannot be acquired under that Act; that if the Crown purchases the leases at the auction i 1 becomes
the lessee, and will hold the land for the unexpired residue of the terms of the leases, subject to payment
of rent; that it is difficult to see how any payments made on account of the leases would strengthen
the Crown's position when negotiating for the freehold ; and that the purchase of the leases could not
be paid for out of the Land for Settlements Account. It is also understood that the Natives have
always remained in possession or occupation, and protest against the leases, and the Crown (by pur-
chasing the leases) would be brought into conflict with the Natives. Under these circumstances I cannot
see my way to recommend the Government to acquire the leases referred to.

I have, &c,
Robert McNab,

W. T. Jennings, Esq., M.H.R., Wellington. Minister of Lands.

No. 56. Wellington, 22nd August, 1907.
gIR Re Leases of the Mokau-Mohakatino Blocks Nos. It, lα, In, and h.

Referring to Mr. Jennings's interview with you as to the purchase by the Government of the
above-mentioned leases, and in conformity with the request which you then made to him that I should
make you a written proposal on the matter, I now beg to make you the following offer—viz., to sell
you the whole of the lessee's interest in the leases of the above-mentioned blocks. Copies of these
leases are enclosed for your information. Portions of If Block are subject to ur.der-leases to Messrs.
W. W. Jones, R. J. Eglinton, A. Kelly, Jacob Rothery, Luther Wylie, ar.d C&dman and Berry. Copies
of these under-leases are enclosed for your information. The price which I ask is £20,000, to be paid
as follows—that is to say, £2,000 in cash, and the balance in New Zealand Government 4 per cent,
inscribed stock, principal and interest payable in London. The total area of the property is, by recent
Government surveys, approximately 54,205 acres, of which about 7,046 acres are covered by the above-
mentioned under-leases. The total annual rent payable under the head-leases during the half of the
term is £196, and during the remainder £392. The following are the rents payable by the sublessees : —

Tenants' Name. Number of Sections. Number
of Acres. Rent. How payable.

Walter Jones

R. J. Eglinton

1 and 2

6

894

1,329

£ s. d.
3 14 6
7 9 0

16 12 3
22 3 0
33 4 6
55 7 6
17 16 3
23 15 0
35 12 6
59 7 6
16 19 6
22 12 8
33 19 0
56 11 8
22 » 7 6
29 16 8
44 15 0
74 11 8
10 0
2 0 0

First 28 years from 1/7/1898.
Residue of term.
For 3 years from 1/7/1898.
For 7 years from 1/7/1901.
For 10years from 1/7/1908.
Residue of term.
Ditto.Luther Wylie 8 and 9 1,425

Jacob Rothery .. 12 1,358 Ditto.

Andrew Kelly 13 1,790 Ditto.

Cadman and Berry Parts 16and 17 250 First 10 years and 68 days.
Residue of term.

Term, 38 years 68 days from
1st April, 1901.
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In case of the Government purchasing the property, I would suggest that it be taken over as from

the Ist July last, one of the dates the rents ur.der the leases and subleases are payable.
I would point out the following advantages possessed by the property : It is particularly well

situated for settlement purposes, being bounded on the north by the Mokau River, on the south by
the Mohakatino River, and on the westward sea. The Mokau is navigable as far as the coal-
area by any vessel that can cross the bar, and by canoes for several miles beyond. The Mohakatino
can be navigated by boat for about five miles, and after that by canoes. These rivers give easy access
to the property, and would be invaluable to settlers as a means of sending their produce to market at
a reasonable cost. On the Mohakatino there are several very picturesque waterfalls, and some caves
which will probably become of interest to tourists. Public roads connect Mokau with Waitara and
New Plymouth to the south, and with Awakino and thence to the Main Trunk Railway at Te Kuiti
on the north. A bridle-track for about nine miles has been cut on the north bank of the Mohakatino.
Your Government are now forming a road for many miles on the south bank of the Mohakatino, and
this will be available for settlers on the north side, as the river is very easily crossed or forded. The
cost of survey of Block If (constituting about one-half of the property) can be saved if the survey made
by Messrs. Richardson and Reardon is adhered to. The plan of the survey has been deposited with the
Crown Lands and Survey Office for use of that Department. This would mean a saving of at least
£650. In the event of the Government becoming the freeholders, and of its purchasing the lease, the
liability for taking over the improvements existing at the determination of the leases (except in the
case of those sections already let) could be extinguished. When visiting Mokau and its neighbour-
hood, although it was not known that I was interested in the property, I heard on all sides a strong
expression of desire that the land should be taken over by the Government and opened for settlement.
There is a large quantity of limestone of good quality on the property. The coal-bearing area of the
land was some years ago inspected by a very English mining authority, who reported
several seams of coal showing above the level of the river, and he estimated the coal-bearing area at
about 23,000 acres, containing 140,000,000 tons. This coal would meet with a large demand in New
Plymouth and adjacent places, including the City of Wellington. It is particularly adapted for use
in suction-gas plants, which are now displacing steam-engines (see article in Mines Record, No. 10,
Volume 10). This coal should fetch at least 255. to 275. 6d. per ton. The cost of getting and putting
on board, freight, wharfage, unloading, weighing, &c, was some time ago estimated at from 17s. 3d.
to 17s. 6d. per ton. It is very probable that a better quality of coal would be procurable at greater
depths. The coal is not very far distant from the Main Trunk Railway, and could be connected there-
with by a branch line if considered desirable in the future. The price asked averages only about 7s. 6d.
per acre, and this includes the coal-beds, which must be of great value if properly worked. An output
of coal of only 500 tons per week, if sold at ss. per ton profit, would repay the whole cost of purchase
of the lease in about three years. As lam now in the colony solely for the purpose of disposing of the
above estate, I would ask you to kindly let me have an early intimation of your Government's decision
in regard to this offer.

This offer is made confidentially, and on condition that, if the Government do not accept same, the
particulars thereof be not disclosed. I have, &c,

The Hon. Minister of Lands, Wellington. H. Kemp-Welch.

No. 57.
Office of the Minister of Lands, Wellington, 23rd August, 1907.

Dear Sir c Lease of Mokau-Mohakalino Blocks.
I beg to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of date the 22nd instant, forwarding draft of

the title of this property, which you are desirous should be purchased by the Government. To reply
I have to inform you that, inquiries are being made into the position of the property, ana on receipt
of report from the officers of the Department I willreply to your communication.

Yours faithfully,
H. Kemp-Welch, Esq., Wellington. Robert McNab.

No. 58.
Department of Lands, Wellington, 3rd September, 1907.

Sir,— Re Lease of Mokau-Mohakalino Block.
Referring again to your letter of the 22nd August re the above blocks, and my reply to you

of the 23rd August, the opinion of the Crown Law Officers was obtained as to whether the Government
was in a position to negotiate for the purchase of these blocks, and the Government have been advised
that they cannot legally purchase any of the blocks in question, and that, owing to the complicated
titles, the Crown Law Officers advise the Government not to attempt to hamper themselves with the
purchase of any of the blocks referred to. Under these circumstances the Government have decided
not to attempt to acquire any of the Mokau-Mohakatino subdivisions.

I have, &c.,
Robert McNab,

H. Kemp-Welch, Esq., Wellington. Minister of Lands.
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No. 59.
15 Featherston Street, Wellington, 3rd September, 1907.

Sir,— Re Leases of the Mokau-Mohakatino Blocks Nos. If, Ig, 2h, and lj.
Referring to my letter to you of the 22nd ultimo, offering to sell the above property to the

Government, I wou.d direct your attention to the iact that the offer was made in response to repeated
requests from Mr. Barron that the property should be submitted to you so soon as it was legally vested
in the executors of Mr. VVickliam .blowers (deceased), and also in response to your request made to
Mr. Jennings, M.H.R. Not having received your decision in this matter, and as my time here is limited,
I beg to inlorm you that I must now take other steps to realize the property.

I have, <fee,
The Hon. Minister of Lands, Wellington. H. Kemp-Welch.

No. 60.
Office of the Minister of Lands, Wellington, 3rd September, 1907.

Dear Sir,— Re Mokau Leases.
I beg to acknowledge receipt of your letter of to-day's date. The decision ot the Government

in connection with this matter was forwarded to you prior to the receipt of your communication.
The matter was before the Crown iSoLcnors, and the reply is based upon their advice. 1 note your
statement in the concluding sentences of your letter that you are now taking other steps to realize the
property. Yours faithfully,

Mr. H. Kemp-Welch, 15 Featherston Street, Wellington. Robert -Vlc^Nab.

No. 61.
Sir, — Commercial Club Buildings, Victoria Street, Wellington, 14th May, 1908.

Mr. Joshua Jones, of Mokau, having returned to New Zealand, is anxious, after many
years of stress and turmoil, to end his time in peace, and has appointed me his confidential repre-
sentative to approach you with a view to your Government acquiring the 50,000 acres in his
estate, including all minerals, coal, timber, hydraulic limestone, chalk, &c. He is willing to
accept valuation or sell at a fixed sum of £150,000, taking in payment a sum of £50,000, and
the balance in Government debentures. Ihe unexpired lease is about thirty-five years, but this
could readily be converted into a freehold for the Crown, and Mr. Jones is willing to give his
services to make this acquisition at a price which he is quite satisfied your Government would
appreciate. The land tor twenty-six miles is fronting a tidal river, and at the south-eastern
corner of the block the railway (Main Trunk, Stratford-Kawakawa) runs within four miles. The
alleged liability upon the property is £20,000. This Mr. Jones will himself arrange to liquidate,
and i.s prepared to leave a sufficient sum with jour Government as a guarantee that this will be
adjusted. J his liability, however, will be reduced (should accounts be called for) to between £5,000
and £6,000, and he will satisfy you that he can arrange these matters to your own and his satis-
faction. As a matter of fact, he has an offer from the creditors to accept practically any
settlement

I will be glad if you will kindly give me the opportunity to wait upon you in re this matter,
and also to arrange for Mr. Jones to meet you at your convenience to discuss all points in
connection therewith. Thanking you, sir, in anticipation of your favourable consideration of the
foregoing, I have, &c,

Right Hon. Sir J. G. Ward, Prime Minister, Wellington. A. R. Hislop.

No. 62.
Dear Sir, — Prime Minister's Office, Wellington.

I am in receipt of your letter of the 14th May, in which you advise me that Mr. Joshua
Jones, of Mokau, has appointed you his confidential representative to approach me with a view
to the Government acquiring the 50,000 acres in his estate.

In reply I have to say that I note the position regarding this estate, and, while 1 should be
very glad to see you, I am sorry that, owing to my having to leave Wellington on Monday morning,
it was not possible for me to give you an interview for some little time. However, I have sent
pour letter to the Hon. Mr. McNab, and I would suggest that you see him and explain the business,
so that he can bring it before me immediately upon niy return.

Yours faithfully,
J. G. W.AT?n.

(Received Head Office, Lands and Survey, 4th June, 1908.)

Saw Mr. Hislop and explained position as described by Solicitor-General.
R. McXab.

A. R. Hislop, Esq.. P.O. Box 21, G.P.0., Wellington. 2/6/08.
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No. 63.
Dear Sir,— Frankley Roo-d, New Plymouth, 3rd April, 1909.

In the hope that steps may be taken to acquire and open the Mokau-Mohakatino Block
of land for settlement, 1 should feel obliged if you would let me know if any steps have been
taken to find out the preseni owners and the position of same. I venture to make the inquiry
in the absence of Mr. Jennings, the member for the district in which the land lies, because the
opening of this block is of, immediate importance to the colony, and especially to Taranaki.

Yours truly,
The Right Hon. Sir ,1. (;. Ward, Premier, Wellington. H. Oket.

No. 64.
Dear Sir,— Prime Minister's Office, Wellington, 16th April, 1909.

I am in receipt of your letter of the 3rd April on the subject of the proposal to acquire
and open the Mokuu-Mohakatino Block of land for settlement. In reply I may say that the matter
is being inquired into. Yours faithfully,

H. Okey, Esq., M.P., Frankley lioad, New Plymouth. J. G. Ward.

Referred to Mr. Kensington.— J. G. W.—16/4/09.

No. 65,
Department of Lands, Wellington, sth May, 1909.

Sin, — Re Mokau-Mohakatino Block.
In further reply to your letter of the 3rd ultimo re the above block, the whole matter has

been carefully looked into by the Law Officers of the Crown, and they advise the Government that,
looking at the very confused state of the titles in question at the present time, they cannot recom-
mend the Government to in any way complicate matters still further by purchasing any Native
interests in the above block. The proposal to acquire the land for closer settlement will therefore
have to remain in abeyance. I have, &c,

J. G. Ward,
H. Okey, Esq., New Plymouth. Minister of Lands.

No. 6G.
Mokau Estate.

In Cabinet.—28th January, 1910.
Government is agreeable to purchase if valuation by Government officer is considered satisfactory.

J. F. Andrews,
Secretary to Cabinet.

Refer to Under-Secretary of Lands to have the property valued ami reported upon as to its
suitability for settlement, and also a suggested price—that is. as t(. what price we could put it
out at. J. G. Ward.

28/1/10.

No. 67.
(Confidential.) Department of Lands, Wellington, 29th January, 1910.

Re Mokau-Mohakatino Block.
An arrangement lias been made by the Government to practically put an end to the trouble exist-
ing over the Mokau-Mohakatino Block by taking over the whole of the Native portion, which is
now covered by leases and other covenants. The Government will then be in a position to pay
off the mortgagees, and the Hon. Minister for Native Affairs will obtain the consent of the Maoris
interested in the sale of the fee-simple of the block to the Crown. The whole block will then be
taken over by the Crown and dealt with as Crown land. I believe the block is offered by the mort-
gagees and others interested therein at £1 per acre. Various offers have been made by syndicates
for the purchase ai a price very much in excess of £1 per acre, owing no doubt to the probability
of there being extensive mineral deposits of coal. 4c., which enhances the value of the land beyond
its actual value for settlement purposes. I have now been instructed by the Prime Minister to
obtain a valuation of the block, and have it reported upon as to its suitability for cutting up for
settlement purposes, either wholly for close settlement or portion for close settlement, and the
balance for small grazing-runs; also to advise the Government as to whether, taking all the
circumstances of the case into consideration, we could afford to give £1 per acre for the land,
and at what price per acre a considerable portion of the block can be opened for settlement—
that is, could we get £2 per acre and over for some of the land, though other portions of the block
might only be worth 10s. per acre, and could be opened as small grazing-runs? We should there-
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fore require to get such prices for the whole of the block as would average, say, 30s. per acre,
so as to cover cost of acquisition, surveys, administration, &c. I want you, therefore, to have a
very careful valuation made of the block, and the sooner we set to work the better. Your two
Crown Lands Rangers might possibly undertake the work, one valuing one portion of the block
and the other doing the balance; or you might find it more convenient to instruct some of your
Surveyors to make the necessary valuations. If, however, you do not consider either of the above
proposals convenient or advisable under the circumstances, then if you will nominate one or two
good valuers whom we could rely upon I will endeavour to obtain authority for the valuation being
made accordingly. Of course, I would prefer to have this valuation 'made by our own officers,
but if you think it would take them off their Hangers' or Surveyors' duties for too long a period,
then I must get authority to have the work done by some outsiders. Some of the persons holding
mortgages over this block are resident in England, and others in New Zealand, and the mort-
gages alone must amount to over £20,000. It is therefore necessary that there should be left for
payment to the Maori owners a certain proportion of the price paid by the Crown. I am there-
fore personally inclined to agree to the price of £1 per acre being paid for the whole block, because
I think that, with the coal, timber, and other advantages, the Government would probably be able
to afford such a high price as £1 per acre. I shall be glad of your advice and report as to what
you propose should be done as soon as possible, as no time must be lost in making this valuation.

Wμ. C. Kensington, Under-Secretary.
F. Simpson, Esq., Commissioner of Crown Lands, New Plymouth.

No. 68.
Department of Lands, Wellington, 7th February, 1910.

Re Mokau-Mohakatino Block.
With reference to my memo, to you of the 29th ultimo, I am not sure whether the closing part of
my memorandum is sufficiently clear. I want the report of the Crown Lands Rangers to be quite
untrammelled as to any ideas I may have as to the worth of the block, and in their report and
your report upon the same I wish the recommendations to be also quite untrammelled by any
supposititious values.

Wμ. C. Kensington, Under-Secretary.
Commissioner of Crown Lands, New Plymouth.

No. 69.
District Land Office, New Plymouth, 12th March, 1910.

Mokau-Mohakatino No. 1 Block.
In accordance with your instructions of 29th January last, I have the honour to report as follows:—The area of all subdivisions of this block give a total area of 55,837 acres, but for the pur-
pose of considering the compensation to the owners this area will be reduced as follows : Crown
land, 185 acres; area awarded to Crown for survey liens (but orders not issued), 5,152 acres
3 roods 25 perches; Native burial-ground, 4 acres: total, 5,341 acres 3 roods 25 perches: leaving
a balance of 50,495 acres and 15 perches.

The attached litho. (marked " No. 1 ") [Exhibit No. 72] shows the several classes of country;
and, summarizing the reports by Messrs. Tolnie and Twiss on the prairie values at which the land
could be disposed of after subdivision, and making provision for the usual preliminary roading,
as in the case of Crown lands)-p it works out as follows :—

Acres. S-
4,700 (coloured bine) at 7s. 6d. per acre ... ... ••■ 1,762 10 0

30,071 (coloured blue) at 15s. per aero ... ... ••• 23,003 5 0
5,776 (coloured purple) at £1 per acre ... ... ... 5,776 0 0
2,160 (coloured yellow) at £1 ss. per acre ... ... 2,700 0 0
1,497 (coloured yellow) at £2 per acre ... ... ■•• 2,994 0 0

148 (coloured yellow) at nil.
1,000 (coloured blue) at £1 15s. per acre ... ... • ■■ 1>750 0 0
3,859 (coloured green) at £1 10s. per acre ... ■ •• 5,788 10 0

GBS (coloured red) at £2 per acre ... ••■ 1,370 0 0

50,496 acres. £45,144 5 0

£45,144 ss. being the total value at which the land could be disposed of by this Department to
6 PTaking the total area of 50,495 acres, this gives a value of 17s. 10d. or 18s. per acre, at

which we could dispose of the land after subdivision, survey, &0., as is the usual case with Crown
lands • but before this could be done there is the cost of survey, A-c—say, 3s. per acre—and thenecessary loans to be raised under the Government Loans to Local Bodies Act for the preliminary
roads—say, ss. per acre—making a total of Bs. per acre to be deducted from the 18s. per acre
above mentioned, thus leaving the margin of 10s. per acre for the purchase Ac, of the land,
which taking the area of 50,495 acres made up as above mentioned, amounts to £25 247 10s.
From'some points of view this value of 10s. per acre may appear low, but as apamst tins I can
only draw your attention to the very large area of over 35,000 acres winch Messrs. Tolme and
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Twise estimate can only be disposed of by the Government at 17s. Gd. and 15*. per acre, and thatthe former further states in his report that the major portion of that part of the block inspectedby him does not compare at all favourably with our ordinary Crown lands, either as to qualityof the soil or means of access, and this view is continued by Mr. Twiss.
Presuming that the area ordered by the Court in favour of the Crown within the block forsurvey liens, etc., cannot override any rights the lessees and sublessees may have previously pos-sessed, and for the purpose of dealing with them 1 place the area at 53,285. These leases and

subleases are marked upon litlio. No. 2. [See Exhibit No. 73. JLitho. No. 3 [see Exhibit No. 74J shows the area in grass, as copied from information suppliedby Mr. Twiss, and the following is his statement as to the improvements, which total £4,661 10s.:
Subdivisions Nos. 1 and 2 : Area, 892 acres (W. Jones)— £500 acres in grass at £3 per acre... ... ... ... ... 1,500

400 chains fencing at 14s. per chain ... ... ... ... 2«0
Dip and yard ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 12

Total ... ... ... ... ... ... ... £1,792
Subdivision No. 6 : Area, 1,322 acres (Bayly)—

300 acres in grass at £2 10s. per acre ... ... ... ... 750
60 ~ £2 per acre (overgrown) ... ... ... 120

Whare and orchard ... ... ... ... ... ... 40
Fencing, 80 chains (new), at £1 per chain ... ... 80

Total ... ... ... ... ... ... ... £990
Subdivisions 8 and 9 : Area, 1,435 acres (Greenaway)—

250 acres in grass at £2 per acre... ... ... ... ... 500
Buildings (very dilapidated) ... ... ... .. ... 175
Machinery

Total ... ... ... ... ... ... ... £675
The buildings on this clearing consist of five small whares, a cookhouse, and a mill. They

would be of service for farm buildings if put in repair. The machinery is in a bad state, and I
cannot express an opinion as to its present value.

Subdivision No. 12: Area, 1 250 acres (Kelly)— £ s. d.
50 acres in grass at £2 ss. per acre ... ... ... ... 112 10 0
Mill buildings (very dilapidated) ... ... .. ... 10 0 0
Machinery

Total ... ... ... ... ... ... £122 10 0
Subdivision No. 13 : Area, 1,790 acres (Kelly)— £

300 acres in grass at £2 10s. per acre ... ... ... ... 750
House (six rooms), outbuildings, dairy, and cowshed ... ... 245
Mill buildings (nine whares and mill) ... ... ... ... 50
Machinery
Fencing, 25 chains ... ... ... ... ... ... 25
Stumping and ploughing 3 acres at £4 per acre ... ... ... 12

Total ... ... ... ... ... ... ...£1,082
The mill buildings on this subdivision are in an advanced state of decay, but if pulled down

parts could probably ha used for re-erecting as farm buildings. The machinery is very much out
of repair on this and Subdivision No. 12.

You will, of course, notice the remarks made by Mr. Twiss with regard to the buildings and
machinery of the mills, and that upon the latter he does not attempt to place any value. I attach
extracts from the reports furnished by Messrs. Tolme and Twiss. The former inspected that
portion of the block to the eastward of the line running from Tawhitiraupeka to Kokahurangi, and
the latter the western portion. It will be noticed from their reports that the amount of milling
timber upon the block is practically nil, but, as might have been expected, there is undoubted
evidence of the presence of coal in certain localities, as referred to by Mr. Twiss in his report.

F. Simpson,
Under-Secretary for Lands, Wellington. Commissioner of Crown Lands.

No. 70.
New Plymouth, 7th March, 1910.

Mokau-Moliakatino Block.
In reply to you?, memo. 3908/75, of 2nd ultimo, re the above block, I have to report that I com-
menced mv inspection of the block on the 10th ultimo, at the Totoro or northern end.

No. Id, at the north-west point of the block, containing about l") 0acres, is land of first-class
quality, but to its beinsr overrun with blackberries is practically useless from a settlement
point of view. Were this subdivision clear of noxious weeds, I would value it at £2 ss. per acre
for settlement purposes, but I doubt very much whether that sum per acre would be sufficient to
clear it in its present condition.
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No. le, north of the Paraheka Stream, comprises about 1,500 acres of really good easy country,

well adapted for close settlement. It is covered with mixed forest, which varies from manuka in
the northern portion and along the river-banks to heavy tawa bush towards the south and east.
There is also a small area of gorge and blackberry on the northern portion of this subdivision, and
gorse, ragwort, and blackberry are to be seen at intervals along the river-banks. The timber on
No. Iβ would be barely sufficient for ordinary settlement purposes, and I estimate that the land
could be put on the markel a< £2 per acre.

South of the Paraheka Stream and north of the Motoiwananga there is an area of about
1,000 acres of very Fnir country, comprising easy slopes and small Hals well adapted for close
settlement. The forest on this poition, No. Ih, is mostly heavy tawa, with small areas of manuka
am! lightwoods intermixed with a fair quality of rimu and other building and fencing timbers.
For settlement purposes I value this land at .£1 15s. per acre.

The balance of No. 1h comprises rather rough and broken country about 17.000 acres in
extent. The ridges are generally steep and covered with birch forest on top, while from the
streams up the sides of the ridges to the birch line the forest is mostly tawa, mixed with rata,
rimu, white-pine, A-c, while the soil is of very fnir quality. A peculiarity of this country is a
number of tablelands up on the ridges and very difficult of access. These tablelands mostly com-
prise land of very good quality, and are covered with a good class of forest, mostly tawa, with
a fair mixture of useful fencing and building timbers, such as totara, rimu, A-c. I value this
block for settlement purposes at 15s. per acre. You will infer from the prices I have put on this
country that it does not compare at all favourably with our ordinary Crown lands, either as
regards quality of lands or means of access

About five years a<ro Mr. H. M. Skeet, District Surveyor, reported very unfavourably on a
pronosal to connect the Mokau River with the Ohura Road system, via either the Panirau Valley
to the Waitewhena Road, or via the Tikaouta Valley to the Mangakara Road. In Mr. Skeet's
opinion either of the above proposed roads would be most expensive undertakings, owing to the
length of srrade and the nature of the country to be traversed. Another objection was that these
roads would both run for a considerable distance through unoccupied Native land. In the event
of the Crown securing the Mokau-Mnhakatino Block the last-named objection would be done away
with. It must also be remembered that in the Aria Valley Survey District, to the east of Mokau-
Mohakatino and adjoining that block, there is a strip of 8,700 acres of unoccupied Crown land,
which is hemmed in on its eastern side by Crown selectors, whose sec+ions back on to the Umnkai-
mata Range, and on its western side by the Mokau-Mohakatino Block. The above-mentioned
Crown land comprises similar country, to that portion of Mokau-Mohakatino adjoining it, and
any ronds giving access to the lntter block could be extended so as to srive access to the present
Crown lands as well. In my opinion, the fact of this area of Crown land fitting in so well with
No. 1h of Mokau-Mohakatino should give additional value to that land from a Crown point of
view.

So far as I could judtre there should be no difficulty in getting a road down the Mokau River
from Totoro as far as the Mangapohue Stream, to where from the mouth upwards the river is acces-
sible for fairly large steamers. Road connection could also be made with the Pnraheka Road via
the Paraheka Stream, and this road would bring the mouth of the Panirau within forty miles of
Te Kuiti.

Both the Panirau and Tikaputa Streams contain a splendid kind of shin<zle, the supply of
which appears to be inexhaustible, and the beds of botli streams are strewn from end to end with
coal of sjood qual'tv.

The Mokan River from the mines to Totoro could ensilv be made n!ivi<rahle for canoes and
smnll launches, as the rao'ds, though numerous, present no serious difficulty. In fnet. a small
lnunch would have very little trouble in petti nc up to Totnro nt present, provided there wnn
plontv of water in the river. Of course, it must be remembered thnt rond-formntion or hush-
felling on n large scale along the river-hoiks nr in the watershed would always have a tendency
to ob-ti-iict the rive,- ->"d V, it more for navigation.

The formation of the country above is a mixture of snndstoro r>pd pnpa.
U I am no< hal expenses would have to be charged against this land in addition to

the cost of routing and Bvirvev, T carrot very well er*ve the lowest price per acre at which it
wo"l<' nay the Government to hm- this block, but the following are the prices nt which I estimate
the different portions 0O"ld be disposed of for settlement pin-noses : Mokau-Mohnkntino No. In—
160 acres loss No h> Rptrfion 1 (12 acres) -H8 acres: Nil. owing to its being infested with
noxious -e.ls. Mokau-Mohakatino No. 1β—1.523 acres, less No. 1e Section 1 (26 acres,) = 1,497
acres: £2 per acre. Northern part of Mokau-Mohakatino No. In, eomnrisinc: 1.000 acres:
£1 15s per «0.-c. Bnlnnc« of Mokau-Mnhakatino No. Ih, comprising 18,57fi ac-PS. less No. 1h
Section 1 0,675 acres) = 16.901 acres: 15s. per acre. E. Tot,m_b,

The Commissioner of Crown Lands, New Plymouth. Crown Lands Ranger.

No. 71.
[Extract from Report by Me. H. T. Twiss.]

„ _ New Plymouth. Bth Mnrch, 1010.
Acting under instructions contained in your letter of the 1 <>th February last (3908/78),

T }lnvP m'n.-U -m inspection of portion of the Mokau-Mohakatino Block, nnd have the honour to
report ns follows:— . ,

The portion of this block which T inspected is thnt lying to the west of the traverse from
Koknhuran"i to Tawhitiraupeka. and, cenerallv spenkine. the land ranges from very rou-h
country to first-class river-flats. The bush is mixed and rather light, as is also the undergrowth.
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The river-flats and low undulating country are covered with rewarewa, big tea-tree, kowhai, kahi-
katea, and small bawas, while the rough and higher country is clad with tawa, rata, totara,
rimu, Aβ., with birch on the tops of most of the ridges. As regards the formation of the country,
it is very mixed, comprising sandstone, papa, and limestone, some of the ridges showing sandstone
on the top, with papa on the sidelings. The best portion of the block is that to the west of Sub-
divisions 15 and 16, and a considerable portion of this along the road and river frontages is flat,
and would be suitable for raising root and other crops in conjunction with the grazing-land,
which comprises the balance, and which would all break in into really good sheep-country. The
eastern end of that part of the block which I inspected, and coloured blue on the attached litho.
[Exhibit No. 72], is of a very much rougher nature, and, while a large proportion would, no doubt,
become fair grazing-land, there is a considerable area which is almost valueless from a grazier's
point of view, though it may eventually become a valuable asset on account of the coal-deposits
which are evidently there, and which I will refer to later on.

The western portion of the part which I inspected presents no serious difficulties in the way
of roading, as almost level roads and at a low cost could he made up both river boundaries, while
short roads would give access to any sections lying between the two. In fact, there is a rough
track up the Mokau on the south bank as far as the clearing mi Subdivision 13, and a track has
been cut and partly made up the Mohakatino as far as Subdivision I I, though it is in a very bad
state at present and almost impassable. The eastern portion (coloured blue) would be much more
difficult, as it would l>e impossible to carry a road lip the Mohakatino further than Waipapa
Stream, owing to the falls and rough country. A road, however, could be formed without much
difficulty up to the mouth of the Waipapa Stream, and access to this portion of the block might
be possibly obtained by continuing the road up the Waipapa Stream. This portion of the block
might also be reached by continuing the Mohakatino Road, which ends at present in the south-
eastern corner of Block 11, Warn Survey District.

Road access to the roughest part of this block, which is in Blocks IV and V, Mokau Survey
District, might possibly lie obtained by a road up the Totara Stream. This would also open up
the good country lying in the Totara Stream Valley (shown green).

In the attached litho. the portion coloured blue is rough to very rough country, consisting
of high rough ridges with steep spurs and gorgy streams. The greater portion of this is sand-
stone, the tops of the ridges ami spurs being covered with birch. Contained in this there is an
area of 4,700 acres (approximately) which could only lie classed as grazing-run country, though
from the indications 1 saw there is very probably a large portion of this that is coal-bearing.
While going up the Mangapongahuru Stream I came across a seam of coal which was showing
10 ft. thick in the stream bed. I also saw coal outcropping in Reveral other places.

The other portion coloured blue in Blocks VII. VIII, and IX. Mokau Survey District, is less
roiiLrh than the other, and. though the ridge tops are mostly sandstone with birch, the sidelings are
much better in most eases. papa and covered with tawa, rata, &c. I have no doubt that it will
break into good sheep-country. The area of this is approximately 13,000 acres, and I would
suggest thai it would probably be to the best advantage to divide it into large areas. The balance
of the block, coloured pink, green, yellow, and purple, is mixed. The bush is mostly light, and
comprises tawa, rata, rimu, kahikatea, rewarewa, &c., with a light undergrowth, very little of
which would be suitable for milling purposes. In fact, during my travels through this block
I saw very little timber suitable for this purpose, and what T did see was very much scattered.
This portion (coloured pink, green, yellow, and purple) would all divide into suitable areas for
sheep and cattle farming, and, while there is a possibility that future settlers could devote por-
tion of their holdings to dairying purposes, there is not a sufficient concentrated area suitable
for subdivision into dairy farms to warrant the erection of a factory iii any particular locality.

Of the land which calls for special mention, that lying up the Totara Stream is perhaps the
best. The flats along the river are very rich, and the undulating country will grow splendid
grass, as is shown by that on the felled portions. The general run of the valleys is from easy
to fairly steep towards the main ridge. H. T. Twiss,

The Commissioner of Lands, New Plymouth. Crown Lands Ranger.

No. 75.
Lands Department, 23rd March. 1910.

Re Mokau-Mohakatino Bind-.
In accordance with your instruction of the 28th January I submit herewith for your information
report by the Commissioner of Crown Lands. New Plymouth, as t<. the suitability of the Mokau-
Mohakatino Block for settlement, and the price which the Crown could afford to pay for the land
in question.

The total area of the block is 55,837 acres, and of that amount 5,341 acres 3 roods 25 perches
have been awarded to the Crown (less 4 acres for Native burial-ground) in satisfaction of survey
liens, &c. leaving 50.495 acres and 15 perches as the net area we will have to take into consider-
ation in valuing this land. The total value of the land at which it could be disposed of by the
Lands Department to the public is £45.144 55., being a value of. say. 18s. per acre. Therefore it
follows that the Crown could not afford to srive. at the outside, more than £35,000_ for this land.
Strictly speaking, the Crown would not be justified, under ordinary circumstances, in giving more

29—1. 3a.
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than £30,000 for the block, but in order to settle this long-standing dispute the Crown might go
so far as to give £35,000 for the land in question. To give you an idea as to how the values
were arrived at in tin's case, I append the following particulars (see Exhibit No. 76).

William C. Kensington.

For Cabinet.—J. O.W.—23/3/10.
In Cabinet, 24th March, 1910.—Offer £35,000. —J. F. Andrews, Secretary to Cabinet.
The Secretary to Cabinet telephoned Monday, 28th, that Cabinet minute of 24th was ran

celled pending further consideration.-—Wμ. C. Kensington.—29/3/10.

No. 76.
Particulars op Values.

£ s. d.
4,700 acres (blue on plan) at 7s. 6d. per acre ... ... 1,762 10 0

30,671 acres (blue on plan) at los. per acre... ... ... 23,003 5 0
5.776 acres (purple on plan) at £1 per acre ... ... 5,776 0 0
2,160 acres (yellow on plan) at £1 ss. per acre ... .. 2,700 0 0
1,497 acres (yellow on plan) at £2 per acre ... ... 2,994 0 0

148 acres (yellow on plan), nil.
1,000 acres (blue on plan) at £1 15s. per acre ... 1,750 0 0
3,859 acres (green on plan) at £1 10s. per acre ... 5,788 10 0

685 acres (pink on plan) at £2 per acre ... ... 1,370 0 0

Total value ... ... ... ... ... £45.144 5 0
I also attach for your information the report by the Commissioner of Crown Lands and the

two Crown Lands Rangers, together with the maps which accompanied the same. You will notice
that the Commissioner and the Rangers agree as to the value of the block. Therefore, if the
Crown goes so far as to give £35,000 for this block, it only leaves a margin of £10,000 for the
necessary reading, surveys, &c. Personally, I should not like to see the Crown give more than
£25,000 to £30,000 for the land in question; but as it is a policy question, and involves the
settlement of long outstanding disputes, which have been before so many law-courts, the Court
of Appeal, and the Privy Council, I think the Government would be justified in giving £30,000
to £35,000 to settle this matter. If, however, it would be possible to come to terms by which
the land could be obtained for £30,000. it would bring it more on the safe side.

Wμ. C. Kensington, Under-Secretiiw.

No. 77.
Mokau Jones Estate.

In Cabinet.—2Bth March, 1910.
Former minute cancelled. The estate to be taken compulsorily, provided all parties agree as to
the proportions of purchase-money to be paid to each.

J. F. Andrews,
Secretary to Cabinet.

No. 78.
The Wellington. Lands Department. 4th April. 1910.

Compulsory Acquisition of Native Land by Crown.
The Crown is desirous of acquiring the Mokau-Mohakalino Block (as per minute of Cabinet dated
28th untimo, on papers herewith), and by direction of the Right Hon. the Minister of Lands 1
have the honour to ask your opinion on the following point :—

Part XIX of the Native Land Act, 1909, apparently contains all the power by which the
Crown can at the present time purchase Native land, but it is not clear whether there is also
power to acquire Native land under the provisions of the Land for Settlements Act, 1908. This
latter Act authorizes the purchase of " private land " either compulsorily or by mutual agree-
ment, and the definition of " private land " in section 2 of the Act means " any land alienated
from the Crown." The Native Land Act excludes from the operation of the Act Native land which
has become subject to a contract of sale, or to any other contract of alienation of the fep-simplo
thereof, and " alienation " means the making of certain leases, iVc. With regard to the Mokau
Mohakatino Block, it appears that large areas have been granted on lease for periods exceeding
twenty-one years, and it may therefore be considered that such arras have been " alienated,"
and may therefore be acquired under the Land for Settlements Act. These lands have also boon
mortgaged to Europeans.

I shall, therefore, be glad if you will kindly peruse the accompanying papers and advise
whether the minute of the 28th March can _be given effect to, and. if so, in what manner. As
the matter is one of urgency, your early answer will be appreciated.

Wμ. C. Kensington, Under-Seoretnry.
(Memo, attached giving legislative powers For Solicitor-General's information.)
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No. 79.
Memo. a.-> ro Present Legislative Powers : Purchase of Native Land by the Crown.

There is no power at the present time to take Native land compulsorily. Such power was pro-
posed to be obtained, and clauses 27 to 31 of the Land Bill of last session provided the necessary
machinery, but, as the Bill was not proceeded with, the power was not obtained. The only power
to acquire Native land by the Crown is that conferred by Part XIX of the Native Land Act, 1909.
Under this Act the Crown may purchase Native land either (a) from a Maori Land Board, or
(6) from incorporated owners, or (c) from the assembled owners, or (d) by way of private alien-
ation.

Under the circumstances of the case, as the Mokau-Mohakatino Block is not vested in a Maori
Land Board, nor have its owners been incorporated, the best method would be by way of purchase
from the assembled owners under section 368 of the Native Land Act. To do this the Native Land
Purchase Board has to fix a price to be offered for the land, and this offer is then transmitted by
the Native Minister (Chairman of the Board) under section 355 to the Maori Land Board of the
district. The Maori Land Board then calls a meeting of the owners under section 341 by direc-
tion of the Native Minister. If a majority of the owners (who hold a majority of the land) accept
the offer, the necessary steps to convey the land to the Crown can then be taken.

Wμ. C. Kensington.

No. 80.
Under-Secretary for Lands. Crown Law Office, sth April, 1910.

He Acquisition of Mokau-Mohakatino Block.
In 1902 the Supreme Court decided, in Niniwa Heremaia v. the Minister of Lands {22 N.Z. L.K.
54), that Native land did not come within the scope of the Land for Settlements Act, and could
not be acquired under that Act either voluntarily or compulsorily. The rule as so established has
not since been affected by any legislation. The acquisition of Native land by the Crown must
take place under the Native Land Act, 1909, Part XIX. The purchase is effected by the Native
Land Purchase Board, the purchase-money comes out of the Native Land Settlement Account, and
the land when purchased becomes Crown land subject to the land Act, 1908.

John W. Salmond, Solicitor-General.

No. 81.
Head Office, I.amis and Survey, 7th April, 1910.

Tlu: Jiight Hon. the Prime Minister.
Acquisition of Mokau-Mohakatino Mode.

With reference to Cabinet minute of the 28th March, that this land should be taken compulsorily,
provided all parties agree as to the proportions of purchase-money to be paid to each, 1 have the
honour to report that the question as to how the land could be taken in compliance with instruc-
tions was submitted to the Solicitor-General for his advice.

The Solicitor-General now states that the acquisition must take place under Part XIX of the
Native Land Act, 1909—that is to say, the Native Land Purchase Board has to effect the purchase
from the Native owners by mutual agreement under one of the methods set forth in that Part of
the Act, probably direct from the assembled owners.

The matter is therefore submitted for your information and decision as to what further-
action is to be taken.

For Cabinet.—J. G. W.—ll/4/10.
■In Cabinet, 12th May, 1910. .

The whole matter to be referred to a Royal Commission of two Judges, to ascertain (a) What legal
ridits if any (b) what his equitable rights are; (c) the rights legal and equitable of any other
claimants. J- F- Andrews

Secretary to Cabinet.

No. 82.
Lands Department, 13th May, 1910.

Memorandum for the Hon. Attorney-General.
Acquisition of Mokau-Mohakatino Block.

As you will see by a perusal of the accompanying file of papers (Lands file, 1910/747), the ques-
tion of the acquisition of the interests of the lessees and mortgagees of the above land has been
considered by Cabinet, and I have now the honour to request you to kindly take the necessary
steps to have a Commission of two Judges of the Supreme Court appointed to report upon the
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claims and interests involved. You are already well acquainted with the whole position, and the
iittached papers set out the particulars fairly fully, but, if desired, further plans and reports can
be obtained and supplied. J. G. Ward,

Prime Minister.

For Cabinet.—There is no power to set up this Commission. —J. 6. F., 16th August, 1910.

In Cabinet, 22nd August, 1910.
Government decline to consider purchasing until all complications are removed.

J. I,'. Andrews,
Secret ary to i labine).

No. 83.
Clown Law Office, Wellington, tth June, li> 10.

'Ihe Right Hon. the Prime Minister.
Jvc Mr. Jones's Mokau Property,

In accordance with your instructions I have conferred with Mr. Treadwell, who is acting for Mr.
Jones in this matter. I find that the claim which it is proposed to refer to a Royal Commission
is not against the Crown, but against various individuals who have been concerned in transac
tions with the property claimed by Mr. Jones. This being si,, it is impossible to proceed lawfully
by way of a Royal Commission. If Mr. Jones has any legal claim against these persons, his proper
course is to proceed against them by law. If lie has m> such claim he cannot apply to the Govern-
ment for any inquiry or relief. Mr. Treadwell acquiesces in this view of the matter.

John \Y. Salmond, Solicitor-General.

No 84.
Wellington. sth July, li> 10.

Dear Sir Joseph,— Re tht Mokav Land Case.
Mr. Joshua Jones, who is now in Wellington, informs me that the latest phase of this

case is that you were good enough to inform his solicitor, Mr. Treadwell, a short time ago that
you would, about the 23rd June last, submit a scheme to Cabinet in the form of purchasing the
freehold of this land from the Natives, and, under the Native Land Act, dealing with all parties
claiming interests through Mr. Jones in the property, and awarding certain concessions to Mr.
Jones, subject to the approval of Cabinet, vesting the minerals in him, with defined areas of free-
hold land for his own occupation, that would enable him to communicate with London in reply
to certain offers received by him through cable, of which 1 understand you are aware, to work
the minerals and build a harbour at the river-entrance, in accordance with the Government survey
plans. Mr. Jones now states that neither lie or his solicitor has heard anything further about the
matter, and lie is, as you know, in great anxiety respecting it. The people of Taranaki are also
very desirous of seeing this block of land settled. The Taranaki members of the House, with
myself, have been urged by our constituents to endeavour to get a settlement of the case. It is
proposed we should take some action in the House, but before I move in the matter 1 would feel
obliged by your informing me at your earliest convenience whether the Cabinet has arrived at
any decision as to whal is proposed to be given effect to in order that this long-standing grievance
might be terminated. ' remain, Sα.,

The Right Hon. the Prime Minister. H Okey.

Mr. Kensington,—
In view of the answer to Mr. Okey's question in the House of Representatives yesterday,

what should be the reply to thi's letter, please., J. <!. Ward.
28/7/10.

Right Hon. Minister of Lands.—Suggested reply herewith.—Wμ. C. Kensington. —29/7/10.

No. 85.
Department of Lands. Wellington. 29th July, 1910.

The Right Hon. the Minister of Lands.
With reference to the attached letter from Mr. Okey, M.P., and your minute thereon of the 28th
instant, 1 have the honour to state that I think the answer should be :—

" That the Government is advised that, in view of the extraordinary complications in this
case, it is most inadvisable to enter into any negotiations for the purchase of the land in question.
The more I investigate the matter the more complicated it appears."

Wμ. C. Kensington, Under-Secretary.

Cabinet.—J. G. Ward.—2o/8/10.
In Cabinet, 29th August, 1910.

Reply accordingly.—J. F. Andrews, Secretary to Cabinet.



225 L—3a

No. 86.
Sm, Minister of Lands Office, Wellington, 6th September, L9lO.

With reference to your letter of the sth July last, inquiring whether the Government
intends making arrangements to acquire the freehold of the land leased by'Mr. Jones in the .Mokan
District from the Native owners, 1 have now the honour to inform you thai the Government is
advised that, in view of the extraordinary complications in this case, it is most inadvisable to
enter into ;m\ negotiations for the purchase of the land in question. The more I investigate the
matter the more complicated it appears. • 1 have, &c,

J. G. Wabo,
11. J. II Okey, Ks<|., M.1 , .. Parliament Buildings. Minister of Lands

No. 87.
'The I'ndi i-Sn-tviaiv of Lands, Wellington. Wellington, 24th August, 1911.

Mokau-Mohakatino Part No. I Murk.
! have the honour to forward herewith brief notes on the above block for your information, as
verbally requested this morning.

Total area, 55,652 acres. Crown Lands Rangers Twiss and folme estimated price thai the
block would realize after being subdivided and offered for lease, dsc., and making provision for
the usual roading, &.0., at £45,144. (Note: This sum excludes valuation over those parts of block
cut off by .Native Land Court to satisfy Crown survey liens, but which it has since been decided
to hand over to the syndicate on the understanding that they paj the survey costs in cash.)

M\ estimate as above is thai the block would realize a total of c>2.254, or approximately
18s. 9d. per acre over the block as a whole. (Note :My estimate covers the land alluded to above
as having been cut off to satisfy survey liens.) This rate—18s. 9d. per acre—less cost of survej
3s. per acre, and roading ss. per acre, would leave 10s. 9d. per acre, or a total sum of £29,912,
which the Crown could with any degree of safety give for the block.

There would not be more than one-fifth of the block, or, saw 10,000 acres (an outside esl imate),
tit for close settlement in subdivisions from 100 to r>oo acres, and these would be scattered over
the western half of the block, and then not in any one particular locality. The best and mosi
accessible portions of the block are held under subleases, which are registered under the Land
Transfer Act, and have an unexpired term of about thirty-two years to run. These subleases
cover 6,789 acres, and embrace the whole sea-front and the principal flats—rich country—along
the Mokau River frontage, and also a large slice of the best country in the Mohakatino Valley.
Fully two-thirds, comprising the whole of No. Ig, No. Ih, and No. Ij, and a large slice of the
western part of No. If, is very rough and of poor quality, and only tit for sheep-farming.

The timber on the block is very limited, and only sufficient for ordinary farm purposes, fences,
and rough sheds. There are outcrops of coal on the land, but it has not been found so far advis-
able to attempt the Working of same, as for various reasons dips of seams, inaccessibility, «ye
it would not pay to work. Limestone abounds over the western middle portion of the block, while
the eastern half is a mixture of sandstone a.nd papa.

'I he block taken as a whole can only be classed as second class; but the fad thai as long aa
the title rested iji the Natives all settlement was blocked in north west Taranaki has created an
added value to the Mokau-Mohakatino lands. I am strongly of opinion, knowing as I do the
full details now being undertaken by Surveyors Sladden and Palmer for the subdivision and
roading of the block, that an excellent scheme of settlement will eventuate, and the land put to
its fullest use. In fact, the State could not do better, unless it is prepared to spend freely over
and above the sums above mentioned.

I am not prepared to say more with regard to the minerals than 1 have already noted, except-
ing to state that this is but a corner of the large coalfield that extends over the northern part of
Taranaki, and that the main portion of the field will eventually be tapped in many parts by the
Stratford-Ongarue or Stratford - Mangaroa-Te Kuiti Railway at easily worked points, with
short sidings leading from the railway to pit-head. Contrast this with the inaccessibility and
difficulties of working the seams on block under review, the dangerous bar at Mokau Heads, and
the difficulties, especially in summer, of the river navigation. This, I maintain, will most seriously
discount the ultimate value of the coal-seams on the Mokau-Mohakatino No. 1 Block.

W. H. Sktnneh,
Chief Draughtsman for Taranaki.

No. 88.
(Confidential.) District Land Office, tnvercargill, 25th August, 1911.

IRi Mokau-Mohakatino Block.
In reply to your telegram re above, 1 have to state that I triangulated all over the block.

The Mokau River from Totoro to where the river joins the sea forms one boundary. Mohakatino
from the sea to its source is the boundary on south side, and on the east a long straight line that
runs over narrow ridges. On the lower Mokau Jiiver there are some small flats, not large in extent.
From Tarawhati to Totoro the land is better, and some moderate-sized sections might be laid off.
The Totoro Valley runs back flat for a few miles, and is narrow. One or two homestead-sites
mifht be found in it. The homestead block on the sea-coast, of several hundred acres, makes one
farm, and up the Mohakatino a few sections, purely pastoral, could be laid off. The middle
portion of the block from Panirau to the north up to Tarawhati, and westward to a little above the
Totoro Stream, is exceedingly broken, ridgy, forest country, covered with a considerable amount
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i>l, black-birch forest, only fit for pastoral holdings in large-sized blocks. The difficulty in gelling
homestead-sites would be very great, and much against comfortable settlement of the land. The
roading of the block would be most expensive, and the lay of the country is such that the greatest
difficult}- would be found to connect to any present made road, and also to connect one road with
another. Taking the block as a whole, for pastoral settlement purposes the cost of providing
access would be so great that if the State was to get its money back the block would have to be
acquired at less than 10s. per acre—that is, if the land was to be used for general settlement
purposes. Even a large portion of the block is not fit for settlement, being too broken and ridgy,
and should only be made a reserve for climatic purposes. There are some patches of fair timber
that would be very costly to recover and make available for market, owing to the difficulty of
getting the trees to the sawmill. There are deposits of coal on the lower levels, but the dip is the
wrong way. This means that pumping would be necessary to work the coal. On the higher levels
the seams are rather narrow. There are outcrops of limestone, not now very valuable, as other
outcrops in more favourable positions would provide limestone so much cheaper. Taking the pro-
perty as a whole, it is not one that I would have recommended to be acquired for settlement
purposes at more than 10s. per acre, though for State purposes it might have been worth acquiring
to preserve the scenic beauties of the river, the preservation of natural flora and fauna, for the
mineral deposits of coal. I regret very much that, not having plans and my old notes at hand,
lam unable to give as much detail as I would like. The report of a road-exploration that I made
gives a good indication of what the roading would be like to tap the block from the present system
of roads-in the Ohura District. To road the block for holdings of less than 1,000 acres would be
exceedingly heavy. In fact, many of the sections would require to be much larger.

I have, &c,
H. .M. Skeet,

The Under-Secretary for Lands, Wellington. Commissioner of Crown Lands.

No. 91.
District hands Office, Invercargill, August, 1911.

Sir,— Mokau-Mohakatino Mod-.
With respect to my telegram of even date, 1 was under the impression that the northern

part of the block had been given back to the Natives. By your reply I conclude that the area
the Government was to receive was for survey charges, Ac. Perhaps you would like some idea of
how much very broken country there is in the block. As I have only a very small scale map I
can only give an approximate idea. One-half of the block is very broken, ridgy, forest-covered
country" with a considerable amount of black-birch in the bush, arid this class of land in that
part of Taranaki is not very good for settlement. Another portion is only moderate country,
and the balance, made up of isolated pieces, can be termed first class. It is most difficult to find
any fair-sized piece of land of over 100 acres, except in narrow strips up some of the streams,
thai could be made fit to plough for cultivation. The road system will lie costly. Only few road
routes in any way of a practical kind are available. The cost even for bridle-roads will run into
many thousands. Water carriage may l>e used up to Panirau, !>u( then roads to the river and
down tin river will be required, and they will lie costly.

Looking a< the lilock as a whole, I do not think it was one that the Male would have easilj
settled. If the newspaper report of the price given is correct, I think when the block has been
settled, and the necessary access provided, and certain reservations made, the people who take up
the land will find they have made a very expensive bargain. In this case, if road access to each
subdivision by means of a regulation graded road is made compulsory, the syndicate will find
there will not be much profit, if any. It is a block of land that there will be no necessity for the
State to take roads through, so the whole cost must fall upon the syndicate or settler.

* T have, &c,
H. M. Skert,

The Under-Secretary for Lands, Wellington. Commissioner of Crown Lands.

No. 92.
Department of Lands, Wellington, 6th September, 1911.

The Under-Secretary of Crown Lands, Wellington.
Mokau-Mohakatino Block No. 1

The following is the position of the survey liens on the above block :—

Block. Cost of Survey. Interest. Total Lien.

If
£

587
75

314
125

s. d.
8 11
6 2
4 9
1 5

£ s. d.
195|16 3
25 2 0

104 14 11
41 13 10

£ s. d.
783 5 2
ICO 8 2
418 19 8
166 15 3

l<;
In
l.i

Totals .. 1,102 1 3 j 367 7 0 1,469 8 3
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Interest is fgr five years at 5 per cent, per annum in terms of section 66 of the Native Land

Court Act, 1894, under which Act the survey and charging orders Were made.
Messrs. Findlay, Dalziell, and Co. deposited the full amount—viz., £1,469 Bs. 3d.—on the

16th August last, and this has been paid into the Receiver-General's Deposit Account pending
final decision in the matter. A. C. Turhbull,

For Chief Accountant.

No. 93.
Department of Lands, Wellington, 21st September, 1911.

Sir,— Re Railway Routes, Taranaki District.
In accordance with the promise made by me to the Native Affairs Committee yesterday

morning, I forward herewith a lithograph [Exhibit No. 93a] showing the position of the North
Island Main Trunk Railway line, and the various alternative railway routes which have been
explored or surveyed in the Taranaki District, and which tap the Main trunk line. These include
the route up the Ohura Valley and the Waitewhenua Valley.

I have, &c,
Wμ. C. Kensington, Under-Secretary.

The Chairman, Native Affairs Committee, Wellington.

No. 94.
Native Department. Wellington, 7th April, 1911.

Memorandum for the Hon. the Native Minister.
Mokau-Mohakativo If, Ig, In, lj.

I have received from the President of the Waikato-Maniapoto District Maori Land Board an
agreement which it is proposed should be executed in connection with the transfer of the above
blocks.

At the interview Mr. Dalziell had with you in connection with these sales it was understood
the Public Trustee was to be the holder of the fee-simple in trust for Mr. Herrman Lewis, or his
assignees, and I presumed the parties had made their arrangements accordingly. In the present
case, howere, the position is varied, and I note the agreement (page 4, clause 5) states the fee-
simple is to be transferred to W. H. Bowler, the President of the Board, the Public Trustee being
erased. I am not very clear as to how this is going to work. The Board is. under the arrange-
ments, the intermediary between the vendors and the purchasers, and it also has to see to the
further carrying out of the arrangements implied—namely, settlement of this block under the
limitation of area, as set out in the Native Land Act, 1909. Therefore, it might mean that
difficulties would arise if the President of the Board held the fee-simple. Of course, the trust
sets out that he holds it on trust under the Board's action, who are enabled to execute and do
necessary work, but I think the position is one that should be carefully looked into before final
arrangements are made. Probably it would be advisable for the Solicitor-General to comment
thereon. Thos. W. Fisher, Under-Secretary.

The Solicitor-General.
The Hon. the Native Minister asks you will express opinion on the agreement attached and position
•-•enerallv. Thor. W. Fisher. U.S.

8/4/11.
The Solicitor-General for opinion.—J.C.
The Under-Secretary for Native Affairs.

I see no objection to the appointment of Mr. Bowler as trustee.
John W. Salmons, Solicitor-General.

20/4/11.

No. 95.
Same as Exhibit No. 28.

No. 96.
Native Department, Wellington, 27th April. 1911.

Memorandum for the Hon. the Native Minister
Referring to my memo, of the 7th instant, which you minuted to be referred to the Solicitor-
General for opinion : He has now had the papers before him, and Mr. Dalziell, solicitor for the
company, has also interviewed him.

The file has now been returned with minute : " I see no objection to the appointment of Mr.
Bowler as trustee."
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I have intimated the position to Mr. Bowler, but have pointed out thai the work that will have
to be entered upon is certainly worth some remuneration, which one mi<rht I from ,£7"> to
£100 pei- annum, as fees, all direct outgoing expenditures, travelling-expenses, &c, being, of
course, charged to the block. I presume the company will, through its secretary or solicitor,
arrange for all expenses of surveying, reading, Sec., and satisfy the Board as to providing neces-
sary funds 'in completion of the work. The main thing, I presume, Mr. Bowler will have to
secure himself upon will ]»• indemnity in case litigation is sought by any parties who may claim
to be injured. Tims. \Y. Fisher, Under-Secretary.

Board already advised as in position. 'I'.W.l''. 28/4/11.
Board take action accordingly. .I.e. 28/4 !i.

No. '.17.
Department of I,amis. Wellington, '22ml September, I'M I.

Sir. Re Survey Liens, Mokau-Mohakatino Block.
With reference to my promise to the Native Affairs Committee to furnish a statement of the

survey liens over the Mokau-Mohakatino Block, the Chief Surveyor, New Plymouth, now reports as
follows :

(1.) The date of the original survey was November, 1879.
(2.) The date of the subdivisional survey was 181)1.
(3.) Lien was allowed by Native Land Court on the 21st March. 1898.
(I.) The subdivisions] survey of the land leased to Mr. Joshua Jones was made at the requesi

of L. O'Brien. Native Land Court .Indue (in accordance with the Mokau-Mohakatino
Act, 1888). the order for such survey appearing on plan of Mokau-Mohakatino Block
No. 1. produced at the Native Lund Court on partition of this Mock, sitting ai Mokau
in 1889.

(5.) The plan of Subdivisions A. B, C, and F of the above block was approved by Judge L.
O'Brien on the 15th January, 1895.

The charging orders were obtained at a sitting of the Native Land Court at Otorohanga on the
21st .March. 1898, and interest was allowed in the case of Nos. Ie and i f. to date from the I lth January,
18(.)-Y and to extend for a period of not move than five years. The amount of the lien, and interest, is

shown in the schedule which I handed to the Committee. 1 have, &c,
Wμ. C. Kensington, [Jnder-Secretary,

The Chairman, Native Affairs Committee, Parliament Buildings.

No. 98.
Bra, Department of Lands. Wellington, New Zealand, 'in'th September, 1911.

I have informed the Hon. Sir .lames Carroll that, with regard to the question asked me as to
whether any advance had been made to Maoris in connection with the Mokau-Mohakatino Block, and
my reply that I had made no advance thereon. T find that Mr. E. A. Paterson, Native Land Purchase
Officer, out of his own imprest, made an advance to Anaru Eketone early in January, 1910, and obtained
theapproval of the Hon. Sir James Carroll to the payment. It was arranged that, if the purchase of the
Mokau-Mohakatino Block was not completed, a refund of the amount advanced to Anaru Eketone
would be made out of the latter*s interest in the Moerangi Block.

Yours faithfully,
Wμ. C. Kensington, Undei-Secretary.

W. T. Jennings, Esq.. M.l.. Chairman, Native Affairs Committee, Parliament Buildings.
Sir .lames Carroll has promised to explain to the Committee.

No. 99.
Sir.- Wellington, 18th August. 1911.

Whereas Parliamentary Paper No. G. I. "Mokau-Mohakatino Block (Statement in respect
of the)," has been referred to the Native Affairs Committee, and it has been made to appear to the Native
Affairs Committee that you are likely to give material evidence therein :This is to require yon bo appeal- on Tuesday, the 22nd day of August next, at 11 o'clock in the
forenoon, in Committee-room F, Old Parliament House. Wellington, before the said Committee, to
testify what you shall know concerning the matter of the said Paper C 1.

I have. &c.
Wμ. T. Jennings,

Mr. Joshua Jones, Wellington. Chairman of the Native Affairs Committee.
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No. 100.
Wellington, 21st August, 191-1.

To Mr. W. T. Jennings, .M.1, .. Chairman, Native Affaire Committee. Wellington.
(Memorandum.)

1 have received a notice from you requiring my attendance at Committee-room F on Tuesday, the 22nd,
to testify what I shall know concerning the matter of the Mokau-Mohakatino Block dealt with in Paper
G.-l.

I had not intended paying attention to your summons without further direction from the House,
but I have been advssd that my refusal to attend might probably prejudice parties concerned in the
proceedings. I therefore, out of respect to Parliament, present myself—but under protest—to answer
any questions that may be put to me. I presume that I shall not be permitted to testify " what I shall
know " : such would require more time and space than the Committee might be inclined to devote
to the subject-matter, and may be reserved for another occasion.

As I claim to be interested in the property, as well as in the proceedings, I consider it necessary
to warn you of the objections I hold, and also as to the measures already adopted by the Government
to the prejudice of full and fair inquiry into this matter.

Item 1 : I consider your presence as Chairman of the Committee—or in any capacity—to be most
improper, as well as a menace to fair inquiry, for the reason that you have already wantonly prejudiced
the case by making many statements pertinent to the issue in the House, as well as broadcast over the
country, that you knew, or should have known, were absolutely untrue, and that in your " evidence "before the Committee of 1910—evidence, remember, not asked for, but tendered at your persevering
solicitation—you had not one word to say as to the facts of the case itself, but that you considered the
proceedings—i.e., my petitioning Parliament-—were " very irregular," and that a " great mistake "
had been made: that is to say, you set your own opinion up as against Committee reports from both
Houses, to damage me without reason or cause excepting the heinous crime of my petitioning Parlia-
ment. Whether this attitude was in allegiance to the promise you had previously informed me the
Premier had given you that you should receive the portfolio of Minister for Lands I cannot say : certain
it is that you had no grounds, as far as my conduct has been concerned, to make an attack upon my
claim ; and it may be noted that you are the only member of the House that has done so, although
many honourable gentlemen know the merits of decades past much better than yourself. You surely
have not forgotten that you took me to the Prime Minister in 1908, after the decision of the Supreme
Court, which was contrary to that of the English Chancery Court, had been given, and right of trial
and leave to appeal to the Privy Council both refused me, and the Right Hon. Minister advised me to
petition Parliament with the view of obtaining a recommendation upon which Governmentmight request
Parliament to grant relief. However, laying these items aside, the fact of your being or having been
the local agent, as you state, of the people who the members of the 1910 Committee allege in the House
had defrauded me should of itself disqualify you from having anything to do with inquiry into the case.
I do not believe that a tithe of honourable members in the House would permit you to be connected
with the matter if they knew the present circumstances as I know them. Indeed, the incident is fresh
in my memory of a member being expelled from a colonial Parliament for simply stating what was true
concerning parties who were present to defend themselves, much less stating what was not true with
respect to a person who was not present and had not the opportunity to defend himself, as you have
done. You have seen fit to say in Parliament that you had done all you could to assist me, but I think
you have done a little more to assist Dr. Findlay by refusing to move for the open inquiry that was
recommended by the Committee in 1908, and which would have opened up the whole transaction that
Findlay took such pains to conceal and has so eminently succeeded hitherto in doing.

Item 2 : I do not consider it proper or just that Sir James Carroll should be seated on the Com-
mittee in this case. It is proven that his colleague, Dr. Findlay, has an interest in this business notwith-
standing his denials, and theaction of Sir James Carroll himself in advising His Excellency the Governor
to sign an Order in Council to carry out a transaction not authorized or contemplated by the statute
in such case will necessarily come under review by Parliament and the constituencies, to whom it may
not appear prudent that he should judge his own case. His admission that the proceeding was sanctioned
by the Cabinet on the sth December last, when the Prime Minister and Dr. Findlay were present, increases
rather than mitigates the illegality of the transaction, although it sheds responsibility hitherto concealed
over other members of the Cabinet.

I also question the propriety of Mr. Macdonald, the Government Whip, sitting on this Committee.
He has already adjudicated on the matter ; he was on the A to L Committee of 1910, when he was
permitted—improperly, I allege—to contradict a most important statement of fact put forward by
me in evidence —with a statement that was incorrect—and there is this important fact, that Mr. Mac-
donald with other Committeemen of 1910 voted with the Government (that flouted their recommenda-
tion) to send this case to the Native Affairs Committee, instead of to independent tribunals as proposed
by Mr. Massey and suggested by Mr. Fisher and Mr. McLaren. Bearing in mind that my own interests
may be involved in this Native Affairs inquiry—although in my opinion it is in no sense a Native question
—and that Mr. Macdonald is on the Committee, I would remind the members that the evidence given
before the A to L Committee was not taken upon oath—which was great disadvantage to me, inasmuch
as the statements of the principal witnesses were, in the main, untrue—and, worse still, much that was
stated was only " half the truth." The document known as the Stout-Palmer report of March, 1909,
made use of continually by the Government and that Committee to my detriment, was, as I warned
the Committee, an illegal and improperly obtained report. There was no legal power to justify any
inquiry being made by the Stout-Palmer Commission into the Mokau lands, neither was such intended
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by Parliament. The report contains several material statements that are not true, and in other instances
the truth is concealed. The so-called inquiry was held and report concocted unknown to me ; there
are no names or evidence of the witnesses given ; the report is not written in good faith, but with evident
malice. I allege that this illegal Commission was set up at the instigation of Dr. Findlay. I was threa-
tened with it beforehand consequent upon my refusal to agree to certain terms put forward by him on
behalf of one Herrman Lewis, the client of his business firm of Findlay and Dalziell, while he as a Minister
refused the inquiry recommended by the Legislative Council Committee. The story respecting the leases
being illegal, voidable, or improperly obtained, that has gained such notoriety, is untrue, and was only
concocted by the Stout-Palmer Commission. No Court of law has decided that the leases were void,
voidable, or improperly obtained. It is only the slander of an unauthorized Commission that has raised
the story. I have never been able to obtain an open inquiry into the case ; the inquiry recommended
by the 1908 Committee, I repeat again, was blocked by Dr. Findlay. Sir Joseph Ward informed me
and the solicitor thatwas with me some twenty months laterthat he was not in accord withDr. Findlay's
refusal of the inquiry. The inquiry now before the Native Affairs Committee, let it be remembered,
is not on my behalf nor at my request: lam only a witness. But I submit this memorandum in view
of the day when an open and independent inquiry may be obtained, when those inquiring shall not be
interested parties, and Government influences shall be barred. Joshua Jones.

No. 101.
19 Majoribanks Street, Wellington, 26th August, MM I.

To the Chairman, Native Affairs Committee, House of Representatives. Wellington.
Mokau Land Case.

The Committee are aware that at present I am onlya witness in the premises, merely to answer questions,
and although largely interested in the inquiry I have not the right to submit evidence of my own position
or claims. What recommendations have been made by the two Committees of 1908 and 1910 have been
entirely ignored by the Government. I therefore beg leave to request that I have leave to appear as a
principal in the inquiry, and place my own facts, through counsel, for consideration of the Committee.
My attendance by this course will, I believe, be of assistance to the Committee as well as secure a measure
of justice to myself. I submit there can be no legitimate reason why this request should not be granted,
and would mention that at the A to L Committee of 1910—where neither the claim or assumed righi
to be heard existed, as in this instance—the Natives and the alleged purchaser of the leases were per-
mitted without leave or consultation of me, whose petition only was being considered, to both appear
and with counsel apply that the Committee would recommend the Government to issue an Order in
Council enabling the alleged purchaser of the leases to obtain the freehold of the estate without
competition or the expenditure of a farthing, or the performance of any public service entitling him to
such consideration from the State, which request was granted and acquiesced in without hesitation
by the Committee. .I should be glad (f an early reply in ordei to prepare for the inquiry. Joshua Jones.

No. 102.
Sir,— Wellington, 28th August, 1911.

I have the honour to request that you will kindly return to me at the earliest possible moment
the copy of the evidence forwarded to you for signature on Friday last, the 25th instant.

I have. <fee,
H. W. Harris,

Clerk of the Native Affairs Committee.
Joshua Jones, Esq., 49.Majoribanks Street, Wellington.

No. 103.
29th August. 1911.

Gentlemen,— Mokau Land Case.
Upon being requested this morning by the Clerk, Mr. Harris, to sign the evidence given by me

a few days ago, I intimated to him that I would prefer to delay signing the same until the matter had
been again referred to the Committee, for the reason that an important omission has been made therein
that I considered should be supplied and inserted. I informed the Committee on the hearing that the
Chairman, Mr. Jennings, was the agent of the people who had defrauded me, and that he had no right
to be in the chair ; that the Committee should put a stop to it—i.e., his being in the chair and improperly
interfering with the evidence. The newspaper reports state that the Chairman absolutely denied the
allegation, and asked the Press—in justice to himself—not to give it publicity. I ask that this circum-
stance be placed on the record. Yours, &c,

Joshua Jones.
To the Committee on Native Affairs, House of Representatives, Wellington.
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No. 104.

Wellington. 9th September, 1911.
Gentlemen,— Molrcvu Land Inquiry.

On the 26th August I addressed a note to the Chairman asking permission of the Committee
to appear a> a principal in the proceedings and submit my facts through counsel for your considera-
tion, and naming a precedent in this case for my application. I requested an early reply in order that
I might be prepared by instructing counsel and producing papers, &c. I mentioned the matter
informally to Sir James Carroll, who stated that probably I would be permitted to make a statement
before the Committee, but that I would receive a reply "to my note. The Chairman, however, has
not seen fit to send me word or line. As this is the most important case of the kind that has ever
occupied the attention of a colonial Legislature, I ask your early and earnest consideration.

Yours, &c,
The Native Affairs Committee, House of Representatives. Joshua Jones.

No. 105.
Wellington, 12th September, 1911.

Sir,— Re Parliamentary Paper No. 6.-1, Mokau-Mohakatino Block.
With reference to your letters dated the 26th August and 9th September, I have the honour

to inform you that the Committee have decided that they cannot give you permission to appear as a
principal or by counsel in connection with the above-named paper.

T have. A.T..
Wμ. T. Jennings,"

Chairman of the Native Affairs Committee.
Joshua Jones. Esq., 49 Majoribanks Street, Wellington.

No. 106.
Wellington, 19th September, 1911.

May it please the Honourable the Speaker,—
I ask permission to submit to your notice a matter of injustice that I have no means of rectify-

ing except by an appeal to yoursslf.
The Mokau case is now under investigation by the Native Affairs Committee, in so far as certain

questions betwixt the Government and Mr. Massey, M.P., are concerned. I have, however, made the
request of the Committee to be permitted to appear as a principal and tender evidence through counsel,
upon the grounds that the Government has ignored the recommendations of two parliamentary Com-
mittees—one of 1908, the other in 1910—that the Government should set up inquiry in the premises ;
and, secondly, that in any dealings with the Mokau property my claims to equitable consideration
should be clearly defined. This request has been refused ; but there may be a possibility of my being-
allowed to make some statement in reference to the case, although I have as yet received no intimation
to thateffect.

In the event of my attendance before the Committee being permitted, I would inform Mr. Speaker
that the Chairman, Mr. Jennings, has already endeavoured to materially prejudice the case in the
House during the last and present sessions by making statements that I question, but have not had
the opportunity of replying to, and that during the present sittings of the Committee he has put forward
statements and questions that require explanations, and replies from me. He has been, and I believe
still remains, the agent of the people in London and in this country who, I allege, and who the Com-
mittee of 1910 found, had defrauded me. I have mentioned some of the circumstances to the Com-
mittee by letter, and verbally, at one of the sittings, but Mr. Jennings remains in the chair.

Under such circumstances I have no alternative but to lay the matter before Mr. Speaker, with
the request that he may see fit to intervene with the view of my getting a fair and impartial hearing.
In support of this request I would ask attention to the evidence given by Mr. Jennings in this case before
the A to L Committee, 1910, page 20 of the report on the Mokau lands petition, and to his statements
in the House—Hansard, 1910, pages 648, 650, 1255, and Hansard, 1911, pages 184-86. I submit that
his evidence before the Committee, likewise his statements in the House, are such that I should have
the opportunity of answering in order to have a fair decision arrived at.

The Honourable the Speaker's most respectful servant,
Joshua Jones.

The Honourable Sir Arthur Guinness, K.C.M.G.. M.P..
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

No. 107.
Sir, Auckland, 29th April, 1879.

I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of the 26th instant on the subject
of the arrangement made by you with the Natives for the lease of a block of land at Mokau, and to
inform you in reply that, in accordance with the promise already made to you, the Government will
not interfere with yourself and partner in the acquiring of a lease of the block of land on the south side
Mokau River now under negotiation by you. This approval only extends to a leasehold transaction,
and must not be deemed to cover a larger area than that already mentioned in previous correspondences.

This concession is made in recognition of the many important services rendered by you and your
partner in aiding in the opening-up of the Mokau River for settlement and inducing the
allow and encourage European settlers amongst them.

(PAH assistance which the Government can lawfully render will be given to you in respect of survey
and investigation of title. T have, &c,

Joshua Jones, Esq., Victoria Hotel. Auckland. John Sheehan.
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No. 108.
New Plymouth. 19th May, 1885.

To the Chairman, Public Petitions Committee, Wellington, 1885.
Re Mr, Joshua Jones and Molcau.

I beg leave to state that in January, 1876, when I was Superintendent of the Province of Taranaki,
Mr. Joshua Jones called upon me with the desire that I would aid him in opening the Mokau country
for the purpose of developing its mineral and pastoral resources. I thereupon entered into a conver-
sation with him on that subject, and pointed out, as clearly as I could, the difficulties which at that
time barred my interfering in the Mokau question. Having done so, I remarked to him that I con-
sidered the opening of the Mokau district, in a quiet and peaceful way, would be one of the greatest
boons which could be conferred on this part of New Zealand ; that I should lie delighted to hear of its
being done, as, I have no doubt, would the General Government also. Mr. Jones told me then that he
thought he saw his way to attain this much-desired object, when I further remarked. " If you do, you
will be deserving of the consideration and thanks of all who really desire the well-being of the Natives
and the prosperity of this part of the colony." Fred. A. Carrington,

Late Superintendent of Taranaki.

No. 109.
Wellington 7th. November, 1908.

Dear Sir,— Mokau Lands Petitions.
You informed me yesterday that you had received a visit on the sth from Mr. Dalziell, of the

firm ofFindlav and Dalziell, who informed you that in consequence of the Hon. J. Rigg, M.L.C., having
written a letter during the present week to the Premier wherein he recited the report and resolution oi
the Legislative Council of 9th October last, dealing with my petition, and intimating that as the lettoi
of the honourable gentleman did not disclose the " benefits " supposed to accrue to me under a draft
agreement mentioned, the Government had concluded to disregard the recommendation of the Legis-
lative Council in so far as affording me any relief was concerned, but would send the matter on to be
dealt with by Sir Robert Stout's Native Lands Commission. You also stated, I believe on Dalziell's
ipse dixit, that the Hon. Mr. Rigg in writing to the Premier was only " making use " of me in the endea-
vour to injure the Attorney-General, with whom he was not on friendly terms. You further directed
me that I had now—as the Government would render no relief, consequent upon the said letter—bettei
proceed to negotiate with Herrman Lewis (one of those interested in this extortion) as you could do
nothing more in the premises. In reply, I say (1) I understood that the Committee intended thai
the inquiry by Royal Commission should be level-handed and not cumbered with any conditions for or
against any side ; but I was informed by Mr. Treadwell—who could not possibly have concocted the
story—that the Government did not intend to adopt the report of the Committee, neither to appoint
a Royal Commission or protect the property from being further dealt with ; but that if I choose to agree
to certain terms—dictated I understand by the Attorney-General, or the firm of Findlav and Dalziell,
acting for Hen-man Lewis, and in connection with Travers-Campliell for Flowers' executors—involving
the payment of £25,000, and possible loss of the proceeds of sale of 50,000 acres of surface land to the
benefit of Herrman Lewis, the Government would facilitate matters, and I should receive the " promise "
of two small pieces of freehold (marked on plan) about a tenth part of the entire property, and " pro-
mise "of freehold of the minerals on the whole block —quantity unknown. This arrangement came to
nothing, and was terminated on 31st October last, when Dalziell informed you that Lewis wanted
£11,000, and would not take the £5,000 stipulated. Mr. Rigg did not write to the Premier until last
Tuesday, therefore he could not discolse the proposed " benefits " in his letter of a business that had
not consummated. Assuming, however, that the terms were in existence when Mr. Rigg wrote, how,
1 ask, does the inadvertence to state the "benefits" justify the Attorney-General in now assuming a

hostile, attitude, with threats to my injury ? (2.) The Premier in the lower House and the Attorney-
General in the Council (Hansard) replied to members, " Let Mr. Jones conic by petition and have his
case investigated by the people's representatives : Jones came by petition as directed, and now lie is
told by the very man who should hold the scales fairly, that effect will not in any case he given to the
report of the Committee, and -extraordinary alternatives in the interests of clients of Findlav and
Dalziell's were put before him by that firm. (3.) In sending the case to Sir Roberi Stout, I have no
doubt but what Dr. Findlay is fully aware thathe was President of the Appeal Court in July last, and
of all that transpired in the case of Herrman Lewis v. Jones. Yet the s '.me Judge is selected in the
form of a Commissioner to again adjudicate. (4.) The intimation that Mr. Rigg was " making use "
of me to damage Dr. Findlay by writing to the Premier is absolutely untrue. In justice to that gentle-
man I should state that in consequence of the demand made on you by Dalziell on 31st October—raisin»
the claim from £19,000 to £25,000—I applied to Mr. Rigg, the presenter of my petition, to assist me in
resenting such extortion. He willingly looked into the matter and said he would write to the Attorney-
General ; but I took the liberty of suggesting that he write to the Premier as holding the more respon-
sible position. This is exactly how it occurred. Ido not believe that there was an iota of the feeling
indicated by you in the mind of Mr. Rigg. His sole desire was to assist me in the quickest way possible.
I do not hesitate to say that if Dr. Findlay had carried out, or indicated that he would carry out, the
wishes of the Committee there would have been no need for me to trouble Mr. Rigg at all. and might
have saved future possible complications. Yours. &<■..

Mr. Treadwell. Joshua Joxes.
P.S. —Herrman Lewis informed me that he and his friends engaged this firm of solicitors specially

for this ease. Doubtless they thought the game to be worth the candle.—J.J.
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