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Keeping the “Black Pearl” of Ohinepuhiawe at Bay and the Perils of the 
Waitangi Tribunal  

Stella H. Coram (PhD), April 1, 2020 

Ohinepuhiawe means the land of noble women. It is the name of the ancestral lands comprising 
the Rangitikei, the Rangitikei River lands, and surrounding districts in New Zealand’s North 
Island. Rich fertile plains, and the principal residence of the rangatira (chiefly line), these lands 
were, and continue to be, sought after by Maori and Crown alike.  

Institutional Gatekeeping  

Goodwill is almost always present to begin with before politics or personal interests get in the 
way. The Waitangi Tribunal was tasked with delivering justice for Maori, but justice has been 
put aside to silence dissent. At a hui (meeting) in 2013, Judge Wainwright declared that the 
Waitangi Tribunal had found its “black pearl” in Wai Claim 2197, one above all others to 
capture the history of settlement of the Rangitikei District in the North Island of Aotearoa 
New Zealand. Alas, that pearl has since been systematically denied the right to be heard by 
the Tribunal, an institution created to assist Maori claimants negotiate redress with the 
‘Crown’ represented by the government for breaches of the Treaty of Waitangi 1840. Our 
ancestors petitioned the Crown, praying for relief on matters of land, as we do so now.  

Full of promise, my mother Oma Heitia, the principal claimant for Ohinepuhiawe, submitted 
her application to the Tribunal in August 2008, which was duly allocated a Wai number, 2197, 
to indicate merit for her claim. That is pretty much it in terms of acknowledgment, it has all 
been downhill since. Typically, there is no formal notice of rejection. It is left up to one to 
figure this out on the basis of what was successful or what went through to the next stage 
and so on. Out of frustration, in response to the latest setback in November 2019, a judicial 
hearing in which an objection was prepared in response to the content of a memorandum 
endorsing a competing claim, I penned an account of the goings on with the Tribunal for the 
attention of my mother and the claimant group to consider my proposal to go public.  

Mother was happy with my account and, after another submission was ignored by the 
Tribunal in December 2019, she forwarded it along with a stack of copies of primary 
documents to Te Arawhiti, the Office for Maori Crown Relations in February 2020. She 
finished off by pointing out that staff employed by the Waitangi Tribunal and the Crown 
Forestry Rental Trust (CFRT), which is responsible for funding claimant groups undertake 
research – as well as the lawyers acting for claimants – have all been paid but not “us”. She 
stressed that that the CFRT receives its funding from the proceeds of rental forestry from land 
belonging to our ancestors and that we had to do our own research at our own expense.    

Soon after, she received a phone call from an officer at Te Arawhiti informing her that he 
would be responsible for handling her claim and, better still, she would not have to deal with 
the Tribunal again. Wonderful news, we jumped for joy at this turn of events. This was short 
lived since the good news was retracted on the eve of a major Tribunal hearings intended to, 
in effect, endorse a competing fabricated claim. My mother was informed that she would 
have to go back to the Tribunal, which contravenes the fact that claimants are entitled to 
bypass the Tribunal and go to direct negotiations. This was an option she took in April 2019 
after being endorsed to do so by the claimant group in April 2019. Whilst her submission was 
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acknowledged there was no correspondence until February 2020 when she learnt that she 
would not have to go back to the Tribunal and then soon after go back to the Tribunal.     

There is no point in attending the hearings scheduled in mid-March other than to declare an 
objection to proceedings and, given the latest setback, it looks like we will go public with the 
objective of applying external pressure to enforce ministerial intervention for change. This is 
necessary as a last resort given that letters to the minister are not passed on. An aunt who 
once worked in the Justice Department, under then Minister, Chris Finlayson, tried to make 
representations to him on behalf of 2197 in 2015 but was not successful.   

It is simple really: all we want is the right to be heard and for the relevant institutions, set up 
to deliver justice, to do their job and fulfill their obligations. If it is found that we have no case, 
then fine. But what we cannot accept is being denied the right to be heard in accordance with 
the New Zealand Bill of Rights 1990 and the Tribunal’s own charter. To that, our legal counsel 
will remind Te Arawhiti of its obligation to hear all claims electing to bypass the Tribunal.  

This is a fight like no other: we face a bare bold-faced determination to overturn what was 
decided upon in hearing after hearing to settle tribal disputes over the distribution of 
proceeds from two major purchases in the Rangitikei District by the Crown following the 
signing of the Treaty of Waitangi in 1840. That monies were accepted by the ancestors of 
those with whom we lock horns with now negates the premise of their claim founded on 
‘pene-raupatu’, or confiscation, by the stroke of a pen. One cannot take the money and then 
argue coercive confiscation. The competing claimant group, with whom we are related, adopt 
the position of being treated unfairly by the Crown, on the one hand, and yet act like the 
Crown on the other in its single-minded pursuit of our land.          

We know why we are blocked: Wai 2197 challenges the status quo of Maoridom and it 
challenges the gatekeepers who occupy positions of authority and influence to reinvent 
history in their own interests. This has been going on for eons and must be curtailed otherwise 
there is no justice and no comeback. That is why our detractors work the system to deny our 
access to the negotiation table since to hear my mother speak is to hear the truth.  

The issue at hand is the lack of accountability for an institution purporting to advocate for 
Maori. The tribunal arose out of an act of statute but it acts as if it is a law unto itself and gets 
away with it. There has been the occasional critique in the media but with no consequence – 
too risky to call out a Maori institution in the context of post-colonialism. Furthermore, not 
only does the Tribunal ignore common law, it also ignores Maori law, Tikanga, particularly in 
relation to whakapapa (genealogy), which determines Maori relations to land and to people.  

Obfuscation of this kind is troubling given our contribution to the inception of the Waitangi 
Tribunal. In 1975 the Waitangi Tribunal Act was passed by the New Zealand Parliament. The 
Act was borne from a movement led by Ngapuhi Kuia (Elder) Whina Cupa, protesting 
unacknowledged breaches of the Treaty of Waitangi 1840. Protesters marching to the capital 
of Wellington took refuge at Parewahawaha Marae (meeting place) in Bulls around 150 
kilometres north of Wellington. Defying the prevailing mood for shunning protestors, my 
grandfather, the Chief, Te Rangi Pumamao Reweti, upon urging from my mother, opened the 
doors to the marae. The people of Ohinepuhiawe lands, upon which the Parewahawaha 
Marae resides, joined the movement and are integral to the formation of the Tribunal 
established for the purpose of assisting claimants prepare a report for the then Office of 
Treaty Settlements (OTS) as a prelude to entering into direct negotiations with the Crown.  
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The Tribunal does much more than assist claimants. It decides who goes through to direct 
negotiations not on the basis of objective evaluation of the merits of a claim but on the basis 
of whose version of history it supports. It plays the role of gatekeeper to withhold the right of 
2197, for example, to proceed so as to pave the way for preferred claims, that encroach on 
2197, to be ushered through instead. Conflict of interest underscores this since senior 
members of the Tribunal have interests in encroaching claims. The counsel acting for these 
claims is the partner of the senior Maori Land Court judge, who ‘governs’ the Tribunal.  

McCurdy (2004) reports in response to former Tribunal members coming forward to blow the 
whistle that the Tribunal is selective in its accounts of history. In other words, it supports 
claims that are consistent with its view of history that upholds the rightfulness of Maori 
customary relations to land. This means that certificates of (individual) title to land which 
were forced upon Maori to acquire in order to retain their land become largely irrelevant. By 
implication, a claim for redress on the basis of breaches of the rights of Maori as citizens of 
the Crown, under Treaty Article No 3 “Protection”, are also largely irrelevant, or can be 
dismissed, relegated secondary to the fundamental of customary relations to land.       

I propose that the Tribunal has taken leave of its authority to install a rewritten elevated 
version befitting the status of senior members of the Tribunal aligned with claims that 
encroach on 2197. The Tribunal must see off a history it is not comfortable with – a unique 
history of bloodline (whakapapa) – that if acknowledged changes everything in terms of Maori 
society and authority. It cannot afford to let the light shine on Ohinepuhiawe because this 
would expose competing claims for what they are – a sham. The Tribunal cannot and will not 
support 2197, an ancestral claim, which is why we opted to go to direct negotiations.  

Ohinepuhiawe falls within the Porirua ki Manawatu Claims area (Wai No 2200), one of 37 
claims areas nationally. Wai 2197 is a tupuna (ancestral) claim under Hare Hikungarara Reweti 
Rongorongo, who was a member of the Confederation of North Island Chiefs, and his wife 
Rakapa Te Rongo. They, and their children, had the unenviable task of dealing with the Crown 
in their efforts to retain what was left of their lands after the Crown exceeded its own charter.  
The setting aside of inalienable reserve lands as compensation for the sale of lands were to 
become subject to alienation through proclamation.   

Those who held responsibility for land were bequeathed land specifically for their use 
including blocks of Ohinepuhiawe land upon which New Zealand’s Ohakea Airforce Base is 
located. This is illustrated by the fact that, in keeping with custom, the chief/chieftainess was 
returned to his/her land on passing. As recorded in the Rangitikei Advocate (1933), Kereopa 
Reweti, the Chief of the Ngati Parewahawaha hapu (subtribe), son of Hare and Rakapa, was 
delivered to Ohakea for his tangihanga (funeral). It was on hearing my mother speak of the 
importance of Ohakea to Ohinepuhiawe at the 2013 meeting that Judge Wainwright declared 
the Tribunal had found its “black pearl” in Wai 2197.   

Misuse of Custom  

Maori land is intended to be customary meaning that all shares in land are undivided. With 
few exceptions, this is hugely problematic when it comes to managing competing interests in 
terms of what to do with the land. This is why much of Maori land is subject to being idle 
because consensus cannot be reached. Customary land-based holdings are open to misuse.        
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For 2197, this can be traced back to the Maori Land Court (Te Kooti Whenua), which was 
established by the Maori Land Act, Te Ture Whenua, 1993. During a hearing convened to hear 
the objection of my whanau (extended family) to the unlawful burial of a body in our land in 
2000, my mother cited the New Zealand Burials and Cremations Act 1964 which makes it 
unlawful to bury a body in land not reserved for that purpose. Sitting Judge Savage dismissed 
the relevance of the Act and recommended that the body remain on the grounds that “we 
have land” and that the parties meet to resolve this – meaning our family should agree to let 
it go (see Extinguishing Title, Coram, 2013). It is no surprise then that the Tribunal and the 
Court in essence are one and the same since Tribunal members also serve the Court.  

The Tribunal and the Court work in tandem. In 1998 a dispute arose between member of the 
iwi over the management of funds collected from the rental of tribal lands. On the request of 
the dissenting party the Court transferred the land under the administration of the tribal trust 
to the Maori Trustee. After numerous hearings, the land was returned to owners in 2018. In 
the time that it was under the administration of the Maori Trustee, not a single cent of rental 
was passed on to the beneficiaries by the Maori Trustee who then transferred the land to 
another trust before it was finally returned to owners. The Maori Trustee profited greatly.  

The Tribunal does not transfer land per se but it has the discretion to vet claims to land that 
are false paving the way for a transfer in this case through its support of claims that encroach. 
In this context, Court bias has carried over into the Tribunal. A telling significance of which is 
that the Court and the Tribunal cannot function impartially – or hold to the law – when dealing 
with Ohinepuhiawe due to a pervasive assumption of undue privilege. That is to say, there is 
an urgency to withhold when it comes to our people. Something in the vein of we don’t need 
because we already do that serves to reinforce judicial justification for squaring the ledger in 
favour of others. Blatant lies are accepted uncritically in claims to the Tribunal and in evidence 
before the Court. One of the competing claims cites whakapapa to Hare. And, when asked 
about the illegal burial, a family member of the deceased swore before the judge that the site 
chosen for burial was a “genuine mistake”. Indiscretions are forgiven and deals are done.  

An unintended paradox of Maori self-determination delivered through the inception of Maori 
institutions, such as Waitangi Tribunal and Maori Land Court, is that, in the absence of 
accountability, former colonial relations of dominance are replicated (Coram and Hallinan, 
2013). When the Tribunal denies a claim, of substance which can be verified, it acts like the 
Crown. It enters into relations of dominance like the Crown to deny those without the power 
to resist. At least the Court has allowed for a hearing which does not happen within the 
Tribunal. It is not just the shutting down of 2197 that is the problem as much as the closed in-
house manner in which this is done. No one is watching the Tribunal which means they can 
do as they please. The experience of 2197 is indicative that questions need to be asked around 
the possibility of misconduct to the extent of corruption.        

Corruption is generally regarded as a form of dishonesty or criminal activity undertaken by a 
person or organization entrusted with a position of authority, often to acquire illicit benefit, 
or, abuse of entrusted power for one's private gain. Corruption is primarily due to the 
weaknesses of an organization or process enabling individual officials or agents to act 
corruptly within the system. Factors which encourage systemic corruption include conflicting 
incentives, discretionary powers, monopolistic powers, lack of transparency, low pay and 
impunity. For Daniel Kauffman, power is abused within the confines of the law. To this, high 
levels of ingroup favouritism is a trait leading to corruption described as endemic.  
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Issues relevant to the experience of 2197, I suggest, are discretionary as well as monopolistic 
powers, lack of transparency, incentives, and impunity. Interests may also apply since some 
have likened the conduct of the Tribunal to that of a ‘gravy train’. Moreover, within the 
context of impunity, I propose lack of objectivity. A PhD thesis by Roskruge (2007) under the 
supervision of academics at Massey University, aligned with a competing claim, casts doubts 
about the reputation and suitability of the owners of Ohinepuhiawe to care for their land. Our 
land should thus be taken from us in other words. This is disingenuous and the antithesis of 
objective research given that it relies on inuendo. More importantly, though, it presents the 
veneer of credibility, being a doctoral thesis, and as such is unlikely to be questioned.        

This is consistent with former Tribunal members of staff who have expressed concern about 
the Tribunal’s approach to research in terms of dismissing research findings it does not agree 
with and advancing research it approves of to fit a preferred narrative of history. In the case 
of 2197 it seeks to repress an unacknowledged history from entering into the public domain. 
A researcher for the Tribunal was moved to inform mum in confidence of his uneasiness at 
being directed to exclude reference to 2197 in his report. 

The Tribunal does not generally reject a claim outright. Instead, a claim, especially a smaller 
individual claim, is encouraged to see the reality of its position and to accept that the only 
means for justice is to join a larger natural (iwi) group, as part of a cluster claim. This is about 
claimants resolving their differences peacefully rather than the Tribunal having to make a 
determination. It also complies with the preference of government for dealing with an iwi or 
cluster claim and for 2197 thus to go under a cluster. Whilst 2197 is an individual (tupuna) 
claim, we emphasise the importance of the historical relationship between our ancestors and 
the Crown and that this warrants a formal hearing in its own right. Our tupuna (ancestors), 
Hare Hikungarara Reweti Rongorongo, Te Rauparaha and Aperehama Te Huruhuru signed the 
Treaty of Waitangi 1840 and the historic Crown purchase of the Rangitikei-Turakina Block in 
1849. With the Crown reneging on its agreements, Hare, in particular, devoted his life to 
appealing all manner of grievances over land to the Crown for little success.  

It is at this juncture I wish to point out that the signatures of the rangatira to the 1849 Crown 
purchase of the Rangitikei-Turakina Block is illustrative of blood lines representing three 
ancestral lines converging into one people: Hare representing Ngati Apa, Te Arawa, 
Tuwharetoa and Tainui, Te Rauparaha representing Ngati Toa and Aperehama Te Huruhuru 
representing Raukawa. We are their descendants. 2197.  

The Crown dealt with the rangatira because it recognised that authority resided in them to 
make the final decision in relation to access, occupation, and settlement of lands as well as 
the use of waterways for food or transport and so on. The word of the rangatira in relation to 
boundaries was recorded in the Native Land Court. As statements of authority, the evidence 
of Hare Hikungarara Reweti Rongorongo recorded in Court minute books is extraordinary for 
the sheer complexity of his knowledge. He must have been tutored well. See Stokes (2000). 

Our tupuna believed, mistakenly, having signed the Treaty of Waitangi 1840 that they were 
partners with the Crown and sought to negotiate in good faith with the Crown accordingly. 
As a member of the “Confederation of the United Tribes a formal body of northern rangatira 
constituted in 1835 to govern” (McIndoe, 2015: 71), Hare petitioned the Crown. But to no 
avail. His descendants seek a long awaited (re)hearing so as to ameliorate ongoing injustice. 
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Our tupuna were not just rangatira, they were the ariki – the paramounts (or supreme chiefs). 
To be ariki was to be responsible for the spiritual requirements of land bestowed, for example, 
in the offering of a blessing. They issued embargos and lifted them when they declared the 
time was right to do so. This is what Hare did which is why he held tracts of land throughout 
the North Island. He was always away on business dealing with and settling land matters. In 
descending directly from the legendary prophet Ngatoroirangi of Te Arawa, who scaled 
Mount Tongariro to cast his eyes over the land, Hare held the status of ariki.  

Besides the mana (authority and prestige) attributed to the ariki line, land has mana, too, 
which helps to explain why Ohinepuhiawe is sought after, being the land of the ariki. Our 
detractors wish to acquire the mana of land and people for themselves. For 2197 to join a 
cluster, under those who encroach, is tantamount to relinquishing what we stand for.  

The issue of what constitutes justice for Maori is central to the impasse with the Tribunal. The 
template for Maori means that there are no winners or losers except if one is deemed to have 
more than enough in the way of resources. The implication being that one can afford to share 
resources. We are expected to share, as if we haven’t already with the Crown and our iwi. 
Here it is in a nutshell. Justice comes down to redistributing resources especially land from 
the haves to the have nots. Our detractors play on that. They pretend they have no land 
confident in the knowledge that the Tribunal will want to make that right. But they have land. 
It’s just that they want more and that includes Ohinepuhiawe. They are not the rightful 
owners but the plan is to be installed as the new owners. Of course, the Tribunal would like 
us to stop resisting and to concede to joining the cluster. If we do then we deserve what we 
get, which will be nothing, and we would have dishonoured our ancestors in the process. 

Traditional Maori culture is an oral culture which is both a strength and a weakness. It is a 
strength because one knows the truth when it is spoken but it is a weakness too because 
speech as evidence is open to manipulation. Claimants lobby for the right to claim irrespective 
of whether they have a basis for claiming. For 2197, it is a grievance that lands have been 
wrongfully settled by other claimants including parts of Ohinepuhiawe lands. The Tribunal 
adds insult to injury because this time it is Maori with whom we share ancestral and iwi (tribal) 
affiliation with, who exercise their privilege to support their interests. They know who we are 
but remain wilfully oblivious. They have proven that they are determined to elevate their 
place in history and, in the process, claim the mana (prestige) over our land for themselves. 

It does not matter that we can demonstrate certificates of title meaning, in consequence, that 
there is paradoxically no certainty afforded by title. Our grievances are ongoing. 2197 is 
constantly under threat whether this is from the Rangitikei District Council to rezone native 
land into general land for housing development in 2011 or the Regional River Lands Council 
to build a freeway bypass through our land in 2024. Never mind our history of the land being 
taken by the Crown for a bridge, for recreation, a cemetery, for the local community without 
any compensation. Even the successful appeal to the Appellate Court in 2002 allowed for the 
illegal burial to remain. Bodies are sacrosanct and cannot be disturbed. At least the Court 
stipulated that there were to be no more burials. However, in a show of defiance and 
confidence, the family tried it on again with another burial in 2018 but were thwarted by 
family citing New Zealand’s Burial and Cremations Act to the persons with shovels in hand.       

The core challenge to 2197 has to do with perceived undue privilege. Our detractors pit 
themselves as holding to customary relations, under which everyone is equal to each other, 
whereas in contrast we are the wrongful beneficiaries of land at the expense of the collective.     
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Proving our claim is the easy part compared to getting to the negotiating table. According to 
the rules, claimants must cease activity once they opt to go to direct negotiations. However, 
we keep getting dragged back to the Tribunal – on this occasion the rationale being to resolve 
the stand-off in order to clear the way forward. This is important because Te Arawhiti takes 
its recommendations from the Tribunal. Conceding to the directive to go back to the Tribunal, 
which I was not in agreement with, Counsel was instructed to prepare a rebuttal in relation 
to two submissions to the Tribunal in April and September 2019 in readiness for a judicial 
hearing scheduled for November 2019. We should not have been surprised to learn, by the 
usual means of deduction, having read the minutes from the hearing, that there was no 
mention of 2197. In response, Counsel was instructed to submit a Statement of Issue (SOI) to 
the Tribunal by the due date of December 20. The SOI made plain who we are and why we 
resist claims to land belonging to us evidenced by certificates of title. Nothing. No 
acknowledgement, no paper trail. 

Our Counsel acknowledges that the Tribunal ignores 2197 we suppose the reason being 2197 
challenges idealism of Maori society as communal – a rejection of western individualism. But 
there was (and is) a distinct hierarchy within Maori society based on whakapapa (genealogy), 
the very foundation for determining Maori relations to land. Our ancestors descended from 
the principal line originating in Kupe who first discovered Aotearoa around 925 AD. Kupe 
stands proudly atop our ancestral whare tupuna (meeting house) to preside over Ohinepuhiawe.  

The History of the People of Ohinepuhiawe 

Ancestry is traced to the migration of waka (canoe) from Hawaiki, thought to be crowded and 
running out of resources. The descendants of Hare Rongorongo Reweti and Rakapa Te Ratapu 
trace their lineage to Rongorongo, wife of Turi, who captained the Aotea waka. Rongorongo 
was the daughter of Toto, the paramount chief of Hawaiikirangi, who arranged for the building 
of a double-hulled waka (Craig, 1989: 24). Kupe II, named after his ancestor, married 
Rongorongo’s sister Kura-Maro-Tini (Sadler, 2014). Drawing on the navigations pioneered by 
Kupe, the Aotea landed on the west coast of the North Island in the 1300s, their descendants, 
the Ngati Apa, settling in the Taranaki and Whanganui Districts (Craig, 1989). Rongorongo 
planted the seeds of the kumara she carried in her belt from the Island of Rangiatea to 
Aotearoa (Evans, 1997: 20) to establish one of the first cultivations in the new lands.   

Prior to this, the islands discovered by Kupe were named Ngatoto (Whatahoro, 1913) after 
Toto and his daughter Rongorongo, who was also known as Ngatoto (Sadler, 2014: 12). Kupe 
was the son-in-law of Ngatoto having married Kura-Maro-Tini, Rongorongo’s older sister 
(Sadler, 2014). A child of Rongorongo and Turi was named Aotea, so too the waka captained 
by Turi. Several major gods accompanied the Aotea on its voyage to Aotearoa (Evans, 1997: 
16), which is significant given that Rongorongo means god-like. The Aotea rested at Easter 
Island where upon the tablets are so named Rongorongo. Kupe is also credited for having 
discovered the prized pounamu in the South Island (Whatahoro, 1913). It can be discerned 
from this that the new lands of Aotearoa belonged to Rongorongo. Indeed, the Crown survey 
district Block XI, covering Ohinepuhiawe, is named Rangitoto. This is 2197.     

Of significance is that Ngati Apa iwi (tribe), the descendants of Rongorongo, also trace their 
descent to the Te Arawa waka captained by Tamatekapua. Te Arawa landed at the Bay of 
Plenty on the east coast of the North Island and made their way into the interior settling on 
the volcanic plateau of the central North Island. Te Arawa was accompanied by Tainui under 
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the captaincy of Hoturoa from whom we also descend. Tainui, carried the ancestors of 
Raukawa, with whom we are contention, and having landed, similarly, at the Bay of Islands, 
settled in the Waikato.     

Our Tuwharetoa ancestors, of Te Arawa iwi, accepted the call to migrate south from their 
volcanic plateau homelands to look after Ohinepuhiawe. This makes sense when considered 
in light of the fact that the Ngati Apa, who first settled at Ohinepuhiawe, sailed on Te Arawa 
as well. Ngati Apa and Tuwharetoa are brethren. Raukawa people also migrated joining the 
Ngati Toa Chief Te Rauparaha on the great migration (heke) of the 1930s. Through 
intermarriage between rangatira for Ngati Apa, Tuwharetoa and Raukawa, we became one 
people. The paramount of Tuwharetoa, Te Rangi Pumamao I, married Parewahawaha of 
Raukawa. Te Rangi Pumamao Reweti II, my grandfather, married Arohanui, who descended 
from Te Rauparaha and his first wife Marore. Rangi Pumamao presided over the naming of the 
meeting house, built on his land, Parewahawaha, the eponymous ancestress of Raukawa.  

This is where it becomes uncomfortable for Raukawa. They are entitled to claim to 
Parewahawaha through descent, but not to land. Raukawa were not conquerors, as they 
claim, they were, instead, allies only of Te Rauparaha, the conquering chief. As allies, they 
were permitted to occupy land on the south side of the Rangitikei River. The truth is that for 
all their bluster, they are not the tangata whenua, the people of the land. Ngati Apa, being 
the descendants of the ariki of Hawaiiki, retained their status as residents, the original settlers 
and owners. This is why Te Rauparaha waived his rights to land in the Rangitikei district. He 
accepted the authority of Ngati Apa. This is also why only the progeny of Ngati Apa succeeded 
and retained the rights to determine land and why rangatira secured their mana through 
marriage into Ngati Apa. This is what the Tribunal does not wish to acknowledge, or indeed 
the Crown, since it changes understanding of tribal settlement history and, in addition to this, 
renders marginal the claims of Raukawa to the mana whenua of the district.      

This has not stopped Raukawa from trying to reinvent history. In a submission to the Tribunal, 
it is repeatedly emphasised that Raukawa graciously allowed Ngati Apa to sell their lands and 
that Ngati Apa benefitted at their expense. In reality, they had no authority over Ngati Apa.     

Related to this is that the Tribunal cannot countenance acknowledging whakapapa for people 
carrying the Reweti bloodline. Coming off the ariki of Te Arawa, and having discovered new 
lands, they were integral to setting boundaries. They owned vast tracks of land, for settlement 
and for food sources, not just for themselves but for their people as well. Te Kumete is 
another name for Reweti. Reweti Te Kume married Te Awhirau, the daughter of Pourahi and 
Waitohi Werawera, in 1841. They had two children: Aperehama Werawera and Te 
Rangihaeta. Aperehama named Hare Reweti as one of 13 to succeed to the Tauhara block in 
the central North Island volcanic plateau (blog.tepapa.govt.nz). Reweti are connected to 
Ngati Whatua, Auckland based iwi. Te Reweti was one of three Ngati Whatua chiefs who 
signed the Treaty of Waitangi 1840. Te Reweti was the chief negotiator with the Crown in 
relation to the Orakei Blocks (Percy Smith, 1910).  

There is a portrait of Te Kumete in the British Museum. To declare a unique whakapapa to 
Reweti is not about being superior, it is about speaking the truth to ariki and their 
responsibility to land. It most certainly is not about privilege either given that Reweti are 
expected to tolerate the loss of land, for the greater good, or risk losing it through the Court.   

As noted, the central tenant of Maori relations to land is based on customary lownership. 
Land was not owned individually but to all, equally. But, in fact, land was owned on an 
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individual basis. In addition to being named on customary title, members of the chiefly line 
were apportioned their own land for themselves and their families. Typically, this was in the 
order of a fifth of the land depending on the rank of the chief. The Crown recognised this and 
would set aside in the order of 2,000 acres specifically for the chief. That is why our ancestors 
were named in their own right on certificates of title for blocks located within or near blocks 
purchased by the Crown. Hare Reweti Rongorongo and his cousin Poihipi Tukairangi were 
named as co-owners on the Tauhara North block of 5,000 acres in the Central North Island. 
The block was sold without Hare’s consent.           

The view that there is no hierarchy within Maori society is misplaced. Maori law (Tikanga) 
recognised individual rights in accordance with whakapapa on the basis of seniority and, of 
this, the right to name a successor who, in turn, would take responsibility for caring for the 
land. The question must always go back to who held the mana (authority) over the land and 
therefore the right to pass it on to successors. Hare named his son Kereopa to succeed, as did 
he of his son Te Rangi Pumamao Reweti, my grandfather. Like his father, Kereopa was prolific 
in his correspondence with the various land offices inquiring politely as to the lateness or 
absence of payment for leases including for Hauhungaroa of the central North Island lands.   

According to McIndoe (2015), early negotiations of settlement with Maori were pluralist: the 
rangatira would retain sovereignty over tribal matters and the Crown would apply jurisdiction 
over its own citizens. The Crown’s policy in the 1830s was protectionist. However, this ought 
to be read alongside the fact that the Crown was kept an eye on its own interests. As McIndoe 
acknowledges, the Crown watered down its policy of pluralism for a monopolistic framework 
of British jurisdiction. On face value, the Treaty guaranteed Maori sovereignty over their 
lands. The devil is in the detail though. The Treaty contains a damning clause – “the reserve 
right to dispose of…” This makes it explicit that whatever came before could be overturned 
and was. The Crown, represented by its agents, submitted Maori to unending legislative 
activity, subject always to change, to meets its primary objective which was to acquire land.  

Navigating Institutional Disregard   

The objectives in speaking up are twofold: firstly, to make public our struggle to bypass an 
institution that serves its own agenda in rewriting history so that we may go to direct 
negotiations with the Crown. And, secondly, in doing so, to put the brakes on encroaching 
claims supported by the Tribunal. We need the help of outsiders and whilst we understand 
the enormity of what we ask it would be hugely appreciated if someone with an interest in 
the activities of the Tribunal could ask a few questions. We know that many people support 
us and we realise that there have been consequences for people who have spoken up and so 
we appeal to public institutions with some reservation. Nonetheless, we believe that the 
machinations of the Tribunal, from the perspective of 2197, would be of public interest.    

We do not see this as unusual in seeking to ‘partner’ with an institution outside of our cultural 
domain. Our ancestors signed the Treaty of Waitangi, as partners with the Crown, and agreed 
to the historic Crown purchase of their lands in 1849 and 1866. Our ancestors supported the 
Crown on occasion even though the Crown reneged on its agreements. This is why we seek 
the right to speak directly with the Crown for acknowledgment and redress. Of fundamental 
importance to 2197 is the right to be heard, the right of natural justice. Present circumstances 
however find us bogged down in a malaise that is hard to scramble out of. We are more than 
likely at the crossroads.      
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The claims process is exhausting often taking in excess of twenty years for settlement to be 
completed. Claimants attend endless rounds of tribal meetings, judicial conferences and 
hearings, in addition to working with researchers to prepare historical accounts and have their 
oral evidence recorded. Should they be successful getting to the negotiation stage, they must 
jump more hoops the biggest, arguably, having to obtain endorsement for the chief 
negotiator, representing a claimant group, not just from the claimant group but also three 
other related iwi (tribal) groups. This paves the way for all manner of fancies.     

Claims are limited to particular historical periods of Crown activity such as in relation to Crown 
pre-emptive purchase of Maori land, which denied owners the right to sell for the best price, 
the establishment of the Native Land Court, which recorded owners on certificates of title 
often wrongfully leading to failures in succession, the transfer of leases including leases for 
inalienable reserve lands, and proclamations of land.        

2197 is more than a general historical claim about what happened. It is about the experience 
of tupuna who carried the burden of having to deal with the Crown. It was they who trusted 
the Crown but were deceived. They signed the Treaty of Waitangi. They signed the historic 
1849 purchase of the Rangitikei-Turakina Block. It was on their land Parewanui that 
settlement was reached in 1849 and again in 1866 in relation to the Rangitikei-Manawatu 
block. They wrote the petitions to government. They were responsible for caring for the land 
and for the people of the land. They were deceived of their land. Too polite they were.    

The claims process is informed by Maori relations to land. These relations were ranked from 
rights of discovery and settlement and occupation, for example, to lesser rights of conquest. 
Raukawa joined the Ngati Toa iwi southern migration in the 1830s from the central North 
Island under the leadership of the famed paramount Te Rauparaha from whom we also 
descend. There were conquests along the way including in the Rangitikei which was 
discovered and settled by the Ngati Apa people to whom we also belong. Raukawa claims 
rights by conquest. However, in settling disputes over who had the right to sell the land to 
the Crown, and thus be compensated, the Crown determined Raukawa’s rights, in hearing 
after hearing, to be lesser than those of the resident Ngati Apa. The Crown took into account 
that the Ngati Apa were not displaced and did not lose their rights to make decisions regarding 
the land, such as the right of disposal. Te Rauparaha waived his rights to the land. Raukawa 
want to overturn their lesser status which is why they seek a new finding through the Tribunal.    

2197 relies on Maori law, Tikanga: rights to land on the basis of discovery, settlement, 
ownership, occupation, cultivation, succession, and the (lesser) right of conquest. I am 
uncomfortable with rights by conquest because they can be extinguished by the next 
conqueror. We claim the status of the tangata whenua, the people of the land. Above all, we 
claim to a unique whakapapa, or genealogy, which is the foundation upon which Maori relate 
to each other and to their land. We claim a direct line of descent from Kupe who discovered 
Aotearoa and, subsequently, to the senior lines for the tribes that settled Aotearoa, including 
Raukawa. I realise that what I have to say is not welcome but I will say it nonetheless. We are 
the descendants of the principal iwi for the country and that is what the Tribunal does not 
wish to acknowledge because it makes its preferred claims redundant.    

All claims, among other matters, must link grievances back to breaches of the Treaty of 
Waitangi. The rules change however making it much more complex to comply. Whakapapa 
suddenly no longer applies, which happens to be a strength of 2197. On top of that, the claims 
process after twenty years is winding up. Claimants are being shuffled along into clusters.  
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Remaining claimants are in no doubt that they are entitled to claim only for inalienable 
reserves that were taken by the Crown. This barely covers what actually occurred or took 
place. In the case of 2197 we claim the Crown took the following actions: 

• Misled their intentions to acquire land in breach of good faith and informed consent 

• Ruthlessly exercised its pre-emptive rights to acquire land  

• Sold their land by ballot in London before it was purchased by the Crown 

• Ignored rights by title 

• Ignored succession orders 

• Reneged on its Crown grants  

• Partitioned land to give blocks to others 

• Changed the names of ownership of reserves  

• Alienated inalienable reserve lands    

• Forced owners into debt through costly surveys 

• Delayed or refused to pay rental for leases   

• Allowed squatters who then claimed the land 

• Declared land ‘noxious’ in order to claim it 

• Allowed for the transfer of leases to the Crown 
• Changed the status of river lands to proclaim it  
• Proclamations of the old and new river beds    

 

Making matters harder still, claimants are aware that only 10% of what is successfully claimed 
is ‘paid out’. The distress of this is exacerbated by the fact that parts of our land have already 
been wrongfully settled. Needless to say, we are distressed too by determined efforts to 
redirect 2197 under a cluster led by our detractors. On top of this, there is little to suggest 
that they would mandate 2197 remaining an independent claim. Should that go unexpectedly 
well, three more years should cover the formal declaration of agreement with the Crown 
before restitution is made. By then leaders are dead or long gone.         

The long claims process has created a lethargy amongst our extended family with resignation 
creeping in – a result of an accumulation of nonsensical and hurtful knockbacks over twelve 
years. In 2013, my mother presented Korero Tuku Iho: Ohinepuhiawe Te Pito O Te Au to a 
Tribunal conference for the purpose of recording historical accounts. Her presentation 
transcribed by Tribunal staff was replete with errors or spelling mistakes. My mother offered 
to submit an electronic and hard copy of her presentation but was denied. On top of this, she 
has suffered the humiliation of being publicly berated by a Judge on more than one occasion.  

At a related judicial conference in 2018, my mother was assured that her application was 
included in the program. It was not. We tried to bail up the judges at the lunch break but they 
were weary of us and took off. Years earlier, another judge took off, this time, from the Maori 
Land Court bench during recess which rendered invalid the intended quorum for nominating 
trustees for a newly formed trust upon resumption of the Court hearing.    

The litany of denial represents a challenge to our rights and reputation. Family members have 
been described as “absentee owners domiciled in Auckland” (Roskruge, 2007). This, I suggest 
is the front runner for justifying the transfer of land, to be taken out of our hands, since it is 
implied that we do not properly care for our land. It would be better off going to the Tahuri 
whenua (produce growing) cooperative of which author Roskruge (2007) is a member. 
Roskruge, is by the way a leading researcher for the competing claimants.  
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Alarmed by the thwarting of 2197, I began my own research to prepare submissions in 
support of 2197. They have not amounted to anything except to provide insight into 2197 for 
competing claimants to amend their submissions accordingly.  

At the same time, the family applied unsuccessfully for funding set aside for claimants 
undertaking research. An application to the Crown Forestry Rental Trust (CFRT), a government 
appointed trust, which draws on the proceeds of rent from Crown forestry in the Kaingaroa, 
to support claimants, was rejected. Our tupuna (ancestors) owned the Kaingaroa.  

Following on, my name was submitted to the CFRT in response to a call for applications from 
suitably qualified people to participate as researchers for claimant groups. So too was the 
name of my cousin, who has a PhD is aeronautics, and trains pilots in flight simulation. His 
father was a pilot who fought in WWII. We were not accepted as suitable research applicants.    

The standards of evaluation are inconsistent. All claims must address the issue of overlap but 
this has not been required of competing claimants judging on their submissions. No mention 
of how they encroach on 2197. Claimants must also demonstrate how Crown actions 
breached the Treaty of Waitangi 1840. Apart from generalist statements referring to loss of 
Maori sovereignty over lands, little has been said, again, in competing submissions in a 
meaningful way. In contrast, 2197 meets all the criteria. A lengthy disposition is included in 
the submission of April 2019, to Te Arawhiti, that engages with the key doctrines of ‘cy pres’ 
and a ‘simple nullity’ to explain the justification for alienation of ancestral land.    

My ancestors sought to work with the new migrants for mutual benefit, a legacy they passed 
on. My grandfather opened the doors to the Marae so that Pakeha (white people) could 
better understand Maori at a time when maraes were closed. His foresight paved the way for 
my mother’s efforts to establish cross-cultural professional development programs for public 
servants. We plan to continue community support through funding for education and training 
programs in addition to stimulating boutique economies among other measures.   

It is distressing that the contribution of my forbears to the iwi (tribe) fails to get a mention. 
Having donated land for the purpose of a papakainga (ancestral place), my grandfather 
oversaw the building of a whare tupuna (ancestral house) obtaining the much-prized totara 
wood from his tribal connections to the vast forestry of the central North Island.  

It is also distressing that my mother was successful in petitioning for the retention of some 
560 acres of land in Otaki the proceeds from rent going towards scholarships for the benefit 
of students who identify as Raukawa. And furthermore, that her address to a Social Policy 
Forum in 1986 led toward funding for a college for Raukawa. They want more.   

Looking back, I missed an important clue when an Emeritus Professor of Anthropology, who 
was befriended by my grandfather, and who subsequently gained access to Maori 
communities to undertake her research, counselled me (and thereof my mother) to focus on 
the Rangitikei River lands. 2197 most definitely includes the river lands but is much more than 
that. What she meant, I now believe, was for 2197 to narrow its focus so as to pave the way 
for other claimants to focus on the land. In her book Tuamaka: The Challenge of Difference in 
Aotearoa New Zealand (Metge, 2010), she acknowledges friends, one being legal counsel for 
competing claimants whose partner, a senior Maori Land Court judge, and also competing 
claimant, wrote the forward. She continues to serve the Waitangi Tribunal. 

2197 is being sucked back into the vortex of the Tribunal as part of a tactic to delay. It is not 
the Tribunal to whom we should be speaking, it is the Crown. The Tribunal has neither the 
courage, capacity, or objectivity, to listen to or recognise truth when they hear it. In an ideal 
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world, the impasse would resolve itself but that is never going to happen because 2197 is up 
against a privileged class of people who seem unable to act independently of their interests.  

We are ready for direct negotiations. We have been for ages. We have gathered our primary 
documents demonstrating title, Native Land Court record books, succession documents, 
rental agreements, proclamations, correspondence from tupuna to the Crown and the 
parliament to appeal its actions. We have gathered maps and historical records which support 
our case for demonstrating boundaries, ownership of land, and records of relevant 
parliamentary debates that reveal the Crown’s policies and practice. We have read the 
research and can reference it accordingly. We can show what the Crown did and how they 
did it to divest tupuna of their lands. And we can relate that directly back to breaches of the 
Treaty of Waitangi. We have a case and just want to exercise our right to be heard as per the 
provisions of the Waitangi Tribunal Act and the New Zealand Bill of Rights Charter 1990.  

“Carpe Diem” – Seize the Day  

Rongorongo planted the kumara, a staple of the people of Aotearoa. She is our black pearl to 
whom we must honour.  

The greatest injustice is not being heard. With virtually no scrutiny of the Tribunal, nothing 
will ever change unless the conduct of the Tribunal is brought to public attention. We need 
an objective voice raising questions about the internal workings of the Tribunal so that we 
may break through to speak our truth. And we ought to declare our interest in going public. 

The objective is to get to the negotiating table with Te Ara Whiti, the Office of Maori Crown 
Relations, which will not be easy since Te Ara Whiti insists on a cluster claim even though 
there is precedence for an individual claim. It has grouped 2197 with another cluster claim – 
the neighbouring Rangatahi cluster – without consent. Counsel instructed Te Ara Whiti in 
2019 to remove 2197 from the Rangatahi cluster. It has not and continues to list 2197 as the 
River Lands. Of course, we claim the Rangitikei River as well as the rest of Ohinepuhiawe.  

In an unexpected turn, Te Ara Whiti sent out correspondence inviting claimants to propose 
an alternative plan for the Rangatahi cluster claim, which could not obtain endorsement to 
the satisfaction of the office. Reading between the lines, Te Ara Whiti is testing the waters, to 
see if it can leave 2197 in the neighbouring Rangatahi cluster. If successful, this would have 
the effect of enabling the competing claims to fill the gap created by 2197 joining up 
elsewhere. We are preparing to resubmit in 2020 to insist 2197 remain an individual claim.    

Another piece of correspondence was also sent out in the form of a Memorandum for a 
related claim for Muaupoko. Muaupoko, which is in the process of settling, claims whakapapa 
to Kupe and identifies the Parewahawaha (Raukawa) claim as the leading claim for the area. 
Muaupoko can claim whakapapa to Kupe but missing is acknowledgement of the senior line, 
and therefore leading line, through Ngati Apa under 2197. The assertion of Parewahawaha 
being the “leading” claim is not only utterly wrong it is also indicative of the daring of 
encroaching claims to claim tupuna (ancestral) whenua belonging to 2197.  

I propose we get 2197 onto the public record in a belated follow-up to McCurdy’s (2004) 
expose. Maori Television could be helpful to the cause. The objective would be to reveal what 
we have been up against and for how long in the face of abject disregard. Whilst the focus 
would be on 2197, it could explore generally the experience of claimants having to deal with 
the Tribunal and the propensity for the Tribunal to behave like a monolith. This would be of 
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interest, I believe, to Maori, to the nation, and to indigenous peoples negotiating justice 
elsewhere in the context of post-colonial relations with a former colonial state.     

Our history is taonga (treasure). We must protect it from the self-serving revisionism of the 
Tribunal and pray for relief. I also propose that 2197 reform as an iwi cluster claim under Ngati 
Ohinepuhiawe and then invite Rangatahi as well as the encroaching claims to join the newly 
formed cluster. That way, no one misses out which should delight the Tribunal and Te Ara 
Whiti but, more importantly, the rightful place of 2197 will be restored. In the interim, we 
plan to record our mother recalling the history of our people and land. She turns 86 in April 
and cannot rely on an invitation to the negotiation table any time soon.   

A final note: having been forced “back to the Tribunal” by Te Arawhiti, my mother decided to 
attend the judicial hearings accompanied by her lawyer so as to observe proceedings and to 
declare her objection. She was delighted to hear a key note speaker, Historian Richard Boast 
of Victoria University, declare that “the mana was with Ngati Apa” thereby serving to refute 
the claim of Raukawa of ownership based on conquest. The hearings were postponed due to 
the corona virus pandemic and soon after New Zealand went into lockdown in mid-March for 
four weeks. Until such time as borders are opened and it is declared safe to resume normal 
activities, we must be patient once more before resuming our efforts for justice hopefully in 
the latter part of 2020. We will be ready, again.  
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