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Vtuhina No. 3f.
(Divided into Nos. 3f No. 1, 2, and 3.)

Vtuhina No. 3f No. 7.—Area : 1 acre 1 rood 1 perch. Title : Partition order dated 17th August,
1922. Owners : Akapita te Rangitahi (m.) and Toma te Rangitahi (m.), equally. This block has been
sold to one Hampson.

Vtuhina No. 3f No. 2.—Area : 3 roods 1 perch. Title : Partition order dated 17th August,
1922. Owners : Pirimi te Rangitahi (m.) and Roka te Rangitahi (f.), equally. Block is surveyed

and partition order signed, but not registered in Land Transfer Office. No alienation.
Vtuhina No. 3f No. 3.—Area : 1 acre 3 roods 3 perches. Title : Partition order dated 17th

August, 1922 (P.R. 382/215). Owners: Taiapua te Rangitahi (m.) and Francis Moss Boord (by
purchase) (m.). Taiapua te Rangitahi has sold to one Hampson (block now owned by Europeans).

It will thus be seen that, of the area of 5 acres 1 rood 35 perches affected by the petition, 3 acres
and 4 perches has been sold to Europeans, leaving an area of 2 acres 1 rood 31 perches, which is now
comprised in Utuhina No. 3d and No. 3f No. 2.

The petitioners claim inclusion in the two blocks already enumerated, and contend that both the
decisions of the Native Land Court and Native Appellate Court are wrong, and that in consequence
they were unjustly treated.

A brief resume of the case before the Native Land Court is as follows :—

On the investigation of the title to Utuhina Block, Ratema te Awekotuku laid claim to a part of
the block. Boundaries of the part were given. His statement at the opening of the case was as follows :
" The persons for whom I am claiming are Te Rina Ratema Wikiriwhi, Tautohe Wikiriwhi, Emere
Wikiriwhi, and their children, and no others." I am claiming this particular portion for the
descendants of Te Roke.

The Native Land Court went fully into the case, which extended over a very long period, and
regarding this claim gave the following decision : —

" Ratema te Awekotuku's Claim': Judge Browne's Decision.—Eatema te Awekotuku claimed on
behalf of his wife and her sisters. It is, the Court thinks, clear that Tirita, the mother of the
claimants, cultivated on the land for a time, probably by permission ; and there is also this fact: that
the claimants themselves have, without opposition, erected a house there, in which they are now living.
In the Court's opinion, therefore, these claimants have established their right to an interest in the
block, the extent of which will be hereafter defined."

The shares awarded to Eatema's claim were four out of a total of ninety-four. The list for the
above four shares was handed into Court, and read, and passed without objectors, on the 23rd
December, 1913. It comprised two names only—Ruihi Ratema (2 shares), Mere Ratema (2 shares).
These were children of Te Rina Wikiriwhi, the wife of Eatema te Awekotuku.

Throughout the whole of the Court's minutes 1 can find nothing to show why the other
descendants of Tirita—viz., Matataia Wikiriwhi, Taut.ohe Wikiriwhi, and Emere Wikiriwhi—were
omitted from the list handed into Court. It is to be noted that Tautohe Wikiriwhi died, without
issue, between the conclusion of the hearing of the case and the pronouncement of the Court's
decision.

From the decision of the Native Land Court Te Rina R. te Awekotuku (Te Eina Wikiriwhi) and
one of the children of Matataia Wikiriwhi, Eewi Wikiriwhi, appealed. The grounds of appeal were
substantially that they did not receive a large enough award. This appeal was dismissed by the
Native Appellate Court in the following decision : —

" The appeal of Te Eina Awekotuku, while generally supporting the decision of the lower Court,
contends that the award to appellants should have been greater, and, in particular, that their rights
are at least equal to that of the family of Pirimi Mataiawhea. It appears to us that the occupation
is purely modern, and that these appellants have only a very small right. It appears probable from
Tautohe's evidence that the house on the land was erected for Eatema, te Awekotuku, Te Eina's husband.
The Court would need very strong grounds for varying the decision of the lower Court as to its award
of shares, and these do not seem to us to be forthcoming. The evidence does not appear to us to
prove the right of appellants to be equa? to that of Pirimi. It is possible that the latter's right has
been overestimated ; but, even if it be so, it is not the appellants who have suffered. The appeal is
dismissed."

It will be seen that the Appellate Court considered that the descendants of Tirita had " only a
very small right." From the date of the Appellate Court's decision on the 9th November, 1914, the
petitioners have remained silent.

The petitioners have sought to prove—as they did before the Appellate Court—that, the award
to Pirimi Mataiawhea's case was too great, and that they were detrimentally affected by such award.
The evidence which was given before me does not carry the matter any further, and cannot possibly
be compared to that given at the investigation of title to the block. I cannot see that the petitioners
are entitled to any relief in so far as the area of the award to the descendants of Tirita is concerned.
Their case was in the competent hands of Ratema te Awekotuku, and he failed to convince the Court
that they were entitled to a larger award than four shares. Later, before the Appellate Court, Mr,
Hampson again failed to obtain an increased award,
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