G—06c 2

100,000 acres, and Mangatn No. 4, containing approsimately 6,000 acres. The order on
investigation for Mangatu No. 1 was made fn the names of twelve trustees, and the
names of the persons clainied to be the beneficial owners were recorded in the minnte-
book. An order was made for Mangatu No. 4 iy which the names of the beneficial owners
were set out.

By the Mangatu No. 1 Empowering Act, 1893, it was declared that the persons set
oub in the Schedule to the Act and the successors according to Maorl ('uxtom of those
who had died since the 80th April, 1881, were the owners of Mangatu No. 1. The persons
set out in the Schedule appear to be the persons whose names were 1(‘(*,01‘(10(1 in the
minute-hook in 1881.

In 1917, as a result of a petition to Parliament, the Maori Land Court was empowered
to inquire and determine what Hl(‘l]l])(‘lh of the -Wh(umn -a-Taupara Hapu were (’nht]o(l
to be declared to be Maori owners of the Mangatu No. 1 Block and the Mangatu No.
Block in addition to the owners declared by the Mangatu No. 1 Empowering Act, 1893,
and as to the Mangatu No. 4 Block in addition to the owners set out in the order of 1831.

Proceedings upon this inquiry extended from 1918 to 1922 before the Maori Land
Court and the Maori Appellate Court. In these proceedings the Court first of all
determined that certain persons of the Whanau-a-Taupara were entitled to be included
as owners in Mangatu Nos. 1 and 4. The Court then determined the total number of
shares which the original owners as a group, and these new owners as a group, should
be entitled to respectively. The Court then proceeded to allot the relative shares to the
individual owners within each group.

Barly in the proceedings a representative committee was formed to settle the
lists of owners for submission to the Court, the operations of the committee extended
over a lengthy period, and the evidence before this Court showed that persons claiming
to be admitted had an opportunity of presenting their claims to the committee.

The claims under these various lists were in due course put before the Court :  the
Court .uloptod the usual I)I‘(L(’tl( ¢ of hearing argument for and objections, if any, against
the various lists bhefore giving its decision.

There were appeals against the Court’s deeision on some of the Jists, and when these
had heen disposed of, the owners and their relative shares became finally determined
in the vear 1922,

The substance of the petitioners’ claim is that theiv mot h(‘l Urin Hamana, was
entitled to be ineluded as an owner, that she was wrongfully omi tted from the title, and
they ask that a Court of appell ate jusisdiction be empowered 1(: right the wrong by
including her in the title.

The immediate family whakapapa of the petitioners is as follows -

Te Amara

|

. . X i . |
Pohor Amaru Pant Amar Hoana Amaru Keta Amaru
{married twice)

Hone Hami Keretina ITami Riria Hamana
(hrst marriage) (fust marriage) {(second marriage)

Hikihana | Ham ana
and others
(the petitioners)
Te Amaru and his four children shown above were included as owners in 1881. In
the final order of 1922, Hone Hami and Keretina Hami were also included as owners
under the Whanau-a-Taupara claim, but neither Rirla Hamana nor her children were
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