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Omnibus Briefing - Policy Matters Arising to 23 April 2026
Purpose:
1. This briefing outlines emerging issues relating to Māori economic matters to 23 Paenga-whāwhā / April 2026.  Key matters to note are:
Pānui Review Summary;
· Iwi Financial Performance;
· Whenua Māori Report Released;
General Items;
· Parliamentary Matters;
· Salient Māori News Items to 24 April 2026.
Documents and Data Sets Reviewed;
· Whenua Māori in primary production;
· [bookmark: gen][bookmark: appointments][bookmark: othernews][bookmark: population][bookmark: tpw][bookmark: kermadec][bookmark: ngatata]Iwi Investment Report 2025. 
[bookmark: summaryE15]Pānui Review Summary:
2. This week the focus of Pānui is on financial and economic matters relating to iwi entities and Māori land entities.  First, we review a report on iwi financial performance for 2025 (covering ten entities).  This report shows that last year was another tough trading year for iwi entities overall, although most still managed to progress in a fiscal sense with the average gain being a 3.9% return on capital invested.  Whilst that’s only about half of their ten-year average, the researchers also point out that in the long-term iwi entities consistently beat inflation, perform better financially that government bonds, and outperform an index of comparable companies.   I.e. any thoughts that Māori / iwi overall are not generally good with money or business are shown to be false – although we assume you already knew that. 
3. The second research report we reviewed relates to the productive use of Māori land, and using scenario modelling points out there is much economic growth to be had.  Overall, we consider this work is a vast improvement on past Māori land primary sector modelling.  The core methodology is good and it’s a purposeful thought piece.  However, as with all such green fields ‘hypothetical’ items, a pinch of salt is needed to ensure policy teams focus on actual strategic Māori land matters.  That is, while this report is much better than past work, it still has unhelpful topic drift, lacks sufficient sector knowledge, plus we can see there is some debate still to occur regarding its actual fiscal projections.  More details are set out below, including the items which we consider should really be the headliners for advancing Māori land outcomes - none of which are covered in this research report.
Mauri Ora, Will Workman 
[bookmark: IwiFinancialPerformance][bookmark: ap4][bookmark: ap1]Iwi Financial Performance Report Released
4. This week, we have reviewed an independent report that summarises the 2025 financial results for ten iwi.  As with editions from past years, we found this report, prepared by the consultancy firm TDB Advisory (TDB), to be technically sound and written well.  For subscribers from the selected iwi we consider it is well worth checking out the two-page iwi financial summaries within it.  Those iwi are Ngāi Tahu, Ngāpuhi, Ngāti Awa, Ngāti Pāhauwera, Ngāti Porou, Ngāti Whātua Ōrākei, Ngāti Toa, Raukawa, Ngāi Tūhoe and Waikato-Tainui.
5. A unique feature of this report - and a reason why we consider it is excellent - is that the consultancy benchmarks iwi financial performance against their overall market averages in Aotearoa, both for the year at hand, and also for the past ten years.  Iwi themselves don’t do this in their annual reports, nor is any government agency brave enough to give it a go, so TDB deserves credit for putting themselves out there, notwithstanding some technical limitations.[footnoteRef:1]  The main way they do this is comparing returns on investment capital (RoIC) – essentially pre-tax income divided by owner’s equity.[footnoteRef:2] [1:  Refer to page two of the report for a discussion on its limitations, including the disclaimer on reliance from the authors.  Also note Pānui is reporting on the findings made.]  [2:  There are some nuances to the formula, see page 11 of the report for details.] 

6. Overall TDB points out that in 2025 RoIC averaged 3.9% across these ten iwi – whereas the ten-year benchmark average is a return of 6.8%.  In effect then 2025 was another tough financial year for most iwi, with returns down due to a suppressed economy (less trading), and the lowering of property values.  I.e. less revenue coming in and also financial write-downs.
7. Importantly though, this year TDB points out that it’s not all doom and gloom for iwi businesses.  In fact, they advise over the last ten years iwi groups they have studied have financially outperformed inflation (CPI), Treasury bond returns, and a weighted index from other New Zealand companies.  Only the Super Fund has done better in their analysis.  I.e. any thoughts that Māori / iwi overall are not generally good with money or business are shown to be wrong.
8. In 2025 best results were achieved by Ngāi Tahu, Ngāti Toa and Raukawa – all with RoIC returns above 8%, farming and property development incomes being notable features.  Ngāpuhi, Ngāti Awa and Ngāi Tūhoe did well too, also being above the year’s benchmark of 3.9%.  Ngāti Porou and Waikato-Tainui were below that level but still increased their wealth.
9. Two iwi, however, Ngāti Whātua Ōrākei and Ngāti Pāhauwera, had negative RoIC results.  Ngāti Whātua Ōrākei due largely to property value write- downs.  In short the Auckland market is depressed so in some ways this is largely an on-paper value reduction.  Ngāti Pāhauwera issues were due to trading difficulties in its horticulture business (revenue from apple sales not as expected, horticulture costs up), and less other revenue from government contracts in sectors like housing.[footnoteRef:3]  (Note, however, the report does not count the employment this iwi is generating for its people in horticulture.)  On the following page we provide an extract of RoIC trends from TDB. [3:  These are key factors noted in the report, not sole factors.] 
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TDB Report Assessment
10. From this year’s report we make three further observations.  First, as with past years, in the main iwi business activities generally read as logical and local.  I.e. it makes sense for Ngāpuhi to explore the berry fruit business up in Kaikohe (it suits the climate and creates jobs), just as it does for Ngāti Awa to be in the kiwifruit trade in the eastern Bay of Plenty, and for Ngāti Pāhauwera to be looking towards orcharding in northern Hawkes Bay.  Yet TDB advises this thinking (staying local) and also focusing on ‘culturally/socially’ responsible activities may be a financial constraint - which is probably true enough - but that is also what makes iwi business approaches uniquely iwi Māori and thus sounds sensible enough to us.    
11. TDB also points out some iwi are involved in a lot of different types of businesses, and that some have only a few areas of business.  For example, despite 2025 not being financially great for Ngāti Whātua Ōrākei – it is still one of the long-term financial ‘high performers’ and its returns are almost exclusively from a property portfolio – be it residential rentals, commercial leases or property development.  
12. Whereas another high performer, Ngāi Tahu, has multiple business activities, including some property, but also activities like tourism, fishing and farming.  The authors read as rightly identifying it’s ‘different strokes for different folks’ depending on the context of each iwi.
13. That said, as with last year, we did note one example where the report’s data suggests an iwi is borrowing money to invest in markets when it has millions in cash on hand.  Perhaps there is a reason for this, but in general borrowing and paying interest to buy shares when you buy upfront reads as odd, so if that is the case hopefully a good clear explanation was given to iwi members.      
14. We also note gearing – that is borrowing money to acquire assets - is generally low across iwi.  Financial conservatism continues to reign, except for Ngāti Toa - which stands alone at 55% leveraged, explaining their massive jump from circa $300 million in assets a couple of years ago to over a billion now.  Yet given Ngāti Toa have Crown tenants and guaranteed rentals from them, this situation is perhaps not, in our layperson’s opinion, as risky as it might first sound.  Rather, maybe the two iwi who do every new business activity with their own cash, rather than applying any financial leverage, are in a different way taking greater financial stewardship risks?
15. That is, overall, in our read there is also an element of ‘who dares wins’ presenting, and iwi like Ngāi Tahu who are proactively getting on with businesses like farming and property development read as pushing ahead financially, compared to iwi who are passive investors, or still reliant largely on their original Treaty settlement assets.  (Of course, not all financial investments win, and for the record the ten-year picture also shows the times when Ngāi Tahu has gone backwards financially due to over-investment in a few non-performing assets, like honey).
16. We also note iwi businesses have more constraints than other businesses.  For example, some have government agreed settlement deeds that set rules for asset disposal (like supermajority voting requirements etc), and some assets like fishing quota cannot be sold or leveraged like ‘mainstream’ businesses do when they wish to move their resources around.  These factors also need to be kept in mind when considering comparisons of iwi business activity with ‘the market average’, as the playing field is not even and in our view the benchmarking approach, while useful, does not fully capture this impairment and barriers that iwi groups overcome.
17. Last, TDB persist with calculating returns per individual iwi member.  This is to mirror a ‘shareholder’ return perspective.  However, we consider this idea inappropriate for the type of assets and investments occurring in iwi contexts.  Iwi assets are collective assets, often held for multiple generations, and iwi members do not each hold one individual share in the iwi entity.  Individual dividends are also not paid out (benefits to members are given collectively, through marae funds and the like).  For these types of reasons, in our view, the concept of iwi members being akin to shareholders does not read well and should be set aside. 
[Note we are not financial advisors, so our review offers general observations only.  Refer to the full TDB report for fuller details.]    
[bookmark: ap2]Whenua Māori Report Released
18. Last month the Ministry for Primary Industries (MPI) released research it has commissioned on ‘unlocking’ the economic potential of whenua Māori.  The report is called Whenua Māori in primary production: Economic contribution and productive potential, and was completed in late 2025, using 2023 data.  Based on the research, a Deputy Director General of the Ministry, Glen Webber, advises in the report’s forward that: 
“Major opportunities lie in boosting economic productivity from whenua Māori. The report has found that unlocking this potential could increase GDP by almost $2 billion annually and create thousands of new jobs…” (page ii) 
19. As the title and quote above suggest, this research report is a ‘what if’ type of study if productive was lifted in the Māori primary sector.  The commissioned researchers (BERL), are asked to consider two economic scenarios, essentially:
· if current activities were better optimised, what would be the economic gain; and 
· if new, higher yield activities were undertaken where possible, what would be the economic gain from that?
20. To answer these questions the researchers consider both Māori freehold lands and lands held by post-settlement governance entities and concluded:
· “optimising current primary production could increase GDP from Māori freehold land by $1 billion and land held by PSGEs by $200 million. This would also increase total employment supported by around 7,450 FTEs”;
· “introducing new primary production on whenua Māori could increase GDP from Māori freehold land by $691 million and land held by PSGEs by $62 million. This would also increase total employment supported by around 6,490 FTEs.” (Page iii)
21. In short, like other reports before it, this green fields type research gives an optimistic picture of unrealised economic potential on whenua Māori. Although removed from the research methodology, the research also suggests better addressing landlocked Māori land and higher levels of formally recognised governance within this sector would be two levellers to consider for achieving such improvements.
22. Our view of this report is fivefold.  First, scenario modelling like this has a place: in particular, it can assist in justifying funding support and other targeted interventions to assist this sector.  But that said, it is not a substitute for getting on with much more detailed research more closely linked to actual policy dilemmas – which we discuss further below. 
23. Second, this type of work has been commissioned by this agency before, a few times - and done badly.[footnoteRef:4]  Past problems being a gross miscount of Māori productive land, wrong and negatively biased assumptions relating to under-utilisation which were based on hearsay (not evidence), and a failure to understand and account for the different productivity classes of Māori land.   [4:  Note we include with this the foundation agency which was called the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry (MAF). ] 

24. Because of those significant faults we have consistently advised against reliance on such past work – and we have also published accurate data which addresses these matters.  Pānui 3/2019 provides an example.
25. We advise this latest report addresses many of those past errors.  Namely, it essentially picks up the methodology we set out in regard to understanding the count of land and usage matched against classes of land, updates the data, and then applies its own economic modelling, using a reasonably defendable methodology.  
26. To work out possible economic gains (status quo usage), the researchers, take a regional approach, consider the capital value (CV) of land blocks, and define underperforming land as that with a CV below 90% of benchmarks (regional averages).  Then they calculate what if that performance was lifted to the 90% marker, what economic gains would be made?  Then to work out possible economic gains (new usage), the lifting up to 90% of CV value for any land below that is used again, but this time multiplied by a higher gross output within that land class (i.e. not constrained by current usage).  We consider both approaches are sound for this type of scenario modelling – and ultimately this makes the report purposeful.
27. Third, we also note the researchers are careful to point out some of the limitations with such modelling, including that any business transition costs are unknown, and there are other externalities, such as the impacts of climate change to think about.  Where it is weaker is the lack of discussion linked to primary sector knowledge. For example, sometimes on paper class one land (i.e. flat, high quality) might look perfectly good for dairying rather than just grazing, but in reality is simply too far from a milk processing plant - so its supply-chain matters that impact usage, not actually the whenua itself.  Or land that reads well on paper for horticulture might be coastal and subject to soil salinity issues (saltwater spray).  But we do not begrudge economists for not picking up on such matters, rather these are just an example as to why more detailed work is needed and why all of these ‘what if’ reports, including better ones like this, should be treated as indicative only.
28. Fourth, the jump from the research modelling to almost random conclusions around landlocked land and governance is not a strength of this work- and read like pre-conceived ‘solutions’ (sic).  It’s not just the lack of research in the report to support the comments made, as above it’s the lack of up-close knowledge of whenua Māori.  That is, landlocked does not necessarily mean no access in the non-Māori sense of the phrase, particularly if the block is one of many held by a single entity or closely linked hapū groupings.  For example, some blocks are run as joint large forestry operations, and there is no need to build a road to each one – and it would be silly to do so.  We consider the focus on landlocked land remains unproven as a sector-wide constraint (but may impact some owners).
29. The same is true with the focus on governance.  In fact, all large Māori land blocks and therefore over 85% of Māori land have clear formal governance - and those small blocks that don’t more likely than not have elected not to seek Māori Land Court recognition for how they look after their affairs.  They just do it.  And why not?  Mana whenua means mana whenua.
30. With this there is a long racist history implying Māori cannot properly govern their lands – therefore the Crown, or its appointed Māori Trustee, should do so – thus all researchers should remain careful not to accidentally advance such myths.  The fact is there has been no research on productive comparisons between various (or no) formally recongised governance structures over whenua Māori.
31. Fifth, this work converts capital values - which it rightly acknowledges are never market tested as the land is not sold - into productivity and job ratios.  That aspect is less well explained, and in our view should be subject to economic peer review.  Not just because that is normal good research practice, but because the figures are wildly out of step with what Statistics New Zealand publishes in relation to the trading figures of Māori authorities.  That department, using GST returns, provides information suggesting derived surpluses in this sector are between $1 to $1.2 billion per annum, about a fifth of what this report references back too. 
32. In short then, setting aside some drift into topics out of scope, and a bit of missing knowledge around real sector constraints, plus some debate still to occur on fiscal size - overall we still consider this work is a vast improvement on past Māori primary sector modelling.  The core method is good.  More details are set out in our attached review, and below we set out work needed beyond the ‘hypotheticals’ (their word). 

Our Māori Primary Sector Research and Policy Priorities 
33.  We consider there are four pressing research needs relating to policy developments and improvements for the Māori primary sector.  
34. First, while the above research report is of interest, ultimately it is only a discussion piece - what remains needed from MPI is proper performance analysis of the circa 400 large Māori land block owners (i.e. those with 500 hectares or more), and others if possible.  (Note we estimate 363 Māori entities – all with formal governance – administer over 85% of all Māori productive land.)  Hence a survey of performance, using data sources like annual accounts should be do-able yet remains not done (i.e. much like what TDB provides in relation to iwi entities as discussed above).  Without the details, research on financial performance is only ever an indicator, and not specific enough for actual targeted policy intervention.
35. Second, rather than just pointing to Māori governance and whatnot as a possible impediment to performance, via surveying entities it may be possible to understand key external barriers.  Like whether the Māori Land Court has an over extended role.  As an example, should a judge trained in law but not in agriculture really get to decide if Māori landowners can switch from sheep farming to dairy – we don’t think so (major land use changes require this). Or should multiply owned Māori land get more voice in local government administration?  For example, a large Māori owned block of 500+ hectares with 500 owners gets one vote for local government representation, although 500 hectares next door of general land subdivided in 50 lots of 10 hectares will generate 50 voters.  Is that a balanced approach to local government land administration matters?
36. Another area is the role and performance of the Māori Trustee.  I.e. how well is land under their administration performing and why are they not tasked with repatriating it to owners – or allowing relevant iwi PSGEs to oversee any ‘orphan’ blocks in their respective rohe?  Why does a single government appointed trustee alone rule the roost over so much Māori land: who really thinks such trusteeship is still needed after 100 years?  Can Māori landowners and PSGEs really not be trusted to take over? Why won’t the Government act on this – is there a conflict of interest within government holding Māori policy development back in this area?
37. Fourth, perhaps even more important than that is a strong research and policy understanding of Māori land tied up in perpetual leases - especially those lands with peppercorn rent leasing arrangements which Māori owners cannot end.  The policy questions are simple: if the government historically facilitated such arrangements (which on the surface appears to be the case based on Waitangi Tribunal work), what is the Government going to do now to rectify and redress this situation?  One suggestion might be an additional levy on rates to ensure lessees pay genuine commercial land costs (with the levy then passed back to the actual Māori owners).  At least then the incentives around retaining or surrendering leases would be balanced.  Noting in many cases this is in reference to land that was forcibly taken too, after warfare.  Although some improvements have occurred in recent decades, it is unclear why the overall policy issue has not been addressed.
38. In short there are deep and real Māori land policy issues to be addressed – if this green fields research helps justify a support fund or function that’s great, but that should not be at the expense of harder-edge strategic policy work on the issues that really impact on Māori landowners as set out in the examples above, along with current operational rubs with existing policy settings, such as new costings arising from the government’s regulatory settings, or matters like fair access to water usage, etc. 
39. There is a lot here for people to think about.  In short if we want to Māori productive sector to really thrive, reset Government imposed land court and trustee processes and let Māori administer Māori assets, compensation for past and present wrongs, ensure fair representative voice; and ask Māori landowners what their needs and wants are, not just on governance, but on all matters, and support items as appropriate.  Mauri Ora.  
[bookmark: GENERAL16][bookmark: Generaliteamse15]General Items:
[bookmark: ap3]Parliamentary and Related Matters
· Last month the Electoral (District Boundaries) Amendment Bill was introduced to Parliament, read a first time, and referred to Select Committee.  Te Pāti Māori is concerned a feature of the bill - delaying the next electoral boundary review from 2029 to 2032 - will have the effect of delaying the creation of an eighth Māori seat.  It is their view that there are already enough people enrolled on the Māori electorate roll to require an eight seat.  We will review this matter further after the Select Committee report is released.  
Electoral (District Boundaries) Amendment Bill
[bookmark: ap6]Salient Māori News Items to 24 April 2026
· Last week the Waitangi Tribunal held an urgent hearing on some education sector claims (WAI 3552).  Essentially, the claims were triggered by Parliament removing a clause from the Education and Training Act that required school boards of trustees give effect to the Treaty of Waitangi, and concerns relating to curriculum content, including removing the word ‘mātauranga’ from legislation.  Pānui 7/2026 provides details.  We will advise further once the Tribunal releases their findings.
· The Minister for Māori Development, Tama Potaka, has announced two marae in the Hawke’s Bay damaged by te āwhā o Kaperiere / Cyclone Gabrielle will receive relocation and rebuild funding.  Petāne Marae will receive circa $11.5 million, and Tangoio Marae will receive circa $16 million.  Both marae were extensively damaged in the storm.
Investment strengthens resilience for two Tākitimu marae | Beehive.govt.nz 
· Ministers Todd McClay and Matt Doocey have announced funding for 18-community based rural wellbeing providers.  (This is to support the mental wellbeing of people in the primary sector.)  Providers include:
· The Whanau Ora Community Clinic Ltd ($716,000);
· Tuākana Tēina Kaiārahi Ltd ($90,000); and
· Ara Taiohi Incorporated ($70,000)
https://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/rural-wellbeing-fund-backs-18-initiatives
· Last month the Minister of Education, Erica Stanford, named fourteen recipients of the 2026 Ngarimu VC and 28th (Māori) Battalion Memorial Scholarships and awards.  (She chair’s the selection panel.)  The successful recipients are:
	· Uenukuterangihoka Jefferies
· Arna Whaanga
· Xavia Connolly
· Tiffany Radich 
· Temaea Taeaki
· Isla Fellows 
· Hinerangi Nicholas 
	· Tūī Keenan
· Tiffany Shirtliff
· Janine Tito 
· Skyla Ngawaki Te Moana
· Florence Grace 
· Hineata Durie-Ngata 
· Mahaki Chambers 


Exceptional students named in 2026 Ngarimu VC and 28th (Māori) Battalion Memorial Scholarships and Awards | Beehive.govt.nz
· Some information on the Government’s review of Treaty of Waitangi clauses is now being discussed in the media.  We are gathering information on this and will advice further in our next edition of Pānui.
Wish to discuss this Pānui? feedback is welcome at admin@workman.co.nz 
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	Content summary:
	This report summarises the corporate structures, investment strategies, and investment performance of ten iwi, for the financial year ending 2025.  The iwi are Ngāi Tahu, Ngāpuhi, Ngāti Awa, Ngāti Pāhauwera, Ngāti Porou, Ngāti Toa, Ngāti Whātua o Ōrakei, Raukawa, Ngāi Tūhoe, and Waikato-Tainui. 
The report provides investment risk profiles for each iwi, financial returns, debt to equity ratios, etc.  The key finding in TDB’s report is their work on Return on Investment Capital (RoIC), and whether iwi groups reach a sector benchmark TDB have derived from their wider economic analyses.  Key findings at an iwi level are set out below.
Ngāi Tahu: 
· 2025 was a good financial year for Ngāi Tahu; with asset gains of $89.1 million (+4.2%), and net worth gains of $88.7m (+5.4%), resulting in total net worth at year’s end of $1.75 billion (after distributions of circa $71 million to iwi members in various forms).
· 
· This positive outcome was driven from a diverse range of activities, including farming, property rentals, and fair gains on assets.  The result is a RoIC of 8.6%, above market benchmarks and also other iwi entities. However the Ngāi Tahu 10-year average RoIC is less impressive, at 6.3% - due to a few poor financial years a few years back incurred from overpricing and associated write-downs for some past assets (particularly in the honey and insurance sectors).  That is behind them now however.  We also note this iwi has modest borrowing, and its gearing ratio is presently 19%. 
“In FY2025, Ngāi Tahu rebounded with an RoIC of 8.6%. Farming performance improved significantly through higher cow yields, favourable farmgate prices and asset revaluations. Property delivered strong results on investment property occupancy above 98% and fair value gains across commercial and Crown properties. Financial
assets benefited from strong international share performance, outpacing weaker domestic equity returns.” (See pages 12-13)

Ngāpuhi: 
· 2025 was a good financial year for Ngāpuhi, and assets increased by $8.2 million (7.9%) to $112.3 million.  Net worth reads as circa $97.1 million (a 6.4% increase). Being pre-land settlement this improvement came from their berry fruit partnership in Kaikohe, and good returns from their financial investments (which are now circa $9 million), along with positive revaluations of property.  This result is a RoIC of 5.9%, better than past years (their 10-year average being 4.9%). It’s important then to note that the last few years have been financially stable and positive with this iwi, with past internal issues no longer driving down outcomes.  
· The next step still, however, is a settlement with the Crown for past Treaty breaches.  The iwi must focus on this if it is to achieve a large financial step forward for members. 
“Over the ten years from 2016–2025, Ngāpuhi's annual RoIC averaged 4.9%, consistent with a pre-settlement portfolio concentrated in fisheries settlement assets and relatively defensive holdings, with less exposure to growth-oriented diversified funds and property development than many post-settlement iwi..” (See pages 14-15)

Ngāti Awa:
· This iwi had an okay-ish financial year, finishing on the up largely it seems due to rising property values, rather than large trading wins.  (Just under half of their investments are in the primary sector, circa a quarter in property, and the remainder is investments and cash).  Total assets are circa $170 million, and net worth is circa $150 million.  Their RoIC for the year was a respectable 4%, just below their 10-year average of 4.2%
“Over the period 2016-2025, Ngāti Awa has grown its assets at a compound annual rate of about 3.2% and its net worth at about 3.4%.  In 2025, both total assets and net worth increased by approximately $5m, driven primarily by valuation gains across several asset classes: investment property rose from $14.7m to $16.7m, financial investments from $37.9m to $39.5m, the iwi's stake in Iwi Collective Orchards LP from $16.7m to $19.1m and forestry land assets appreciated from $36.6m to $37.1m” (See pages 16-17)
 
Ngāti Pāhauwera: 
· This iwi did not have a good financial year, with assets decreasing in value by 6.8% to $103 million, and net worth down by 8.8%, to $74.3 million.  Conversely borrowings were up, with their gearing ratio now being 24%.  These changes are attributable to less revenue from government contracts, and a loss in their horticulture activities (which are significant for this iwi).  Forestry also did not perform well, but fortunately their farms did.  The end result is a RoIC result of -4.6% for the year: obviously a long way off their 10-year average of positive 4.4%.    
· 
“Horticultural operations continued to weigh on results, recording a $3.8m operating loss owing to continued underperformance in Rockit variety apples and lower than expected orchard grower returns..” (See pages 18-19)

Ngati Porou: 
· Of the iwi studied by this consultancy, Ngati Porou, is said to have the lowest RoIC over the past ten years, at 3.3%.  Unfortunately, 2025 has not arrested that, and there was further lower than average performance, with the RoIC being only 2.3% for the year.  So better than losing money, but not an A-grade result.
· Ngati Porou holds assets of $310.4 million and net worth is $263.7 million (assets are similar to 2024, equity is up by $4.5 million). Noteworthy to us is that half of the iwi assets are held in financial investments but the iwi has borrowings of $26.2m some of which is linked to those investments, whilst it still holds cash on hand of $5 million.  We expect some members of this iwi will want to understand this balance further.  
“Ngati Porou’s return on invested capital declined from 3.5% in 2024 to 2.3% in 2025 as total comprehensive income fell by $2.2m. The main drivers were a $4.6m decline in government contract income and $1.5m reduced honey income, partly offset by higher income from associates and joint ventures as quota and Ahi Mokopuna earnings rose. Commercial trading, rental and dividend income were broadly stable..” (See pages 20-21)

Ngāti Toa: 
· Landlording largely to government tenants is the main part of the business strategy of this iwi (87% of their assets in this space), and with the property portfolio there is significant gearing (borrowing) - which is now 55% of all assets.  That is much more leveraging than other iwi, but in our view the Crown is a good tenant, giving a guaranteed rental income, so perhaps the risks are not the same as for other landlords.

· Overall the iwi asset’s base is now valued at over $1 billion (net worth is $436 million), and aside from properties they have now acquired an equity investment in Sharesies Group and entered into a joint investment in Waiora Tahi – so getting on with proactive business opportunities too.

· The consultants show a strong RoIC for 2025 of 8.1%, below their average of 10-year average of 10%, but a very good outcome, noting wider economic constraints in New Zealand during the year.
· 
“Ngāti Toa has achieved a strong 10.0% ten-year average return on invested capital. Recent outperformance has been driven by valuation gains on Crown property acquisitions, funded through active use of leverage. Earlier returns reflected valuation uplifts on settlement-related assets, notably forestry land and NZUs.” (See pages 22-23)

Ngāti Whātua Ōrākei: 
· This iwi has essentially placed all (94%) of its financial eggs in the Auckland property basket, so results will generally reflect wider property trends in Auckland (although the iwi diversifies into different aspects of the market, i.e. residential rentals, some commercial leases and some property development activities).  
· The iwi has $1.5 billion in assets moderately leveraged (15% borrowings).  However in 2025, unfortunately the (on-paper) value of their property portfolio decreased by $74 million, reflective largely of changes in the property market overall.  This means their net worth fell by $64 million to $1.2 billion for 2025.  The RoIC for the year was then below zero, at -2.3%.  They will not be happy with that, given their 10-year average RoIC is 7.6% 
“Ngāti Whātua Ōrākei's Return on Invested Capital (RoIC) averaged 7.6% p.a. over 2016–25, supported in earlier years by strong gains from Auckland property revaluations. RoIC has been negative since 2023 as the property cycle turned. In 2025, RoIC declined from -1.5% to -2.3%, with total comprehensive income remaining in deficit despite a sharp lift in underlying performance.” (see pages 24-25).
Raukawa: 
· A fairly unique feature of this iwi is that whatever it does, it does with cash, and so carries no substantive debts (but it does do proactive business, such as purchasing properties).  Whether this extreme conservatism is a good or bad financial strategy is for iwi members to decide, but it’s worth noting their RoIC for 2025 was 8.1%, and their 10-year rate is 8.0% - so a star performer not just this year but in the long-term.
· Their asset base (and thus net worth) is now $274 million, split roughly into fairly equal thirds of property, financial assets and primary industry ventures.   
“Raukawa's reported RoIC should be read in light of its consolidation structure. RCT delivers approximately $15m per annum in community services, the costs of which are consolidated into group operating expenditure. A portion of this expenditure is arguably distributions in kind, but because RCT's programme delivery costs cannot be separately identified from its general operating costs in the published accounts, they are recorded as operating expenses. This is likely to understate Raukawa's reported returns.”  (See pages 26-27).
Tūhoe: 
· Tūhoe is another iwi that has no debt and finances everything it does with its own equity, so its net worth of $444m is close to the $452m of assets on its books.  Half the assets of this iwi are financial investments (so a passive approach), but that is serving them relatively well, with a RoIC of 4.8% this year, and a ten-year average of 4.2%.  Their primary sector interests read as reflecting transfers from their settlement in 2009, rather than a focus on business growth.
· Aside from passive investments, the increase in capital markets this year lifted the financial performance of this iwi.  Our read is most of what this iwi does is passive, as opposed to some other iwi, meaning wider market forces determine outcomes more than internal business drive.
“Tuhoe has a reported 4.4% average 10-year return on invested capital from 2016 to 2025. 2021 was a particularly strong year (11.5% RoIC) as the group saw strong valuation gains in its managed funds while 2023 was a notably difficult year (-7.4% RoIC) as the group recorded an impairment of the Awahou Quarry and losses in its share of the surplus of CNI Iwi holdings Ltd associate (forestry). Awahou Quarry has since become a key resource for hapū village construction. (See pages 28-29). 
Waikato-Tainui: 
· This iwi has an active business approach, with its property portfolio being its largest asset (73% of all assets), and within that ongoing returns are made from its suite of hotels.  It also owns forestry and fishing rights like many other iwi, plus has an investment portfolio.  What is different perhaps from most other iwi (except Ngāi Tahu) is its business scale – Waikato-Tainui has $2.4 billion in assets, which grew in 2025 due largely to its investment in the Ruakura Inland Port hub. 
· Supporting its wide range of big business activities is a gearing ratio of 19% - which in dollar terms equates to a staggering $433m of interest-bearing debts to service.  I.e. this iwi plays big.  However, 2025 was one of their weaker financial years, as RoIC was only 1.7% - low compared to their 10-year average of 7.2%.  (Like Ngāti Whātua, negative revaluation of commercial properties were a factor but also hotel returns were down too.)  
“Waikato-Tainui’s return on invested capital (RoIC) fell from 6.9% in 2024 to 1.7% in 2025. Net operating surplus before revaluations and tribal activities decreased from $36.5m to $13.9m as lower nonexchange revenue and higher interest costs more than offset a rise in revenue from exchange transactions. The Group’s share of joint- venture results weakened from a loss of $0.9m to a loss of $7.2m, driven largely by softer earnings from the Auckland Airport hotel partnerships in a subdued tourism and accommodation market.” (See pages 30-31)

	Quality rating:[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Refer to the rubrics table in the endnotes for quality ratings.] 

	Excellent

	Assessment Rationale:
	We found this report to be an excellent as the information published presents as accurate and up to date.  The summary at the front of the report on overall iwi financial contributions continues to be the best analytical assessment of Māori economic matters we have reviewed.  The shift from a return on assets perspective (used in past years) to a return on investment capital improves this report, as does the commentary on comparisons with external factors, like general market rates and inflation, etc. 
The two-page summaries on each iwi selected are useful: iwi members should read them.  This is because it is data not clearly collated and published elsewhere.  The authors are also careful to avoid speculation on performance matters, working only with published information.  We consider this impartiality and frankness useful, given the challenging ethical investment decisions that can present for iwi in business. I.e. should an iwi focus on acquiring assets only within its rohe or more broadly, should business decisions factor in possible employment opportunities for iwi members, should environmental and other values guide the type of businesses iwi invest in or seek to operate, etc?  
However, the report does have some limitations. The report only includes ten iwi: they say that is circa 70% of settlement assets. Ngāti Kahungunu is an obvious large iwi gap.  Ultimately it would be better if a government agency commissioned this work, to ensure wider inclusivity, so that average performance can be more fully understood and all iwi can be better informed.  Last we note TDB persists with a method of calculating returns per individual iwi member.  In effect, this is to mirror a ‘shareholder’ return perspective.  But we consider this idea inappropriate for the type of assets and investments occurring in iwi contexts.  Iwi assets are collective assets and iwi members do not each hold one individual share in the iwi entity – the concept does not work in our view.
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	Content Summary:
	“Major opportunities lie in boosting economic productivity from whenua Māori. The report has found that unlocking this potential could increase GDP by almost $2 billion annually and create thousands of new jobs.”  
(Glenn Webber, Deputy Director-General He Taurikura Māori, MPI, extract from the report forward, page iv)
As the title and quote above suggest, this research report is a “hypothetical” research study of ‘what if’ production could be lifted in the Māori primary sector.
The commissioned researchers (BERL), are asked to consider two economic scenarios, essentially:
· if current activities were better optimised, what would be the economic gain; and 
· if new, higher yield activities were undertaken where possible, what would be the economic gain from that?
To answer these questions the researchers consider both Māori freehold lands and lands held by post-settlement governance entities, and using 2023 data conclude:
· “optimising current primary production could increase GDP from Māori freehold land by $1 billion and land held by PSGEs by $200 million. This would also increase total employment supported by around 7,450 FTEs”;
· “introducing new primary production on whenua Māori could increase GDP from Māori freehold land by $691 million and land held by PSGEs by $62 million. This would also increase total employment supported by around 6,490 FTEs.”
In short, like other reports before it, this green fields type research gives an optimistic picture of unrealised economic potential on whenua Māori - and thus a justification for targeted policy initiatives to ‘unlock’ this potential.
A key difference here, however, is the methodology.  Previous work commissioned in this area had major methodological problems which we have been highly critical of including: (i) failure to properly account for different classes of land and productive potential;  (ii) wrong and negatively biased assumptions of under-utilisation which were not evidence based; and (iii) wrong and inflated counts of how much Māori primary productive land there actually is (Pānui 12/2013 and 2/2015 refer).
Methodological Approach
This report largely addresses the above methodological shortcomings by providing a more accurate count of productive whenua[footnoteRef:6]; and then properly drawing on land classes and matching that with productive outcomes.  I.e., potential gains from high quality lands are differentiated from possible gains from lower quality land. [6:  Albeit still with quality limitations.  Some are acknowledged in the report, such as difficulties understanding the ownership status of forests on lands returned to PSGEs, and others are not acknowledged, such as other externalities and impediments.  For example, Taupō Nui a Tia is the largest Māori ‘land’ block but has no productive potential give it’s a lake!] 

To work out possible economic gains (status quo usage), the researchers, taking a regional approach, consider the capital value (CV) of land blocks, and define underperforming land as that with a CV below 90% of benchmarks (regional averages).  Then they calculate what if that performance was lifted to the 90% marker, what economic gains would be made?  (Pages 27-30 details this further).  Then to work out possible economic gains (new usage), the lifting up to 90% of CV value for any land below that is used again, but this time multiplied by a higher gross output within that land class (i.e. not constrained by current usage). 

Acknowledged Limitations
In delivering these two economic scenarios the researchers acknowledge these are “hypotheticals”, and there are research constraints still to be worked through. Three important examples:
· capital values are not actually market tested (as this land is not sold): i.e. these are estimates for rateable purposes hence ‘productive yield’ is still an estimated/informed guess (our wording);
· a better understanding of forestry outputs (land versus land plus tree ownership, multi-year production considerations, along with the implications of the emissions trading scheme is needed); and
· factoring in land changes and limitations arising due to climate change has yet to occur.

Other Key data findings
Some key data of note in this report includes:
· there is circa 1 million hectares of Māori freehold land in primary production (and a further 360,000 hectares of fee-simple title land now held by PSGEs);
· only 4% of Māori freehold land is in the two best land classes, and a further 24% is in classes 3 and 4, meaning 72% of Māori land is in classes 5 or higher (i.e. class 5 is pastoral use at best, otherwise into forestry (refer page 15);
· there is a strong match between current usage and land class indicators of use (see page 16); 
· land usage is general stable but there is a growth in smaller market garden type activities;
· the researchers calculate circa 46% of Māori freehold land and 37% of PSGE lands are performing at or above 90% of relevant CV benchmark values.
Broader conclusions
In addition to their economic modelling the researchers tender views on a few other matters.
One is landlocked land.  They estimate 21% (circa 200,000 hectares) of Māori freehold land is landlocked and advise:
“from an economic perspective, if certain parcels of land have a productive capacity (e.g., a favourable LUC classification) but are without direct road access, the ability to unlock their productive potential is limited. (page 18)”
A second is formal governance of land blocks.  Whilst noting that whenua blocks without governance are typically smaller, they draw the conclusion that without governance structures there are inefficiencies (page 20).
A third is climate change, with the report noting 69% of Māori freehold land holds a climate index rating (i.e. risk rating) of over 0.7 (i.e. high risk exposure for most).
Fourth the report states that ‘Whenua Māori’ is the core of the ‘Ōhanga Māori’, noting an estimate of nearly $5 billion in GPD from Māori primary sector activities (not referenced). 

	Quality rating:[footnoteRef:7] [7:  Refer to the rubrics table in the endnotes for quality ratings.] 

	Good

	Assessment Rationale:
	With some significant limitations, we rate this research as good.  That is primarily because it performs the task asked of it well within its context – i.e. it provides economic scenario models, if productivity was lifted.  
It does this largely using a much stronger and more defendable methodology compared to past work, hence not just updating information but correcting some past inaccurate messages about Māori land management.  In short, we consider the method used - from what is publicly presented by the ministry. to be largely sound.
There are some caveats to this rating, however.  
First, while the methodology and broader hypothesis is of interest, it is a greenfield discussion piece only – and for that reason should not be given too much weight in terms of directional guidance.  What remains needed from MPI is proper performance analysis of the circa 400 large Maori land block owners (and others if possible).  A survey of performance (using annual accounts) should be do-able but remains not done.  Without those details, research like this is an indicator only, and not really specific enough for targeted policy intervention.
Second, while the methodology fixes low quality research commissioned in the past from MPI,[footnoteRef:8] it does still link to a high and unproven estimate of the Māori primary sector productivity which is well out of step with what Statistics New Zealand reports (based on tax and GST returns).  In short, Statistics New Zealand data consistently shows Māori authorities derived surpluses are much lower and actually between $1 billion and 1.2 billion per year – which this report simply does not reconcile with (Pānui 21/2025 refers).  Hence we recommend the figures above be treated with a grain of salt until government entities can get themselves on the same page.  Also on this overall matter, for the record, the heart of the Māori economy remains wage earnings (circa $20 billion p.a.), not the primary sector.  (Most Māori collectively owned assets are however in the primary sector.) [8:  And its prior agency called the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry] 

Third, whilst we generally agree with the methodology and findings – particularly the land class matching – which aligns with analysis we have previously published in Pānui (edition 3/2019 refers), the broader statements and conclusions made are less robust.  
In particular the idea that governance and landlocked land are issues at hand is not well supported nor argued in this report.  The governance comments are risky given past racist views that were used to essentially justify government control over Māori lands (because Māori were not seen as capable to do so themselves).  That is, there is no evidence that a lack of ‘formal’ governance is hindering productivity, given many blocks are small and are managed at a whānau level (or one governance entity is effectively used for lots of blocks).  The same is true in relation to landlocked land – 21% sounds terrible but actually many blocks have the same owners and the lack of a road may not be a barrier but a choice.  Hence why more detailed research is needed on both of these matters before jumping to conclusions.  These points made in this report do not fit with the modelling method used and read as if they were prior assumptions (not research findings).
With this we note while the economic modelling is interesting, in our view it comes without sufficient primary sector input, knowledge or comment.  I.e there are very often logical reasons why land usage isn’t changed.  For example, if class one dairy capable land if too far from a milk dairy factory then sheep farming might always remain the best option as milk collection is not possible/affordable, or if the land is too close to the coast and has soil salinity (saltwater spray) then horticulture options can be limited, etc.  I.e. this hypothetical study is interesting, but we expect if a more detailed study was done with greater sector knowledge then the fiscal ‘potential’ might be much reduced.  In our view the working assumption should generally be most Māori land owners act rationally and manage their whenua well within its context.
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