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Introduction:
Bay of poverty?

n her assessment of the first meeting between
Maorti from Turanganui-a-Kiwa and Europeans,
Salmond contrasts two very different accounts of
the local landscape. In evaluating the journals of
crew members from the Endeavour, she suggests that:

...it is important to remember that the
Endeavour’s men never ventured more than
about a kilometre inland, and that their
impressions of the bay were in some
respects misleading... Because they
explored neither the Kopututea River...
nor the upper reaches of the Tuuranga-nui,
they did not realise that there were fertile
gardens and large fortified settlements
inland. In his frustration at being unable to
secure food and water Cook named
Tuuranga-nui ‘Poverty Bay’, a most inaccu-
rate description'.

Through their biased preconceptions about the

! Salmond 1991, p137.



Chapter 1: Introduction: Bay of poverty?

likely appearance of a fecund landscape, and on the basis of their cursory explora-
tions of the area, the crew of the Endeavour committed the first act of ecological
imperialism in the present casebook area: the renaming of Turanganui-a-Kiwa as
Poverty Bay. To Berg and Kearns?, the renaming of the Maori landscape is associ-
ated with the practice of cultural norming — the attempts of colonisers to assert cul-
tural dominance over the landscape, thereby subjugating the close affinity of
indigenous peoples to their valued environments. In interviews conducted for this
research project and in statements on local marae, it is evident that ‘Poverty Bay’ is
actively contested by local Maori; it is culturally offensive to their traditions, envi-
ronmental knowledge and relationships with local resources.

Yet, the misnomer of ‘Poverty Bay’ was not only a cultural affront to tangata
whenua; it was also an entirely inaccurate depiction of the local environment. Sal-
mond’s second account of the historical landscape of the Bay was based on Native
Land Court records and other records to which Maori have contributed their views
on local resources. This account is quoted in full because it represents a compre-
hensive overview of the Bay’s resources in 1769:

Inland, the bay was sheltered by ranges covered with thick forest, while the
hills nearer the flats were sparsely clad in scrub, with fern and grasses on the
ridges. The central plains were braided by the courses and fertile fans of three
major rivers, where taro, kuumara, gourds and probably yams flourished in
sunlit gardens. Gardens wete also cleared on frost-free hillsides near the riv-
ers, and fernroot diggings were scattered around the bay. Grasslands, wet-
lands, swamps, scrub and great stands of kahikaatea, pukatea, and tawa trees
on the flats provided a variety of foods and materials for weaving and build-

mng...

Pigeons, kaakaaa, pukeko and parakeets were plentiful on the plains, and
thousands of ducks lived by the rivers and the Awapuni Lagoon. Creeks lead-
ing into the main rivers on either side of the central plain were crossed by eel
weirs with names such as Makaroro, Te Rua-o-Mapewa, Arowhati, built and
maintained by particular families. Mullet, eels and whitebait swarmed in sea-
son in the tidal waterways.

The bay was famous for its crayfish, caught off Titirangi or further north
along the coast, and the reefs and tidal flats harboured quantities of shellfish.
Paua were plentiful off Onepoto (now Kaiti), and there were beds of white
pipi off Oneroa, where the tamure (snapper) came to feed, crunching the
shells in their powerful jaws. Shatks, kahawai, kingfish, flounder and many
other species of fish were caught in the bay, and there were a number of
favourite fishing grounds, including Te-Wai-o-Hii-Harore at Waikanae, where
a spring seeped into the ocean, attracting kahawai, which, according to one
early Land Court witness, came there to drink the fresh water. Now and then
whales stranded on the beaches, to be claimed by the chiefly leaders of
whichever kin-group controlled that part of the shoreline?.

2 Berg and Kearns 1996.
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If Cook and his crew had explored further inland, they would have recognised that
this was a bay of plenty. It may well be that the colonial system of land use, the
western system of land administration, and the European model of resource man-
agement almost succeeded in transforming ‘Poverty Bay’ into something in keeping
with the name. Even with the magnitude of these transformations, however, the
casebook area retains its importance as a place where kai Maori and other resources
of importance to Maori are abundant. Reduced to one statement, this report con-
tends that the cultural bias which is inherent in the phrase ‘Poverty Bay’ has subse-
quently influenced the management of the cultural ecology of Turanganui-a-Kiwa.

Figure 1.1 — Oblique view of casebook area

Purpose of report

As indicated in the title of the report — Ecological impacts and planning history — there
are two principal objectives for this research project. In the first instance, the report
concentrates on environmental transformation rather than an account of the histor-
ical and present resources of the Gisborne district. Traditional histories and mana
whenua reports have also been commissioned for the casebook area. Within the
wider body of research commissioned for hearings in Gisborne, the purpose of this
report is to complement those traditional histories — To evaluate the transformation
or despoilment of important resource spaces which are identified in other reports.

3 Salmond 1991, p119.
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In order to focus the research for this objective, the following research questions
were identified:

m  Were the processes of environmental transformation a ‘natural’ component of
water regimes and land surface evolution, or were they ‘human-induced?’

= To what extent have government policies hastened the processes of environmental
transformation?

»  How have modifications to catchment headwaters affected downstream resource
spaces and environments?

m  Who has benefited from deliberate attempts to modify the environment?

The second objective for the report is to ascertain the extent to which Treaty prin-
ciples have influenced the management of resources spaces of importance to
Maori. Local case studies of the confrontation between tangata whenua and the
European system of resource and environmental management are provided. For
the assessment of these case studies, the following research questions were estab-

lished:

= To what extent were Maori cultural, historical and environmental values incorpo-
rated into the decision-making for major projects which altered the landscape?

= What opportunities were provided for iwi and hapu to participate in the planning
process for developments which affected their resources?

= To what extent were local agents of environmental management mandated by gov-
ernment policy and departments to implement the principles of the Treaty of Wait-
angi?

m  What were the demonstrated intentions and outcomes of attempts to manage the
environments and resource spaces of the Gisborne casebook area?

While these two sets of questions have been constructed as separate lists, they are,
of course, related. The degree to which tangata whenua view an environmental
transformation as negative is inversely proportionate to their ability to influence the
decision-making for that transformation

All attempts to reconstruct historical landscapes and to assess their evolution are
restricted by the range of available records. In the case of this project, there is a dis-
cernible bias towards recent change in the environment and recent planning deci-
sions. This reflects not only the loss of authorisations for eatly developmental
projects, it is suggestive of the fact that few of the ecological transformations
before the Second World War required authorisation. The way in which the Euro-
pean legal and cultural doctrines of ownership provided landowners with near to
sovereign rights to transform their property without reference to Maori attach-
ments to ancestral lands and ecological taonga is a recurring theme in this report.



While the available records are predominantly from the post-1945 petiod, transfor-
mations before this time were also significant. As Oliver and Thompson suggest,
the perceived exigencies of colonial settlement provided strong forces for environ-
mental change:

Settler society came into existence in the early years of the Vogelite boom;
through the 1870s it saw the government at Wellington borrowing and
spending lavishly for development, but for development elsewhere in New
Zealand. Vogel’s largesse was pre-empted by louder and more forceful men-
dicants from the established regions. As rail construction went on elsewhere
the East Coast clamoured, for too long in vain, for bridges across its rivers,
for a drain at Patutahi, for some rocks to be blasted out of the river mouth*.

Where possible, these types of transformation have been evaluated, but the report
remains heavily biased towards recent environmental change. Indeed, a secondary
intention of the report is to provide evidence of the progtress of the Resource Man-
agement Act 1991 (RMA) to the Waitangi Tribunal. The Motunui-Waitara (1983),
Kaituna River (1984) and the Manukau Harbour (1985) reports of the Tribunal
influenced the drafting of the RMA and specific clauses were inserted into the Act
to protect Maori interests. There are striking similarities between these three
reports and the case of Turanganui-a-Kiwa. As is shown in Part I1I of this report —
Pollution of resource spaces — the disruption of customary fisheties by pollution is a sig-
nificant concern of local iwi. Sadly, the ultimate conclusion of this report is that the
RMA has not provided Maori with a greater level of influence over the outcomes of
resource management decisions.

Report structure and summary

It would be impossible to assess every environmental change in an environment as
diverse and dynamic as the Gisborne casebook area. Early in the research process,
an attempt was made to characterise the main environmental issues of concern for
local iwi. On the basis of these discussions, three principal themes were estab-
lished®, which have become the three Parts of this report [as indicated in brackets]:

= Alterations to the upper catchment area of major river systems which have trans-
formed downstream resource spaces [Part I — Forces of Change.]

= Modification of landscapes and alterations to indigenous habitats [Part IT — Remod-
elling landscapes.]

= Pollution of waterways, the Bay and other places where Maori traditionally col-
lected kai and, in particular, the impact of sewage and refuse disposal practices on
traditional resources [Part ITT — Pollution of resource spaces.]

+ Oliver and Thompson 1971, p113.

5> A scoping report was written in July of 1999: “Ecological impacts and resource histories: scoping report for the Gis-
borne inquiry district.” — B. Coombes, UniServices and the Geography Department, The University of Auckland.
Report submitted to the Crown Forestry Rental Trust and iwi of Turanganui-a-Kiwa as a discussion document.
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The degree to which Maori were allowed to control their resources is blended into
the discussion of these themes. Case studies were chosen under each of these key
headings in negotiation with local iwi. While attempts have been made to make the
report as comprehensive as possible, it has not been possible to research all possi-
ble case studies of importance. Moreover, the research for the report required a dif-
ficult balancing of the research needs of three principal iwi — Ngai Tamanubhiri,
Rongowhakaata and Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki. Figure 1.2 highlights the attempt to sam-
ple case studies according to the themes as established in initial discussions with iwi
representatives.

Figure 1.2 — Thematic sampling of ecological themes
EG. Drainage of
Awapuni Lagoon

EG. Retention of access
to mahinga kai

EG. Waipaoa flood
protection scheme

EG. Impacts of sewage
outlets on fisheries

£G. The making of
Port Gisborne

Part I — Forces of change — is an attempt to provide context for environmental change
in the Gisborne district. Not all ecological transformations are the result of human
activity, and not all environmental changes reflect ecological imperialism. The
Waipaoa River catchment and its plains are a dynamic environmental system within
which catastrophic natural events were common even before Maori habitation of
the area. Part I, however, highlights the way in which deforestation in the upper
catchment areas of major valleys accelerated natural processes of erosion, valley
infilling and flooding. In Chapter 2 (Forest use; forest clearance) the forest
resources of the casebook area prior to European settlement are identified. It is
concluded that, while Maori cleared substantial portions of the Poverty Bay flats



and some of the lower hill country for cultivation, the upland parts of river catch-
ments were left intact. The headwaters of river valleys were cleared of their forest
cover much later, around the turn of the 20* Century. While much of this forest
clearance took place on Maori land, Maori owners were not often involved in the
decisions to fell or burn bush and replace it with pasture. These decisions were typ-
ically made by European lessees or the East Coast Commissioner. The outcomes of
forest clearance are evaluated in Chapter 3 (Erosion, valley infilling and flooding).
Without the protection of forest cover, rates of erosion increased, leading to the
sedimentation of rivers and associated wetlands and the accentuation of down-
stteam flooding, These impacts on water quality and downstream areas have
degraded many fisheries within the casebook area.

Responses to these forces of change comprise the early chapters of Part Il —
Remodelling landscapes. The Waipaoa River flood control scheme (Chapter 4) and the
afforestation of the headwaters of the Waipaoa (Chapter 5) were deliberate attempts
to manipulate the hydrological system to limit the impact of flooding and erosion.
While few local Maori would contest the necessity for such works, such hydrologi-
cal changes as these had significant impacts on resources of importance to tangata
whenua. Land was taken or purchased for both projects, but particularly in the case
of the planting of the Mangatu State Forest. The flood control scheme negatively
affected the delicate balance between the Waipaoa, its tributaries and such wetlands
as the Wherowhero lagoon. Some of these outcomes were unavoidable, but others
were not. Maori environmental values could easily have been incorporated into
resource decisions for both projects, but this did not happen because local iwi were
not given an opportunity to voice their concerns. Several deficiencies in the Soil
Conservation and Rivers Control Act 1941, and in the resulting practices of the
local catchment board, are highlichted. In particular, the Act did not mandate
catchment boards to incorporate the principles of the Treaty in the management of
rivers, nor did it provide rights of objection for Maori beyond the level of general
rights.

Chapter 6 evaluates the ‘Making of Port Gisborne’, the first of three chapters about
the manipulation of foreshore, fluvial and wetland environments. The Gisborne
Harbour Board Act 1882 and, generally, the Harbour Board acts from 1878 to 1950
transferred powers of authority over the foreshore from Maori to the Crown and,
subsequently, to beneficiaries of Crown grants. The Gisborne Harbour Board used
its grant to the foreshore and tidal portions of the Borough’s rivers to create a river
port. The establishment of this port was at great expense to Maori resource spaces
and cultural values: Mudflats containing the highly valued pipi were dredged and
reclaimed; sacred rocks were blasted from the river; reefs and wave platforms which
contained koura, paua and kina were reclaimed; and the course of the Turanganui
River was radically altered. These on-site modifications also led to off-site resource
appropriations which have caused offence to Maori, particulatly in the case of the
extraction of rock for harbour works (Chapter 7). All these alterations rested on the
Crown’s assumption of an absolute right to the foreshore. This assumption is no
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better exemplified than in Chapter 8 — the drainage of the Awapuni lagoon. This
drainage also reflects the moncultural predetermination of wetland spaces as waste-
lands, a theme which is developed further at the end of Chapter 8 in an analysis of
the use of raupo swamps in the Waikanae Creek for refuse disposal.

Part 111 — Pollution of resource spaces — represents almost half of this report which, in
turn, reflects the significant concern of local iwi about pollution issues. The evolu-
tion of the Paokahu landfill (Chapter 9) provides a useful case study of tangata
whenua engagement in the planning process before the enactment of the RMA.
The Town and Country Planning Act 1953 did not incorporate the logic of the
Treaty of Waitangi and, under this Act and its amendment in 1977, Maori could
only object whete they were directly and materially affected by development projects.
In the case of the Paokahu landfill, Maori owned the land targeted for refuse dis-
posal but, even then, they did not necessarily obtain a satisfactory outcome from
consent hearings held under these acts. Likewise, the Water Pollution Act 1953 and
the Water and Soil Conservation Act 1967 did not include opportunities for Maori
participation in environmental management. The protection of Maori interests
under these acts was inadequate and, as a result, traditional fisheries in the Bay,
along Kaiti Beach and within city rivers became heavily polluted. Chapters 10 (Pol-
lution of city rivers and fisheries) and 11 (The Submarine sewerage outfall) provide
a shameful history of abuse of the water regime as a convenient sink for human and
industrial wastewater. While the RMA has led to greater involvement of iwi in the
management of sewage and refuse disposal, Part 111 concludes that the outcomes of
this involvement seldom reflect the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi, nor the
ecological concerns of local iwi.









Forest use: forest
clearance

efore the extensive forest clearance which

was undertaken throughout the East Coast,

native flora and fauna were bountiful in the
casebook area. Ironically, a bushfeller and fencer,
Stanley Tait, who worked in the area during the early
1900s provides one of the more passionate descrip-
tions of natural abundance in the surrounding hills:

The steep hills and river flats were bush
covered right down to the beds of the riv-
ers which were hard and full of huge boul-
ders. The water was clear and sweet and it
ran fast. Children swam in the clear pools,
and there were eels, native trout and fresh
water mussels. The native bush was beauti-
ful. It was full of tawa, with plenty of tot-
ara, white pine and matai. There was beech
forest at the higher levels. There were pon-
gas and ferns of all sorts, and the under-
growth was thick and green'.

! Cited in Howard 1976, p4.
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Figure 2.1 — Tree felling, 1880s2

This depiction is no longer accurate for the
Poverty Bay area, in which remnants of indige-
nous forest are now rare. Prior to European
arrival, Maori had cleared land on the flats for
cultivation purposes®, while the foothills and
upper headwater areas were comparatively
untouched. However, widespread land clear-
ance and development eventually transpired on
the steeper land as it was progressively sold or
leased to Europeans for the purposes of settle-
ment and farming. The clearance of indigenous
vegetation in the headwaters of major rivers
has led to a significant reduction in the quality
of land and water in lowland areas, especially in
the Waipaoa River catchment. This chapter
evaluates the circumstances under which this
land was cleared, especially in the upper catch-
ment areas and provides context for the discus-
sion of erosion and downstream flooding
(Chapter 3), flood protection measures (Chap-
ter 4) and state afforestation projects (Chapter

5). Initially, a description of the native vegetation present in the area prior to European
arrival is attempted. While the records relating to this topic are generally unreliable, it can
nevertheless be shown that Maori environmental values were not represented in the poli-
cies and programmes which led to the clearance of the upland areas for farming.

2 Source: Gisborne Museum and Arts Centre.
> Murton 1969, p13.
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The forest resource

2.1 The forest resource

Indigenous vegetation

The historical characteristics and extent of indigenous vegetation in the inquiry dis-
trict has not been thoroughly documented. Although a number of reconstructions
of probable vegetation cover have been produced, the research methodologies used
in these reconstructions are inherently inaccurate. The descriptions available are
largely pieced together from soil core samples*, early survey maps®, and archaeolog-
ical records®. These data sources, as well as a critique of the reliability of them, are
summarised before a more comprehensive assessment of traditional vegetation
cover is depicted.

Although they are a readily available source of information, the detail on land sur-
vey maps is notoriously inaccurate. While their main task was to divide parcels of
land into transferable titles, surveyors were also charged with providing a descrip-
tion of the land prior to its sale. The main purpose of these descriptions was to
assist potential landowners in calculating the cost of breaking in new land. In the
context of the late 19* Century, a high proportion of native bush was considered to
be a burden — something to which the application of expensive labour was required
for removal in order to create pasture. Consequently, the description of vegetation
type and volume often had an effect on sale price, as the timber was not valued as a
resource but rather as an impediment to land development. Throughout New Zea-
land, it was not uncommon for surveyors and landowners or even land purchasers
to collude in order to obtain a ‘favourable’ land description. When compared with
such other regions of New Zealand as Wellington, there appear to have been few of
the particularly unscrupulous purchases of ‘sight-unseen’ land in the Gisborne Dis-
trict. Nevertheless, the potential bias and vested interests of surveyors in their
descriptions of the characteristics of land mitigate against the use of surveyors’
maps to ascertain accurately the extent of indigenous forest at the time of colonisa-
tion.

Apart from these vested interests, a considerable margin of error could be expected
from such maps because surveyors worked according to rigorous time constraints
and often lacked appropriate botanical knowledge. The task of characterising stands
of native forest was secondary to the main task of delineating boundaries, and was
often performed without attention to detail. Murton has mapped information from
eatly survey sheets of Maori land which were produced in the period 1867-1889".
The Native Land Court also used the maps as an aid to establish Maori land owner-
ship®. As a result of the multiple forms of inaccuracy inherent in these maps, Mur-

4 Pullar 1962.

5> Murton 1968, 1969.
¢ Jones 1988.

7 Murton 1968.
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ton himself questioned their usage in reconstructing landscapes of the past. He
commented that the “amount of vegetation data on each plan varies considerably

97>

and they are not uniform in scale, date or detail®”.

Pullar used soil cores to determine the coverage of indigenous vegetation on the
Poverty Bay flats!®. Remnants of timber and other vegetation which provide evi-
dence as to the type of vegetation in the past can typically be found in such cores.
The methods used to date the samples were relatively inaccurate in the 1960s, but
of greater concern is the possibility of confusion between samples of vegetation
which were deposited by flood and those which reflect trees which died naturally at
the sample site itself. The deposition of trees which originated from the headwaters
of the Waipaoa catchment was a common occurrence in an area which was histori-
cally afflicted by frequent floods!!. While Murton also noted the presence of large
buried trees on the flood plain, he concluded that the disappearance of forest cover
from the lowlands was partly related to natural disaster and partly to Maori cleat-
ances for cultivation purposes!2. It is unwise to read too much into a comparison of
the work of Murton and Pullar. Their research related to entirely different time
periods and used methods which are not readily comparable. Likewise, on the basis
of uncertainty about the origin of sample material, it would be unwise to read too
much into the results of soil cores.

Rather than depict forest coverage on the basis of historical records, Jones has pro-
vided an account of forest cover based on selected archaeological sites'>. This
account is also supported by archaeological evidence of cultivation patterns. Jones
found that:

The plains themselves have broad expanses of pootly drained backlands
which originally had a cover of pukatea and kahikatea forest while there were
areas of manuka, kanuka, cabbage trees, and karaka groves on the river
banks!*.

While this is in keeping with other accounts of the pre-European pattern of vegeta-
tion, the relatively limited scope of Jones’ sampling sites suggests that it is impru-
dent to generalise on the basis of his research.

8 Murton 1969, p262.

° Ibid.

10 Pullar 1962.

1 Lands and Survey 1964, p14.
12 Murton 1968, p264.

13 Jones 1988.

14 1bid., p6.
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Figure 2.2 — Indigenous vegetation at the time of Maori settlement?s

D Kahikatea, pukatea, puriri

D Rimu, totara, tawa, matai, miro

D Manuka
Kanuka

Ti kouka (cabbage tree)

%
)

15 As constructed from vegetation remnants sampled from soil cores. Source: Fig 3, Pullar 1962.
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Figure 2.3 — Indigenous vegetation at the beginning of Pakeha settlement¢

Fern, scrub, grass, manuka Broadleaf, scrub

Kahikatea, matai, rata, flax Puriri, tawa, titoki

Broadleaf, scrub, fern

HILE

Podocarp, broadleaf

R EE Yo N

0——Km——=10 Broadleaf, tawa, beech

16 As constructed from land survey maps. Source: Murton 1969, Figure 11.
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As has been shown, the data soutces for the reconstruction of past landscapes in
Gisborne are unsatisfactory. However, because there are no other suitable sources
of such information, the vegetation coverage maps of both Pullar (Figure 2.2) and
Murton (Figure 2.3) are used to indicate what little can be inferred from available
sources of information. As can be seen, Pullar depicts the pre-Maori landscape as a
dense and extensive forest cover of hardwoods, both in the hills and on the plains.
Only near the coast and alongside the rivers did this cover ease into such shrub and
plant species as kanuka, manuka, harakeke and ti kouka. While the vegetation cover
of the upland areas would have varied little in the time between Maori and Pakeha
settlement, Pullar’s map of pre-human vegetation is significantly different to that of
Murton, who accounted for vegetation cover at the time of Pakeha settlement. In
part, this difference will have been determined by different methods of reconstruc-
tion (soil cores vs. survey maps), but there is considerable evidence to suggest that
Maori cleared large portions of the Poverty Bay flats for cultivation prior to the
arrival of Europeans.

Pullar provided a more detailed account of the types of habitat which had been
present on the lowland portions of the inquiry district:

The most common tree was kahikatea (white pine) which grew with pukatea,
puriri and tawa on poorly drained soils and with tawa, titoki, rimu and in a
few places with miro, totara, and matai on the better drained soils about the
Waipaoa and Te Arai rivers. There were few puriri trees, however, west of
Waipaoa River. On the beach lands, which extend nearly 3 miles inland, there
were mainly manuka and bracken fern with some kanuka. In the swamps,
which were small but numerous, raupo, sedges and toetoe flourished!”.

The only sizable remnant of the lowland hardwood forest which remains today can
be found at Gray’s Bush Scenic Reserve, east of Waerenga-a-hika. The dominant
species in this reserve are kahikatea and pukatea, with some puriri and tawa's. The
under storey present in this reserve is rich in diversity and is comprised of...

...kawakawa, hangehange, pigeonwood, mahoe, karaka, nikau, white maire,
coprosma, ngaio, mapou, tarata, lacebark, flax, wireberry, and the cabbage
tree...ferns, mosses and liverworts were found on the forest floor!?,

Statements made by early European settlers indicate the presence of large areas of
bush on the flats until the late 1860s. One described “extensive bushes at Makauri,
Kupenga, Whatatuna, Whakawa, Rakaukaka, and Papatu®)” some of which are
depicted on Williams and Graham’s survey map of 1868 (Figure 2.5). Today, how-
ever, the only extant remnants of this lowland bush are the Gray’s, Pakowhai, Te
Arai and Rakaukaka reserves, which are all richly endowed with kiekie and ti kouka.

17 Pullar 1962, p9.

1% Lands and Survey 1982; Pullar 1962, Appendix 1.
19 Murton 1969, p17.

20 |bid., p14.
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Figure 2.4 — Pakowhai reserve

In summary, the type of forest
which would have been found in
traditional times on the Poverty
Bay flats was rich in the forest
plants which Maori used for food
and craft purposes. However,
these “few scattered pockets,
totalling less than 25 ha, are all
that remains of the original forest
that grew on the plains?.” More
extensive remnants and areas of
regenerating forest can be found

in the upland part of the district, but these also represent a small percentage of the
original vegetation??. Today, only 17% of the headwaters of the Waipaoa have
retained its indigenous vegetation cover®. While many parts of New Zealand have
been deforested since 1840, the eradication of indigenous vegetation in the Poverty
Bay-Waipaoa area was, perhaps, more comprehensive than other parts of the coun-

try.

Allsop assembled descriptions of forest clearance in the headwaters of the Waipaoa.

He concluded that:

There appears to be little in the way of authoritative contemporary records of
the forest with which the Waipaoa catchment was clothed before conversion
to pasture. The eatlier accounts that have been traced state that forest of
podocarps and mixed hardwoods occupied most of the area, with beech for-
est on the higher hills. The impression given is that the podocarps, which
included kahikatea on the moister flats and miro, matai, rimu and totara
where the ground was drier, were somewhat scattered and that much of the
forest consisted of tawa (probably the commonest species), rata, hinau, titoki,
karaka, puriri and kowhai. On some steep hillsides there were areas of light
hardwood forest containing ngaio, kohekohe, matipo, and hinahina as well as
the hardwoods already mentioned. One description of a limited area con-
firms the abundance of tawa in the low level forests and notes the presence
of tawhera. At higher elevations there was a zone, possibly related to change
from mudstone to sandstone rocks, containing a few podocarps associated
with red and silver beech; on the highest ridges there was some kawaka and
tawari in predominantly beech forest?.

Generally, beech forests were found at altitudes between 600 and 1200m and
broadleaf podocarps were more common below 600m?.

2t Clarkson and Clarkson 1991, p7.
22 Leathwick et al. 1995.

23 Page et al. 2000.

2 Allsop 1973, p19.
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Figure 2.5 — Remnants of native forest on the Poverty Bay flats, 1868
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Traditional Use

Although it is not within the scope of this report to give a detailed description of
the traditional use of the forest resource, a brief account is provided here so that
the impacts of forest clearance on Maori can be understood in context. The forest
was not solely a food gathering area, but was also a store of resources used in many
arenas of Maori life from cosmetics to medicines?. Residents of the Mangatu area
traditionally traded logs for waka which were often built on site in the hills. Evi-
dence to a 1918 Native Land Court heatring to establish ownership of the Mangatu
Blocks states that other hapu from neighbouring areas would often visit the area to
obtain totara logs for waka?. Flax, although not usually part of the forest ecosys-
tem, and, more commonly, kickie were also widely used for a number of tasks
including weaving for kete, decorations and for medicinal purposes?.

These quotes from interviews with key tangata whenua representatives attest to the
local importance of indigenous forests as resource spaces:

Those lot ate a lot of fish, caught mainly from the Waipaoa — up from the
river mouth — and also eels and whitebait from Te Arai [River]. But, I reckon
they caught a lot of birds and berries from the bush right up the Arai valley.
That’s what I was told. Families would make a family trip up the river to
where it comes out of the hills in search of tutu and tawhara and sometimes
kaka. In the bush down here [near Manutuke] there were plenty of keruru but
they would go further for kaka®.

When I was a kid the Pipiwhakao forest provided for many of my family’s
needs: It was our supermarket, you see. I'd go there and trap birds — keruru
especially. We’d set up traps by bending branches and tying them down with
string. .. Wait, wait, wait some more, then...dinner. At other times of the year,
we’d collect kiekie leaves — the inner ones which are whiter, just like you'd go
for the heart of a good lettuce. We call that tawhara. Id collect tutu and drain
the juices out so my mother could make a dessert out of it with karengo to
set it. There were all sorts of berries and fruits which could be collected
there. Even in the 1960s, those foods were important as [a] supplement to
shop food. How much more important those forests must have been before
there were shops®.

Here [at Mangatu kainga| there were tuna [eel] in the river, but the people
were a long way from the sea. The way I understand it, those people would
go down to the sea in summer and fish and eat hard out for a while. For most
of the year, though, they were dependent on finding food from the bush.
Pigeons were eaten in great number, but the [Polynesian] rat was a very

% “An early Gisborne publication on botanical art.” — Paper presented for the Gisborne Philosophical Society,
11.4.1959 (GisMUS VF-Natural History: Botany).

27 “Report of 1881 hearing: canoes.” — 15.8.1918 (45 Gisborne MB 345).

28 “Harakeke.” — S. Steele and G. Walls, 1988 (GisMUS VF-Natural History: Botany).

2Pers. comm. Darcy Ria.

3 Pers. comm. Tom Smiler.
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important food source. If we couldn’t have caught rats and pigeons from the
bush, it would have been hard for the community like there was here to have
survived?!.

These three statements — from kaumatua who represent a cross-section of iwi in
the casebook area — show that, while local Maori were predominantly a coastal peo-
ple, they were also highly dependent on forest resources.

With deforestation, most of the species which were used extensively by Maori have
decline, in many cases to a level which has endangered their local presence. In the
Gisborne region, such avifauna as weka, kaka and keruru were plentiful at the
beginning of Pakeha settlement and, historically, this was a much admired feature of
the area®. However, widespread forest clearance has resulted in habitat destruction
and the population of indigenous avifauna in the region has markedly declined.
The weka provides the most extreme example of local species eradication through
habitat loss and the pressure of settlement. Weka were once plentiful in the Gis-
borne area, which was as recently as the mid-1980s considetred to be one of the last
significant breeding areas for the bird in the North Island*. However, the effects of
habitat destruction and predation by domestic dogs and wild cats has had a signifi-
cant impact on the number of weka in the casebook area®. The impact of opos-
sums, pigs and goats on the habitat of local indigenous avifauna has also been
significant®. Within living memory, many tangata whenua can recall feasts of locally
caught weka. Now, however, their consumption is prohibited and, in any case, it is
becoming increasingly difficult to find the bird in concentrated numbers.

Maori forest clearance and cultivation

Maori inhabitants of the Poverty Bay flats were industrious horticulturists who
employed sophisticated techniques to grow a reasonably broad range of crops®. In
the context of pre-colonial needs, the Waipaoa valley was considered to be an area
of “extraordinary horticultural potential®®” and was used extensively by a number of
hapu and iwi. Areas which could sustain cultivation were carefully organised so that
each hapu and whanau managed areas assigned for their own use®. Horticulture
was mainly practised on the “naturally fertile soils such as river levees or the near-
level slopes at the foot of hills*.”” It appears that the relatively steeper slopes of the

31 Pers. comm. Rutene Irwin.

32 Davies 1913; Fowler 1974; Mackay 1927, p165.

3 Clarkson and Clarkson 1991, p8; Henderson and Ongley 1920, p3.

3“Wekas: Proposed transfer from Poverty Bay, Wildlife Service.” — no date (IA 1 49/19/3P1).

3 “Weka release brings back memories of a once plentiful breed.” — Gisborne Herald, p3, 17.10.1998 (GisMUS VF-
Natural History: Zoology).

3 Rasch 1989, p8.

37 “Example set 700 years ago.” — Gisborne Herald, 15.4.1987 (GisMUS VF-Maori); Jones 1988; Salmond 1991, p119.

3% Jones 1988, p3.

3 Murton 1969, p18.

4 Jones 1988, p4.
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foothills were used for root crops only when required*, such as times of flood
which prevented cultivation on the flatter ground. The forest cover on the steeper
land was heavier and, therefore, more difficult to clear. The soil was also less fertile
and, consequently, was not extensively used for cultivation.

In pre-colonial times, terraces and levees either side of the Waipaoa River were
important sites of settlement and cultivation. Waihirere soils — which were to be
found on the higher, flood-free terraces — were the most important for traditional
horticulture*?. Closer to the river, Matawhero soils were not as desirable but were
used for cultivation in drier periods®. Cultivation also took place on such alluvial
fans as that found at the confluence of the Te Arai and Waipaoa Rivers. In addition
to soil type, climate and aspect were important factors in determining which areas
were cleared for cultivation. Locations which were free of frost, such as the area
south of Ormond, were in high demand. Further up the valley, the risk of frost was
greater, so most of the land clearance carried out by Maori was in the lowlands, or
on slopes with a north facing aspect*.

As a result of the natural geography of the river valleys, two types of horticulture —
each with different implications for forest removal — emerged: permanent or semi-
permanent gardens on the flatter land and shifting horticulture on the lower pot-
tions of valley slopes and higher terraces. According to archaeological evidence,
swidden techniques were used on these hill slopes, especially where soil fertility was
expected to be poor®. Under this form of management, areas were cleared of vege-
tation through firing and the seed for one crop rotation was planted in the ash. Fol-
lowing production and harvest, a new area would have been cleared and planted
leaving the preceding plot to regenerate. Pullar believed that evidence of this form
of horticulture explained the patches of manuka and kanuka on the lower portions
of slopes in the Poverty Bay area and along the high banks of the Waipaoa and Te
Arai Rivers¥. These species are early successional, so repopulate cultivated lands
after their abandonment.

As a result of these forms of horticulture, Murton contended that:

It is almost certain that the large Maori population residing on the lowlands
of the district had destroyed much of this vegetation when clearing land for
cultivation. Accounts of bushfires were numerous among the Maoris and
several large areas of bush were destroyed after 1830%.

41 1bid., p8.

4 Ibid., p7.

4 |bid., p8.

+ Ibid., p12.

4 Ibid., p8.

4 Ibid., p4.

47 Pullar 1962, p12.
4 Murton 1969, p17.
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Likewise, Jones suggested that a podocarp forest which covered the wetter and
heavier ground on the flats was destroyed (apart from a few remnants, such as that
at the Pakowhai Scenic Reserve) prior to European arrival®. It is unlikely that all of
this area was cleared by Maori because it would not have provided good soil for the
cultivation of kumara. While some of this forest appears to have been cleared
through human intervention, other areas undoubtedly succumbed to the changing
course of the Waipaoa River and the progressive siltation of its flood plain®. The
Waipaoa is a dynamic river and with tectonic uplift and, subsequently, many slips in
its headwaters, it carried a high sediment load during storm events®!. Floodwaters
carrying this sediment would have inhibited the regeneration of trees, leading to the
non-replacement of forest which died at advanced states of maturity. The large
areas of such quick-growing species as Manuka and Kanuka present on the flats at
the time of European arrival and settlement attest to the periodic impact of the
river on lowland vegetation®2.

However, this should not be seen as discounting the significant impact of Maori on
lowland vegetation. It would be historically inaccurate to suggest that the removal
of native trees was solely carried out by Pakeha settlers. Maoti clearance of land was
evident in the colonial period as well. Willlam Williams expressed dismay at the
amount of land being cleared in 1847, stating that the “natives have spread fire to
an alarming extent. Square miles may be seen on fire at a glance®.” While there is
no doubt, therefore, that Maoti contributed to the deforestation of the Poverty Bay
flats, the extent of their forest clearance activities was much less significant than
what was to follow. The impact of Maori settlement on native vegetation was lim-
ited to lowland and coastal areas, while the influence of Pakeha settlement was
much more widespread™. More importantly, forest clearance was a discretionary
right of local leaders — an expression of their rangatiratanga over their land. As part
of this discretion, some areas of native bush were retained as food and material
gathering areas, while others where cleared to become gardens®. Perhaps the
important difference between Pakeha clearance and that of settler society was that
there was no such discretion by the latter group.

# Jones 1988.

30 “The pre-settlement forest coverage of the Poverty Bay flats.” — R. Cresswell to A. Pullar. (GisMUS Pullar).

51 Pullar 1965; Pullar and Penhale 1970.

52 Murton 1969, p17.

5 “Notes for Challenge and Response.” — J. Thompson, p5 (GisMUS Oliver and Thompson Papers).

3+ Clarkson and Regnier 1989.

3 Pers. comm. Tom Smiler. The maintenance of small patches of bush as food gathering areas, wherein fire was de-
liberately withheld, was common throughout New Zealand (Park 1995).
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2.2 Forest clearance in the colonial period

While the Maorti cleared much of the coast and lower slopes, it was left to the
Europeans to carry out the destruction of the native vegetation on a much
larger scale’.

Information relating to forest clearance in the East Coast region is scarce, even for
the time period after 1840. While the clearance and settlement of Crown land has
been adequately documented, private or Maori owned land tended to be cleared
without official involvement, yielding few records. If land could be cleared through
timber production, settlers preferred to sell the cutting rights to millers who would
clear the land quickly, allowing for an eatly start for agricultural production. In areas
where trees could not be converted into an accessible and marketable timber
resource, forests would be felled and burnt in order to yield pasture for sheep pro-
duction®. In this section, policies which promoted forest clearance on both Crown
and private land are reviewed. These policies have had lasting impacts in the Gis-
borne region because, with the potential for land instability, it was unwise to con-
vert the upland regions of major river valleys to pastoral farms. As a result, the
outcomes of Crown policies for converting indigenous forest to agricultural uses
have been increased rates of upland erosion, and downstream flooding and siltation
(see Chapter 3).

Government policy

It is important to recognise that the clearance of forest from the headwaters of the
Waipaoa catchment could not have taken place without central government encour-
agement. Harly forest policies in New Zealand were almost entirely oriented
towards the clearance of forest to facilitate the expansion of pastoral agriculture. In
most cases, indigenous vegetation was rated as little more than a barrier to settle-
ment®®. The forest policy of the Lands and Survey Department, which administered
Crown land prior to its disposal to settlers, fully reflected this view. The Surveyor
General was quoted in 1904 as saying that it was:

...necessary to retain for the extension of settlement all areas of bush lands
suitable for the purpose, and to consider conversion of forests, except where
milling timber is involved or special beauty spots are to be found, as second-
ary to the profitable occupation and utilisation of the land>.

In the North Island, where forest resources were regarded as infinite®, land was
cleared at an exceptionally fast rate with thousands of metres of utilisable timber
being felled and burned in order to get to the soil. In many respects, therefore, the

50 Rasch 1989, p6.

57 Roche 1990, p300.
58 |bid., p299.

% Conway 1974, p4.
% Roche 1987, p38.
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deforestation of the Waipaoa catchment mimics closely the pattern which occurred
elsewhere in the North Island. However, the local outcomes of forest clearance
were more significant in terms of downstream environmental quality in the Gis-
borne case, suggesting that more care should have been taken in managing the local
forest resource.

There were two types of government policy which impacted upon the rate of forest
clearance: policies for timber harvesting and policies for land clearance and utilisa-
tion. Timber production was a secondary concern of the government and was given
much less attention than forest clearance for pasture. Yet, central government
established a policy framework which actively encouraged the felling of trees for
timber. From the mid-1840s, a licensing system was established under which a mill-
ing permit could be purchased for five pounds to fell any amount of timber on a
block of land, the area of which was usually defined only in vague terms. Extended
in the 1860s and 1870s, the objective of this system remained to facilitate the har-
vest of indigenous forest and there were essentially no controls on logging during
the 19% Century and few thereafter®2. Although the New Zealand Forests Act 1874
represented an attempt to preserve forest in environmentally marginal landscapes,
its scope was limited and, ultimately, ineffectual. Given that some of the primary
objectives of this Act related to soil conservation, it is unfortunate that it was not
applied in the upland area of the casebook area, wherein erosional problems were
potentially more serious than other parts of the country.

The government’s position on timber production and forest retention was no better
encapsulated than in the findings of the Royal Commission on Forestry which
investigated options for indigenous forest in the early 1900s. The main recommen-
dation of the Commission was the “forsaking of indigenous forests for planta-
tions®®” to avert the possibility of a future timber crisis. The Commissioners argued
that exotic timber grew faster and was easier to establish and recommended that:

No forest land, except if it be required for the special purposes of a climatic
or scenic reserve and which is suitable for farm land, shall be permitted to
remain under forest if it can be occupied and resided upon®. ..

Until the 1940s, there were effectively no Acts of patliament which prevented land-
owners from clearing forest on their property®. The introduction of the Soil Con-
servation and Rivers Control Act in 1941 provided some protection of erosion
prone land by prohibiting the clearance of land steeper than 25 degrees. Such legis-
lation as this came too late for the Gisborne area, however, where forest clearance
and timber production reached a peak around 1900.

1 Roche 1990, p300; Cumberland 1944, p161.

2 Roche 1990, p301.

9 Roche 1987, p104.

o4 “The report of the royal commission on forestry.” — AJHR 1913 C12 XX.
% Wilson 1992, p34.
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Land development legislation and incentives enacted before the 1880s were
directed towards developing and transferring Crown land into individual title. The
Land Act of 1877 introduced a deferred payment system to encourage settlers who
could not afford to buy land outright from the Crown. This system allowed settlers
to purchase development rights for land for a modest deposit of 1/20% of the land
price, with the balance to be paid over ten years to obtain freehold title. Develop-
ment conditions — principally the ‘breaking-in’ of land — had to be fulfilled within
six years for freehold title to be granted at the end of the ten year period®. Partici-
pants in this scheme received additional Crown support in the form of subsidised
labour, tools and grass seed”. The combination of subsidised inputs and the
requirements for land transformation led to the indiscriminate clearance of land,
irrespective of whether or not the land had the capacity to support pastoral agricul-
ture.

Settlement and land clearance reached the Waipaoa headwaters around the time of
the Land Act 1892%, which introduced further subsidies for pastoral conversion.
Up to that time, the upland portion of the Waipaoa was considered to be too inac-
cessible and steep to develop pasture. Technological advancements in bush clear-
ance and seed dispersal, along with new markets overseas and the development of
refrigerated sheep exporting, led to increasing pressure to clear the area®. In con-
junction with these developments, farm settlement schemes and government
advances to settlers provided cheap labour and low-interest credit for improvement
capital. In other words, programmes such as these guaranteed secure conditions for
landowners so that they could plan for the expensive task of land clearance and
development. Without the subsidies, the mass clearances which occurred in the
casebook area between 1880 and 1920 would not have eventuated”. These forms
of subsidisation continued well into the 20 Century. In Poverty Bay, they were uti-
lised extensively by farmers in the 1930s and 1940s in order to pay for the clearance
of scrub and regrowth and to provide for such inputs as fertilisers’.

Following the First World War, settlement schemes for returning servicemen fur-
ther accelerated forest clearance, and were especially prevalent on marginal land’.
Similar programmes were implemented after the Second World War, especially
under the Land Development Scheme administered by the Department of Lands™.
In the Gisborne area, this scheme was often applied to regenerating land which had
eatlier been abandoned because of regrowth or erosion™. Another source of post-

% Wilson 1992, p31.

67 Ibid., p28.

% Gage and Black 1979, p9.

% Lands and Survey 1980, p6.

70 “The East Coast tegion: report on land utilisation survey.” — p45, Department of Lands and Survey 1964 (L&S 22/
4320/7).

" “Tamatu.” — no author, no date (GisMUS Pullar Papers).

2 Roche 1987, p99.

> Mackenzie 1979, p3.
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War development capital to have a marked effect in the areas was the Marginal
Lands Loans (MLL) scheme which was established by central government in the
1950s. Marginal land such as that in the Waipaoa headwaters was commonly
brought into production through these loans, because they were only available for
land which other lenders considered too risk prone for development™.

Even as late as the 1970s, central government continued to promote increased pro-
duction on this type of land through subsidisation. The Livestock Incentive Scheme
introduced in 1976 increased stock numbers through tax incentives’™, while the
Land Development Encouragement Loan Scheme (LDELS), which came two years
later, offered interest free and suspensory loans to farmers if land development tar-
gets could be sustained”. There were many subscribers to these scheme in the East
Coast’™. Details are only available for the Gisborne and Hawke’s Bay regions com-
bined but, between 1976 and 1983, 26,200ha of formerly unproductive land was
developed to a productive level using capital from the LDELS™. On the East Coast,
while assistance was available for the development of the land, keeping it produc-
tive proved to be beyond the means of many landowners. Much of the land under
the LDEL has since reverted to bush and bracken for the third or fourth time in
100 years®. Between 1975 and 1983, tax incentives to increase production also
operated as part of government policy. Through the tax incentive structure, the
Crown created an economic situation in which it was profitable to clear land well
beyond its capabilities®!.

The subsidisation schemes of central government were matched by a substantive
lack of protection afforded by the Cook County District Scheme and other local
planning mechanisms. Even when the erosional outcomes of forest clearance
became manifest, the County’s rules still allowed for the logging of indigenous for-
est on privately owned land in the upper reaches of the Waipaoa catchment®. As
will be shown in Chapter 3, the combination of weak forms of local protection and
government encouragement of the expansion of agriculture led to a significant deg-
radation of the Gisborne environment. Following the destructive outcomes of
Cyclone Bola in 1988, the Minister of Forests at the time, Peter Tapsell, commented
that:

7 Ibid., p6.

> Roche 1987, p32.

76 Rayner 1990, p17.

77 Tyler and Lattimore 1990, p66.

8 Ward 1984, p185.

7 Ibid.

80 |bid., p186.

81 Wilson 1992, p33.

82 “Logging operations in the Mangatu Block is major area of concern.” — Department of Internal Affairs, Rotorua,
to Senior Wildlife Officer, Gisborne, 7.12.1979 (WS 11/21/10).
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It was an irony that the very subsidies that were introduced 10 to 30 years
ago to assist with the deforestation and grassing of the headlands of the main
rivers, were in part, at least, responsible for some of the flooding on the low-
land today®>.

The Crown’s role in determining the environmental fate of the Waipaoa catchment
is important. The mechanisms which were established to address the outcomes of
forest clearance — the Waipaoa River Flood Control Scheme (Chapter 4) and the
afforestation project which became known as the Mangatu State Forest (Chapter 5)
— impacted significantly on resource spaces which were important to Maori. If the
Crown had been more discerning in applying its land development policies, such
mitigation measures as the flood control scheme may not have been required.

Clearance for pastoral agriculture

The importance of Crown policy for forest clearance in the casebook area can be
seen in the rapid rate at which local forest was depleted after the introduction of
land development schemes during the latter quarter of the 19* Century. Once land
was surveyed, felling contracts were let soon after. The general method of clearance
follows the specifications laid out in the following contract for land in the upper
Waipaoa catchment:

(1) All timber 3 ft in diameter, 3ft from ground to be felled clear of stumps.
All tawas, Whitey Wood, Broadleaf, Tawhare, Konini, Pungas and Mako-
mako to be felled irrespective of size...(3) Underscrub to be cleared away
clean at stump or root...(5) Contractor can fell individual trees greater than
3ft if they are considered to be growing ungainly... (9) All timber as far as
possible to be felled down hill on all ridges®.

The work was usually completed by gangs of up to 30 men. The groundcover and
vines were slashed or chopped first, then larger trees were lowered to crush material
which had already been felled. Cleared areas were left to dry over the summer then
fired in early autumn®. The fires moved fast across the landscape and it was not
uncommon for 1000ha or more to be burnt in as little as three hours. The smoke
from these fires often remained in the hills and around Gisborne Borough for sev-
eral days following burn offs®. With fires of this size, and without adequate regula-
tions to control opportunistic landowners, burn offs often escaped into adjacent
stands of indigenous forest. While these results were sometimes unintentional, the
outcome was probably seen as an advantage, albeit short-lived. Fern and bracken
often re-established itself before pasture could be sown. This was also the case at
the sites of controlled burn offs. Additional attempts to burn this regrowth at a
later date were also known to become unmanageable®’, producing a cycle of uncon-

8 “Convinced of forest value as protection.” — Gisborne Herald, 19.3.1988 (GisMUS VF-Forestry).
8+ “Copies of bushfelling agreements.” — Maori lands folio, no date (GisMUS 77-116).

% Lands and Survey 1964, p38.

8 Murton 1969, p112.
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trolled fires. Accidental fires resulted in a significant reduction of the two remaining
lowland forests of any size — Pipiwhakao and Makauri — in 1865 and 1878 respec-
tivelyss.

Figure 2.6 — Burn off at Arowhana Station 19108°

In the upland areas, only small amounts of the fallen timber were utilised, mostly
for fence posts and buildings. The remote location of many blocks meant that the
cost of removing the logs for timber was uneconomic. As a result, almost all of the
felled timber was burnt®, with landowners being more interested in the apparent
fertility of the newly cleared land. Initial carrying capacity was approximately 11
sheep per hectare”'. However, these rates were short-lived and soil fertility declined
rapidly after the first two years, never reaching the same heights even with the
advent of aerial topdressing®2 In part, this was a result of low natural fertility which
had been temporarily masked by the addition of organic matter and ash through
burning. It was also a result of the vigorous regrowth of native and exotic species®.
Bracken and ferns grew rapidly on cleared areas, as well as thistles and other weeds.
Heavy stocking rates were used to keep the regrowth down, but this only further
reduced soil fertility?®. Run holders absorbed the decline in carrying capacity

87 Gage and Black 1979, p9.

88 Clarkson and Clarkson 1991, p7.

89Source: Gisborne Museum and Arts Centre.

% Beaufoy 1997, p149; Howard 1976, p5.

! Lands and Survey 1964.

%2 Akehurst 1963, p3.

9% Residents of Te Karaka, to Hon. K.S. Williams, M.P, March 1928 (L&S 31/33).
% Pullar 1962, p9.
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through further expanding pasture at the expense of bush, meaning that the proc-
ess of forest clearance was self-perpetuating®.

Figure 2.7 — The landscape of forest clearance: Arowhana Station in 19569

European settlement for sheep farming started in the 1830s%”. However, it was not
until the late 1870s that station-sized properties were acquired for pastoral agricul-
ture on a large scale. Between 1871 and 1875, in particular, European settlement
advanced rapidly in the area. Sheep farming gradually became commonplace in the
low country and, thereafter, it extended to the inland hills which were slowly being
developed for this purpose”. In the 1880s, an increasing number of Hawkes Bay
farmers — who were skilled and experienced in bush clearance — arrived in Poverty
Bay, accelerating the rate of forest removal®. The steeper hills surrounding Poverty
Bay were cleared between 1880 and 1930'®. This activity reached a peak at the turn
of the century and declined slowly from about 19101,

% Allsop 1973.

%Source: Gisborne Museum and Arts Centre. The photograph shows chatred tree trunks which remained after burn-
ing some 30-40 years carlier.

7 Lands and Survey 1964.

% Murton 1969, p84; Pullar 1962, p9.

9 “Breaking in land.” — H.A. Hallas, Gisborne Times, October 1929 (GisMUS 71-109).

100 Rasch 1989.

101 Allsop 1973, p20; Lands and Survey 1964, p13, Mackay 1949, p318; Taylor et al. 1970, p9; Cumberland 1944, p164.
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Figure 2.8 — Pastoral land cleared of forest cover, Arowhana Station, 1951102

Landowners typically completed clearance projects on an ad hot basis and the task
was dependent on funds available to the farm household. As a result, and because
clearance typically transpired on private land, available information on the progress
of bush clearance is incomplete. Apart from the Waipaoa headwaters, for which
published records are more extensive, specific details of clearance are restricted to
only a few properties. For example, a large portion of the Paritu block was pur-
chased in 1868 and subsequently cleared, before being disposed of in smaller sec-
tions between 1912 and 1918'%. In the Patutahi and Whareongaonga districts, the
foothills were cleared by 1915, while upland areas of the blocks were felled for pas-
ture development up until 1928, Land around Muriwai was purchased before
1875. Prior to settlement the land had a coverage of dense bush on the inland areas
which became more sparse towards the coast. By about 1900, most of the indige-
nous vegetation in the coastal areas had been cleared!®. An area of 9700ha, which

125ource: Gisborne Museum and Arts Centre.

103 “T ot 1 DP 2313 and 2315 Subdivision 5 Paritu Block. Lot 1 DP 1328 Subdivision 6 Paritu Block.” — No author,
no date (GisMUS Pullar).

104 “T'amatu.” — no author, no date (GisMUS Pullar).

105 “Toan Robinson memoir.” — 1942 (GisMUS VF-Natural History: Botany).
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covered most of the land between the Taruheru and Waimata rivers for a distance
of about 22km up the Taruheru, was leased and cleared from 1866. Although the
land was mostly fern, swamp and scrub, it took a number of years to bring it into
production!®.

The most significant land clearances were those in the headwaters of the Waipaoa
because in these areas the outcome of clearance was, inevitably, increased rates of
erosion. By about 1920, almost all of the significant stands of native trees had been
destroyed!?”. In the upper reaches of the Waipaoa, the river flats still held some tim-
ber in the 1930s but aggradation of the river bed, which was already occurring in
the area as a result of headwater erosion, gradually removed any remaining trees.
Some areas of the Mangatu Blocks contained untouched forest areas which were
not exploited for another 20 years'®, with some isolated patches remaining as late
as 1980'®. However, most of the upper reaches of the catchment were deforested
by 1920, with almost all of this clearance occurring in the first decades of the 20
Century. Because of the isolated location, and its assorted history of ownership and
management, the area went through stages of development which appeared to be
dependent on the outlook of the agency in control of the land at the time. The
progress of forest clearance was, therefore, intermittent, but it was, nevertheless,
comprehensive.

Clearance for timber production was generally less important than clearance for
farming, Pit sawing began in Poverty Bay before NZ came under British rule, sup-
plying the timber requirements of Sydney. The Pipiwhakao forest was exploited for
this purpose until it was partly destroyed by fire in 1865. The Makauri forest around
Manutuke and Ormond was also valued as a timber resource!'’. Up until at least
1876, large patches of bush, mostly kahikatea with some matai and puriri, remained
in this arealll. In 1872, however, the first sawmill began operation in the Makauri
area, extracting kahikatea for butter boxes. The mill did not last long as it was
destroyed by fire in 1878, along with a large area of the surrounding kahikatea for-
est'12. At least two other mills producing kahikatea operated in the area around this
time, so clearance of the remaining kahikatea stands on the flats was rapid'!®. Sev-
eral mills were located on the track between Mangatu and Puhatikotiko to take
advantage of the reasonable stands of timber the road passed. Around 1900, the
area behind Te Karaka was also milled for local timber supplies and, in particular,
for the inland railway.

106 Mackay 1927, p87.

107 Henderson and Ongley 1920, p2.

108 “History of Mangatu lands.” — E. Hooper, Secretary, Mangatu Blocks 1, 3 & 4 Inc. (MA Mangatu W).

109:%100% appraisal Lot 17a Mangatu Blocks.” — District Forest Ranger NZFS, Gisborne, to Conservator of Forests,
NZFS, Rotorua, 28.10.1980 (DoC 18/2/81/17a).

110 Mackay 1949, p330.

1 Allingham 1959.

112 Hatten 1969, p52.

113 Murton 1969, p103.
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Figure 2.9 — Timber milling by the East Coast Timber Co., 1905

Maori land administration and its effect
on forest clearance

Given the ecological and strategic significance of the upper reaches of the Waipaoa,
where forest cover provided the best defence against erosion, the encouragement
of deforestation there is of particular importance. Perhaps ironically, the actions of
a Crown agent who was appointed to assist local Maori in protecting their land accel-
erated significantly the clearance of native forest in the area. The role of the East
Coast Commissioner in the management of Mangatu Blocks 1-6 served to hasten
the transformation of bush into pasture on land which formed a substantial pro-
portion of the upper catchment. While some of this land was alienated by lease
through the actions of the New Zealand Native Land Settlement Company
(NZNLSC), much of it was cleared as a result of the management of East Coast
Native Trust (ECNT) and various East Coast Commissioners (ECC)!!4,

114 Alan Ward’s 1958 thesis, The History of the East Coast Maori Trust, covers the history of both of these institutions and
the following represents a summary of his findings about land development.
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Figure 2.10 — Salvage of timber after bush clearance, Maungahaumia 1909115

Specific attention is directed to this issue for two reasons. First, it is shown in Chap-
ter 5 that agencies of environmental regulation had little faith in the capacity of
Maori owners to act as environmentally conscious farmers. A fuller understanding
of the historical background to environmental changes in the upland parts of the
Waipaoa is therefore required. Second, the transformation of the upper Waipaoa
provides an important case study of the way in which social, administrative and
environmental issues interacted. Tangata whenua were often forced to remove
indigenous forest by an administrative structure for land which was imposed on
them. In this regard, there developed a vicious cycle between landowner debt and
deforestation on Maori land which should be recognised in evaluations of environ-
mental transformation in the area.

The role of such figures as Wi Pere in the NZNLSC will be covered elsewhere in
casebook evidence, so it will mentioned only briefly in this report. In short, Wi
Pere’s influence through tribal rank and as a significant shareholder in Mangatu
blocks delivered approximately 66,000ha of Mangatu land to the NZNLSC in
1883116, Of this land, Mangatu 5 & 6 blocks (16000ha) were used to secure develop-
ment capital from the Bank of New Zealand. Many of the goals of NZNLSC

115 Source: Gisborne Museum and Arts Centre.
16 Ward 1958, p202.

2-34



Forest clearance in the colonial period

projects were, in retrospect, unattainable, resulting in severe financial difficulties for
the company. Mangatu No. 2 (4600ha) was sold in 1893 to pay surveying costs
which the company had incurred!!’. After the collapse of the NZNLSC, the debt
burden of mortgages was placed back on the owners of land which had not been
sold by the company. In order to avert certain foreclosure on these and other lands
in the area, the Crown formed the FEast Coast Native Trust to manage the land and
repay the debts. Under this management regime, Mangatu 5 & 6 were subdivided
and sold between 1913 to 19308, Much of the forest on these latter properties was
quickly and indiscriminately removed after sale.

The Mangatu 1, 3 & 4 blocks, although vested in the NZNLSC, were made inalien-
able by the Native Land Court except by sale to the Crown or through lease for not
more than 21 years'’®. As a result, the land was returned to the owners rather than
to the ECNT upon the demise of the NZNLSC. After much governmental debate,
the owners were given the chance to develop and farm the blocks as an incorpora-
tion!?’. The incorporation encountered problems in developing its land and, in par-
ticular, its inability to raise development capital was a significant impediment to its
objectives. This problem was averted by vesting the land in the name of the Com-
missioner of Crown Lands for Hawke’s Bay, making him, along with Wi Pere and
H.C. Jackson, trustees. Through the CCL, finance could be arranged from the pub-
lic trustee. Under this arrangement, Waitangirua Station (5000ha) was sufficiently
developed to provide returns by 1908. In addition, 24,000ha of Mangatu No. 1
Block had been leased to Europeans by 1918, leaving 3200ha of undeveloped land
in the hands of the trustees!?!.

The continued mortgaging of these lands and other management practices dis-
mayed some owners. Eventually, disagreements within the management committee
and between it and the remaining trustees resulted in a breakdown in the incorpora-
tion’s leadership. A new CCL for Hawke’s Bay, who had been appointed in 1916,
intervened and requested an inquiry into the finances of the trust and the manage-
ment of the blocks!?2. A group of owners led by Karaitiana Ruru petitioned patlia-
ment in 1917 to raise awareness of the problem!'?. As a result, the powers of the
trustees and management committee were suspended and transferred to the ECC
as an interim measure while a more satisfactory administrative structure was devel-
oped. However, in practice, the ECC remained in control of management decisions
for a considerable period of time!?#, wherein the land was substantially altered for
production purposes.

117 “History of Mangatu lands.” — E. Hooper, Secretary, Mangatu Blocks 1, 3 & 4 Inc. (MA Mangatu W).
118 Ward 1958, p130.

19 1bid., p202.

120 |bid., p207.

121 AJHR 1918 G2, p4.

122 [pid., p1.

123 |bid p5.

124 “Minutes of evidence (MA 26/7/34).” — cited in Ward 1958, p 218.
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The land temporarily vested in the ECC consisted of Mangatu No. 1 Block (24
000ha of which were leased to Europeans), 5000ha of the partially developed Wait-
angirua Station, a block of 3200ha which were undeveloped and unleased, Mangatu
No. 3 Block (1500ha) which was leased to Europeans'?, and Mangatu No. 4 Block
which, in 1918, contained 24,00ha of virgin bush. In addition to these holdings, the
Wi Pere blocks (8000ha) were repurchased by the ECC for the Mangatu estate in
1927 for a total of £54, 000 after being leased to European farmers by the Wi Pere
Trust.

Figure 2.11 — Timber production, Toamiti Block?!26

These rapidly changing structures of management indicate a variety of processes
through which the land was originally cleared. Waitangirua Station was partially
cleared and farmed under the authority of trustees and, subsequently, a Maori man-
agement committee which was established after incorporation in 1895'?". The other
large portion of the No. 1 Block was leased to settlers under this management
regime, with the lessee breaking in most of the land'?. While the Mangatu No. 3
Block was leased and cleared in a similar manner, it was returned with 560ha of vir-
gin bush'?®. The Mangatu No. 4 block (2400ha) remained undeveloped in 195813
However, cutting rights for timber had been sold by the ECC to the Gisborne Box
Company in 1946 for £10,00013. There appears to have been only minimal involve-
ment of the owners’ management committee in such decisions by the ECC'*, Land
parcels from Mangatu 1, 3 & 4 which had been leased by the ECC were returned in
varying states of development. At least some of the remaining bush on these par-
cels was cleared under the direction of the ECC for farming, The ECC was respon-
sible for the clearance and development of land from 1917, but the exact size of the
areas cleared or re-cleared during this time is unknown. In 1947, the ECC trans-
ferred management of 48,500ha of Mangatu 1, 3 & 4 blocks, consisting of 14
stocked and profitable stations, to an clected management committee'.

25 AJHR 1918 G2, p4.

126Source: Gisborne Museum and Arts Centre.

127 Ward 1958, p207.

128 AJHR 1918 G2, p4; AJHR 1937 G4, p4

129 “History of the Mangatu lands.” — E. Hooper, Secretary, Mangatu Blocks 1, 3 & 4 Inc, 17.1.1958 (MA Mangatu W).

130 1hid.
131 hid.

132 “Minutes of evidence (MA 26/7/34).” — cited in Ward 1958, p 218.
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In addition to this, a part of Mangatu Blocks 5 & 6 was returned to its original own-
ers when W.D. Lysnar defaulted on payments for 5600ha of land he had purchased
between 1914 and 191913 This partially improved block was fully developed and
farmed by the ECC under the ECNT as Mangaotane station until it was given back
in the form of shates in a trust to Te Aitangi-a-Mahaki for losses they had incurred
through the sale of their lands'®. It is known that approximately 4000ha of Man-
goatane Station was cleared and burnt around 1913-1914 while in the hands of WD
Lysnar?*. However, the ECC received it in a partially developed state and continued
to clear and farm the land until its return to Te Aitangi-a-Mahaki. Arowhana Sta-
tion, to the north of Mangaotane, had also been sold to W.D. Lysnar. An area of
approximately 4000ha was apparently burnt in one year around the beginning of the
1900s'%". Early botanical descriptions accounted for the clearance of a similarly
sized area near Maungahaumia in 1906 and 190713, This is undoubtedly land sold
from the Mangatu 5 & 6 blocks, as was Mangaotane Station.

The ECC’s determination to increase the revenue of blocks under his control
through farming, rather than leasing!®, was an attempt to repay debts at a faster
rate. While this strategy was of financial benefit to the owners, the land eventually
suffered as production was increased beyond its capacity. However, the state of the
land could have conceivably been worse if it had been leased. Typical leases on the
East Coast were for 21 years duration with no right of renewal or compensation
agreement for ‘improvements'¥’.” In this context, lessees frequently exploited the
land of its fertility, removing bush even on obviously unstable gullies and spurs. In
the 1960s, at the height of concern about local soil erosion, it was noted that Maori
owned land south of Tolaga Bay was generally in a better condition than that fur-
ther north, which had predominantly been leased. This was attributed to the land
management practices of the ECC'!, highlighting that, at least in some ways, the
ECC can be viewed as a responsible steward of Maori land. Nevertheless, it would
be erroneous to attribute blame for headwater forest clearance to Maoti owners of
Mangatu Blocks or other Maori properties in the area. Lessees or the ECC tended
to make the decisions on land clearance, rather than the owners themselves.

133 AJHR 1947 G4.

13+ AJHR 1931 G3, p3.

135 Daly 1997, p278.

136 Allsop 1973.

137 “Taming Poverty Bay’s rogue river.” — Gisborne Herald, 15.5.1957 (GisMUS VF-Natural Events).
138 McLean 1907, p519.

139 [pid., p128.

140 Lands and Survey 1964, p83.

141 1bid., p82.
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Figure 2.12 — Burnover at Mangatu, c1912142

It is also important to highlight the role of Maori land legislation in the decision-
making on forest clearance. An institutional reluctance to lend money to Maoti
incorporations meant that the management committee was forced to vest its lands
with the CCL for Hawkes Bay and use his position to obtain finance. In other situ-
ations, this reluctance often forced Maori landowners to sell some blocks of land in
order to raise finance for land development. The incorporation mechanism came
too late for these landowners'®. The actions of the CCL and, eventually, the ECC
were not always sanctioned by Maori owners and it would have been a far better sit-
uation if Maori had more clear lines of control over their land. Indubitably, the
Crown’s desire to open up land for settlement, and the legislative processes which
facilitated this, resulted in forest clearance on areas which should have remained
untouched for ecological and, perhaps, cultural reasons.

142 Source: Gisborne Museum and Arts Centre.
143 Ward 1984, p209.
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Erosion, valley infilling
and flooding

oil erosion has been an enduring feature of

the landscape in the casebook area. Research

has indicated that deep-seated erosion
occurred on the steep hills inland from Poverty Bay
prior to any anthropogenic interference!. Wide-
spread clearance of indigenous forest for extensive
pastoralism accelerated natural rates of erosion to
levels greater than even those associated with natural
disasters2 Subsequently, while land at the site of ero-
sional activity has became severely degraded, the
outcomes of this erosion have affected downstream
areas through valley infilling and flooding. Histori-
cally, these areas, and the people who live in them,
have adapted to such changes which were intrinsic
components of a dynamic fluvial environment.
Communal notions of land ownership allowed culti-
vators to relocate their activities when rivers altered
their course. However, the ability of Maoti to relo-

I Akehurst 1963; Gibbs 1959; Hicks 1989.
2 Pullar and Penhale 1970.
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cate their activities in accordance with changing fluvial conditions has progressively
diminished as western notions of land tenure became hegemonic and alienation of
Maori land increased in magnitude. The rate of erosion and valley infilling has
accelerated to such an extent that traditional forms of adaptation to environmental
change have become ineffective and the Waipaoa flood control scheme is threat-
ened.

This chapter examines the Impacts of forest clearance and settlement. The rate of
river channel infilling over the last 50 years far exceeds any previous rate of channel
aggradation experienced in this region. Deposition of eroded sediment in river
channels limits the ability of those channels to carry water. In addition, there has
been a substantial decrease in the time between rainfall in the headwaters and the
response of the river downstream. As a result, floods tend to peak earlier and with a
more devastating impact. The combination of more rapid aggradation and a quicker
response time for runoff has led to an increased impact of floods®. The outcome of
these environmental changes fore local Maori has been particularly severe. Sedi-
ment deposition and increased flooding have resulted in dramatic changes to Maori
communities and the loss of traditional resource spaces. The increased levels of sus-
pended sediment in river water have decreased water quality to a point where fresh-
water food sources, such as whitebait, eels and freshwater mussels — species which
were once common in these waterways — are now difficult to find or are locally
extinct*.

Figure 3.1 — Rilled hillslopes in the Waipaoa catchment

This picture may appear to depict a typical New Zealand pastoral landscape. Closer
inspection, however, reveals hillslopes which are extensively rilled and unstable.

3 Akehurst, 1963.
+ Smith 1977, p3; Howard 1976, p4.
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Figure 3.2 — The Waipaoa catchments
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3.1 Land instability and erosion

Soil movement prior to forest clearance

An analysis of erosion in the colonial period which is not placed in the geological
context of pre-colonial and, even, pre-human levels of erosion would contravene
the principles good science. Research into the stability of this area has found that
even under native vegetation covet, slope instability was an endemic component of
local geology. Akehurst determined that the processes leading to slope instability
have been relatively constant in this area over time:

...surface runoff with consequent slope instability...were comparatively
rapid even when the water retaining capacity and infiltration rates of the soils
were higher under a denser vegetation cover of forest species®.

Conversely, Gage and Black argued that the area was relatively stable prior to Euro-
pean settlement and that deforestation resulted in increased levels of erosion’.
However, most studies of local erosion have argued that slope instability has been a
part of the landscape for thousands of years, irrespective of the extent of forest
cover®. The chief engineer of the Poverty Bay Catchment Board (PBCB) argued
that even before Maori settlement “agents of erosion were in ascendancy by a small
margin despite the natural cover?.”

If this view is accepted, then the more important issue becomes whether or not
erosion rates have increased markedly since European settlement. In the late 1950s,
Gibbs — along with several of his contemporaries — developed what has become the
most common theory for slope instability in the casebook area:

The native vegetation of the unstable slopes was forest and under that forest
there were soil and rock movements similar to those of the present day. But
the over-all rate of erosion was slower because primary movements were
fewer and secondary effects (gullying) were slower over an equal period®.

The effects of pre-European land movement tended to be short lived: slips trav-
elled en masse in blocks, allowing most of the forest cover on the mobile soil to sut-
vive. The bare earth exposed at the head of the slip was quickly revegetated through
seed dispersal from the surrounding bush!'. While erosion was a recurring feature
of landscape processes when forest cover was widespread, the rate of erosion was,
therefore, significantly slower than today.

¢ Akehurst 1963, p45.

7 Gage and Black, p3.

8 Blaschke and Peterson 1994; Gibbs 1959; Akehurst 1963; Lands and Survey 1964; Taylor et al., 1970; Pullar 1959;
Hicks 1989; Pullar and Penhale 1970.

° Lands and Survey 1964, p27.

10Gibbs 1959, p16.

11 Pullar 1956, p678.
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Several physical attributes of the headwaters of major catchments need to be dis-
cussed to explain why the region has always been a site of land instability. Local
geology, topography and climate, in particular, are the undetlying components of
slope instability in the area. The problematic substrata in the upper Waipaoa catch-
ment are marine sediments. Episodes of geological uplift repositioned the former
sea-bed at its present location to become the steep hills which characterise the
region today'2. As part of these tectonic processes of uplift, faults, folds, fractures
and crush zones were created which have contributed to the complex and relatively
unconsolidated rock structure in the area. The area is relatively young in geological
time, which is evidenced by the rapid down-cutting of the region’s rivers into rela-
tively soft bed material. The predominant topography of the upper Waipaoa catch-
ment, where the worst erosion tends to occur, is moderate to steep terrain'. The
Taylor report of 1970 described the Waipaoa catchment as 9% flat, 12% rolling and
79% moderately steep to steep'®. The areas underlain by mudstone and argillite are
the most prone to erosion because of their unconsolidated structure. Tectonic
uplift has resulted in the formation of crush zones in argillite country, further
reducing the stability of this rock type. The effects of the crushing, when coupled
with the influence of water, manifest themselves as large-scale soil movements such
as slumping and slipping

When exposed, the substrata weather and produce “swelling clays which retain
water and shrink on drying!>.” This process also activates soil movement because
the swelling and shrinking processes weaken the bonds between clay particles.
Although median yearly levels of precipitation in the area are not high for New
Zealand standards, individual rainfall events tend to be of high intensity and long
duration. These high intensity events trigger significant episodes of erosion and are
the result of cyclonic disturbances which carry the rainfall inland from the Pacific
Ocean, especially in winter!'¢. While the hill country experiences a higher rainfall, it
also suffers from the dry summers for which the Gisborne area is reputed!’. This
alteration between dry and wet causes the colloidal clays, which have been pro-
duced by the weathering of the mudstone and argillite rock, to swell and shrink.

Physical effects of clearance

The effects of forest clearance on the landscape became evident “while conversion
to pasture was still in progress's.” The heavy rain common in this area had a
destructive impact on newly-created pasture, despite the presence of tree roots in

12 Lands and Survey 1964, p6.

13 Blaschke and Peterson 1994, p6.
14 Taylor et al. 1970, p4.

15 Taylor et al. 1970.

16 SCRCC 1957, p49.

17 Lands and Survey 1964.

18 Allsop 1973, p20.
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the freshly cleared soil'®. The storm events of December 1893 and January 1894
resulted in a significant number of slips, slumps and land flows in cleared areas. A
large amount of newly grassed soil was washed away and sediment build-up
occurred in river channels of the area. Following these storms, Hill undertook a sur-
vey to determine their impact®. His report, which was published in 1895, stated
that 3.6% of the estimated 29,000ha of pasture in the area had already suffered
damage from erosion?. He concluded that “[o]pen and improved country appears
to have suffered most and bush country least??.”” The storm events of 1893 and
1894 were not considered excessive, but they led to considerable damage®. This
example provides, therefore, a clear indication that the degree of erosion was likely
to increase if forest clearance was to continue. Yet, Hill’s warnings did not lead to a
reduction in the rate of forest clearance.

The Crown was aware of the soil stability and flooding problems associated with
forest clearance, even in the early stages of deforestation. An 1868 debate in parlia-
ment on the survey and conservation of indigenous forests contained evidence
from W.T. Locke Travers, M.P. who had previously delivered papers to “scientific
audiences” on the links between deforestation and flooding?*. He stated that:

The destruction of the forests in the upper portion of the larger valleys had a
most pernicious effect on the drainage of the country, and by precipitating
the rainfall into the rivers with great rapidity, produced the destructive floods
that had become common?.

A decade later the role of forest cover as a protector of soil and water was gaining
recognition. The Under-Secretary for Lands, James McKerrow, informed the Com-
missioners of Crown Lands that in the “disposal of Crown Lands care is to be taken
to reserve from sale the forest on hill tops and at the sources of rivers and
streams®. Similar conclusions were made in the Report of the Royal Commission
on Forestry, which advocated for headwater forest reserves “for the purposes of
protection of soil, prevention of denudation, water conservation, prevention of
floods, and in addition shelter from winds?’.” The report used the published work
of several scientists of the time to contend that “few countries in the world are in
more need of an adequate forest covering on their high lands than is New Zea-
land?8.” It can be concluded, therefore, that the Crown had sufficient information
about the erosional potential of forest clearance to act on the matter.

9 GDC 1997, pl.
20 Hill 1895.

21 Hill 1895; Allsop 1973, p20.
2 Hill 1895, p675.

25 |bid.

2 Roche 1987, p73.

2 NZPD 1868: 4, 191; cited in Roche 1987, p73.

2 Surveyor General’s Correspondence 1881, no 82; cited in Roche 1987, p92.
27 “Report of the Royal Commission on forestry.” — AJHR 1913 c12, pXIV.

2 |bid.
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Figure 3.3 — The Tarndale slip

With particular regard to the likely outcomes of deforestation in the Poverty Bay
region, Sir James Hector, founder of the New Zealand Institute, warned the gov-
ernment in 1896 of large-scale erosion if forest clearance of hill country was
allowed to continue®. Similar concerns relating to the downstream effects of bush
felling were expressed in 1913 when the Waitara Harbour Board wrote to the Gis-
borne Harbour Board and warned of the danger of sedimentation in the harbour as
result of the “reckless felling of bush upstream®.” The local Board was already
aware of the problem and had already implemented an extensive dredging program
in an attempt to keep the harbour clear of unwanted sediment’!. This sediment had
originated in the upper headwater areas of local rivers following conversion of land
to pasture’2.

Two geologists employed to assess the Waipaoa catchment for its oil producing
capacity commented extensively on the inevitability of erosion as a result of forest
clearance in a report of 1920. They warned that:

The conditions favouring the occurrence of slips and soil creeps, which after
rain are likely to take place on slopes in any deforested area as soon as the

2 Rasch 1989, p7.

30 “Harbour Board.” — Poverty Bay Herald, 24.11.1913 (GHB CB).

31 “Felling of bush upstream.” — 24.11.1913 (GHB MB).

32 “Berthing at Port Gisborne.” — Publicity material, Port Gisborne Ltd., Gisborne.
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Figure 3.4 — Mangatu and Tarndale slips in relation to the Waipaoa River

The Tarndale and Mangatu slips form the two sides of a ridge (far right), with the Tarndale slip
(the left of the slips) feeding the Waipaoa (far left) through Te Weraroa stream (obscured).

roots have decayed, are all present in the Gisborne district. The country is
hilly; a large proportion of the underlying rock is argillaceous, and in conse-
quence the soil over much of the area is clayey; the climate is characterised by
periods of dry weather a month or 6 weeks in duration, followed by a week
or fortnight of rain, which in some seasons of the year is likely to be torren-
tial. Even without the aid of drought-cracks the water quickly penetrates to
the rock, and the soil slides off. In wet seasons every hillside is scarred with
slips, while on the gentler lower slopes soil-creeps are common?.

The effects of the erosion on the surrounding environment were listed in
along with policy prescriptions for mitigation:

...greatly increased sheet-washing of the soils; great increase in the number
of slips, slumps and rain-gullies; aggradation of the stream-beds; wandering
of the streams over valley-bottoms; lateral erosion of the river-banks; burying
of culverts and bridges; filling-in of the Gisborne Harbour; and more severe
and frequent floods*.

As before pointed out, these effects, to a greater or less extent, follow inevi-
tably on the settlement of the country. By the exercise of reasonable precau-
tions, however, their action could have been decidedly reduced, and there is
still time to prevent, in part, the destruction of wealth it requires no prophet
to foresee. To save the alluvial flats it is essential that the waste discharged

33 Henderson and Ongley 1920, p29.

34 |bid.
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into the streams be greatly reduced. This may be done by leaving all the
steeper slopes of the hills under bush, and by reafforesting steep slopes that
have already been cleared. To reduce the rate of runoff of the moisture pre-
cipitated on the surface, and so minimise floods, the headwater valleys of the
streams should be left in bush, of, if necessary, rewooded™.

By the time these recommendations were made, vast areas of land had been cleared
and developed as pasture. However, further clearance was taking place at this time
and it was significant that local and national governments did not listen to their
own scientific advice.

Erosion in the 20t Century

In accord with the early scientific advice, the rate of erosion in the casebook area
has accelerated during the 20 Century. The Taylor report, published in 1970, investi-
gated the causes of, and potential remedies for, erosion on the East Coast®. The
report clearly targets deforestation as the principal cause of the acceleration of ero-
sion. Taylor and his colleagues contended that the loss of intermeshed root struc-
tures from indigenous forest cover weakened the soil profile, leading to erosion?.

Figure 3.5 — The Mangatu slip
In retrospect, however, it is likely that
the transformation of the water regime
has had a more profound impact on
land stability than the loss of root sys-
tems. The argillites and mudstone
present in this region are weakened
considerably by the presence of water.
According to Pullar, water courses
were the first areas to erode because of
increased runoff in river and stream
channels?®. Without the protective
layer of forest to intercept precipitation, there was little to impede or absorb rainfall
in its journey into waterways. Today, therefore, the soil becomes saturated more
quickly because there is less forest to intercept the rainfall, leading to a more rapid
response in river levels. Local soil movement tends to begin in the lower levels of
the soil horizon. The strength of the bond between rock and subsoil, known as
shear strength, weakens quickly under the influence of water®. Reforestation or
regeneration of indigenous forest is believed to be the only solution to soil stability
on these areas*.

% Henderson and Ongley 1920, p29.
3 Taylor 1970.

37 1bid.

3 Pullar 1956.
3 Zhang et al. 1993.
40 Pullar 1956, p679.
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Soil erosion varies in intensity throughout the
casebook area. The worst affected areas are the
steep hills which are underlain by mudstone or
argillite*!, especially in the Waipaoa catchment. A
1952 sutrvey of soil conservation/etosion found
that 43% of the hill country in the catchment suf-
fered from moderate to severe erosion*’. Smith
found that “earthflows and gully erosion pre-
dominate in the northern, central and eastern
tributaries of the Waipaoa basin while slipping is
most severe in the central and south®.” Except
for the areas planted by the New Zealand Forest
Service in the 1950s to create the Mangatu State
Forest, this pattern has not significantly changed.
Erosion remains as a major problem in the head-
waters of the Waipaoa catchment and will con-
tinue to be so for the foreseeable future.

Figure 3.6 — Tarndale slip and Te Weraroa fan in relation to Waipaoa River#

“I Taylor et al. 1970.
2 Allsop 1973, p25.
# Smith 1977, p26.

44 Source: Akehurst 1963.
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3.2 Theimpact of increased sediment entrainment

Valley Infilling

The effects of erosion are not restricted to the land on which the activity occurs.
The Waipaoa River was once remembered as a “clear and steady stream shadowed
in heavy bush®,” but this is no longer the case. Shingle from the upper headwaters
has choked the tributaries and middle reaches of the river#. Finer silt is transferred
downstream where channel aggradation may impinge upon the effectiveness of the
Waipaoa River Flood Control Scheme (WRFCS)#. Most of the heavier sediment
originates from the atgillite country between the Waipaoa and its main tributary, the
Mangatu River. Argillite sediment is coarse and, as a soil layer, relatively infertile.
The river energy required to uplift and entrain this sediment is high compared to
that which is required to transport the finer mudstone sediments. As a result, most
of the shingle is deposited in the channel close to its origin and is only moved
downstream in times of significant flooding. Aggradation of the channel occurs
because the supply of sediment from the eroding land is greater than the amount
that can be transported by the river*s. Erosion has progressively filled river channels
with sediment and, over time, sediment will continue to build up on the floodplains
in the upper and middle reaches of the catchment. The valley was once V-shaped
but now the valley floor is flat-bottomed and heavily braided.

Figure 3.7 — Channel aggradation and narrowing, McPhail's bend, Waipaoa River*®
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While the area of severe erosion represents only a small proportion of the catch-
ment, the results of this erosion affect the full length of the Waipaoa. 94% of the
suspended sediment load in the Waipaoa originates from just 36% of the catchment

# “Taming Poverty Bay’s rogue river.” — Gisborne Herald, 15.5.1957 (GisMUS VF-Natural Events).
4 Gomez et al. 1998.

47 Smith 1977, p3. See also Chapter 4.

8 Taylor et al. 1970, p5.

4 Source: Page ¢t al. 2000, p19.
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area®. Of the sediment stored in the river system, 82% is stored in the upper catch-
ment and its tributaries, while the remaining 18% is stored in the middle reaches>.
The sediment deposited in the upper catchment is a storage area for the material
which eventually progresses to the middle reaches. Even if erosion was to deceler-
ate in the headwaters, therefore, the large store of sediment in the upper portions of
the Waipaoa would impact upon the downstream sections of the river for decades
to follow2. A significant reduction in sediment transfer from the eroding hills into
the river system will require much more afforestation than the additional 6% of the
catchment which was achieved between 1960 and 19873,

Pullar and Penhale> present the most detailed account of the acceleration of ero-
sion and valley infilling during the last 100 years. The researchers constructed a his-
tory of sedimentation on the Waipaoa floodplain by taking core samples of
sediment from the floodplains and analysing their age and thickness. Five signifi-
cant periods of infilling were distinguished:

Table 3.1 — Geological periods of erosion/aggradation

Kaiti Formation c1480BC — c131AD
Waihirere Formation c131AD — 1650
Early Matawhero Formation c1650 — 1820
Late Matawhero Formation c1820 — 1932
Post Matawhero Formation c1932 — 1950

Periods one, two and three were evidently related to such catastrophic events as the
Taupo eruptions and periods of intense storms which were unprecedented in geo-
logical time. Importantly, these earlier periods were longer in their duration than
period four and five and, for most of their term, rates of infilling were relatively
constant.

The characteristics of infilling during the fourth and fifth period differ significantly
from those of periods 1-3. Period 4 (c1820 to 1932) was characterised by ten large
floods which deposited thin layers of sediment on the floodplains. The floods of
1894 to 1918, for example, deposited sediment layers which were “thin but rich in
matter derived from forest litter®,” and were “the result of erosion of hill land that
had been cleared of forest in the 1880s°.” This sediment which had been deposited

50 Jones and Howie 1970, p46.

5t |bid.

52 Royds-Garden Ltd. et al. 1993.
5 MOWD 1987, p36.
5+ Pullar and Penhale 1970.

55 |bid.
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immediately after vegetation clearance consisted of a fertile topsoil layer of organic
matter from the forest floor. This layer was soon covered by deeper layers of
coarser material, marking the transition to period 5. This period (c1932 to 1950)
was a time of intense infilling which was in excess of the rates experienced in all
previous eras. Indeed, the “rate of infilling for period 5 is outstanding, the volume
per year being approximately 5 to 10 times that for any other period®.” Notably,
during “period 5, nearly 50% of the alluvium deposited on the plains was deposited
in the Waipaoa river meander trough and [this] reduced its flood-storage capacity
accordingly®.” Gradually, therefore, the Waipaoa’s capacity to hold new sediment
and its existing flow was reduced, at a time when there was an increase in levels of
entrained sediment and when floodwaters tend to peak more rapidly.

Figure 3.8 — Aggradation of the Waipaoa River valley®

Between 1910 and 1946, it was estimated that the bed had risen 4 metres at
Waipaoa station, 97 km from the river mouth, and 1 metre at the Kanakanaia

30 Pullar and Penhale 1970, p424.

57 Akehurst 1963, p7; Taylor et al. 1970, p5; Todd 1960, p1.

5% Pullar and Penhale 1970, p426.

5 Ibid.

% Source: Akehurst 1963. This valley was once V-shaped at this point, but it is now flatter and more braided. With
this new morphology, the river takes an unpredictable path across the valley flood, especially in times of flood.
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bridge, 42 km downstream. In part, the difference in rates of aggradation can be
attributed to the slow rate of downstream movement of the heavier shingle in river
and stream channels. However, the rate of valley infilling will always be more pro-
nounced near to the source of erosion. As a result of these processes, sediment has
inundated the more expansive plains alongside the river: “all alluvial flats adjoining
the Waipaoa River upstream of Waipaoa Station and those adjoining the Mangatu
River above Maia Station had been buried under shingle®’.” Notably, many of the
areas which were most affected by this inundation are Maori owned, with the
upland portions of Mangatu Blocks being particularly susceptible to aggradation
and sediment deposition. Average rates of aggradation have been produced for the
upstream areas of the Waipaoa River, and these become progressively higher as one
moves upstream towards areas which have a higher proportion of Maori land: Kait-
eratahi, 2m per century; Te Karaka, 3.1m per century; Whatatutu, 5m per century;
and, Mangatu, 9m per century®>. As shown, some areas have suffered more aggra-
dation than others, with the area upstream of Whatutu experiencing severe valley
infilling:

In these upper waters erosion is everywhere evident, often to a degree that is
alarming, In parts of Te Weraroa River the shingle is reckoned to be 150 feet
[45m] deep, and as much as five feet [1.5m] has been put down in a single
year®,

Other researchers have estimated approximately 9m of net deposition at Whatatutu
and 30m at Te Weraroa®. The Te Weraroa stream is severely affected by aggrada-
tion because it drains a significant zone of uplifted argillite and — through the highly
publicised Tarndale slip — is well known as the site of the most severe erosion in the
district.

The impact of channel aggradation has been experienced in a number of ways. As
early as 1910, changes were noted in the bed conditions of the Waipaoa River — the
hard, rocky base gradually became soft and boggy, as the finer, waterlogged sedi-
ment accumulated in downstream portions of river channels®. Settlers relied on the
river bed as a transport route and supply line. By 1924, neither the riverbed nor
many of the river terraces could be travelled and the informal road had to be shifted
to the ridge tops®. Untl the 1920s, flat-bottomed vessels plied the Waipaoa as far
as its junction with the Te Arai River, but thereafter this mode of transport became
untenable. Likewise, the original settlers” homesteads had been placed near the river
but, increasingly, these were relocated to higher ground, with the floodplains upon
which they once rested now covered with shingle or silt®.

ot Allsop 1973, p22.

62 “Waipaoa erosion study looking for the full picture.” — Gisborne Herald, 28.5.1998 (GisMUS VF-Natural Events).
0 “Taming Poverty Bay’s rogue river.” — Gisborne Herald, 15.5.1957 (GisMUS VF-Natural Events).

o+ “Notes on Waipaoa catchment.” — A.H. Reeves, Chair, PBCB, no date (PBCB 2/19).

> Allsop 1973, p21.

% Howard 1976, p6.
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Decreasing water quality

The increasing levels of suspended sediment in river waters have resulted in a sig-
nificant reduction in water quality®:

Erosion products are not strictly limited to bedload material, in fact, by far
the most sediment is in the form of suspended solids; the [Waipaoa] river
having a turbid appearance all year round, making it a poor quality water
resource®,

It is expected that the level of suspended sediment in the river will peak and fall
with the water level in times of flood. Nevertheless, normal turbidity levels are such
that the river maintains a cloudy appearance even in times of low flow™. The
impacts of the increase in sediment in local rivers are, however, more serious than
the aesthetic concerns of visual clarity.

Figure 3.9 — Clear water in the Waipaoa River near Kanakanaia, 18937

As a result of the increased sediment load, the number of fish species which are
present in the Waipaoa and its tributaries has declined rapidly since World War I1I.

%7 Jones and Howie 1970, p46.

68 |id.

9 Smith 1977, p3.

70 Howard 1976, p6.

71 Source: Gisborne Museum and Arts Centre.
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Tuna [eels] ate one of the more tolerant freshwater fish species to changes in water
quality and they can survive in water which contains a relatively high sediment load.
However, the sediment load in many of the region’s rivers is now too high, even for
the tuna’?, and many pools and river bends which previously contained a reliable
catch of the local delicacy are no longer used by local Maori. Fresh water lobsters
and mussels were, in traditional times, valued as a freshwater supplement to their
salt-water varieties. While few of these species existed in the major rivers, they were
relatively easy to source in smaller streams which drained into the those rivers, espe-
cially on the Poverty Bay flats. Freshwater mussels, in particular, are susceptible to
any change in sediment load and neither they nor freshwater lobsters are to be
found in sufficient numbers for kai in the casebook area. Traditionally, the lower
sections of the Waipaoa and Te Arai rivers were well-known for their whitebait,
while the tidal sections of the Waipaoa yielded flounder, mullet and kahawai™.
Today, however, these fisheries are seriously depleted because flounder and white-
bait are sensitive to changes in sediment levels, with almost no whitebait success-
fully travelling the Waipaoa and into the Te Arai’™.

Figure 3.10 — The Mangamaia swamp
with its raupo margin
It is not only in the immediate water
courses where the impact of sedimenta-
tion on food sources has been experi-
enced. In pre-European times, the
Waipaoa, Te Arai and Mangatu valleys
were well-known for freshwater ponds
and swamps which paralleled the course
of the river. These were former river
channels that had been filled with rain-
water and occasional floodwaters from
the rivers. As such, in geological time-
scales, they would have been a tempo-
rary feature in the landscape: sometimes
they would be destroyed by the river
only to be reintroduced when the river
changed its course. Yet, while they were
present, these freshwater ponds devel-
oped an abundance of eels and freshwa-
ter mussels. The ponds were particularly
important to Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki’, as

72 “The effect of sediment on eels and other native fishes.” — Senior Wildlife Conservator, Wildlife Setvice, to Field
Supetvisor, Wildlife Service, Gisborne, 23.5.1983 (PBCB 2/19).

3 Stephens 1989; Pers. comm. Darcy Ria, Stan Pardoe and Peter Tupara.

" LE. Jones, Chief Engineer, PBCB, to Senior Fisheries Management Officer, Fisheries Management Division, MAF,
Wellington, 28.10.1975 (PBCB 5/9/2).
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they provided a reliable source of tuna and other freshwater species to an inland
people who were far from the sea. The margins of these ponds and lagoons, where
raupo swamp provided both a safe habitat and a supply of insects and nutrients for
tuna, were especially abundant. Ancestors of the Rongowhakaata iwi evidently used
these ponds when exploring the back country between the Arai and Hangaroa
catchments, carefully restocking the ponds with juvenile lobsters so that they would
reliably provide kai for travelling parties’.

Figure 3.11 — The Mangamaia swamp by the Mangatu River

The outline of a much larger swamp can be distinguished. As is shown, the Mangatu River (foreground)
is relatively close to the swamp.

Today, however, few of the ponds and swamps remain and those which can be
found suffer from a much reduced quality of water. In pre-colonial times, floods
would restock the pools with nutrients and water; today, however, the swamps and
ponds are infilled by floodwaters which contain a higher proportion of shingle and
sediment. Of five major swamps which were known to Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki in the
upper reaches of the Waipaoa and Mangatu rivers, only one remains”. The four
swamps which have been destroyed were entirely infilled by sediment and, today,
they are indistinguishable from the surrounding pasture. The remaining swamp/
pond — near the confluence of the Mangamaia and the Mangatu — is depicted in
Figures 3.10 and 3.11. While it retains considerable natural beauty, it is much shal-
lower than in the 19% Century, wherein it was an abundant source of tuna. Oral his-
tories suggest that the Mangamaia pool was as deep as 3m’, but now the deepest
areas are only 1m. The spatial extent of the pool has also reduced, with more

75 Pers. comm. Rutene Irwin.
76 Pers. comm. Peter Tupara.
77 Pers. comm. Rutene Irwin and Chatlie Pera.

78 |bid.
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swamp areas at the margins and a much smaller pool of freshwater in the middle.
Because of the reduction in water volume, along with a decline in the quality of
water, few tuna are now caught in the pool at the centre of the swamp. The fate of
the Mangamaia swamp represents an extreme example of the impact of sedimenta-
tion. The more substantial swamps and lagoons, such as the Wherowhero Lagoon,
are not affected to the same extent as the Mangamaia swamp. Even the Wherow-
hero lagoon, however, is occasionally affected by floodwaters from the Waipaoa
which decrease the water quality of the lagoon and have a profound impact on local
wildlife™.

7“National wetland survey: Muriwai lagoon.” — Report for Wildlife Service, 1972 (IA 3/4).
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3.3 Flooding

Like erosion, flooding has always been a part of the Gisborne environment®. How-
ever, with the types of landscape change which have been depicted so far in this
report, the impact of floods has increased markedly in the casebook area. As a con-
sequence of the removal of forest cover and the resultant reduction in interception
of rainfall, floodwaters peak much eatlier and typically higher than at the turn of the
20t Century®!. Previously, the forest cover could not prevent floods from occurring,
but it did slow down the movement of water from the hills to the rivers. In those
times, river channels were of sufficient capacity to transport all the water draining
into them because the rate at which water entered channels was comparatively slow.
The reduction in the carrying capacity of stream and river channels, as described
above, further elevated the speed at which floodwaters top tiver banks. The combi-
nation of these two sets of processes — increased runoff and decreased channel
capacity — has increased the severity of flood events. Episodes of rainfall which
would not normally have triggered a flood began to produce an inundation of the
Poverty Bay flats®2. Likewise, when comparing storms from before 1900 with those
of similar dimensions later in the century, a far greater impact is typically in evi-
dence®.

Flood events

Published descriptions of flood events show the change in extent and regularity of
flooding. This section examines the changing outcomes of flood conditions over
time with particular regard to the effect on local iwi. The first flood for which there
is a written record — the ‘King Hori’ flood — occurred in the 1820s, but there is a
more substantial written record of flood impacts after the arrival of European mis-
sionaries, with floods in 1841, 1847, and 1853 being well-documented. The 1853
flood — then known as ‘Wikitoria> — was “much heavier than the oldest Maori
remembers®*.” The waters spread from Gisborne to Waerenga-a-hika cutting off all
land-based transport routes to and from the settlement at Turanga®. While this was
a substantial inundation, the 1876 flood which followed was of more significant
proportions. The flood took place after more than half a metre of rain fell on
ground which had been primed by five months of drought®. The human impact
was substantial and the force of the floodwaters created a new river mouth from

80 Lands and Survey 1964, p14.

81 Pullar 1962, p14.

82 “Waipaoa River flood control proposals.” — Engineer, PBCB, to Chair, PBCB, 3.3.1949 (PBCB 2/19).

8 Today, the Waipaoa River flood control scheme manages the water flow of most rainfall events. Yet, there remains
the potential for a flash flood to top the stopbanks of the scheme and, when this occurs, the flood will be particularly
devastating. Although the scheme managed the floodwaters of Cyclone Bola in 1989 reasonably well, the floodwaters
rose quicker than in rainfall events of a similar magnitude prior to 1900.

8 Gage and Black 1979, p11; Mackay 1949, p367.

8 SCRCC 1957, p49.

86 Gage and Black 1979, p11.
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the Awapuni lagoon to the sea®”. These early flood records serve to show that the
impact of flooding was extreme, even before deforestation and human-induced
aggradation.

After relatively minor floods in the 1890s, the next major flood occurred in July
1906, again after a long period without rain. Heavy rainfall which melted the snow
in the hills caused “one of the heaviest floods in the district®.” Reports from the
time indicate that the floodwaters extended from Makaraka towards Ormond on
one side and almost to Te Arai on the other. Three metres of water covered pad-
docks at Ormond, and Nelson’s bridge near the freezing works was washed out.
Some of the deepest water was experienced from Makauri down the railway line to
Taruheru. Residents who had lived in the district for forty years had never seen
floodwaters in this area before®. Only four years later there was another flood of
major proportions. In March, 1910 after exceptionally heavy rainfall, the river rose
suddenly and substantially to break its banks at Ormond and between Waerenga-a-
hika and Bushmere. It was estimated that at its peak, the Waipaoa was several
metres higher than its normal level®, and 0.3m higher than in the flood of 1906

Another four year interval passed before the next serious flood in 1914. The tlood
levels were lower than 1906 and 1910 but a larger area was inundated. Again the
river rose quickly and substantially. After 190mm of rainfall fell at Whatatutu before
8.30 pm on the 18", the Waipaoa river rose 1.2 m in one and a half hours, while an
increase of 4.8m in the river level was measured between 7 and 11 pm®. By this
stage, residents on the Poverty Bay flats were beginning to recognise that the effects
of the floods were becoming more serious but, while they were better prepared for
floods, the damage from each flood event was becoming more substantial, with the
floodwaters covering a greater area on the flats. The estimated discharge of the
1876 flood was greater than the 1910 flood. Yet, the spatial extent of the resultant
flood waters in 1910 was more substantial. Moreover, the material which was
deposited on the plains after the 1914 flood was no longer fine grained with a high
organic content, but heavier and less-fertile silt®.

A common characteristic of these floods appears to be the speed at which the river
broke its banks. In May 1916, “another flood occurred when the river rose faster
than ever previously known?.” The pattern of fast rising rivers and a greater sever-
ity of flooding became particulatly evident in 1930s and early 1940s, wherein there

87 “Waipaoa River has long commanded attention.” — Gisborne Herald, p16, 11.4.1986 (GisMUS VF-Natural Events).
8 SCRCC 1957, p50.

89 1hid.

% Mackay 1949, p367.
91 SCRCC 1957, p50.

92 1hid.

% Gage and Black 1979, p11; “Waipaoa River flood control proposals.” — Engineer, PBCB, to Chair, PBCB, 3.3.1949
(PBCB 2/19).
% SCRCC 1957, p50.
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were 30 floods of significance in the Poverty Bay area®. The flood of 1932 caused
widespread damage on the Gisborne flats. Rainfall was heavy, but the floodwaters
increased more quickly than expected and stayed high for a considerable period of
time. The township of Patutahi suffered surprisingly severe damage with water up
to the windows of many houses and a 0.6m layer of silt deposited on the ground®,
while residents of Kaiteratahi were forced to move into the freezing works and the
bridge at Kanakanaia was swept away. Patutahi had sustained only moderate dam-
age in the floods of 1910 and had been almost unaffected in 1914%”. Some of the
local Maoti who were interviewed for this research project had been told stoties of
the 1932 flood by their parents®. In particular, these recollections point to the
unprecedented nature of flooding at Patutahi and Manutuke, with the location of
the latter settlement having been chosen centuries before because of its flood-free
position. Records suggest that from the early 1930s the area between Patutahi and
Manutuke was regularly inundated by floods of all sizes®.

The flood of February 1938 was particularly disastrous. Most of the deluge fell in
the upper headwaters on land which had been cleared and grassed for farming. The
resultant flood created widespread damage in areas which, according to published
records, had not been affected prior to 1938'%. A personal memoir from a long
time resident of Muriwai, Joan Robinson, described the devastation left by this
event!?l. She writes of three bridges being swept away at Muriwai, as well as approx-
imately half a metre of sediment and large piles of timber being deposited on the
flats by the flood waters. Maoti crop growing areas were also severely affected by
this flood. Kumara and maize, grown by local Maori on the lower terraces at Manu-
tuke were destroyed. The flood waters stretched from Manutuke to the sea on one
bank and from the Willows settlement to the sea on the other!2 Only two months
later a flood once more affected the low-lying areas on the true-right of the
Waipaoa, with Maori farm land at Muriwai inundated by 3.6m of floodwaters!®.

The floods of the 1940s were also severe. By this time sedimentation of the
Waipaoa River channel was in full effect, so the capacity of the channel had been
reduced. On one day in March 1944, 166mm of rainfall fell at Te Karaka within 24
hours, thereby producing a flood of proportions unseen since 1916'%. 4800ha were
flooded, 1200 of which were covered in silt. Large areas of land up to Ormond

% “Much pioneering work in the Board’s 41 year history.” — Gisborne Herald, p15, 11.4.1986 (GisMUS VF-Natural
Events).

% SCRCC 1957, p50.

97“Waipaoa River flood control proposals.” — Chief Engineer, PBCB, to Chairman, PBCB, 3.3.1949 (PBCB 2/19).

% Pers. comm. Tom Smiler, Darcy Ria, Peter Tupara and Stan Pardoe.

9 SCRCC 1957, p50.

100 |bid., p54.

101“Joan Robinson. 1942, Muriwai.” — Personal memoir, no date (GisMUS VF-Natural History: Botany)

102 | bid.

103 SCRCC 1957, p55.
104Waipaoa River flood control proposals.” — Chief Engineer, PBCB, to Chairman, PBCB, 3.3.1949 (PBCB 2/19).
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were inundated and houses as far up as Te Karaka were evacuated. Further rain
later in the month caused more flooding especially at Waerenga-a-hika, where a cut
had been made in the banks to allow water to drain away after the earlier flood!®.
1948 produced two significant floods, the first of which spread over 8500ha includ-
ing the Gisborne township. This flood deposited heavy silt over the Poverty Bay
flats and caused losses of £165,000 on local farms. A second flood occurred in
early July and, of recorded floods to that date, was smaller only than those of 1876,
1906, 1910 and May 1948. A total of 8000ha were flooded and a heavy layer of silt
covered 1200ha!®. Again, the lowlands on the true-right of the Waipaoa — areas
which were historically flood free and which included a significant proportion of
Maori land — were significantly affected by the floodwaters. As shown in Section
4.1, this flood was particularly devastating for Ngai Tamanuhiri who lost a consid-
erable amount of dairying land at Muriwai to floodwaters.

The pattern of rapid and long-lasting floods which increasingly came to affect the
area from Patutahi to Muriwai continued even after the development of the
WRFCS. Major floods in 1967 and 1974 were only partially contained by the
scheme. Cyclone Bola produced the largest recorded flood on the East Coast in
March 1988. The cyclonic weather system produced a deep depression off the East
Coast which resulted in prolonged, heavy rains and gale force winds. Some areas
received up to 900mm of rain in 72 hours, while most sites received at least 600mm,
yielding a flood which more than rivalled that of 1876. Flood damage on the flats
was of a level similar to that of the 1948 flood which occurred prior to the con-
struction of the WRFCS!7,

Extensive damage was reported in the hill country and some upland properties lost
up to 30% of their grazing area. The published accounts of Cyclone Bola concen-
trate on the economic cost to communications and farming. However, this and
other floods also yield a substantial ecological cost. As has already been mentioned
in the case of the Mangamaia swamp, floods typically decrease the water quality in
swamps and wetlands and sometimes infill these water-bodies with sediment. Bola
substantially damaged many types of habitat and, as a result, led to the near extinc-
tion of some species of avifauna. For example, the local weka population declined
markedly after the 1967 flood'® and, in particular, the flood coinciding with
Cyclone Bolal®. While there is debate as to whether this was brought about by
flood-induced ‘fowl brood’ or through the destruction of the scraggy vegetation in
which weka thrive, the ultimate cause of this decline was the flood itself.

105 SCRCC 1957, p56.

106 bid., p57.

107 Hicks 1989, p1.

108°Weka enclosure. Gisborne.” — Department of Internal Affairs, Rotorua, to the Conservator of Wildlife, Rotorua,
20.1970 IA 5/1/3).

109 “Decline in weka numbers blamed on Bola.” — Gisborne Herald, 23.4.92 (GisMUS VF-Natural Events).
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Researchers have since written of the inevitability of the event in that land use in the
hills remained oriented towards pastoral farming. The afforestation which had
taken place up to 1988 was relatively inconsequential in comparison to the scale of
the erosion problem!!®. The impetus for afforestation in the upper headwaters had
been lost as subsidies for soil conservation were cut and there was a lack of a uni-
fied effort to afforest the more marginal land. There had not been a major flood
event for some years and complacency existed on the part of landowners, especially
on the flats, where some had expressed over-confidence in the flood control
scheme!!'!l, However, it should be noted that Bola was considered to have a return
period''? of over 100years. An event of this magnitude would have caused severe
damage regardless of the engineering structures in place.

Case study: impacts of landscape change on Mangatu

The processes of erosion, valley infilling, and flooding are considered to be ‘natural’
and, as such, part of the expected evolution of a dynamic landscape. However,
human acceleration of these processes has created environmental problems which
have had a lasting impact on the district. It has become apparent that Maori have
been affected by these processes in a qualitatively and quantitatively different man-
ner than European settlers. From a BEuropean perspective, the deterioration of
farmland from mass wasting processes and the downstream implications of deterio-
rating water quality and increased flooding have been labelled an economic disaster
for the region!3. While Maori have been affected by these outcomes, they have also
suffered from the deterioration or disappearance of their traditional housing, food
gathering and land resources. As tangata whenua, local Maori had learned over cen-
turies to adapt to the changing fluvial environment: their systems of land use
changed with the evolving landscape. However, the alienation of Maoti land and the
westernisation of the tenure of remaining land has rendered these traditional coping
mechanisms unviable. It would be impossible to detail examples of the impact of
landscape change for the entire casebook area. Rather, a case study of one location
— Mangatu Pa — is provided to highlight the specific outcomes of erosion, aggrada-
tion and flooding for Maori communities.

The kainga at Mangatu was located close to the Mangatu river, about 3.2 km
upstream from the confluence of the Waipaoa and Mangatu rivers. Built on land
owned by Mangatu Blocks 1, 3 & 4 Inc., the kainga was comprised of a marae and a
reserve of approximately 500 acres. It was set apart from Mangatu No. 1 Block for
the use of its owners!'*. In the early 1950s, approximately fourteen homes were

110 See Chapter 5.

1 Trotter 1988.

112 Return period is the likelihood of a flood event of this magnitude occurting in any given year. In this case it is a little
above a 1in 100 chance in any given year.

113 Taylor et al. 1970.

114 “Report. Housing at Mangatu.” — Field Supervisor, Maori Affairs, Gisborne, to Registrar, Gisborne, 19.3.1948 (MA
30/5/55).
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located on the reserve with three more on the marae!’>. The condition of these
houses concerned representatives of the departments of Maori Affairs and Health.
Complaints of overcrowding, unhygienic conditions and the dilapidated state of
many dwellings prompted government agencies to undertake surveys of the hous-
ing and to seatch for alternatives. Most of the residents of Mangatu were owners in
Mangatu Blocks and received rent payments from the East Coast Commissioner
(ECC) while incorporation land was under his management. At the end of his ten-
ure, dividends were paid by the management committee as they took control of
farm stations. While this money supplemented Maori income, it was not enough to
purchase new houses and more suitable land for the village. One of the few institu-
tions from which money could be obtained, the Department of Maori Affairs,
could not give housing grants to build houses on land for which no exclusive title
was held:

Formerly loans were granted to build houses wherever an applicant owned a
section on which it was possible to place a house. Earlier loans were even
approved on an undivided interest in a block. Housing policy has, however,
changed and present requirements are not only that the title is held in [the]
applicants name (or applicant and spouse), but that it should have access by a
legal road maintained by a local authority, should be reasonably close to
shopping, postal and at least a primary school facilities. If not reasonably
near, even though not remote, the board may now require a substantial
deposit. It is also required that the family breadwinner has satisfactory
employment prospects and preferably that these exist for the children also,
when they reach earning capacity!'®.

The result of this policy was that the people of Mangatu could not obtain finance
for housing because of both its location and the tenure of the land. It was becoming
difficult to source full-time employment in the area at that time because of the
declining productivity of local agriculture — itself an outcome of the acceleration of
erosional processes'!”.

The ECC controlled the Mangatu lands from 1917 to 1947'18, during which time
the housing problem became apparent:

The area (Mangatu) has not been partitioned out from the main block (Man-
gatu No 1). Until the passing of the 1947 Maori Purposes Act, the legal title
was vested in the East Coast Commissioner. Now it is vested in the Mangatu
Body Corporate. The East Coast Commissioner had issued occupation
licenses to some of the beneficial owners but these tenures were considered
to be inadequate for security purposes for housing loans. About ten years ago

15 hid.

116 “Housing Te Karaka and adjoining areas.” — Welfare Section, Department of Maori Affairs, Gisborne, to Housing
Officer, Department of Maoti Affairs, Gisborne, 7.6.1957 (MA 30/3/38).

117 Taylor et al. 1970; “Housing Te Karaka and adjoining areas.” — Welfare Section, Department of Maori Affairs, Gis-
borne, to Housing Officer, Department of Maori Affairs, Gisborne, 7.6.1957 (MA 30/3/38).

118 Ward 1958, p218.
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the Commissioner erected three new dwellings appatently on the security of
the occupiers’ dividends from Mangatu No.1 Block!".

Figure 3.12 — A dwelling at Mangatu!20
The ECC did not have the power to give
individual titles while he had control of
the land'?!. It appears that attempts by
the ECC to improve the housing situa-
tion for the beneficiaties had been
thwarted by the Department of Maori
Affairs. While the land was under his
control, owners of the Mangatu Blocks
had called on him to supply new homes
to Maori living in unhealthy conditions
at Mangatu'??2. The ECC accepted in principle a plan to use money from the Mang-
atu 1, 3 & 4 Blocks Inc. to provide timber and supply houses to beneficiaries. How-
ever, he was blocked by the Maori Affairs Department which believed that such
actions were outside his jurisdiction and that disadvantaged Maori could be pro-
vided for under the Native Housing Act 193523, As described above, this Act was
not applicable to the situation at Mangatu. The ECC did build some houses for
those who were particulatly affected by housing problems at the kainga, but these
were exceptions which were barely tolerated by the Maori Affairs Department!?.

In addition to, and contributing to, the physical state of the houses, an increasing
problem of flooding emerged from the 1930s, with heavy sediment being deposited
after each flood. Over time, these deposits made the Mangatu kainga physically
uninhabitable. While Maori owned the surrounding land, there were few areas suit-
able for housing development around the kainga and, in any case, access to this
land was effectively denied by the ECC. In earlier times, the locations of kainga in
the headwaters of the Waipaoa and up the Mangatu were dynamic: the fluvial envi-
ronment was ever shifting, requiring a flexible relationship among local inhabitants
and rivers. However, the alienation of large parcels of land, the westernisation of
tenure of remaining Maori land and the actions of the ECC prevented the residents
of Mangatu from shifting with the new environmental conditions, effectively
restricting them to an increasingly hazardous environment.

119 “Mangatu Pa housing conditions.” — Registrar, Maori Affair, Gisborne, to Under-Secretary, Maori Affairs, Welling-
ton, 23.3.1948 (MA 30/3/55).

120 Source: Rutene Irwin.

121 “Report. Housing at Mangatu.” — Field Supervisor, Maori Affairs, Gisborne, to Registrar, Maori Affair, Gisborne,
19.3.1948 (MA 30/3/55).

122 Papers of the East Coast Commissioner no. 161, cited in Ward 1958, p 150.

123 MA 26/7/33, cited in Ward 1958, p150.

124 Ward 1958, p151.
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Figure 3.13 — The meeting house at Mangatu, 1956125

When the inhabitants were finally relo-

cated to the high terrace at Whatatutu,

flood free land had to be purchased

from Europeans because by this stage

they owned all the land which was free

from inundation in the area'?. Initially,

the inhabitants of Mangatu were hesi-

tant about relocating — After all, Mang-

atu had been a thriving community, with

access to a clear, abundant river which

had provided for all community needs.

An elder who was raised in the area recollected childhood experiences of diving
into nearly two metres of clear water from a high river bank alongside the village!?’.
He also recalled the ease with which locals collected eels from beneath this bank
and how the river provided clean drinking and bathing water. Today, the bank no
longer exists — the river channel has been infilled with coarse shingle and floodwa-
ters regularly spill onto a steadily aggrading flood plain.

125 Source: Rutene Irwin. Inset: Three members of Te Aitanga-a-Mahaki outside of the now ruined meeting house
which remains at Mangatu.

126 “Section purchase: Maori housing, Whatatutu report.” — District Officer, Maori Affairs, Gisborne, to Under Sec-
retary, Maori Affairs, Wellington, 4.12.1961 (MA 6/7/19).

127 Pers. comm. Rutene Irwin.
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Figure 3.14 — The meeting house which remains at Mangatu'2s

Several government agencies and civil servants expressed the opinion that the body
corporate of Mangatu Blocks 1, 3 & 4 Inc. should either provide titles for land or
provide money for the building of houses'?. By the time the management commit-
tee agreed to provide separate titles to parcels of land for the beneficiaries, however,
the river had aggraded to such an extent that the proposed sites were no longer
suitable for housing of any kind:

In addition [to] the steady aggradation of the Waipaoa river bed, it is evident
that the area is becoming unsuitable as a residential area, and the sites of
existing dwellings most of sub-standard construction, will probably be inun-
dated by the river within the next decade.

As a result, the residents concerned are now agreeable to consider re building
homes in the Whatatutu village area which is on high ground, well above the
river, and is served by two shops, post office, hotel, and a good primary
school. Several new homes have been built under Maori housing recently,
and while interest is maintained, we wish to speed up the removal of other

128 Source: Rutene Irwin. The extent of valley infilling can be seen by comparing these photos to Figure 3.13.

129 “Mangatu pa housing conditions.” — Registrar, Maori Affairs, Gisborne, to Under-Secretary, Maori Affairs, Wel-
lington, 23.3.1948 (MA 30/3/55); “Notes of report to Minister of Maoti Affairs at Poho-a-Rawiri meeting house.”
— E. Hooper, Secretary Mangatu Blocks 1, 3 & 4 Inc.,11.4.1951 (MA 30/3/55).
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residents from the Mangatu Pa area, into the village proper. The Mangatu
Inc. and the Waikohu County Council support this proposal'*.

After 1962, all new housing development was to be located on the high terrace at
Whatatutu'3!. Later, one of two meeting houses at Mangatu was also shifted as a
result of flooding and valley infilling!®. As can be seen in Figure 3.14, the aban-
doned meeting house — the only remaining evidence of the once thriving commu-
nity at Mangatu — has deteriorated rapidly since that time. The meeting house now
forms a visual benchmark of aggradation and flooding and a solemn reminder of
the impact of these processes on local Maori.

Whatatutu itself was originally located on the floodplain directly below its present
position. However, valley infilling and constant flooding caused the houses and
other buildings situated there to become uninhabitable!®. Every small flood that
occurred in the area affected the village and the more significant floods destroyed
individual homes on a regular basis. In this case, houses were not shifted en masse to
the higher terrace, but rather the residents gradually shifted as conditions worsened
over time. Whatatutu was also a community which, at one time, housed a relatively
significant number of Maori!**. The case studies of Mangatu, in particular, and
Whatatutu, to a lesser extent, highlight the powerful relationship between environ-
mental change and change in land ownership and management. It is probable that
this relationship will not come through strongly in casebook evidence for the Gis-
borne inquiry district wherein research has been compartmentalised into ‘social’,
‘traditional’; ‘land alienation’ and ‘environmental’ spheres. Yet, it is a shibboleth of
Maori culture that land, community health and environment are closely related.
Therefore, the gross landscape changes which have been depicted in this chapter
necessarily yield a number of social, cultural and economic outcomes which should
not be ignored by the Tribunal.

130 “Section purchase: Maori housing. Whatatutu report.” — District Officer, Maori Affairs, Gisborne, to Under-Sec-
retary, Maori Affairs, Wellington, 4.12.1961 (MA 6/7/19).

131 “Open homes at Whatatutu.” — Gisborne Herald, 17.11.1962 (MA 6/7/19).

132 Allsop 1973, p23.

133 Poole 1983, p68.

134 Pers. comm. Rutene Irwin and Charlie Pera.
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Waipaoa River flood
control scheme

n 1990, the Waipaoa River flood control scheme

(WRFCS) received official recognition from the

Institution of Professional Engingers as one of 70
nationally significant achievements for the engineer-
ing fraternity. A newspaper article about this award
reported that:

The Waipaoa scheme was a good example
of the art of directing and controlling the
forces of nature for the benefit of man-
kind, which was what engineering was all
about...In the words of the present engi-
neer of the GDC, ‘Many far sighted farm-
ers were involved in the scheme’s origins
and development!'’’

Many of these sentiments are, indeed, correct. The
Waipaoa has functioned reliably since the late 1950s
as a flood control mechanism, and farmers played a
significant role in its development. Yet, the rudi-

! “Keeping forces of nature at bay.” — Gisborne Herald, 7.12.1990 (GisMUS
VF-Natural Events).
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ments of three notable infractions can be found in these relatively innocuous words.
First, all attempts at ‘directing and controlling the forces of nature’ will inevitably
lead to a questioning of the authority of agents to transform the environment. This
question — Whose nature? — is increasingly pertinent to the Waitangi Tribunal’s task of
understanding Treaty principles as they apply to rivers?. The WRFCS provides
another perplexing example of a clash between Article I and Article II of the Treaty.
This first question readily leads to a second: who benefits and who loses in attempts to
direct and control the forces of nature? As will be shown in this Chapter, ‘mankind’
[sic.] in Poverty Bay appears to have been reduced to ‘far sighted farmers’ in the
case of the decision-making for the WRFCS. Third, what and who defines success in ret-
rospective assessments of a project’s merit? The WRFCS has indeed been success-
ful in protecting farmland, yet few of the scheme’s advocates appear to have
reflected on whether this outcome could have been achieved without negative
impacts on local Maoti and their resources.

The types of environmental change outlined in Part I required a response from
local authorities which were responsible for environmental protection. Not only did
such changes as an increased frequency of flooding affect the pakeha community,
but they also affected local Maori. The implementation of a flood control scheme
on the Waipaoa River was well within the Crown’s kawanatanga mandate, as formu-
lated within Article I of the Treaty. However, the initiation of any such scheme inev-
itably conflicts with at least some of the Article II rights of Maori. Flood protection
schemes require the realignment of rivers and a vatiety of other alterations to the
hydrological system which may, for example, impact upon Maori fisheries and wahi
tapu. The way in which this potential conflict was managed by the Poverty Bay
Catchment Board and its governing body, the Soil Conservation and Rivers Control
Council, is the focus of this Chapter. It is contended that there were few attempts
to ascertain Maoti environmental interests nor, therefore, to reconcile these inter-
ests within the flood protection scheme. Consequently, the WRFCS had a more
negative impact upon local Maori than might have been the case.

2 Ward 1999, p70.
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4.1 The Poverty Bay River Board

While some might consider any change to a river system to be a potential Treaty
grievance, it is not necessarily the case that Maori disagree with all hydrological
transformations. After all, local Maori themselves altered significantly the mouth of
the Waipaoa River. In 1840, a series of recurring floods threatened to destroy an
important burial site, and local iwi cut through the sand dunes near the Awapuni
Lagoon in the hope that the river would take a new course’. Indeed, in the years
before Wotld War Two, it could be argued that it was a lactk of action to protect
Maori interests from flooding which potentially forms an iwi grievance against the
Crown. In those years, the increasing severity of floods had a particularly significant
impact on Maori communities from Te Arai to Muriwai but there were few
attempts to lessen the impact of these events. Local requests for Crown assistance
in the construction of a flood protection scheme were evident from the 1870s*, but
there were only partial attempts at flood control before 1949. The activities of the
Poverty Bay River Board which operated from 1912 to 1949 are evaluated briefly
because they unveil a recurring theme in historical debates about flood control: the
dominance of ratepayer concerns in local authorities’ pursuit of flood mitigation.

Activities of the Board

Public demand for flood protection followed significant floods in 1906 and 1910.
In 1912, the Poverty Bay River Board (PBRB) was established to authorise and
coordinate the flood protection measures of private individuals and to carry out
such work where it was beyond the financial and administrative capacities of land-
owners®. This narrow focus was reflected in the authorising legislation for river
boards — the Rivers Board Act 1908 — which was similarly focused on protecting
the interests of farmers. The very factors which led to the creation of the Board are
indicative of its bias towards property owners. Floods...

...which occurred in 1906 and 1910, although not the largest recorded up to
that time, caused far greater damage because of the growing density of popu-
lation, and agitation for flood protection resulted in the creation of the Pov-
erty Bay River Board in 1912¢.

The problem of flooding and the need for a response to it was perceived within a
narrow framework of property protection which led to an incremental approach to
river management. For example, the Harbour Board had made a request to the
River Board that “every reasonable step should be taken by river works and stop

3 “Waipaoa River flood control proposals.” — A.D. Todd, Chief Engineer, PBCB, to Chairman, PBCB, 3.3.1949 (PB-
CB 2/19).

4 “Waipaoa River encroachment.” — P. McDonald, Undersecretary for Public Works, Wellington, to Chairman, CCC,
16.10.1877 (GisMUS 72-122); “Waipaoa encroachment.” — River committee, CCC, to Chairman, CCC, 20.9.1877
(GisMUS 72-122).

5 PBRB to SCRCC, 4.9.1946 (PBRB 17/3); NZ Gazette 29.8.1912, p2593.

6 lbid.
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banks on the Waipaoa to prevent any flood waters from reaching the Turanganui by
overflow into either the Taruheru River or the Waikanae Creek’.” The logic of this
request was that the Borough of Gisborne should be protected at all costs. The
focus of river management was to be the protection of pakeha residential and com-
mercial development, while the protection of kainga on the true right of the
Waipaoa was not, therefore, guaranteed.

The initial activities of the Board were restricted to relatively minor but potentially
contradictory tasks. One of the first published reports of the Board outlined a long
list of such minor projects as protecting individual properties and bridges, clearing
willow on the Poverty Bay flats and clearing the river channel on an ad hot basis®.
There appeared to be no integrated policy for catchment management and, in this
context of fragmented and piecemeal decisions, Maori interests were subverted by
the loud and clear voice of individual pakeha farmers and residential pressure
groups. In some places the Board recommended the planting of willows on stream
margins in order to slow the flow of the Waipaoa and to reduce the lateral move-
ment of river banks. It also adopted a case by case basis for the stopbanking of pri-
vate property, permitting such works on the merits of public petition rather than an
integrated policy’. Embankments and willow planting lead to an increased fre-
quency of flooding both upstream and downstream of their origin, so in other areas
the Board retracted its permission for willow planting, reflecting its lack of strategic
intent!”.

The minutes of the River Board!! indicate the reactive nature of the decision-mak-
ing: in almost all of its decisions the Board was responding to ratepayer petition
rather than the researched needs of all residents. One example of note was that the
Board only started to consider headwater erosion control after landowners on the
Poverty Bay flats complained of downstream siltation!2. Not only did this reactive
stance mean that the Board’s activities were limited to minor attempts to mitigate
flooding on individuals’ properties, it also meant that the Board did not communi-
cate with all affected parties when it made decisions to alter the course of the river.
Put simply, the Board was not interested in avoidance of, nor compensation for, the
outcomes of its policy, as is evident in one of its first attempts at flood control:

I do not anticipate any claims for severance, either here or above, as it is
apparent that the works must be of great benefit to the owners, while the
inconvenience to [others| will be temporary and not serious, the benefits
being security from flood, prevention of loss by erosion, saving in bank pro-
tection and acquisition of land as riparian owners'.

7 “Waipaoa River stopbanks for flood protection.” — 15.1.1917 (GHB MB).

8 Kennedy 1912.

> Minutes of a meeting of the Poverty Bay River Board — 16.7.1914 (GisMUS 79-02).
10 Minutes of a meeting of the Poverty Bay River Board — 26.10.1912 (GisMUS 79-02).
1 File: GisMUS 79-02.

12 Minutes of a meeting of the Poverty Bay River Board — 10.8.1938 (GisMUS 79-02).
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It is clear from such statements that the Board would only consider compensation
for loss of property; loss of fisheries or other non-financial losses would neither be
compensated nor taken into account in decision-making,

With increasing levels of erosion in the headwaters of the catchment, such protec-
tive measures as willow planting would not successfully contain the Waipaoa.
Almost from the inception of the PBRB, therefore, a focal issue for the Board was
whether or not it should adopt a wide-scale flood control scheme!*. The Minister of
Land’s office played a significant part in these deliberations's, preparing a proposal
for such a scheme in 1918'°. A number of other proposals were developed in the
years 1914 to 1918. The most comprehensive suggested the need to straighten the
river by removing oxbows in the lower reaches!’, yet the reports do not mention the
possibility of negative outcomes from this type of work. There was some question
within the reports themselves as to whether Poverty Bay could afford even a minor
flood control scheme!’®, so it was not surprising that none of these initial proposals
were implemented. Ultimately, the one accomplishment of any note of the PBRB
was its first completed task: the implementation of a flood warning scheme®.

Ineffective organisation

The Board’s lack of finances was a principle cause of its ineffectiveness. Although it
could recuperate expenses for prevention works which had been requested by land-
owners, its ability to impose a rating regime on the wider population was at best
ambiguous?. As a consequence, it was rarely in a position to carry out work which
had been recommended by local or Wellington-based engineers?. By the early
1940s when the need for a flood protection scheme had become more obvious, the
Board was left with no cash reserves to initiate such a scheme. Although it
attempted to obtain funds from the Cook County Council (CCC), the Council
refused? and central government also declined financial contributions. Subse-
quently, it has been suggested that this inability to raise finance was the main reason
for the lack of progress towards an integrated programme of flood control?.

13 Kennedy 1912, p4.

4 Minutes of a meeting of the Poverty Bay River Board — 23.4.1914 (GisMUS 79-02).

15 Minutes of a meeting of the Poverty Bay River Board — 12.6.1915 and 10.6.1916 (GisMUS 79-02).

16 Thompson 1918.

17 Kennedy 1912.

18 Laing-Meason 1914.

19“Waipaoa River flood control scheme.” — PBCB, to members, 12.11.1952 (PBCB 2/19).

20 Minutes of a meeting of the Poverty Bay River Board — 7.5.1932 (GisMUS 79-02).

21 Minutes of a meeting of the Poverty Bay River Board — 18.5.1933 (GisMUS 79-02).

22 “Big River cut. Payment of cost, proposal shelved, awaiting erosion plan.” — Poverty Bay Herald, 29.5.1941 (Gis-
MUS 79-02).

2 “Waipaoa River Flood Control Scheme.” — PBCB, to members, 12.11.1952 (PBCB 2/19).
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While the financial incapacity of the Board was an important determinant of its lack
of action, the most problematic feature of its operation was its restricted bounda-
ries. The Board had no control over the headwaters of the Waipaoa River and,
strangely, only a limited mandate on the true right (western side) of the river. The
outcomes of this “absurd position?*” were particularly detrimental to the integrated
management of flooding and erosion:

A most unusual feature of the River Board was that the boundary of its dis-
trict proceeded along the middle of the river for part of its length — no doubt
the result of a quarrel as to who should pay rates! The only effective work the
Board could do was to locate flood overflows along the banks and put up
short lengths of stopbanks in attempts to contain them. It was able to do lit-
tle work in the face of peak floods that drowned land from one side of the
flats to the other?.

The majority of ratepayers on the true right of the river had refused by petition to
be incorporated into the PBRB’s jurisdiction?. That such important decisions as
these were decided solely on the basis of ratepayer petition was unfortunate for local
Maori. While they were a numerically significant grouping on the western bank of
the river, collective ownership of land as well as land alienation meant that they
were only a small percentage of the ratepaying public. Rivers of the volume of the
Waipaoa pay scant regard to administrative boundaries which do not follow catch-
ment topography and, as a result, the PBRB was a predestined failure.

From the time of its establishment, many locals criticised the spatial extent of the
Board’s mandate. As early as 1918, the local member of parliament requested that
the Board be abolished and replaced by one which comprised the whole of the
Waipaoa catchment?. In 1932, the Patutahi relief committee wrote to the PBRB
“asking the Board to use every effort to obtain relief?®” from flooding in the Wait-
uhi area. While the River District included Patutahi, the PBRB had no authority at
Waituhi, which was only a few miles north. The Board itself was often frustrated by
its lack of influence on the area from Manutuke to Muriwai. From the confluence
of the Te Arai River to the sea, the boundary of the river district ran down the mid-
dle of the Waipaoa. In 1924, the public works engineer of the CCC drew the
Board’s attention to serious erosional problems on the southern side of the river
mouth. The Board could only “thank the Council for the information and state that
as the erosion is not in the River District it has no jurisdiction in the matter®.” This
lack of a mandate to address erosion to the south of the river mouth was to be par-
ticularly expensive for Ngai Tamunhiri. A 500m wide strip of pastoral land was lost
to that iwi in the years after World War Two, principally through Waipaoa floodwa-

2 Thompson 1918, p5.

% Poole 1983, p15.

2 Extract from NZ Gazette, 1921 (PBRB 17/3).

27 Minutes of a meeting of the Poverty Bay River Board — 18.5.1918 (GisMUS 79-02).
28 Minutes of a meeting of the Poverty Bay River Board — 3.3.1932 (GisMUS 79-02).
2 Minutes of a meeting of the Poverty Bay River Board — 10.6.1924 (GisMUS 79-02).
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ters which washed Muriwai soils into the sea’. The administrative deficiencies of
the PBRB had failed Maoti on one side of the river while, on the other, flood pro-
tection works which might have saved agricultural land around Gisborne township
served only to divert water southwards and westwards, towards the unprotected
parts of the catchment. As a result of both newly available legislation — the Soil
Conservation and Rivers Control Act 1941 — and the overall failure of the Board,
the PBRB was abolished in early 1947, having achieved little in its 35 year history
for local Maori®.

Ministry of Works alterations to the
Waipaoa River mouth

In the final years of its administration, the PBRB lobbied parliament for assistance
in mitigating the impacts of flooding at the Waipaoa River mouth. Between 1925
and 19406, the river mouth gradually shifted southwards and, with the establishment
of an off-shore bar which blocked its course to the sea, a noticeable increase in
flooding had occurred in that time32. With neither the financial capacity nor author-
isation to carry out the required works itself, in 1938 the Board requested the Min-
ister of Public Works to intervene®. The logic of the request was twofold: first, to
hold the contemporary location of the river mouth in a fixed position in order to
prevent its drift southwards; and, second, to straighten the final miles of the
Waipaoa to expedite its course to the sea’. Initially, the Public Works Department
paid little regard to the request, even though an internal report of 1940 had shown
that, if left unchecked, the Waipaoa would erode much of the Maori land around
Muriwai®.

With a series of new floods in the mid-1940s, the Department began to plan for a
significant works programme near the Wherowhero Lagoon*®. However, the nature
of the Department’s new stance on local intervention had little to do with protect-
ing Maori interests:

[W]orking constantly towards Young Nick’s Head, the mouth of the river had
eaten up a big area of land and threatened to create still further damage. The
indirect effect of this movement was wotse than its direct effect, however,

30 “Compensation claims.Waipaoa River flood damages.” — D.C. Purdie, to H.Vickerman, Vickerman and Lancaster,
28.8.1949 (PBCB 2/19).

31 Department of Internal Affairs to PBRB, 17.2.1947 (PBRB 17/3).

32 Pullar and Penhale 1970, p425.

3 Minutes of a meeting of the Poverty Bay River Board — 10.8.1938 (GisMUS 79-02).

3 “Big River cut. Payment of cost, proposal shelved, awaiting erosion plan.” — Poverty Bay Herald, 29.5.1941 (Gis-
MUS 79-02).

% “Waipaoa River. Shifting of mouth to southwards and attendant erosion.” — District Engineer, Public Works De-
pattment, to Engineer in Chief, Public Works Department, 10.9.1940 (W1 48/159); “Waipaoa River — erosion near
mouth.” — Engineer in Chief, Public Works Department, to District Engineer, Gisborne, 20.2.1941 (W1 48/159).

% Hditorial — Poverty Bay Herald, 19.3.1944 (GisMUS 79-02).
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because for 3.5 miles the river was practically at sea level, which meant that
flood waters lost their velocity and banked up to overflow point in short
order. One of the district’s assets most closely threatened was the railway
bridge and the line itself?’.

It was only when the Crown-owned railway was threatened by the Waipaoa that
agents of the Crown decided to intervene.

Figure 4.1 — Construction of training wall at the mouth of the Waipaoa, 194638

In fact, the initial actions of the Works Department only exacerbated the erosion of
Maori land at Muriwai®. Efforts to stabilise the railway bridge over the Waipaoa
through the creation of a sizable embankment forced the river to breach Te Wairau

37 “Waipaoa River flood control scheme.” — E McKillop, Commissioner of Works, MoW, to Resident Engineer, Gis-
borne, n.d. (PBCB 2/19/7); Poverty Bay Herald, 29.3.1944 (GisMUS 79-02).
3 Source: National Archives (W1 48/159).
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bend, leading floodwaters through the Wherowhero Lagoon and over low-lying
land to the sea®. The erosion of Maori land at Muriwai was rapidly accelerated by
this diversion and it also suffered from inundation by a tidal wave in 19474, In
1949, after the loss of a significant area of this land to that time, local Maori owners
as well as Pakeha farmers sought financial compensation from the government.
This claim was rejected by the Crown, even though the Works Department
accepted that the railway embankment was responsible for the loss of land at Muri-
wal. The response of the Crown lawyer in this regard was to...

...recommend [the claimants| offering to reduce the claims to the minimum
or even to forego them very largely, or in some cases wholly...if the Govern-
ment will undertake...temporary protective measures*.

This appears to be a scarcely veiled attempt to reduce the threat of action against
the Crown, with the Crown assuring locals that it would only carry out its obliga-
tion to protect individuals from flood damage if they abandoned their claim. The
loss of land was greatly reduced after the construction of a training wall at the river
mouth by the Works Department in 1946, which began to take effect late in the
1940s%.

% Careful interpretation of the impact of Crown policy on the Muriwai pasture lands is required. These lands had de-
veloped through progradation many hundreds of years previously, when the Waipaoa River exited below Te Kuri a
Paoa. The Muriwai area is in the lee of prevailing sea currents, meaning that it receives little in the way of sediment
transported up the coast from the south because Te Kuri a Paoa blocks this transport. When the river shifted north,
Muriwai and Brown’s beaches were starved of sediment and the high energy of the coastal wave environment slowly
began to erode the pasture lands of Ngai Tamanuhiri. This process was accelerated as the river began to move south
again, especially after 1925. At most, therefore, Crown actions accelerated natural processes or, alternatively, the
Crown can be seen as negligent in that it failed to protect the area south of the river mouth with sufficient speed.

4 “Compensation claims.Waipaoa River flood damages.” — D.C. Purdie, to H.Vickerman, Vickerman and Lancaster,
28.8.1949 (PBCB 2/19).

# “Muriwai Lagoon. Core samples at margin.” — W.A. Pullar, to A.D. Todd, 22.14.1960 (GisMUS Pullar)

4 [bid.

# “Waipaoa River Flood Control proposals” — Engineer, PBCB, to Chairman, PBCB, 3.3.1949 (PBCB 2/19).

4-77



AL¥3AOd

\\w:o oa .,ESWQ

OVHIVM 3L

<4

ONIG0OT4 0L 318¥I

V3V 50 AYVONNOB

/
gz () S1E3MR0 ~ )
N
|||||| ANINGOTIAS e,
||||| AVMHOIH MIN 3008 auvsodwsL )
everrct NOLLOBLONG H00H e
NOIL310Hd s
R0 AIHINNL R o
...... 213 o e
SINVE dOLS HINNI woum
_ SHNVE dOLS

GN39I T

/,7/ S \». /\h\

, NOILOZ10Md A

¥00H QIHONZHL //,I,.Y,\ N -

~INuoass

Lt awWiBYos 8y Jo} 881y} JO U0
- 10 susfial] Jo maIA dn 8s0ojo e :Jasu|

66T ‘'SO4dM dU} Jo ueld — 2’7 ainbi4



Towards the development of a control scheme

4.2 Towards the development of a control scheme

The Poverty Bay Catchment Board (PBCB) was established in 1944, three years
after the enactment of the Soil Conservation and Rivers Control Act. As soon as
the new local authority had been formed it contacted the Soil Conservation and
Rivers Control Council (SCRCC) — its governing authority in Wellington, which had
been established under the 1941 Act — and requested its chairman to visit Gisborne
“at once with a view to formulating a scheme that will be a benefit to the district as
a whole for flood prevention®.” In the context of this haste, the Waipaoa River
flood control scheme (WRFCS) was a fait accompli of landowner agitation for flood
protection. As early as 1946, staff of the PBCB engaged in surveys to determine the
requirements for a control scheme*. The resultant proposal had been accepted by
the Board as eatly as 1949 and was implemented from 19534, representing a rela-
tively rapid development and implementation of a proposal of this size. The devel-
opment of the proposed scheme was undoubtedly accelerated by the major flood of
1948 which equalled and possibly exceeded in magnitude the previous ‘100-yeat’
flood of 1876%7. The urgency with which the WRFCS was established meant that
there was little opportunity for public involvement in its design, and no recorded
attempts were made to mitigate the scheme’s environmental impacts on Maori. The
development, public objection and governmental examination phases of the pro-
posal are henceforth examined in detail because there were few opportunities to
redress Maori concerns after the proposal had been accepted.

The emergence of a proposal

Described in brief, the WRFCS is a series of earthworks to restrain the Waipaoa
River over the final 45km of its course®. Upstream from the river mouth, the first
27km were to be stopbanked continuously up to a height of 3.5m in some places,
with additional protection in the form of loose rockfill to line the riverbanks up to
the point of maximum salt-water influence®. The stopbanking also continued for a
considerable distance up Te Arai River and the Whakaahu Stream to manage back-
ponding. The outcome of these earthworks was to provide at least 300m minimum
floodway between the stopbanks, which was supposedly sufficient to protect
against a flood up to the proportions of those in 1876 and 1948. Possibly the most
transformative of the scheme’s many components was the decision to straighten the
river by eliminating three large oxbows® at Te Wairau bend, Matawhero loop and at
the confluence of the Whakaahu and the Waipaoa. The ‘cuts’ through these oxbows

# Editorial — Poverty Bay Herald, 23.3.1944 (GisMUS 79-02).

# “Waipaoa River flood control scheme.”— PBCB to members, 12.11.1952 (PBCB 2/19).

4 The scheme took many years to construct and some of the river straightening work was not finalised until the late
1960s.

47 “Waipaoa River flood control scheme.”— A.D. Todd, Chief Engineer, PBCB, 14.7.1964 (PBCB 2/19).

4 “Waipaoa River flood control proposals.” — A.D. Todd, Chief Engineer, PBCB, to Chairman, PBCB, 3.3.1949 (PB-
CB 2/19).

4 Todd 1962; Refer to Figure 4.2.
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reduced the river’s length by 6.7km. Figure 4.3 on page 83 highlights the significant
impact of the WRFCS on the course of the Waipaoa. The main purpose of this
straightening exercise was to increase the energy of the river in its channel by con-
fining it to a less obstructed course. In turn, this has forced the river to degrade its
bed, yielding an additional gravitational force which carries floodwaters to the sea
with greater velocity!.

By New Zealand standards, the WRFCS was considered to be a significant under-
taking®2. In some ways, its design was speculative: first, the scheme would inevitably
be counteracted by aggradation between the stopbanks; second, the river straight-
ening work increased the potential force of the river, leading to the risk of volatile
and unpredictable outcomes if the stopbanks were breached. Yet, the attitude of the
PBCB engineer to the relationship between river channel aggradation and the long-
term effectiveness of the scheme was particularly ambiguous. On one occasion he
noted that “the threat of aggradation (of the river bed) is apparently unlimited mak-
ing it absolutely necessary to regard erosion control in the upper reaches as comple-
mentary to flood control works in the lower reaches®.” However, he contradicted
this accurate declaration with a number of competing interpretations of the needs
of catchment management. Two of these statements are quoted in full, because they
reveal the limited scientific input into the design of the WRFCS:

The idea that ‘lack of vegetation causes floods’ is widely and tenaciously held
and its corollary that re-afforestation will prevent flooding follows naturally.
There is a germ of truth in this idea but it must be applied with extreme cau-
tion...[W]e are not interested in small storms. It is the ‘old man flood’ result-
ing from the rare major storm against which we have protected our Flats. It
should not be overlooked that the flood of 1876 was shed from a catchment
completely clothed in native bush and scrub, yet it equalled the flood of 1948
in peak flow and exceeded it in total volume of runoff. Is it, therefore, pru-
dent to suggest that we re-afforest 500,000 acres of some of the best pastoral
hill country in New Zealand for the sake of an added degree of flood protec-
tion which could be gained more certainly by raising the proposed flood
banks a couple of inches?... The extremely high economic potential of the
Poverty Bay Flats in itself warrants complete flood prevention, but to achieve
this at the expense of the highly productive hill country would be foolish.
Happily, this is quite unnecessary because there are other means at hand>.

Many of you must be wondering...whether the aggradation of the rivers [in
the headwaters] is not a sure sign that some day the bed of the river will rise
in the lower reaches, after the scheme has been bought and paid for or before

50 Significant meanders in a river which take on the appearance of a horseshoe. Oxbows are frequently the escape point
for rivers in flood because their tight bends come under immense pressure as river volumes increase.

31 Todd 1964.

52 Acheson 1962.

53 “Report submitted to the PBCB for approval and produced for the information of the Minister of Works.” — Report
No. 260, 8.9.1958 (PBCB MB).

> Engineer, PBCB, to President, Junior Chamber of Commerce, 31.5.1951 (PBCB 2/19/7).
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its paid for which would be worse. This matter has of course been examined
pretty closely and we find (to our amazement, it must be admitted) that there
has only been a foot or two rise which occurred between 1912 and 1935 and
no rise since 1935 at least from Kaiteratahi downstream. The river in the last
15 years appears to have reached a new equilibrium following the increase in
erosion debris issuing from gullies in the head-waters... The conclusion we
have reached is that rising of bed levels is not likely to be an immediate
threat, in fact the concentration of all the flood water in one channel and the
2 cuts will have the effect of scouring the channel deeper than it is now>.

In both these statements, it is clear that the potential negative impacts of aggrada-
tion on the success of the WRFCS were not fully investigated. In retrospect, aggra-
dation has not impacted significantly on the effectiveness of the scheme. However,
it should have been investigated more satisfactorily because there was considerable
potential for the landscape alterations brought by the scheme to have achieved little
more than environmental disruption. Regular sampling of aggradation rates in the
lower Waipaoa was only initiated in 1947°, so the PBCB did not have sufficient sci-
entific backing for some of its bolder claims about the likely effectiveness of its
plans. From the general correspondence of the engineers who designed the
WRECS, it is also apparent that a full geotechnical study of the effectiveness of the
river straightening work was never completed. A control scheme which is as
dependent on straightening as the WRFCS remains a novelty in the New Zealand
context. For a variety of reasons, therefore, more research was required before the
plan was accepted.

The designers of the WRFCS believed it was necessary to take title to all land within
the stopbanks up to the limit of continuous stopbanking — 27km upstream of the
river mouth. In this regard, an important statement of intent was made at the com-
missioning of the works:

Title will be taken to all land within the stopbanks up to 17 miles at
Waerenga-a-hika. The reason for this step is the necessity to ensure that the
berms and channel banks are kept in grass and as closely grazed as possible
at all times. This is the most practical way to minimize deposition of silt...

Compensation for the land to be taken will be paid for out of Scheme funds
as will all claims for injurious affections of all sorts whether or not title is
taken. The land taken for the floodway will as far as possible be leased to the
adjoining owners®’.

The main purpose of securing this land — 1,500 acres in total*®, of which at least 330
acres were Maori-owned® — was to keep the floodpath free of such potential

3 Notes for a speech to the ratepayers association — A.D. Todd, Engineer, PBCB, 9.5.1951 (PBCB 2/19/7).

5 “Waipaoa River flood control proposals.” — A.D. Todd, Chief Engineer, PBCB, to Chairman, PBCB, 3.3.1949 (PB-
CB 2/19).

57 “Waipaoa River flood control scheme.”— PBCB to membets, 12.11.1952 (PBCB 2/19).

38 “Waipaoa River flood control proposals.” — A.D. Todd, Chief Engineer, PBCB, to Chairman, PBCB, 3.3.1949 (PB-
CB 2/19).
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obstructions as fences and shelter belts. However, there were other, less legitimate
reasons for the PBCB’s insistence on securing title to the floodway:

The ideal picture is the [control of] land from end to end. It is undesirable to
have any cross fences, any obstruction whatsoever on that [land] and, with
the multiplicity of owners, you are going to have cross fences and every cross
fence would be completed with a row of poplars and willows...The Waim-
acirere [sic.] River Trust has control of the banks of the Waimacirire and it is
a profitable venture for them, in that it pays for the maintenance®.

At least in part, therefore, the PBCB used the claim that obstructions had to be
minimised to legitimise the taking of what was effectively to become endowment
land to pay for scheme maintenance.

In any case, not all of the land between the stopbanks was kept free of obstructions
and few of the Maori owners who lost title to land were subsequently able to lease
the land back for grazing®'. Not long after the stopbanks had been completed, the
PBCB began to lease the floodway lands to local farmers. At first, the lessees were
restricted to grazing activities and the lands were popular for stock finishing and
winter grazing. Eventually, however, the PBCB, and later the GDC, loosened its
stipulations on land use between the stopbanks. Today, crops can be seen growing
at several places between the banks, perhaps calling into question the real need to
acquire this land in the 1950s%2 Two interviewees for this study commented that
Maori have struggled to attain lease rights within the floodway®, suggesting that the
promise to, ‘as far as possible,’ lease this land back to those who lost it has been
unfulfilled. Leases have been offered to the highest bidder, and no favouritism has
been shown to original Maori owners. Moreover, some local Maori have even been
prevented from obtaining access through the land to traditional fishing locations on
the river*. Lessees of the floodway occasionally block access for fishers. In retro-
spect, therefore, it is not surprising that acquisition of floodway land was to be “the
fundamental cause of all opposition to the proposals®>.”

59330 acres were assessed by the Maori Land Court in 1957 (“Judgement on the application of the PBCB for assess-
ment of compensation for lands taken for soil conservation and rivers control purposes.” — N. Smith, Judge,
Tairawhiti Maoti Land Court, 6.9.1957 (PBCB 2/19/5)). This is likely to be most, but not all, of the Maori land which
was affected. More accurate data cannot be sourced because only some types of Maori land had to be assessed by
the Court and the records for other types of Maori land are indistinguishable from records for pakeha-owned land.

60 “Special meeting of the Poverty Bay Catchment Board to discuss the Report on the Waipaoa Flood Control
Scheme.” — PBCB, 15.3.1949 (PBCB 2/19).

¢t The catchment board even sold some of this land, with the permission of the Commissioner of Crown Lands
(“Crown land Block IX Waimata Survey District. 15.6 hectares at Kaiteratahi.” — G.W. Boggs for Commissioner of
Crown Lands, Department of Lands and Survey, to ECCB, 7.1.1983 (PBCB 2/19).

62 It is conceivable that the floodway could have been kept clear through PBCB management regulations of land use
rather than PBCB ownership of the land.

63 Pers. comm. Stan Pardoe and George Ria.

6+ Pers. comm. Stan Pardoe.

5 “Waipaoa flood control scheme. Objections to loan.” — Chief Engineer, PBCB, 10.8.1952 (PBCB 2/19).
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Figure 4.3 — Historical courses of the Waipaoa Rivers¢
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The loan poll — public participation?

The SCRCC had pre-approved a 3 for 1 subsidy for the project in 195097, Few con-
ditions were associated with this subsidy and it could be argued that the SCRCC
should have better ensured that its money was spent in a way which reflected the
Treaty. However, the only significant point of controversy in public debate about
the WRFCS proposal was related to who should pay for the local contribution of
£199,000 towards construction costs. A decision was made to establish a special
rating area, the extent of which was to be based on the 9,700ha of the Poverty Bay
flats which had been flooded in 1948 as well as Gisborne Borough and the town of
Patutahi®®. Ratepayers in this area determined whether the PBCB should receive
authority to loan the £199,000 and, subsequently, to impose a levy on the scheme’s
benefactors to pay for the loan. The configuration of the proposed scheme was
never directly submitted to public scrutiny and only ratepayers were given this oppor-
tunity to indirectly affect the parameters of the scheme by voting for or against the
amount which the PBCB desired to borrow. Classification of the rating area to
determine the rates share of individual landowners had been finalised near the end
of 1951 and, while residents could object to this classification, they could not neces-
sarily object to components of the proposal itself®. In other words, there were few
formal opportunities to advocate for even small changes to the scheme — changes
which might have, for example, been implemented to protect wahi tapu with little
or no detriment to the objectives of the project.

The chairman of the PBCB questioned whether his Board should even submit to a
loan poll. Amendments to the Soil Conservation and Rivers Control Act had pro-
vided catchment boards with an enabling power to extract rates for local residents
without first obtaining their approval. While the recency of these provisions per-
suaded most members of the Board to seek the public legitimacy of a consenting
poll result, the chairman argued that the poll was an inconvenience:

Member Graham: Are the ratepayers going to have a say on these propos-
als. I presume we will have to have meetings throughout the flats.

Chairman: In this we feel that we were doing something for the benefit of
the District...It is for the Board to make up its mind to proceed, in spite of
the devious vote and unless the Board felt it was doing something for the
District it would not carry on...The people who go to the poll today are
those who are sort of anti”.

6 Source: Gomez ¢t al. 1998.

¢ “PBCB Waipaoa River.” — Treasury, to SCRCC, 4.7.1950 (W1 48/159); “/£3 for £1 subsidy granted on Waipaoa
Flood Control Plan.” — Poverty Bay Herald, 1.8.1950 (W1 48/159).

6 “Waipaoa River flood control proposals.Queries from ratepayers.” — Chairman, PBCB, 12.11.1952 (PBCB 2/19).

 Secretary, PBCB, to Chairman, PBCB, 28.7.1950 (PBCB 2/19/7).

70 “Special meeting of the Poverty Bay Catchment Board to discuss the report on the Waipaoa flood control scheme.”
- 15.3.1949 (PBCB 2/19).
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These sentiments suggest that important decision-makers within the PBCB did not
value public input on the scheme. In this philosophical climate, there was almost no
opportunity for tangata whenua to have their values heard in the decision-making
process.

Despite the relatively limited purpose of the loan poll, it was preceded by concerted
disapproval. The “opposition to the loan (poll) was organised by some of the prop-
erty owners from whom land was to be taken for river control purposes™.” In fact,
many of the locals who objected to the proposal included sound engineering rea-
sons in their submissions. In a letter addressed to the local member of parliament,
the secretary of the Waipaoa flood relief committee — the main opposition group — con-
tended that headwater erosion in the Waipaoa catchment would negate the
scheme’s principal benefits’2. This finding was supported by geological studies
which had been published to that time. The failure of the PBCB to consider the
potentially negative impact of aggradation on the effectiveness of the WRFCS
reflects the haste with which the scheme was developed. This haste was also the
subject for criticism in the letter of the relief committee to the Works Department,
which suggested that there had not been sufficient publicity of the scheme for the
public to know of its full impact. Representatives of the Works Department who
vetted the PBCB’s proposal appeared to accept this view, but this did not alter the
Department’s decision to support the proposal™.

In order to the establish the WRFCS as quickly as possible, the PBCB imposed a
rigorous timeframe on the requisite activities between design and implementation.
This list highlights the confidence of PBCB staff that the WREFCS plan could be
fast-tracked through the design and objection phase of its development:

Estimate 8 months necessaty to:

— complete the plan (2 weeks);

— check and print it (4 weeks);

— do land title searches (3 weeks);

— notices of intention to take land (2 weeks);
— 40 days advertisement (6 weeks);

— objections to be heard by board (4 weeks);
—to ...[Public Works Department] (4 weeks);
— to Wellington for Proclamation (4 weeks)™.

I Notes on the histoty of the WRFCS, June 1968 (PBCB 2/19).

72 “Waipaoa River control scheme.” — O.].M. Alley, Secretary, Waipaoa Flood Relief Committee, to H. Duffield, MP
16.10.1952 (PBCB 2/19/7).

73 “Waipaoa River flood control scheme.” — E. McKillop, Commissioner of Works, MoW, to Resident Engineer, Gis-
borne, n.d. (PBCB 2/19/7).

7 “River survey and section from Main Highway to Ngatapa Railway.” — E.L. Glanville, PBCB, to Chief Engineer,
PBCB, 4.6.1953 (PBCB 2/19/3).
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It was inevitable that this time-frame would prove too ambitious and that opportu-
nities for public involvement would be compromised.

In its haste to implement a scheme, the PBCB was unprepared for the level of pub-
lic opposition to its plans. It had not allocated sufficient time for a programme of
public consultation/education which could have answered and incorporated the
concerns of local people. As a result, public liaison activities for the WRFCS were
limited to a ‘publicity’ campaign, but even this was compromised by lack of suffi-
cient time:

The time available for preparation of material is short and a considerable
concentration of effort is required to have all the publicity arrangements in
hand and material prepared™.

The principal components of this campaign included newspaper and radio articles
and advertisements for the five days preceding the poll as well as a direct mail-out
of an 8-page information brochure entitled. The cost of the campaign was £2517, a
ridiculously small expenditure in comparison to the short and long term costs of
the WRICS itself. Moreover, as an example in public communication, this was an
entirely passive and uni-directional exercise. Essentially, the package was comprised
of propaganda about the scheme’s benefits mixed with attempts to capitalise on
landowners’ irrational fears about the impact of flooding, There were no opportu-
nities for the public to respond to these pamphlets, nor for public interest groups
and tangata whenua to influence the decision on the loan or the design of the
scheme.

Ultimately, ratepayers in the special rating area voted overwhelmingly for the pro-
posed scheme, probably because a heavy flood had occurred not long before the
loan poll itself””. The poll was carried with an 80% majority, but only 16% of those
who were eligible had voted. The size of the majority also reflected the ‘success’ of
the PBCB’s advertising campaign. This campaign was supplemented by the propa-
ganda of the Waipaoa flood control promotion committee — a pressure group comprised
mainly of Poverty Bay farmers who had close relationships with members of the
PBCB. It also published a mail-out — Remember this (Figure 4.4)— which carefully
detailed floods since 1876 and told of their catastrophic consequences. These scatre
tactics undoubtedly would have led many locals to accept without question any pro-
posal which had been laid before them. This bias in publicly available information
reinforced the lack of public opportunity to contest elements of the WRFCS. In
turn, it reflected the enabling legislation for river control works. The Soil Conserva-
tion and Rivers Control Act 1941 contained almost no provisions for consultation

5 “Waipaoa flood scheme. Proposals for publicity campaign.” — A.D. Todd, Engineet, PBCB, no date (PBCB 2/19/

7).
76 1bid.

77 “New bridge’s safety tied to flood control.” — Poverty Bay Herald, 5.11.1959 (GisMUS VF-Natural Events).
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of affected parties, nor for public participation. It also failed to recognise the special
rights of iwi to waterways which are guaranteed under the Treaty.

Figure 4.4 — The publicity campaign of a local pressure group for flood relief
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4.3

Implementing the WRFCS

Design alterations for ratepayers, not Maori

When the loan poll had been accepted, the principles of the scheme were also, by
default, publicly adopted. Because the plan for the scheme was more of a statement
of intent than it was a definitive list of works to be completed’, however, there
remained significant opportunity to influence minor choices in the formulation and
location of public works. While there were no formal opportunities to re-shape the
plan, a number of landowners successfully persuaded the PBCB to alter the posi-
tion of stopbanks or culverts by small proportions. In this manner, houses, barns,
private roads and, even, fences and shelter-belts were safeguarded through minor
redrafting of the scheme. Indeed, it was the lack of a formal process for this redraft-
ing which might be seen as an injustice. In this context, those landowners who pos-
sessed technical and financial resources, or were familiar with the politics of public
objection, were successful in obtaining a plan change. Many of the potentially
affected parties would not have known about the possibility of scheme variations
ot, alternatively, may not have had the resources or political skills to influence that
scheme. In keeping with the origin and evolution of the WRFCS, variations to the
publicly notified plan reflected the whims of the larger landowners.

There is no doubt that the evolution of a proposal for the WRFCS was inextricably
linked to local desires for economic development. The scheme was said to be
designed explicitly to facilitate and encourage “the maximum intensive develop-
ment and utilisation of the Poverty Bay flats upon which the future progress of the
district depends™.” With these objectives, it naturally followed that the owners of
large farms were to be given more say in late changes to the scheme than were
those with smaller properties. Indeed, some of the larger landowners had been pat-
ticularly vocal in their demand for subtle changes to the scheme®. The relevant
archives® for this stage in the development of the WRFCS include many examples
of landowners successfully petitioning the PBCB engineer to adjust the location of
stopbanks and earthworks so that the land under farm assets could be saved from
compulsory acquisition.

The hegemony of landowners, in particular, and ratepayers, in general, in the proc-
ess of river control was reflected in public meetings held both before and after the

8 The PBCB engineet’s plan of 1949 contained 18 types of work which would be carried out as well as a map of their
likely location. (“Waipaoa River flood control proposals.” — A.D. Todd, Chief Engineer, PBCB, to Chairman, PBCB,
3.3.1949 (PBCB 2/19)). However, there was sufficient flexibility in most of these designations to allow for relocation

if a need was subsequently proven.

7 “Waipaoa River flood control scheme. Ministerial inquiry.” — D.B. Dallas, Resident Engineer, MoW, Gisborne, to
Commissioner of Works, MoW, 27.5.1952 (PBCB 2/19/7).

8 See, for example, “Letter of objection.” — Cook County ratepayers committee, to PBCB, 17.7.1950 (PBCB 2/19).

8t PBCB 2/19.
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loan poll. The types of organisation with which the PBCB met to discuss the
WRECS included the Cook County Rate-payers Committee®, the Junior Chamber
of Commerce®, Rotary®, and a pressure group comprised of supportive farmers®.
Given that iwi groups faced extensive requisition of their lands in the floodway, it
would have been prudent for representatives of the PBCB to meet with them.
However, there was no such meeting: the PBCB had pre-determined who wete the
important publics in the Gisborne district and, accordingly, it selected an elite
group of representative interests for involvement. Typically, these interest groups
reflected landowner, ratepayer and business elites.

There was considerable support for the scheme amongst these groups because of
its potential to bring economic growth to the district®. At a meeting called by the
PBCB of stock and station agents, and farm accountants, merchandisers and bank-
ing representatives — groups which again reflect the types people with whom the
Board would liaise — this resolution was unanimously adopted:

That this meeting supports the Poverty Bay Catchment Board in its endeav-
out to provide protection from floods and is of the opinion that the under-
taking of the Waipaoa Flood Control Scheme is necessary for the continued
productivity of the Poverty Bay Flats and the prosperity of Gisborne and
Districts®.

It was widely known at the time that J. Wattie Cannery Ltd. had shown considerable
interest in establishing a cannery in Gisborne, but it would only do so with a guar-
anteed supply of produce. The company effectively delivered an ultimatum to the
region: it would only contemplate the development of a cannery, if the PBCB would
protect local horticulture through establishment of a control scheme®.

These influences on the WRFCS meant that Maori were effectively displaced as an
affected party in the deliberations. The one significant opportunity for local Maori
to influence the direction of the WRFCS was through membership on the PBCB
itself. During 1949 — the year in which many of the important decisions were made
— there was a Maori member of the Board. However, his involvement in Board
meetings was particularly subdued, with only one published record of his opinion
of the scheme. This was the important meeting wherein the PBCB ultimately
decided to adopt the engineet’s plans:

8 Secretary, PBCB, to Chairman, PBCB, 28.7.1950 (PBCB 2/19/7).

8 A.D. Todd, Engineet, PBCB, to President, Junior Chamber of Commerce, 31.5.1951 (PBCB 2/19/7).

84 “Waipaoa River Flood Control Scheme.” — Notes from an address by A.D. Todd, Engineer, PBCB, to the Gisborne
Rotary Club, 10.11.1952 (PBCB 2/19/7).

8 A.D. Todd, Engineer, PBCB, to Waipaoa Flood Control Promotion Committee, 17.11.1952 (PBCB 2/19/7).

86 “Waipaoa flood control scheme economic report.” — Engineer, PBCB, to Chairman, PBCB, 12.8.1949 (PBCB 2/
19/4).

87 Secretary, PBCB, to Chairman, PBCB, 2.10.1950 (PBCB 2/19/7)

8 Todd 1964, p10.
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Member Ngata: T would like to express my appreciation of the report put
before the Board. Also for the plans made available to the members.

...[On that,] member Ngata retired at 2.30pm?®.

It is unclear exactly who this particular Mr. Ngata was or who he represented —
there were, of course, many Maori leaders with that surname in the district. Regard-
less, the involvement of this individual only partially balanced the membership of
the Board and the groups which it chose to represent the public interest. Generally,
the membership of the Board and other local agencies of environmental adminis-
tration was overwhelmingly pakeha. Throughout New Zealand, the membership of
catchment boards were generally comprised of, and elected by, farmers and it is not
surprising that their decisions reflected agricultural concerns.

Tangata whenua were concerned about the scheme for many reasons. One such
cause of complaint related to the three cuts through the Waipaoa’s oxbows which,
because they included substantial areas of slack and deeper water, included some of
the better fishing spaces on the river®. The Matawhero and Te Wairau meanders, in
particular, were abundant sources of flounder, mullet and, occasionally, kahawai.
The engineer of the PBCB was to admit that the principal reason for removing the
three oxbows was to cut costs®!. With a straighter course, the river would cut down-
wards more rapidly, meaning that lower and, therefore, less costly stopbanks could
be implemented. In confirming this assertion, the chairman also concluded that
“the layout adopted was chosen because it was cheapest’?2”” The engineer proffered
a supplementary and related reason for the extensive use of cuts in the WRFCS:

After considering a number of possible routes for the river channel and a
number of possible overflow channels or ‘flood escapes’ it became apparent
that any radical departure from the existing course would result in serious
conflict with the existing pattern of settlement, and of roads, railways, drain-
age and so on. This is of course reflected in high costs arising out of com-
pensation, road and railway deviations, bridging etc., so that, while there are
no insuperable engineering difficulties in carrying out such alternatives, they
are not economically justifiable”.

The designers of the WRFCS were fixated with the requirement of inconveniencing
landowners and communications as little as possible, while at the same time pro-
tecting those same properties and communications. With these concerns estab-
lished as the primary objectives, such non-property resources as wetlands, oxbows or
archaeological sites were to be considered expendable. Likewise, the broader con-

8¢“Special meeting of the Poverty Bay Catchment Board to discuss the report on the Waipaoa Flood Control Scheme.”
- 15.3.1949 (PBCB 2/19).

% Pers. comm. Darcy Ria.

o1 “Waipaoa River flood control proposals.” — A.D. Todd, Chief Engineer, PBCB, to Chairman, PBCB, 3.3.1949 (PB-
CB 2/19).

92 “Waipaoa River flood control scheme.”— PBCB to members, 12.11.1952 (PBCB 2/19).

9% “Waipaoa River flood control proposals.” — Chief Engineer, PBCB, to Chairman, PBCB, 3.3.1949 (PBCB 2/19).
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cerns of Maoti were given a low priority because they were not the principal land-
owners on the Poverty Bay flats. The failure of the PBCB to elicit these concerned
also related to its desire to pursue the least cost option for flood control. Yet, finan-
cial expediency and Treaty obligations are not compatible.

In relation to the prospect of upgrading the WRFCS in the late 1990s, Haapu
argued that replacement stopbanks would have a considerable impact on Maori
archaeological sites®. This potential impact was based on the contention that:

It is a known fact that our ancestors lived in settlements which littered the
Waipaoa river. It was a major resource for kai and water; it was the lifeblood
of iwi. Our ancestors also ritualistically buried their dead near the river
courses®.

While disturbance of archaeological sites was more significant in the upgrade pro-
posal, which led to an inner ring of stopbanks near Patutahi/Waituhi being replaced
with stopbanks on higher ground, similar impacts were evident in the initial earth-
works for the WRFCS. The stopbanks built in the 1950s and 1960s were set back
far enough from the river that their construction interfered with a number of old pa
sites and, even, some burial sites. In traditional times, local iwi built their kainga as
close as possible to the river and Jones records a substantial number of archaeolog-
ical sites within a short distance of the Waipaoa and Te Arai rivers®. Stopbanks
were usually constructed by mounding local earth with heavy machinery, so they
often led to disruption of archaeological sites. One particular example from the
archives is noteworthy:

One of my digger operators encountered pre-historical [sic.] structures today
while forming a bank. They did not seem to be anything special, so I told
him to go on. I thought you should know about this because other teams
working in the area might find similar structures”.

A marginalised comment to this hand-written letter states that:
Noted 10/8/57. The owner of the land is not a Maoti chap himself, so I
don’t think he’ll mind if we continue the work.

The assumption of the PBCB staff member is evident: Maori have no rights on
ancestral lands which have been sold. Today, s 6(e) of the Resource Management
Act requires that decision-makers “recognise and provide for”...

The relationship of Maoti and their culture and traditions with their ancestral
lands, water, sites and waahi tapu, and other taonga.

% Haapu 1997.

%5 |bid.

% Jones 1988.
97 “Unearthed structures.” — R. Roberts, Contractor, to Engineer, PBCB, 8.8.1957 (PBCB 2/19).
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This requirement applies irrespective of whether Maori own the land, but there was
no equivalent in the Soil Conservation and Rivers Control Act 1941. The Act con-
tained no directive for catchment boards to pay attention to Maori spiritual and
Treaty concerns relating to either waterways or archaeological sites. Consequently,
there were no opportunities for iwi to obtain through consultation subtle altera-
tions to the locations of earthworks to thereby reduce the impact on wahi tapu.

Another concern which was to prove controversial for local Maori related to the
location of overflows or ‘flood escapes’ for the scheme. Because flood control
schemes cannot be constructed to survive all floods, they always include release
points from which water is allowed to flow in times of particularly severe rainfall.
Thus, some areas are designated for controlled flooding and accept more floodwa-
ters than would naturally be the case. The two major overflows on the WRFCS are
at Waerenga-a-hika on the true left and Patutahi on the true right®. Although both
areas were prone to flooding before the advent of the WRFCS, there is no doubt
that Patutahi is more susceptible to major floods than at times in the past. Indeed,
the engineer for the PBCB had always been open about the thoice involved in mak-
ing Patutahi the overflow point for the true right of the Waipaoa®. For example, a
response to a question about the relationship of the WRFCS to the Taruheru River
and, hence, Gisborne Borough reveals considerable bias:

The effect of the Waipaoa scheme on the Taruheru River will be beneficial.
At present all the floodwater escaping from the Ormond dip and more than
half of it escaping from Waerenga-a-hika finds its way into the Taruheru. In
floods which exceed the scheme’s design, more of the escaping floodwaters
will be sent west rather than east, which is not the case today. Gisborne Bor-
ough will be better protected from the Waipaoa flooding the town via the
Taruheru. Floodwaters will head towards the less-populated areas!®™.

The ‘less-populated areas’ — Patutahi and, to a lesser extent, Manutuke — were then,
as now, occupied predominantly by Maori.

Records suggest that the river broke its banks at Patutahi and ponded behind the
stopbanks in the 1965, 1967, 1974, 1981 and 1988 floods'’!. Because there were
only a limited number of places where the river could break free of the stopbanks, a
much larger volume of water went through Patutahi, especially in the flood brought
about by Cyclone Bola in 1988. Although topographic and hydrological conditions
would have meant that there were only a few places where the spillway on the true

% “Special meeting of the Poverty Bay Catchment Board to discuss the report on the Waipaoa flood control scheme.”
—15.3.1949 (PBCB 2/19).

9 “Waipaoa River flood control scheme.” — Address by A.D. Todd, PBCB Engineer, to Rotary Club” 10.11.1952 (PB-
CB 2/19).

100 A.D. Todd to Waipaoa Flood Control Promotion Committee, 17.11.1952 (PBCB 2/19/7).

10LYWECS Flood damage restoration. August 1965 flood.” — L.E. Jones, Engineer, to Chairman, PBCB, 5.10.1965 (PB-
CB 2/19);*The Waipaoa River regime. Middle reaches.” — R. Koutsos, Senior Engineer, ECCB, to ECCB, 4.11.1981
(PBCB 2/19).
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right could have been located, local iwi were given no opportunity to object to Pat-
utahi — a Maori community of considerable size and importance — becoming the
receiving environment for major flood events. This problem is accentuated by the
pursuit of financial expediency in the design of the WRFCS. Unlike the situation on
the true left of the river, the drainage pattern on the true right is towards the
Waipaoa. Moreovet, the Arai and Whakaahu/Waikakariki waterways drain sizable
sub-catchments. When these waterways flood, it is now impossible for the floodwa-
ters to enter the Waipaoa because of the location of stopbanks. Consequently,
floodwaters build up in the Patutahi and Waituhi areas and pond for days before
they can drain into the river. Simple engineering bypasses and subtle positioning of
the stopbanks could have prevented this back-ponding: these measures were not
implemented because the PBCB did not think the extent of assets in this area war-
ranted the expense.

Similar concerns were to be voiced in the late 1950s when the Wi Pere Trust
requested additional stopbanking on the true right of the Waipaoa at Tangihanga
Station. The initial design of the scheme at this point on the river included a higher
stopbank on the true right than on the true left because, if the river was to break-
out at Tangihanga Station or Waituhi, the floodwaters would not have returned to
the river, but rather would have ponded around Repongaere!®2. Farmers on the true
left were outraged by the disparity in the level of the stopbanks and called for con-
sistent protection. Eventually, the PBCB succumbed to these demands for a higher
stopbank to protect the Ormond side of the river, leading to the expectation that in
times of major flooding an additional water load would be returned to the true
right, through Tangihanga Station!'®. The Board also implemented a minor spillway
at an identical height to this raised stopbank in its equivalent on the true right'®. As
a result, Tangihanga Station was threatened considerably by two sets of alterations
which were the result of direct bequests from pakeha farmers. Throughout the
1960s, the PBCB engineer attempted to reverse these variations, recognising that
the marae at Waituhi was threatened and that a flood would extend “possibly to lev-
els not previously reached!®.”

This controversy was also related to the curious decision not to drive a cut through
the Ormond loop — a sizable oxbow of the Waipaoa and, now, a considerable pres-
sure point in times of flood. A study of the effectiveness of the WRFCS was com-
missioned in 1993 and it concluded that the failure to implement a cut through the
Ormond loop could lead to a volatile break out of floodwaters which will affect his-

102 “Raising stopbanks Waerenga-a-Hika and Repongaere.” — A.D. Todd, Engineer, PBCB, to Chairman PBCB,
9.12.1957 (PBCB 2/19).

105 <\/i Pere Trust Estate.” — K.R. Norman, Wi Pere Trust, to Secretary, PBCB, 15.10.1957 (PBCB 2/19).

104 “Waipaoa River Flood Control Scheme. Stopbanking Waerenga-a-Hika and Repongaere.” — A.D. Todd, Engineer,
PBCB, to Chairman, PBCB, 18.1.1958 (PBCB 2/19).

105 “\WRFCS stopbanking Patutahi and Wairenga-a-hika.” — A.D. Todd, Engineer, PBCB, to Chairman, PBCB,
8.2.1961 (PBCB 2/19).
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toric sites and valuable horticultural land on Tangihanga Station!%. In the 1970s and
1980s, there had been a considerable number of minor floods which caused rela-
tively significant damage north of Waituhi!'"’. During the design of the scheme in
1949, the PBCB engineer had wanted to remove the loop. The particularly strong
voice of farmers on the Ormond side of the river prevented this and they fought
vigorously to retain land within the loop.

The debate about the Ormond loop continues today and an upgrade to the stop-
banks on either side of the river at Tangihanga Station in 1998 led to an appeal to
the Environment Court by Wi Pere Trust!®. Although the outcome of this appeal
provides for increased attention to the archaeological sites on the Station, the mat-
ter has never been resolved satisfactorily for the Trust!®”, nor for Te Whanau a Kai
who are principally affected. As part of the upgrade, a series of minor alterations
where made to stopbanks at Waituhi and, “although the GDC consulted with indi-
vidual landowners, the iwi and hapu had not been consulted'’.” From the 1950s to
the 1990s, therefore, the history of river control at the Ormond loop/Tangihanga
Station indicates that Maori concerns were given considerably less attention than
those of owners of larger properties, even to the point where poor engineering
decisions were made at the bequest of hydrologically ignorant farmers.

Compensation of Maori landowners

It is beyond the scope of this report to provide detail on the fairness of individual
compensation settlements with Maori landowners who were affected by the
WREFCS. First, many of the records for these settlements are not specific enough to
identify whether the land in question was Maori-owned. Second, the payments for
Maorti owners were ordinarily small and, even if an individual settlement was miscal-
culated by a considerable margin, the injustice would still represent a small mone-
tary value. Third, the information recorded on correspondence relating to these
settlements was minimal, meaning that it is often impossible to determine the put-
pose of the compensation payment. Rather than a detailed analysis of individual set-
tlements, this section describes the process for compensating Maori owners and the
way in which this departed from its equivalent for pakeha farmers.

Land between stopbanks was usually acquired by proclamation under the Public
Works Act, with assessments for compensation carried out sometime thereafter.
The delay in the assessment reflected the significant number of properties which
were affected by the scheme. The District Land Purchase Officer of the Ministry of

106 Royds-Garden Ltd. et al. 1993.

107 “Subsidy for river control works.” — ECCB, to Wi Pere Trust Estate, 10.10.1983 (PBCB 2/19).

108 “Re. Waipaoa River scheme.” — Wilson, Barber and Co. to Secretary, Wi Pere Trust, 6.5.1998; “Schedule of condi-
tions to resource consent.” — March 1998 (Both documents supplied courtesy of Tom Smiler).

109 Pers. comm. Tom Smiler.
110 Haapu 1997, p8.
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Works — who was located in Napier — acted as an overseer in the assessment of
compensation for land and injurious effects arising from the WRFCS!'!!. Despite
the scope of the task of assessment and the involvement of the Land Purchase
Officer, the compensation archives!!? show extensive and personal liaison between
the staff of the PBCB and affected landowners. Most landowners contracted their
own valuers to assess the loss, with this value subsequently vetted through on-site
assessment by representatives of the Catchment Board and valuers who had been
contracted by the Board. In this way, farmers were given considerable liberty to
convince the Board’s assessors of the specific merits of their claims for compensa-
tion!!3,

However, this personal approach was not necessarily open to all. It was the stated
preference of the PBCB to manage compensation issues for Maori land both for-
mally and collectively!’*. The formality reflected the Board’s concern to avoid the
appearance of intimidating owners of smaller properties. While Maori landowners
represented a considerable proportion of compensated owners, their affected prop-
erties tended to be much smaller than the average. The fact that Maori owners were
many in number but represented only a small amount of land convinced the PBCB
that, where possible, it would be better to encourage Maori petitioners to amalga-
mate their claims for compensation. A Maori Land Court judge was later to com-
mend this strategy because the collective approach was “in accord with the practice
of the Maoti people in cases of a like nature!’.”” In reality, however, the amalgama-
tion of interests diluted the impact of individual petitions as well as specific evi-
dence of injurious effects. Maori landowners were not given the same opportunity
to establish a case in front of an assessor and, consequently, their claims were evalu-
ated without sufficient regard to detail. In this respect, it is significant that a sum-
mary of likely land compensation deals for the WRFCS included an individual line
for each pakeha property but, listed under ‘M’ in this ledger, a line read “all Maoris
£23,000116.”

Another significant difference in the processes for assessment of Maori and pakeha
claims related to the grounds for compensation. In most cases, pakeha farmers
obtained separate accounts for the value of requisitioned land and for injurious
affection!''’. The former value was subjectively assessed in accordance with market

111 “Results of ratepayers poll for LALB.” — Secretary, PBCB, to Chairman, SCRCC, Wellington, 15.12.1952 (PBCB
2/19/3).

12 File: PBCB 2/19/5.

113 See, for example, “Estate of Eric Kenneth Finlater Cameron: WRFCS.” — C.M. Williamson, District Public Trustee,
to Secretary, PBCB, 11.2.1955 (PBCB 2/19/5); “WRFCS: Estate of E.K.F. Cameron.” — Engineer, PBCB, to Public
Trust Office, Gisborne, 26.5.1955 (PBCB 2/19/5).

114 “WRECS claims Waituhi area. Maori lands; Waituhi area; claims injurious affection.” — Secretary, PBCB, to Nolan
and Skeet, Barristers and Solicitors, 2.10.1959 (PBCB 2/19/5).

115 “Judgement on the application of the PBCB for assessment of compensation for lands taken for soil conservation
and rivers control purposes.” — N. Smith, Judge, Tairawhiti Maori Land Coutt, p1, 6.9.1957 (PBCB 2/19/5).

116 “PBCB WRECS schedule of taking of land.” — April 1957 (PBCB 2/19/5).
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value while the latter was determined even more subjectively in that it was based on
a valuer’s opinion of property disturbance, loss of crops, and such other factors as
loss of access to the river. Because of this heightened subjectivity and the personal
contact between assessor and landowner, the process for valuing pakeha claims was
particulatly sensitive to the reasoning of the landowner. On the other hand, Maori
compensation settlements tended to provide a single calculation, with land value
and injurious affection assessed simultaneously!!8. The PBCB justified this differ-
ence through a claim that Maori land typically had fewer improvements than pakeha
land™?, so it should, therefore, be assessed differently. This appears to have been
racially-charged assumption rather than fact. Moreover, the value of assessments of
Maori land was usually driven down by the Board’s assessors on the basis that the
WRFCS would bring additional benefits to Maori owners. Because the Maori land
in question was often close to the river, and therefore flood-prone, it was suggested
that the portion of this land which remained after requisition was more likely to be
affected beneficially by the scheme!?’. Although this process of off-setting the ben-
efits of flood protection against affection was also applied to pakeha claimants, it
appears to have been cited disproportionately in settlements for Maori land.

A third significant difference in the compensation process as applied to pakeha and
Maori landowners was undoubtedly beneficial for the latter: the involvement of the
Maori Land Court as an assessor of the value of land requisitioned from Maorti.
From 1954, in accordance with the Finance Act 1944 and the Maori Affairs Act
1953, the Land Purchase Officer usually applied to the Court to determine the
value of these lands!?!. In total, 63 parcels of Maori land were brought before the
Court for assessment. However, only 20 of these blocks were eventually assessed in
Court proceedings. The claims in respect of the remaining 43 parcels of land were
settled out of court for a combined payment of £8,610, just in advance of the Court
hearing!?2. This was, perhaps, an unfairly small payment, especially in relation to the
value of the 20 parcels of land which did go through the Court — £15,365!%.
Although these parcels were generally larger than those in the group of 43, it was
typical for smaller parcels of general land to attain a higher rating for injurious

17 “WRFCS compensation claims.” — Nolan and Skeet, Barristers and Solicitors, Gisborne, to Secretary, PBCB,
31.1.1957 (PBCB 2/19/5).

118 “Peddle’s settlement: Compensation claim, WRFCS.” — Engineer, PBCB, to Chairman, PBCB, 9.12.1954 (PBCB
2/19/5).

119 “YWaipaoa scheme compensation claims committee.” — Secretary, PBCB, to Chairman, PBCB, 13.8.1959 (PBCB 2/
19/5).

120 “Rural valuation report on Waituhi catchment board compensations.” — R.L. Bell, Registered Valuer, to Secretary,
PBCB, 1.1.1960 (PBCB 2/19/5); “Waipaoa scheme compensation claims committee.” — Secretary, PBCB, to Chait-
man, PBCB, 3.7.1959 (PBCB 2/19/5).

121 “Waipaoa River control scheme. Maori-owned land acquisition: Maori Land Court hearing.” — L.G. McMullan, Dis-
trict Land Purchase Officer, MoW, to Sectetary, PBCB (PBCB 2/19).

122 “\WRFCS. Assessment of compensation for the taking of Maori lands.” — Nolan and Skeet, Barristers and Solicitors,
to Secretary, PBCB, 9.9.1957 (PBCB 2/19/5).

123 “Judgement on the application of the PBCB for assessment of compensation for lands taken for soil conservation
and rivers control purposes.” — N. Smith, Judge, Tairawhiti Maori Land Coutt, 6.9.1957 (PBCB 2/19/5).
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effects. Proof that the owners of the 43 smaller parcels did not receive a fair return
for their lost land would require research which was well beyond the scope of this
study'?+.

The owners of the other 20 parcels also had reason for complaint. They had
assessed the value of their land at £18,398 while the valuers for the PBCB had
determined a collective value of £12,484. Faced with these opposing valuations, the
judge decided to “split the difference!?*:”

And after giving the best consideration I can to the evidence, and having
seen and listened carefully to the various witnesses, I am of [the] opinion that
the values which the court is required to find in accordance with the Statute
must surely lie somewhere between the sets of figures given on either side!?.

This decision, which determined the value of £15,365 for the 20 land parcels,
appears to have been based on little in the way of substantive reasoning. Again, the
specific merits of evidence as to the value of land and affection for each parcel appear
to have received insufficient attention.

While the use of the Maori Land Court elevated the impartiality of settlements,
there appear to have been several occasions where settlements did not reach this
level of proceedings. Essentially, the PBCB adopted a reactive approach to settling
Maori claims: if Maori owners obtained representation by valuers or lawyers and
then lodged a claim with the Board, their case was settled relatively quickly. The
Board made all haste to encourage pakeha owners who were slow to lodge a claim,
even helping some of them with the paper work in order settle early. However, if
Maori owners failed to lodge a claim, the Board was not so encouraging. In Octo-
ber of 1959, the PBCB advised the District Land Purchase Officer not to take any
action to resolve potential claims from Maori owners unless those owners lodged
formal claims!?’. Up to that time, the Land Purchase Officer had provided consid-
erable assistance to Maoti claimants who were too poor to obtain representation.
Without such assistance, some Maori claimants found it difficult to make any
progress with their claim.

There are many examples where compensation was delayed or, less often, never
finalised because the owners could not afford to appoint a negotiator. One of the
most long standing of grievances of this type related to a group of Maori owners on

124 In terms of £ per acre, the mean settlement value for the group of 43 parcels was similar to that for the group of
20 parcels. However, it was almost always the case that smaller parcels of affected land attained a higher settlement
for injurious affection. Because the records of settlement do not separate land loss from injurious affection, it would
be impossible to test this theory without obtaining the receipts sent to individual landowners.

125 “YWRFCS. Assessment of compensation for the taking of Maori lands.” — Nolan and Skeet, Barristers and Solicitors,
to Secretary, PBCB, p4, 9.9.1957 (PBCB 2/19/5).

126 “Judgement on the application of the PBCB for assessment of compensation for lands taken for soil conservation
and rivers control purposes.” — N. Smith, Judge, Tairawhiti Maori Land Court, 6.9.1957 (PBCB 2/19/5).

127 Sectetary, PBCB, to District Land Purchase Officer, MoW, Napier, 16.10.1959 (PBCB 2/19/5).
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18 blocks of land near Waituhi'?, including the Wi Pere Trust. Eventually, the Wi
Pere Trust settled with the Board and it then assisted some of the remaining owners
in obtaining representation'?. Evidently, however, not all of the remaining owners
received compensation because, even after intervention by the Maori Land Court,
suitable negotiators could not be found'’. There are numerous examples which
suggest, therefore, that the compensation process was managed unfairly and with
insufficient regard to the needs and socio-economic context of local Maori.

Ecological outcomes

Principally, flood control schemes are an attempt to radically alter the drainage rates
and drainage patterns of catchments and, as such, they alter river catchments in
profound ways. These alterations are not only related to the functioning of the river
itself but also relate to other environments which are dependent on the river. Stop-
banks, for example, can disrupt the flow of tributaries into primary rivers and may
also transform the fragile relationship between rivers and such other water systems
as wetlands. Apart from the Awapuni and Waerenga-a-hika lagoons, which are con-
sidered below, there was little disturbance to drainage patterns on the eastern side
of the river. This was because the peculiar drainage pattern between the Waipaoa
and Taruheru rivers flowed predominantly from west to east, away from the
Waipaoa'3!. As a result, there were few creeks which required culverting through
stopbanks in order to drain back into the river on the true left of the Waipaoa.

The same was not true, however, on the true right, where the predominant flow
was towards the Waipaoa. Around the Wherowhero Lagoon, in particular, several
creeks were diverted, perhaps unnecessarily, because their flow was impeded by
stopbanks for the Waipaoa. Stopbanks were drafted to cut across the extant course
of the Karaua Creek and its flow was sent more directly into the Waipaoa. As a
result, some of the freshwater pools at the head of the Wherowhero Lagoon have
been starved of a water supply and have, subsequently, receded in their extent.
Other than the high cost of culverting the Karaua through the stopbank, no other
reason was given for this radical transformation!®2. If more recognition had been
taken of the cultural importance of the Wherowhero Lagoon, and of the ecological
importance of the flow of the Karaua into that lagoon, the cost of culverting the
Creek may have appeared worthwhile.

128 See, for example, “PBCB-WRFCS outstanding claims.” — District Land Purchase Officer, MoW, Napier, to PBCB.
1.6.1960 (PBCB 2/19/5); “PBCB-WRFCS outstanding claims.” — L.L. McLintock, Land Purchase Officer, MoW,
Napiet, to Secretary, PBCB, 1.7.1960 (PBCB 2/19/5).

129 “WRFCS Wi Pere Trust.” — L.L.. McLintock, Land Purchase Officer, MoW, Napier, to Secretary, PBCB, 12.6.1961
(PBCB 2/19/5).

130 “\WRFCS report. Maori claims.” — District Land Purchase Officer, MoW, Napier, to Tairawhiti District Maori Land
Court, 3.2.1961 (PBCB 2/19/5).

131 “Waipaoa River flood control scheme.” — PBCB, to Members, PBCB, 12.11.1952 (PBCB 2/19).

132 “Waipaoa River flood control proposals.” — A.D. Todd, Engineer, PBCB, to Chairman, PBCB, 3.3.1949 (PBCB 2/
19).
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Generally, the implementation of the WRFCS led to significant transformation of
both lagoons at its mouth. To the north/east, the development of the flood control
scheme hastened the total demise of the Awapuni Lagoon — a traditionally impozr-
tant resource gathering area for Maori — which was drained in the mid-1950s!3. As
shown in Figure 4.5, a stopbank was placed across the channel between the
Waipaoa and Awapuni Moana. The location of a stopbank at this location did not
have to lead to the lagoon’s drainage, but it became a convenient excuse for the
lagoon’s reclamation. To the south/west, the complex and dynamic interface
between Wherowhero Lagoon and the Waipaoa has been interrupted by stopbanks
and associated drainage changes. The spillover of the sediment-laden and volumi-
nous floodwaters of the latter 20% Century into the Lagoon would have had a nega-
tive impact on Wherowheros ecological and resource values. In pre-European
times, however, the wetland and estuary would have been dependent on periodic
and light floods which refreshed water, flushed out naturally-occurring toxins and
supplied nutrients'3*. The much-reduced transfer of water from the river to the
lagoon has altered the balance between salt and fresh water and, consequently,
transformed the species mix within the lagoon'?. These types of change could have
been partially mitigated through engineering solutions but an undervaluing of the
wetland environment and Maori cultural values towards wetlands meant that no
such solutions were implemented.

Figure 4.5 — The floodgate and stopbank

across the Awapuni Creek
Where the cost of providing flood-
gates or culverting creeks through
stopbanks was considered to be finan-
cially justifiable, landowner and catch-
ment board opportunism often led, in
any case, to negative ecological
impacts. The Lavenham, Pipiwhakao
and Whatatuna creeks had already
been transformed through drainage by
1953, but the prospect of forced alter-
ations brought about by the WRFCS
acted as a catalyst for further drainage
activities'’. The Torries Lagoon, for
example, would have endured consid-
erable impact from the scheme no
matter how it was configured. How-

133 Refer to Section 8.1.

134 “Town and Country Planning Act 1977. Review of Cook County District Scheme.” — Wildlife Service, Department
of Internal Affairs, July 1980 (WS 11/21/10).

135 Clarkson and Clarkson 1991.

136 A.D. Todd, Engineer, PBCB, to Waipaoa Flood Control Promotion Committee, 17.11.1952 (PBCB 2/19/7).
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ever, the manager of the farm on which the lagoon was located convinced the
PBCB that, because the WRFCS would alter the lagoon, he should be allowed to
drain the lagoon by culvert before works on the scheme progressed!”. This led to
the total elimination of the lagoon, rather than a more modest impact.

Traditionally, the Waerenga-a-hika Lagoon was periodically refreshed by floodwa-
ters from the Waipaoa River. In 1898, it had been partially cut-off from the river by
a stopbank authorised by the Cook County Council'®, but this small stopbank
allowed some water to periodically enter the lagoon. While it markedly reduced in
size, the lagoon was maintained in some form. Through the implementation of
WREFCS stopbanks which did not have floodgates, it gradually retreated into a stag-
nant pond!¥. Rather than remedy the situation, the PBCB permitted the landowner
to drain the lagoon'. These wetlands had once served as abundant resource
spaces, providing raupo for crafts and decorations, as well as eels in considerable
number.

Figure 4.6 — A stopbank on the
Whakaahu Stream
The stopbanking of Te Arai River and the
Whakaahu Stream altered these water-
ways significantly and, in conjunction
with the taking of irrigation water from
Te Arai'¥, altered the ecological function-
ing of the waterbodies. As a result, the
abundant fish life which was once to be
found in these streams has disappeared.
Many of the fish species which inhabited
the lower reaches of the Waipaoa and Te
Arai Rivers required free migration paths
from the sea to fresh or slack water. Elvers, for example, need to find suitable habi-
tat upstream from the Waipaoa River mouth so that they can develop fully into
adult eels. With transformation of so many of the confluences of the Waipaoa and
its tributaries, this migration path has become more obstructed. With the removal
of the Matawhero oxbow and the partial blocking of the mouth of the Awapuni and
Karaua Creeks, there are now fewer zones of slack water in the tidal reaches of the
Waipaoa. This statement, which relates to the floodgate between the Waipaoa and

137 S.V. Green to Secretary, PBCB, 9.9.1953 (PBCB 2/19); Engineer, PBCB, to S.V. Green, 4.2.1954 (PBCB 2/19).

138 “Lagoon wall, Waerenga-a-hika.” — A. Brown, to CCC, 16.12.1898 (GisMUS 72-122).

139 “Flood of 14th August 1965. Poverty Bay Flats and Waipaoa River.” — L.E. Jones, Chief Engineer, PBCB, to Chair-
man, PBCB, 3.9.1965 (PBCB 2/19);

10 “WRFCS flood damage to Waerenga-a-hika Lagoon.” — A.D. Todd, Engineer, PBCB, to Chairman, PBCB,
1.2.1961 (PBCB 2/19).

141 Refer to Section 7.3.
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the former Matawhero oxbow, indicates the outcomes of these transformations on
eels:

During summer months when elvers are migrating there is often a concentra-
tion of these young eels below the floodgates. I have observed the concrete
pad covered to a depth of 6 inches with eels. I have frequently found the steel
shutters jammed open with wood and I presume that some well meaning
person has been assisting the migration!+2,

Initially, the catchment board believed that Wildlife Service staff were carrying out
these clandestine activities!®3, Later, however, it was discovered that local Maori
were allowing the passage of elvers into the former oxbow!#. This was undoubtedly

a response to a declining number of eeleries which, in turn, reflects the impacts of
the WRFCS.

Initially, the PBCB had hoped that the Matawhero and Patutahi loops would rapidly
disappear through floodwater siltation, but this was not to be the case and wetlands
formed in the middle of each!®. The Wildlife Service wanted to register the former
oxbows as wildlife reserves, but their intentions were thwarted for many years by
the PBCB and its desire to make profitable use out of the wetlands through drain-
age and conversion to pasture®. With the permission of the Board, neighbouring
owners drained and reclaimed the Patutahi wetland before the wildlife authorities
could act!¥. The Wildlife Service bought the Matawhero site in 1975, planting a
number of species including puriri, karamu, koromiko, kohukohu, kahikatea,
manuka, cabbage trees and flax!#. Later, it was hoped that the nursery at this
reserve “would play a part in providing materials for Maori arts and crafts'¥.” Apart
from the nursery, the former oxbow includes a waterfowl area of regional impor-
tance'™. This restoration of native flora and fauna represents a positive outcome
for tangata whenua and their kaitiakitanga relationship with indigenous species. In a
broader context, however, it represents a minor attempt to mitigate the environ-
mental transformation of resource spaces once important to local Maori.

142 “Floodgates on Matawhero loop.” — Wildlife Service, Department of Internal Affairs, to ECCB, 30.5.1981 (PBCB
2/19).

143 “Matawhero loop floodgates.” — ECCB, to Senior Wildlife Officer, Wildlife Service, Gisborne, 31.8.1981 (PBCB
2/19).

144 “Matawhero dam and spillway.” — MoWD, to ECCB, 5.5.1981 (PBCB 2/19).

145 “Proposed wildlife refuges.” — L..C. Bell, Field Supervisor, Wildlife Division, Internal Affairs, to Senior Field Su-
pervisor, Wildlife Division, Internal Affairs, 29.6.1956 (IA 46-29-270).

146 Gisborne-Fast Coast Acclimatisation Society to Internal Affairs, 24.2.1958 (IA 46-29-270).

147 “Drainage of Patutahi loop.” — ECCB, to R.M. Newman, M.T. Judd, G. Hair, A.R. Judd, E.C. Tietjen, 30.10.1981
(PBCB 2/19).

148 “From wilderness to bush.” — Gisborne Herald, p4, 6.8.1987 (GisMUS VF-Natural History: Botany).

149 “Gateway opens way to new co-operation.” — 26.8.1987 (GisMUS VF-Cultural Topics).

150 “Cook County District Scheme review. Inclusion in District Scheme.” — Department of Internal Affairs, Gisborne,
to Conservator of Wildlife, Rotorua, 4.12.1979 (WS 11/21/10).
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There is no doubt that the flood control scheme operates successtully within its
limited design parameters. In 1960, for example, the most significant local deluge
since 1917 failed to breach the new stopbanks, except for in areas where the banks
were unfinished®!. Although the stopbanks could not retain the floodwaters of
Cyclone Bola, that particular event had a return period of 120 years as opposed to
the 50 year flood for which the WRFCS was designed, producing a river flow which
was 20% beyond the design criteria for the scheme!2. Yet, in 1988 “|d]amage from
flooding on the Gisborne flats was greatly reduced by the protection works!>3.”
While the scheme will not always prevent flooding from major storms, its principal
merit is that it prevents small storms from having any impact on valuable agricul-
tural and horticultural land'. As a result of the relief from flooding, “the scheme
has precipitated an intensification of land use on the Gisborne plains, and contrib-
uted towards the wealth and stability of the Gisborne area!®.”” Apart from the fail-
ure of some of the cuts to develop without substantial and costly assistance!>, the
WRFCS must, therefotre, be considered a success within the context of its initial
objectives.

However, the advocates, designers, and benefactors of the scheme appear never to
have asked simple questions which should had been evaluated in the design phase:

= What were the potential negative social and ecological impacts of the scheme’s
design?

» How could the objectives of the WRIFCS be attained through alternative designs
with reduced social and ecological impact?

In the environmental context, these questions are seminal in the reconciliation of
Article I and II of the Treaty of Waitangi. The Crown does have a Treaty right to
manage the environment. At the very least, however, the Crown has Treaty obliga-
tions to Maori to construct policies which ensure that agencies like the PBCB man-
age the environment at least cost to Maori interests. Such outcomes can only be
guaranteed if Maoti are given opportunities to voice their concerns about major
projects of environmental transformation. As has been suggested in this Chapter,
this was not the case in the decision-making for the WRFCS. Pakeha landowners,
ratepayers and businesses were allowed significant, if informal, scope to seek varia-
tions to the final design of the scheme; Maori were given no rights beyond those
vested in them as ratepayers and landowners.

151 “Flood control proves worth.” — Gisborne Herald, 21.11.1960 (GisMUS VF-Natural Events).

152 “Keeping forces of nature at bay.” — Gisborne Herald, 7.12.1990 (GisMUS VF-Natural Events).

153 Harris 1988, p1.

154 Todd 1962.

155 Harris 1988, p1.

156 It was intended that the oxbow diversions be implemented through excavation of pilot cuts which would become
the new course of the river with the subsequent gouging force of floodwaters. This never eventuated and the creation
of the Matawhero cut, in particular, required expensive excavation by explosives.
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hapters 2 and 3 evaluated the acceleration of
‘ flooding and erosion as a consequence of

deforestation. Because of the increasing
severity of flooding, the Waipaoa River flood control
scheme (WRFCS) was constructed in the lower
reaches of the Waipaoa River (Chapter 4) to protect
agricultural land on the Poverty Bay flats. However,
the prospect of continued erosion in the upper
catchment, and hence aggradation in the middle and
lower reaches of the valley, jeopardised the effective-
ness of the WRFCS. The straightening of the river
coerced the Waipaoa to degrade its channel but,
without other forms of catchment management, this
down-cutting could have been counteracted by
aggradation’. In 1958, only five years after the initial
earthworks for the scheme, a Poverty Bay Catch-
ment Board (PBCB) report suggested that the
WRFCS was likely to fail in its objectives to provide
protection from a 100 year flood?. It was accepted
soon after the implementation of the scheme that
unless something was done to combat the amount

1 GDC 1991, p2.
2 “Report n0.260.” — 8.9.1958, p316 (PBCB MB).
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of sediment which entered the river channel, the scheme’s effectiveness and life
span would be curtailed. In 1956, the PBCB engineer stated that in the absence of
management in the upper catchment, the WRFCS would lose its effectiveness after
30 years?.

Subsequently, an afforestation program was mooted for the headwaters of the
Waipaoa and a governmental organization — the New Zealand Forest Service
(NZFS) — acquired land for exotic plantations. Planting began in the early 1960s
and continued into the mid-1970s, with minor additions thereafter under other
projects. Although these forests were initially promoted for soil conservation, pro-
duction forestry has come to dominate these objectives over time. The downstream
implications of the change from protection to production forestry are discussed in
this Chapter with particular reference to the Mangatu State Forest — the first state
afforestation project in Tairawhiti.

The way in which the Crown came to own the Mangatu State Forest is of equal
importance to the ecological outcomes of production forestry in the area. Three
groups possessed the land which was acquired to create the Mangatu State Forest:
the Maori beneficiaries of Mangatu Blocks 1, 3 & 4 Inc., and the pakeha owners of
Waipaoa Station and Tawhiti Station. Initially, at least, none of these property own-
ers were willing to sell the land to the Forest Service. As will be shown, the Crown
negotiators employed a different approach for pakeha and Maori landowners, with
the latter offered fewer options than the former. During the negotiations, an
orchestrated public campaign pressurised local Maori to act ‘in the public interest’
while, at the same time, these owners were forced to contemplate the veiled threat
of compulsory acquisition of the land under the Public Works Act. The necessity of
soil conservation was a central focus of the negotiations, in which Maori were
encouraged to view the sale as a benefit to the wider community. Given that the
conservation objectives have now receded from public view, it can be argued that
the Crown did not negotiate for the sale of Mangatu lands in the spirit of Treaty
partnership.

Afforestation for soil conservation

The afforestation of unstable slopes for erosion protection is an attempt to regain
the original protection of the indigenous forest cover, as described in Chapter 2.
The concept was based on the simple assumption that “if the land had been reason-
ably stable under native forest then, perhaps, it would return to stability under
exotic forest'.” The interception of rainfall by the canopy, the absorption of mois-
ture and retardation of throughflow by litter on the forest floor, and the stabilising

3 “Waipaoa River. Possible channel reduction.” — A.D. Todd, Chief Engineer, PBCB, to Chairman, PBCB, 3.3.1956
(PBCB 2/19).
+ Poole 1983, p66.
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influence of an inter-meshed root structure on the upper layers of the soil horizon?
all work in unison to decrease the risk of mass movement on steep slopes.

Research has indicated that the incidence of mass movement under afforested
slopes is less than that on hill slopes in pasture®. In seriously eroded areas, however,
gullies and water courses draining steep slopes do not respond to afforestation. In
these areas, erosion tends to spread regardless of the forest or pasture cover on
adjacent slopes’. Nevertheless, on major earthflows and blocks of unstable terrain,
afforestation can reduce soil movement at its source, several metres below the root
zone®. The primary benefit of afforestation for erosion control is the dewatering of
soil through increased interception of rainfall’. Transpiration of soil moisture
through leaves and evaporation of intercepted moisture reduce percolation of water
into the soil horizons where slips originate!’.

In terms of flood control, afforestation slows the rate of water transfer to rivers and
tributary streams, meaning that the ‘peak’ of floodwaters is later and lower — Rivers
remain high for longer periods of time but the same volume of water is spread over
this time, sometimes preventing flash-floods and, at the least, lessening the severity
of downstream floods. It has been found that a land use change from pasture to
pine plantation reduces water yield by between 30% and 50%!'!. Research has
shown that afforestation reduced runoff by approximately 30% in the Mangatu
sub-catchment'2. In the Waipaoa headwaters, reduced stream and river response are
also related to a reduction in erosion. Gully erosion provides about half of the sedi-
ment yield to rivers and there is substantial erosion from these gullies during and
after heavy rainfall’®. In the late 1950s, it was believed that afforestation would
reduce gully erosion in storm events by spreading the supply of water to streams in
gullies over a longer time-period. This beneficial reduction in the rate of stream
response to rainfall is dependent on the steepness of the slope, the age of the pine
plantations and the extensive formation of a forest canopy. After Cyclone Bola in
1988, land in mature pine trees was over 90% free of visible erosion. Areas planted
in trees younger than 6 years old were almost as susceptible to erosion as pasture!*.

These statistics suggest that, while there are sound reasons for afforestation as a
soil conservation measure, it is also an insecure management proposition with a
considerable degree of risk. It is, perhaps, the only strategy for controlling erosional
problems over a significant area of land, but it is also a form of environmental man-

Hicks 1991, p21; Peacock 1986, p14.

Hicks 1991, p22; Peacock 1986, p17; Zhang et al. 1993, p186.

Hicks 1991, p21.

Zhang et al. 1993, p186.

 Peacock 1986, p16.

10 FRI 1990, p2.

' Blaschke and Peterson 1994, p71.

12 Pearce et al. 1987, p493. These figures are typically contested in other studies which yield results of +/- 20%.
13 Page et al. 2000, p15.

14 FRI 1990, p2.

® a o
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agement which requires caution and a considerable margin for error. This is espe-
cially the case when conservation goals are mixed with production and profit
objectives. The harvesting of trees yields a period of time in which a renewal of ero-
sion is likely because a second cycle of planting will not have the desired impact in
the short term. For this reason, the protection-production continuum in forestry
requires careful management and the movement towards increased use of the
Waipaoa forests for production is cause for concern.
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5.1 The evolution of Mangatu State Forest

Initial reports

As indicated in Chapter 3, geologists had suggested the need for afforestation in the
Waipaoa catchment as early as 1920. These suggestions were not taken seriously
until the 1950s and, even then, afforestation was conceptualised as an ad hot series
of small-scale forests located in such areas of extreme erosion as the Tarndale-Man-
gatu slip complex. A soil conservation survey of 1952 found that the source of
most debris in the Waipaoa River was the actively eroding gullies in the upper catch-
ments, particulatly in the Mangatu, Te Weraroa and the upper Waipaoa rivers!>. At
the time of the report, 43% of the hill country in the upper Waipaoa suffered from
moderate to severe erosion. Of this, the authors recommended that 8% was too
infertile or steep for farming and should be allowed to regenerate or be planted in
trees!®. From this report, the PBCB decided that the answer to the aggradation
problem was to plant only the crushed argillite zones, theoretically decreasing the
amount of sediment flowing into river channels from these areas!”. While the report
had also recommended widespread afforestation on some of the less eroded areas,
the PBCB believed that it should only afforest those catchments which now, or in
the near future, were likely to cause downstream problems's.

In view of the magnitude of the erosional problem, the PBCB approached the Soil
Conservation and Rivers Control Council (SCRCC) to appoint a panel of experts to
evaluate the situation in the Waipaoa catchment!”. A report commissioned by the
SCRCC concluded that afforestation should occur only on the crushed argillite
area, with other forms of erosion control to be used in the less-eroded parts of the
catchment®. The initial areas of land which were recommended for afforestation
included: 3557ha from Mangatu Blocks 1, 3 & 4 Inc. (including an experimental
erosion control site in Te Weraroa catchment), 1232ha from Tawhiti Station, 169ha
from Te Rata Station and 642ha from Waipaoa Station. 2400ha were designated for
production forest and 2800ha were to be solely for protection forestry.

Landowners who were potentially affected by these proposals criticised the haste
with which the plan had been prepared. Public opinion on the Poverty Bay flats
swayed heavily towards some form of erosion control in the upper headwaters to
protect property owners from floods which were threatening to overtake the
WREFCS. To implement the extensive programme of work which would be required
for afforestation, the Crown was lobbied to purchase the land and to instruct the

15 Hamilton and Kelman 1952.

16 Allsop 1973, p26.

17 “Report on soil conservation survey of the Waipaoa catchment by D. Hamilton and E.H. Kelman — October 1952.”
— A.D. Todd, Engineer, PBCB, to ].B. Hair, Chairman, PBCB, 13.5.1954 (GisMUS Pullar Papers).

13 Ibid.

19 “Waipaoa catchment.” — PBCB, to SCRCC, 30.3.1955 (PBCB 21/10).

20 “Report n0.260.” — 8.9.1958, p316 (PBCB MB).
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NZES to carry out the planting?. The PBCB was the principal advocate for affores-
tation and its submissions to central government contended that afforestation
would reduce the transfer of sediment from gullied areas:

It has been established beyond doubt that the aggradation which is proceed-
ing in the Waipaoa River is a real and increasing threat to the safety of the val-
ley and that it is due entirely to gully erosion in what is known as the crushed
argillite area, and not to erosion occurring elsewhere in the catchment. It has
been demonstrated that afforestation in this area will in fact cure existing
gully erosion and it can be inferred from the evidence available that afforesta-
tion will prevent the formation of new gullies. It has been learned by
repeated and varied trials that there is no alternative to afforestation as a
practical and economical method of doing both those things?2.

Later, however, it has was discovered that the limitation of afforestation to argilla-
ceous areas was not sufficient as a soil conservation mechanism and that the only
successful strategy would be to afforest almost all of the upper catchment®. As was
the case for the WRFCS, the catchment board advocated for a significant transfor-
mation of the environment without first having completed sufficient scientific
investigation.

Given the potential for aggradation to limit the effectiveness of the WRFCS, it was
not surprising that the PBCB led the call for afforestation in the upper Waipaoa
but, initially at least, afforestation was not the centrepiece of its erosion control pro-
gramme. Up until the late 1950s, afforestation had been a minor component of
research which had been commissioned by the PBCB. The catchment board had
evaluated several forms of erosion barrier on an experimental block of 480ha in the
gully of Te Weraroa stream?*. This site was leased from Mangatu Blocks 1, 3 & 4
Inc. for research purposes and was situated between the Waipaoa and Mangatu riv-
ers in the most severely eroded part of the catchment. Debris dams, sediment
retards in stream beds, sediment fences and a variety of other physical obstructions
to land movement were employed on this land, but none were successful in pre-
venting eroded material from entering the river system?. A smaller block of land
within Te Weraroa catchment was close-planted with exotic tree species. This exer-
cise was more successful in reducing run-off and soil movement?® and, as a result,
close planting of trees over the whole area was considered to be the only effective
measure for stabilising hill slopes around gullies?’. While these results were promis-
ing, they did not represent sufficient research to determine whether afforestation
should be universal on pastoral land in the headwaters or whether it should be lim-
ited to only a few ateas.

2t Allsop 1973, p26.

“Submission to Ministers of Lands and Works.” — J.B. Hair, Chairman, PBCB, 30.3.1959, p574 (PBCB MB).
Hicks 1991, p21; Page et al. 2000.

“Inspection and report on Te Weraroa.” — Central Standing Sub-Committee, SCRCC, 28.10.1954 (PBCB 4/45).
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“Pilot plantings check run off at Te Weraroa gully.” — Gisborne Herald, 12.8.1959 (PBCB 4/45).
“Inspection and report on Te Weraroa” — Central Standing Sub-Committee, SCRCC, 28.10.1954 (PBCB 4/45).
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The scientific basis for afforestation on different scales was one of many types of
information which the PBCB and the SCRCC should have gathered. As was the
case for the WRFCS, the PBCB did not investigate satisfactorily the potential nega-
tive impacts of afforestation. Again, the heightened perception of the need to pro-
tect Poverty Bay farmers is likely to be the reason for this. In discussions of the
concept of upper catchment afforestation, the benefits to downstream users were
considered paramount:

[I]t cannot be too strongly emphasised that the benefit to be derived from
this sort of planting in so far as erosion control is concerned is predomi-
nantly an off-site benefit. The immediate loss to the farmer of the acres
involved in gullying and its attendant slumping is not great considering the
total size of the holdings concerned, far more serious is the effect of erosion
debris accumulating in the streams and rivers downstream of this boundary?.

In this way, the total loss of land for Maori or individual farmers in the headwaters
could be justified on the basis of the ‘common good’ benefits for a wider number
of farmers on the flats. This justification, of course, was entirely economic but, as
will be shown, Maoti wanted to retain their lands for cultural rather than economic
reasons.

The PBCB lobbied ardently for government involvement in establishing a pro-
gramme of afforestation:

The Board...recommends strongly that urgent action be taken to acquire the
land comprising the crushed argillite area and to initiate afforestation of this
area by the NZFS so that in due course the balance of nature will be
restored®.

In addition to such appeals, a ministerial visit was organised to support the PBCB’s
application for assistance®. During this visit, emotional appeals were made to the
Minister of Crown Lands from landowners on the Poverty Bay flats, but there were
few opportunities for the Minister to learn about the values of those landowners
who would lose their property.

Maori as agri-environmental managers:
the public perception

In order to determine whether the negotiated sale of Maori land for afforestation
was fair, it is important to account for the pressure placed on the Crown to divest
Maoti of their land. The ideological context at the time of the land purchases mar-
ginalized Maoti in a process which was primarily designed to benefit landowners
downstream. Maori and their attitude to land retention were seen as an impediment

2 “Afforestation as a subsidised soil conservation measure.” — Report No.244, A.D. Todd, Engineer, PBCB, to Soil
Conservation Committee, PBCB, 5.8.1958 (PBCB MB).

2 “Submission to Ministers of Lands and Works.” — J.B. Hair, Chairman, PBCB, 30.3.1959, p574 (PBCB MB).

30 “Resolution.” — 10.7.1958, p329 (PBCB MB).
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to the necessary task of erosion control. Moreover, vocal pressure groups in the
Gisborne area depicted Maori in particular ways which irrefutably influenced the
decision-making and land negotiation processes for upland afforestation. These
depictions presented Maori as unworthy landowners who neither had capacity nor
legitimacy as farmers. The common conclusion of newspaper reports of the time
was that Maori were unable to farm to European standards and that this was the
cause of erosion. These conclusions ignored the fact that land instability was a
problem for Maoti and pakeha farmers. Many locals also overlooked such evidence
as that presented in Section 2.2, which suggests that Maori owners of land were not
necessarily responsible for the removal of forest cover and, therefore, erosion on
their properties. The combined weight of these false images — that Maori were both
the cause of land instability and a recalcitrant minority who were resistant to the
common good requirement of erosion control — influenced the range of alterna-
tives which were offered to Maori.

In the 1950s and eatly 1960s, the structure of farming in the Gisborne area was sig-
nificantly transformed, with a reduction in the number of farm properties and out-
migration of many of the district’s youth®. Employment opportunities in
agriculture were declining and local agricultural productivity had started to fall.
Economic factors were the primary causes of these changes but, in some part, the
outcomes of erosion were also responsible. As a result of these structural changes,
opinions voiced in local media clamoured for action, with protection against flood-
ing and land instability seen as an economic necessity®%. The afforestation scheme in
the upper Waipaoa catchment was contemporaneous with these changes and it
became inter-meshed with public debate about falling rates of agricultural produc-
tion and the economic future of the district. These ideological exchanges led to
contradictory outcomes: protagonists argued for increased agricultural production
and erosion control at the same time, even though these activities are potentially in
conflict. At the time, Mangatu Blocks 1,3 & 4 Inc. was one of the largest farming
enterprises in the country and its potential involvement in the scheme created
expectations in the community which affected the outcome of the acquisition proc-
ess. The unwillingness of Mangatu Blocks to sell pastoral land for afforestation cre-
ated anxiety amongst European residents who believed that the incorporation was
forestalling the development of the region and exposing properties on the flats to
unnecessary risk.

The media campaign to highlight Maori inefficiencies in farming was principally
fought in the far off New Zealand Herald which ran a special seties on the land man-
agement problems of the East Coast. The editorials in this series condemned Maori
landowners and their farming practices as the cause of erosion and aggradation:

3 MOWD 1987, p9.
32 “Survey shows a decline in production.” — New Zealand Herald, 26.6.1959 (PBCB 5/18).
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[TThe practice and principles of farming do not come easily to the
Maori...Often the Maori has not yet acquired the confidence of the Euro-
pean in agricultural management, and sheep farming may appear too much
like big business®.

Prominent leaders in Poverty Bay society provided official endorsement of the
views expressed in the newspaper campaign. R.H. Barker, the Mayor of Gisborne
City at the time, clearly indicated that Maori should give up their land to ‘more
responsible’ land users:

They are the greatest landowners. Because the land belongs to the Maori, we
feel the Maori must belong to the land. The remedy is to face up to the fact
that land brings obligations as well as rights. Anyone not farming propetly
should give way to someone who can®.

The local member of parliament, R.A. Keeling, was equally vehement in his attack
on Maori land use practices, concluding his commentary with a statement that,
“Any land not being fully used by Maori or pakeha is a sin®.” The context of this
statement made it clear that Maori were the target of this article and not pakeha.

This common theme of ‘Maori wastage’ of land was particularly ironic: heavier
stocking rates in the hill country would have undoubtedly increased the rate of ero-
sion, thereby threatening agricultural productivity through deterioration of soil
resources. Yet, any land which was not developed to the fullest extent was consid-
ered to be lying idle. It was contended that Maori land had potential for further
development but the public belief was that Maori were not capable of engaging suc-
cessfully in this development. In some respects, it was true that some Maori land,
especially land which was further north of Gisborne, had not been developed to the
extent of European properties. The growing paternalism of the Maori Land Court
after World War II and the difficulty of obtaining development capital for Maori
land has been well-documented by a number of authors*. In public discourse, how-
ever, lack of developmental progress on Maori land was attributed to racial and cul-
tural disposition rather than to structural underdevelopment, as can be seen in a
commentary provided by the Department of Lands and Survey:

The reasons usually given for the quite evident detetioration in Maoti land in
this part of the region include the difficult nature of the land itself, the
unfavourable climate, the extensive erosion, the granting of leases to Europe-
ans without right of compensation for improvements and without rights of
renewal and the difficult title position of most of the land. All these reasons
are valid but the most important of all is the personal factor. With some
notable exceptions the Maori has yet to become a good farmer under present
day conditions...Many Maoris seem to lack some essential attribute for a

3 “Ngati Porou appeal for aid from the Government. Need for simpler land laws.” — New Zealand Herald, 30.6.1959
(PBCB 5/18).
3 “Farm decay is spreading.” — New Zealand Herald, 25.6.1959 (PBCB 5/18).

35 |bid.

3 Refer, for example, to Boast 1999; Kawharu 1977.
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business of this type. They do not generally show the needed ability to plan
ahead and budget for essential requirements such as maintenance, topdress-
ing, and stock replacement. They are usually good workers but not good
managers®’.

While the first part of this statement accurately portrayed difficulties for local
Maori, the latter half of the quotation represents paternalism mixed with cultural
bias. In the 1940s, large blocks of Maori land on the East Coast were leased to
pakeha farmers for 21 year periods. The typical conditions on these leases did not
allow for compensation of capital improvements by the lessees. Often, the rental
was not sufficient to justify such payments and, without the prospect of compensa-
tion, lessees would not develop the land for long-term usage. As a result, the land
would deteriorate, especially in the last years of the lease, wherein farmers would
exploit remaining soil fertility while failing to replenish soil through top-dressing or
to carry out maintenance and weed control. Rather than develop existing pasture
land in more satisfactory ways, these lessees were often seen to extend agriculture
to land which was not previously used for pasture. Invariably, the result of this
extensification was more erosion and land was seldom returned to Maoti in a good
condition’. After such abuse, the original owners were often reticent to lease the
land again: “When Maoris get their lands back in the sorry condition already
described, is it wrong for them to refuse to renew leases to occupants who have
used it so unmercifully?**?” This hesitancy to renew leases only heightened pakeha
contentions that Maori were undeserving of land.

A number of solutions to ‘the Maori land question’ were proposed in these articles.
Like the Mayor of Gisborne, there were many others who thought that Maori land
which was under-utilised should be handed to ‘experienced farmers.” One author
wrote approvingly of the fact that “Counties can begin actions to have Maori land
leased where rates are unpaid and where the property is badly farmed, weed-
infested or unoccupied®.” It was also suggested in official reports on the lack of
development in the region that Maori should sell their shares in communally-owned
land so it could be run more effectively. A committee appointed to investigate the
“problems on Maori land,” contended that the only appropriate form of tenure for
the East Coast was single title:

The committee is fully appreciative of the difficulties which may arise with
the owners in implementing this recommendation but are of the opinion that
the time has arrived when the position of all Maori owned land should be
thoroughly investigated with the object of having Maori land placed on the
same basis as European land*..

37 Lands and Survey 1964, p83.

3% Mete-Kingi 1978, p28; “Survey shows a decline in production.” — New Zealand Herald, 26.6.1959 (PBCB 5/18).
% “Publicised criticism prompts sharp reaction on East Coast.” — Gisborne Herald, 7.8.1959 (PBCB 5/18).

40 “Maoti in need of help. New methods and new capital.” — New Zealand Herald, 1.7.1959 (PBCB 5/18).

41 Carson et al. 1960, p15.
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Alternatively, some commentators suggested that a “lasting solution will probably
lie largely with the Maori himself. Mediocre farmers may have to accept a greater
measure of European supervision*2.”” This highly paternalistic suggestion reflected
the lack of pakeha trust in Maori as agri-environmental managers.

The most racially-charged of these critiques of Maori farmers were targeted to areas
further north than the present casebook area. However, such sentiments were also
common in Turanganui-a-Kiwa and its catchments. Maori-owned land south of
Tolaga Bay was recognised as being in a better condition than that further north.
This was attributed to the beneficial influence of the East Coast Commissioner and,
therefore, was an example of ‘good fortune’ rather than ‘good management”:

It is still generally true to say that south of Tolaga Bay the pastures on Maori
land are not noticeably in worse condition than pastures on land of the same
soil type and similar topography controlled by Europeans. Most of the Maori
land south of Tolaga Bay was until about 1950 under the control of the East
Coast Commissioner who had full control of its farming and development.
This may be the reason why the land is in so much better heart®.

A common theme throughout the debate was the payment of dividends from prof-
its and whether they should have been used to fund on-farm development*. While
beneficiaries of incorporations expected payments and often received them when
the money may have been better invested elsewhere®, this practice was not limited
to Maorti incorporations. It would have been possible to highlight examples of poor
land management on both Maoti and pakeha land, but the media campaigns of the
day focused exclusively on the misfortune of one cultural group*. While examples
of good management of land by Maori were readily available, they received no
attention in the local or national media.

Targeting of land for afforestation

Prior to government approval of the programme, the farms of Mangatu Blocks
appear to have been targeted for public acquisition and afforestation beyond the
level of attention directed to similar properties in the crushed argillite area. Other
blocks in this terrain were inspected and assessed at the time to classify the ero-
sional problems on private land in the area*’. However, the proprietors of Mangatu
were the first to be approached with the idea of blanket planting of severely eroded
areas®. The other properties which eventually became part of land purchases for
the Mangatu State Forest — Tawhiti and Waipaoa stations — were encouraged to

4 “Maori in need of help. New methods and new capital.” — New Zealand Herald, 1.7.1959 (PBCB 5/18).

# Lands and Survey 1964, p82.

# Carson 1960, p3.

+ Ward 1958, p212.

4 CCL, Gisborne, to Nolan and Skeet, Barristers and Solicitors, Gisborne, 3.11.1959 (L.&S 4/882).

47 “Monthly report to 10 April 1956.” — Metzers, Soil Conservator, PBCB, to Chairman, Soil Conservation Committee,
PBCB, p158 (PBCB MB).

4 “Monthly report to 12 June 1956.” — Metzers, Soil Conservator, PBCB, to Chairman, Soil Conservation Committee,
PBCB, p205 (PBCB MB).
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experiment with erosion barriers while continuing to manage their properties as
pastoral farms. By this stage, similar techniques had been proven ineffective at the
Weraroa research unit, but the PBCB allowed these landowners to experiment with
them in the hope that erosion could be controlled and afforestation would not be
needed. The PBCB trusted pakeha farmers as discerning managers of the agri-envi-
ronment and these farmers were, therefore, presented with a broader range of
opportunities to address soil erosion on their properties.

Because it was located centrally within the zone of crushed argillite, the land
belonging to Mangatu Blocks was severely eroded. In total, 9% of the land was
eroded to such an extent that the slopes were bare, including 2% which consisted of
the Te Weraroa Stream bed and 64ha of aggraded river flats. These rates of extreme
erosion were, however, consistent with neighbouring stations, and there were no
physical reasons why Mangatu Blocks’ farms should have been identified for special
attention. Nevertheless, the soil conservator of the PBCB was evidently determined
that afforestation was the only option for the Maori-owned land. While the ongoing
profitability of Mangatu farms was not questioned, the conservator suggested that
daily farming activities were becoming more difficult over time with disruption of
fences, watetlogged ground, and loss of access roads®. Unlike the case for Waipaoa
and Tawhiti stations, the principal concern of the conservator in this instance was
not the potential viability of the farm but the “detritus carried down by the rivers
[which] is causing concern for the lands further downstream?.”

The soil conservator recommended a long term erosion control program on all
types of land, irrespective of the extent of erosion. He also recommended that
“measures to be undertaken to control the same will have to be extensive and far
reaching and will involve a change of the present pastoral land use®.” This is in
contrast to reports for neighbouring properties which encouraged the use of ero-
sion barriers and other forms of structural control in order to maintain pastoral
agriculture on the properties. While these divergent approaches imply cultural bias,
it should be noted that the area of land which was specified in this way was larger
than surrounding properties. Consequently, it provided a significant proportion of
the sediment which entered the Waipaoa catchment. Nonetheless, there appears to
have been disproportionate haste in the process of identifying Maori land for affor-
estation as compared to that for European properties®.

Before hearing submissions on the necessity for erosion control in the upper
Waipaoa, Prime Minister Nash visited the area in May 1959. The attitude of the
PBCB to Maori land meant that it received considerably more attention in this visit
than other types of land. The PBCB had predetermined the focus of the visit

4 “Erosion control Te Hua Station.” — Metzers, Soil Conservator, PBCB, to Chairman, Soil Conservation Committee,
PBCB, 31.5.1956, p292 (PBCB MB).

50 |hid.

51 1id.

52 “Catchment board wants action in land purchase.” — Gisborne Herald, 13.5.1961 (GisMUS VF-Natural Events).
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through carefully-worded submissions to Wellington in the time leading up to
Nash’s arrival:

The attachment of the Maori owners to their land is sympathetically under-
stood, as is their reluctance to suffer disturbance to farming operations
which even a stage-by-stage acquisition will involve, but with our knowledge
of the erosion problem and of its impact on farming, the board would be
failing in its duty if it did not plainly state its opinion that the owners’ inter-
ests will be served best by selling the land to the Crown before its value
diminishes any further®.

In this instance, token recognition of Maori customary values is quickly surpassed
by a eurocentric justification based on market value. It was assumed that Maori
would want to sell their land if it could be proved that their land values were threat-
ened. Consequently, there was no attempt to understand and incorporate the cul-
tural attachments of tangata whenua to their ancestral lands. The ‘owners’ interests’
were of little importance to the PBCB and in the same letter the chairman of the
Board stated clearly that his main interest was “the necessity for afforestation of
this area for the purpose of preventing aggradation of the Waipaoa river and so
protecting its valley and plain®.”

PBCB submissions which stated that “Maori owners could be reluctant to part with
their land>” further restricted the scope of Nash’s visit to Maori land issues. In
these submissions, it is apparent that the PBCB had pre-judged the Maori owners as
an obstacle to the pursuit of the common good which, in the case of the Waipaoa
catchment, meant ‘good’ outcomes for farmers on the Poverty Bay flats. During his
visit, Nash viewed the worst areas of erosion and spoke to the owners of Mangatu
Blocks 1, 3 & 4 Inc. Reports of the meeting indicate that:

The Prime Minister promised his support to the scheme...and gave the
assurance that whatever decision was made it would be fair and equitable to
the owners concerned in the land involved in the scheme and it was his
responsibility as Minister of Maori Affairs to see that the scheme is equitably
carried out’.

He gave the Maori people connected with the Mangatu Incorporation an
assurance that their interests would receive exactly the same consideration as
those of other people concerned”’.

There is no indication that the Prime Minister met with any of the other owners on
his visit. This reveals a significant difference in how stakeholders were approached
prior to the approval of afforestation. Other land owners did not face the pressure

3 ].B. Hair, Chairman, PBCB, to Prime Minister Nash, 19.5.1959 (PBCB MB).

54 Ibid.
55 1bid.

% “Upper Waipaoa river catchment. Report of visit of Prime Minister Nash to the UWC.” — 1.6.1959 (PBCB MB).
57 “Erosion problem demands urgent action — Mr. Nash.” — Gisborne Herald, 21.5.1959 (GisMUS VF-Forestry).
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of executive petition. Moreover, it will be shown that the Mangatu landowners did
not receive ‘exactly the same consideration’ as pakeha landowners on similar land.

The proprietors of Mangatu Blocks were not content with the level of Crown con-
sultation before the decision to purchase land in the upper Waipaoa catchment®.
While in Gisborne, Nash had promised that “round table discussion would be
required to decide what is the right thing to do and thereafter Engineers and others
would determine how to do it*.” However, his conception of a round table did not
necessarily include Maori representation. The local agent for the Commissioner of
Crown Lands who had been instructed to undertake the negotiations for land
acquisition was confronted with this complaint at a hui held by the Proprietors of
Mangatu. He suggested that the technical experts who had been consulted at cabi-
net level were sufficient to meet the requirement for ‘round table’ discussions®.
Not only is this indicative of the Crown’s attitude to consultation with iwi, it also
represents the Crown’s paternalistic attitude to Maoti and their land. Evidently, tan-
gata whenua were not seen as having important local knowledge or values which
should be incorporated into the scheme: experts were to determine the fate of the
headwaters with little or no instruction to heed Maori concerns.

Experts from such government agencies as the Ministry of Works and Develop-
ment, the PBCB, the SCRCC, Lands and Survey and the NZFS inspected the
eroded land in the upper catchment in order to decide where planting should begin.
The PBCB, NZFS and the Commissioner of Crown Lands (CCL) determined
which lands should be purchased for this purpose®. Ultimately, a broad approach
to land purchase and replanting was taken in preference to the PBCB’s earlier belief
that afforestation should be restricted to a limited range of sites within the catch-
ment. This decision was supported by Crown agents because the long-term nature
of the project could only be assured with long-term control: acquisition, as opposed
to land management of private land, was the preferred option®?. Central govern-
ment approved funding for an afforestation programme in August 19599, and the
first trees were planted soon thereafters,

Mangatu and the negotiation process

Mangatu Blocks 1, 3 & 4 Inc. were called upon to provide just under half of the
land required for the afforestation program, approximately 3460ha. This land was
to come from Te Hua Station as well as from parts of Dome and Tarndale Stations.

58 Pers. comm. Rutene Irwin and John Ruru.

¥ “Upper Waipaoa River catchment. Report of visit of Prime Minister Nash to the UWC.” — 1.6.1959, p607 (PBCB
MB).

0 “Mangatu acquisition.” — F.W. Brown, CCL, Gisborne to Director General of Crown Lands, Wellington, 1.3.1960
(L&S 4/883).

o1 “Proposed acquisition of land for afforestation purposes. Upper Waipaoa catchment.” — F.W. Brown, CCL, Gis-
borne, to Director General of Lands, Wellington, 14.10.1959 (L&S 4/883).

2 C.F Skinner, Minister of Lands, to Minister of Wotks, Wellington, 5.11.1959 (L&S 4/883).

6 “Some support for East Coast Commission.” — New Zealand Herald, 13.8.1959 (PBCB 5/18).

o Allsop 1973, p28.
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Two farms in pakeha ownership, Tawhiti and Waipaoa Stations, were expected to
contribute the balance of land (3590ha)®. From the earliest proposals for afforesta-
tion, the purchase of Maori owned land was pre-determined in local discourse as a
barrier to the success of the program®. This was not necessarily the case: although
the negotiations with the management committee were prolonged, the time frame
was similar in the case of pakeha farmers®. Before the onset of negotiations, the
Soil Conservation Committee (SCC) of the PBCB believed that it was important to
maintain positive relations with all landowners because future support was required
for the long-term success of the project. It suggested that “the approach to both
Maori and European land owners should be on the same basis®.” In retrospect,
however, the negotiation process diverged fundamentally in approaches to Maori
and pakeha land.

The owners of Mangatu Blocks 1, 3 & 4 Inc. were condemned for delaying the
acquisition process. The management committee of the incorporation was aware of
the need for afforestation as an erosion control measure. It had the legal capacity to
alienate the land if needed® but, as elected representatives, the management com-
mittee was cautious to act in the best interests of their shareholders™. The owners
of the Mangatu Blocks met to discuss the possibility of selling a portion of their
land in February 1960™. The result was a unanimous decision against selling: “No
owner present at [the] meeting wished to have it charged against them that he had
been a party to the sale of ancestral lands’”. The unanimous refusal to negotiate
was not an explicit attempt to reject or disrupt the afforestation proposals. Rather,
it was an acceptance that if they refused to sell, the Crown would move to compul-
sorily acquire the land. This strategy was designed to remove the burden of
accountability from the conscience of the management team, reflecting the gravity
of the decision to alienate any land which remained in Maori ownership. A report in
the Gishorne Herald of the Maori response to the Prime Ministet’s visit summarises
the views of tangata whenua in this regard:

The land had been leased over a long period of years to Pakehas and only a
few years ago it had come back to the owners. ‘And now,” the speaker added,
‘the Pakehas want it back to plant trees on.” [He also] considered that too
much land was being taken to stop erosion. He felt that the land that it was
intended to acquire should be taken compulsorily so that the generations to
come could not point a finger at their ancestors in the event of the land ulti-
mately going to waste”.

¢ 1bid., p95.

o J.B. Ifair, Chairman, PBCB, to Prime Minister Nash, 19.5.1959 (PBCB MB).

7 “Acquisition. Part Waipaoa Station.” — F.W. Brown, CCL, to Conservator of Forests, NZFS, Rotorua, 26.6.1964
(L&S 4/8851).

8 “Report of the meeting of the Soil Conservation Committee.” — 5.7.1956 (PBCB MB).

9 “Progress of land acquisition for upper Waipaoa catchment.” — Afforestation report for Director General of Lands,
29.1.1960 (L&S 4/883).

70 “Mangatu views on forestry sale.” — Gisborne Herald, 29.8.1961 (GisMUS VF-Forestry).

I District Conservator, NZFS, Gisborne, to Director General of Forests, Wellington, 22.2.1960 (NZFS 6/2/108).

72 Secretary, Mangatu Blocks 1, 3 & 4 Inc., to F.W. Brown, CCL, Gisborne, 25.2.1960 (L&S 4/883).
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The trauma of voluntary alienation of ancestral land after 120 years of involuntary
land loss induced the politics of withdrawal amongst the management committee™.

While public calls for compulsory acquisition of Maori land were common both
before and during the negotiation process, government policy was to negotiate for
sale where possible™. The CCL never publicly threatened the owners with compul-
sory acquisition. However, he did suggest that this would be the probable outcome
if the owners decided against negotiating for sale’. Although compulsory acquisi-
tion might appear to be an objectionable scenario for the owners, the management
committee had carefully explained to the owners the necessity of afforesting this
section of their land, both for the benefit of the region and for other land belonging
to Mangatu Blocks. The decision to coerce the Crown to take the land through
compulsory acquisition was, therefore, an attempt to protect the interests of the
owners while at the same time maintaining the mana of the management group.
From the few available records of these discussions between owners and managers
of Mangatu Blocks, it appears that most owners agreed with the need to afforest at
least some land. However, no-one wanted to take responsibility for the decision and
there appears to have been debate about how much land should be sold to the
Crown for afforestation.

Accompanying the acceptance of compulsory acquisition was a suspicion that there
was no choice in the matter. Some, if not most, owners believed that compulsory
acquisition was inevitable and that the owners would obtain fairer compensation
through the Maori Land Court rather than through negotiation”. According to
reports of a preliminary meeting between the CCL and the Mangatu management
committee in 1960, the opinion was expressed that this process was alienation but
under a different name’. The spectre of the Crown taking the land stood over the
process from the start™. This view was confirmed by the stubborn inflexibility of
the CCL to consider alternatives to the sale of the land: the CCL ruled out all
options which did not include the alienation of the land¥. In a 1960 meeting, it was
suggested by the owners that the land could be leased to the NZFS. However, this
suggestion was declared infeasible by the CCL who contended that leasing would
not afford the NZFS satisfactory levels of control®!. Ten years later, under the East
Coast Project®, leasehold arrangements were promoted in attempts to afforest
Maori owned land®, suggesting that such arrangements were feasible. The incorpo-

73 “Mangatu committee will negotiate with government.” — Gisborne Herald, 21.6.1960 (GisMUS VF-Forestry).

™ “Mangatu views on forestry sale.” — Gisborne Herald, 29.8.1961. (GisMUS VF-Forestry).

75 “Statement by Chairman on Mangatu Lands Issue.” — Gisborne Herald, 14.4.1960 (GisMUS VF-Forestry).

76 “Report of meeting between owners of Mangatu Blocks Inc.” — A.R. Gardiner, Secretary, Mangatu Blocks Inc., to
E.T. Tirakatene, Minister of Forests and Acting Minister of Maori Affairs, 29.4.1960 (NZFS 6/2/108).

77 “Statement by Chairman on Mangatu lands issue.” — Gisborne Herald, 14.4.1960 (GisMUS VF- Forestry).

78 “Mangatu acquisition.” — F.W. Brown, CCL, Gisborne, to Director General of Crown Lands, 1.3.1960 (L&S 4/883).

" Pers. Comm. John Ruru.

80 “Mangatu acquisition.” — F.W. Brown, CCL, Gisborne, to Director General of Crown Lands, 1.3.1960 (L&S 4/883).

81 F.W. Brown, CCL, Gisbotne, to Ditector General of Lands, Wellington, 1.3.1960 (NZFS 6/2/108).

82 See Section 5.2.

8 “East Coast Project.” — Reeves, Chairman, PBCB, to K. Holyoake, Prime Minister, 25.6.1971 (PBCB 21/10).
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ration also suggested a trade of upper catchment land for Crown land rather than
monetary purchase. However, the Minister of Lands dismissed this option on the
basis of a lack of suitable Crown land for the purpose®*. It was also decided that the
incorporation would be able to use the money received from a sale to purchase
alternative lands if it so desired®.

The stress to the owners in the decision to alienate was not sympathetically
reported in the Gisborne Herald:

The commissioner reports that although the Land Department has been
authorised by the government to purchase on behalf of the Forest Service
[6400ha] of land, difficulty is being experienced in reaching agreement with
some Maori owners who have refused to sell because of the reluctance to
part with tribal lands...The latest announcement that some landowners are
not prepared to sell, for a reason that is far removed from the true interests
of the majority of district residents, is a blow to these hopes and aspirations
[to protect the downstream area from flooding]®.

To add to their already poor image, Maori land owners were now seen as delaying
the start of an important program which would benefit the wider community. In
reality, the CCL stated in his reports of the meetings that the owners of Mangatu
Blocks had negotiated in good faith:

In my discussion with the committee to date, I have found them fairly realis-
tic as to the necessity for relinquishing an area for afforestation...The own-
ers appreciate that the land has got to go, but it is the method of handing it
over that will cause the greatest exercise®’.

In rebuttal of the newspaper editorials, representatives of the incorporation
strongly denied allegations of time wasting and selfish behaviour. They claimed that
the decision to forgo negotiations with the Crown was made with full knowledge of
the possible outcomes:

[The owners] were told that no doubt the next step would be compulsory
acquisition by the government and that we would now just have to await
events...In all the newspaper publicity, the fact that the owners declined to
sell is stressed, but no reference is made to the fact that they fully understood
compulsory acquisition would follow, that they accepted this and that they
would expect the Maori Land Court to protect them in the matter of com-
pensation...

8 Secretary, Mangatu Blocks Inc., to C.F. Skinner, Minister of Lands, 4.5.1960 NZFS 6/2/108).

8 “Upper Waipaoa afforestation.” — F.W. Brown, CCL, to Secretary, Mangatu Blocks 1, 3 & 4 Inc. 24.11.1959 (L&S
4/883).

86 “Afforestation must proceed.” — Gisborne Herald, 9.4.1960 (GisMUS VF-Forestry).

87 “Progress of land acquisition for upper Waipaoa catchment.” — Afforestation report to Director General of Lands,
29.1.1960 (L&S 4/883).
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It would appear that the officials concerned were too hasty in leading the
general public to believe that they would be able to commence tree planting
this season. They evidently anticipated the land purchase negotiations would
be completed in time for this to be done. These calculations went wrong, the
tree planting operations cannot be commenced yet, the public is raising an
outcry, and the Mangatu people are being made the scapegoats®.

Upon stating this resigned acceptance of compulsory acquisition, a letter was
received from the Minister of Lands who sought confirmation of the management
committee’s views. In particular, he recognised that a middle ground between nego-
tiated sale and compulsory acquisition might satisfy the management committee’s
desire to avoid voluntary alienation. If Maori were amenable to this approach he
wanted to “seek cabinet’s approval to the acquisition of the Maori owned areas
within the scheme on the basis suggested i.e., with compensation fixed by [the]
Maori Land Court®.” Even though all parties considered Maori Land Court valua-
tions to be the next stage in the process, this intervention by the Court never tran-
spired®.

A meeting with E.T. Tirakatene, who was at that time the Minister of Forests and
Acting Minister of Maori Affairs, was organised after the Secretary of Mangatu
Blocks wrote to confirm the owners’ opposition to negotiated sale’!. At the meet-
ing in June 1960, Tirakatene convinced the owners of the need to sell the land for
the afforestation scheme. In his account of the valuation process which would be
employed he suggested that, “You will not be broken for figures when it comes to
the point of negotiating to substantiate your claim®.” The owners decided to
authorise the management committee to begin negotiations with the Crown. This
decision was confirmed four months later at an annual general meeting, and negoti-
ations proceeded soon thereafter®.

After a number of proposals and counter-proposals, the government approved the
price of £9-1-0 per acre in May 1961°. In agreeing to this price, the management
committee alluded to several matters: residents on the Poverty Bay flats were to
receive the benefits of afforestation; the owners could not in any way be called will-
ing sellers; and, while there was a need for some form of erosion control, the
urgency of this matter did not justify the alienation of Maori land®. The CCL
accepted this valuation because he agreed with the justifications of the owners for a

8 “Report of meeting between owners of Mangatu Blocks Inc.” — A.R. Gardiner, Secretary, Mangatu Blocks Inc., to
E.T. Tirakatene, Minister of Forests and Acting Minister of Maori Affairs, 29.4.1960 (NZFS 6/2/108).

8 C.F. Skinner, Minister of Lands, to M. Dennis, Chairman, Mangatu Blocks 1, 3 & 4 Inc., 28.3.1960 (L&S 4/883).

% FE.W. Brown, CCL, Gisborne, to Ditector General of Lands, Wellington, 1.3.1960 (NZFS 1/7/6d).

ol “Report of Meeting between owners of Mangatu Blocks Inc.” — A.R. Gardiner, Secretary, Mangatu Blocks Inc., to
E.T. Tirakatene, Minister of Forests and Acting Minister of Maori Affairs, 29.4.1960 (NZFS 1/7/6d).

%2 “Mangatu Committee will negotiate with Government.” — Gisborne Herald, 21.6.1960 (GisMUS VF- Natural
Events).

% “Mangatu Blocks Inc. AGM.” — Secretary, Mangatu Blocks 1, 3 & 4 Inc, to F.W. Brown, CCL, Gisborne,
28.10.1960 (L.&S 4/883).

% Treasuty, Wellington, to F.W. Brown, CCL, Gisborne, 29.5.1961 (L&S 4/883).

% “Counter offer re. Mangatu lands.” — Secretary, Mangatu Blocks 1, 3 & 4 Inc., to F.W. Brown, CCL, Gisborne,
7.11.1960 (L&S 4/883).
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high land value®. He also believed that the value was comparable to the price of
Tawhiti Station land which, by this stage, had also been purchased for the Mangatu
State Forest. Notably, the CCL also recognised that the Maori Land Court would
have awarded a significantly higher price if the land was obtained through compul-
sory acquisition””. The settlement included a lease-back clause, so that the manage-
ment committee could use the land until it was required for planting®.

In retrospect, it is almost impossible to decide whether the owners received a fair
price for their land. There is no doubt that the price per acre was higher than the
market value of the land. Yet, a representative of the incorporation at the time of
the negotiations made a telling statement. He “made reference to the sentimental
value of the land, which could not be reimbursed with cold cash®.” The cultural
and spiritual significance of ancestral lands can never be fully compensated. While
this is significant, it is perhaps more important to recognise that the negotiations
between the Crown and the Mangatu owners were circumscribed by local ideology.
The SCRCC and the NZFS were persuaded to intervene in the region on the basis
of the PBCB’ account of the seriousness of the erosional problem. The Board,
however, was not reacting only to geomorphological changes in the catchment; it
did not operate in a socio-political vacuum, but rather it reacted to the predisposed
opinions of its constituency. These opinions were based inherently in cul