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MAY IT PLEASE THE TRIBUNAL

Statement of Position

1. Kia ora. My name is Florence Marie Karaitiana. This is a supplementary brief of
evidence as part of my Wai 3415 claim that details what happened during the
settlement process whereby my Wai 1006 claim was deemed to be a Ngati
Tuawharetoa claim; and why we believe that’s wrong and how it has affected us.

2. 1 speak today as a fourth generation representative fighting for the recognition of
Ngati Kurapoto, I represent my Great Nan Kataraina Rongoiti; my Nan Parekaui
Te Kapua Kirthono; my mother Iramutu Akanehi Karaitiana; and my Dad Moari
Karaitiana.

3. My whanaunga and fellow claimant Kim Te Tua will file her own supplementary
brief of evidence regarding Ngati Rauhoto-A-Tia and her Wai 358 claim.

4. 1 spoke to the history of Ngati Kurapoto, our whenua at Waipahihi and our
geothermal interests in my original brief, so, today I will specifically speak to what
happened to us through the settlement process, which I understand is what is being
sought by the Crown.

5. We are worried and feel we have been written out of existence through the
settlement process, whereby today we are not recognised as holding rights to

geothermal and freshwater resources within our rohe.

Wai 1006 and the filing of our claim

6. On 22 July 2002, we filed our Wai 1006 statement of claim with the Waitangi
Tribunal. Myself and my mother, Iramutu Akanehi Karaitiana, were the named
claimants. We made our claim on behalf of our Ngati Kurapoto hapu.

7. Our original statement of claim noted specifically the land blocks at Rangitaiki, Te
Matai, Runanga, Tauhara and Waimihia, Crown forestry and the mana that Kurapoto
held in regards to these areas.'

8. On 7" November 2003 we wrote to the Waitangi Tribunal noting that we wished
for our claim to be registered as a hapu claim not as an individual claim.’

1 Wai 1006 #1.1.

2 Wai 1006 #1.1(b).



9. On 22™ November 2003 I wrote a letter to the Waitangi Tribunal noting that we
wished to include in our claim the area known as Wairakei lands on Tapaueaharuru
Taupo and that we were claiming through our tupuna Kurapoto as per evidence of
Tupuna kérero given in Maori land court sittings.’

10. We attached as evidence the list of Waiariki Maori land court hearings which had

mentioned Kurapoto as a named tipuna including Wairakei, Rangatira and Tauhara
Middle.

11. Our lawyers have since provided a copy of these Native land court minutes in
response to questions by Dr Grant Phillipson following our presentation at the
Taupd hearing for this inquiry.*

The claim process

12. After filing our Wai 1006 claim in early 2002, myself and my mother attended a
claims hui at Tokaanu with Tawharetoa.

13. There was some discussion at the hui regarding our Kurapoto claim being heard
alongside the Tuwharetoa cluster. We thought it may be correct to do this as
Tuawharetoa have always been the group with which the Crown negotiates or the
‘face’ for the Crown.

14. Despite the conversations happening at this hui, we never stated that we wished or
believed our claim to be a Tawharetoa claim. I am not aware of us signing any
document at that claims hui or anything substantial happening except
conversations. We always still intended to hold our own distinct claim and mana as
Ngati Kurapoto.

15. Despite filing our claim, we did not file evidence or submissions for the Wai 1006
claim with the Waitangi Tribunal as we did not have a lawyer to represent us.

16. However, the Tribunal did make note of our tipuna and hapu of Ngati Kurapoto in
their reports.’

3 Wai 1006 #1.1(a).
* Wai 2358 #1073(b) Appendix B-D.

® Note: Kurapoto/Ngati Kurapoto is mentioned many times throughout the Central North Island Reports, however
a summary regarding Ngati Kurapoto is at:

He Maunga Rongo: Report on Central North Island Claims, Stage One (Volume 1) (Wai 1200) p. 71-72.



What happened during settlement

2015 to 2017

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

Many years later as the settlement was being negotiated in about 2015, I was
contacted by the Tawharetoa Hapu Forum (“THF”) who let us know that a mandate
had been decided in 2003 and 2011 that meant that our claim would be settled as a
Tuwharetoa claim.

We were very shocked when we heard this as we never wanted to be or even
considered that we would be deemed to be a part of Tuwharetoa as our claim was
never part of a Tawharetoa claim and our hapu of Kurapoto was in the area before
Tuwharetoa.

Although we had attended a hui in 2002 alongside Tawharetoa, we had not ever said
that our claim was a part of Tawharetoa.

When the THF contacted me in 2015, I let them know that I did not want Wai 1006
to be included in a Tuwharetoa settlement.

I contacted the Minister of Treaty Negotiations, who was Hon Christopher
Finlayson at the time to let him know that we did not want Wai 1006 negotiated or
included in a Tawharetoa settlement.

I received a letter on 27 February 2015 from the THF.® This letter noted that:

a. Kurapoto was born several generations before Tuwharetoa;

There are Kurapoto people who are not Tuwharetoa however there was later
intermarriage with Tawharetoa;

c. That the THF has included the whole of Wai 1006 in its Deed of Mandate;

d. That the THF suggest it be changed to make it clear that only Ngati Tawharetoa
claims are included. All Ngati Kurapoto claims that do not relate to Ngati
Tuwharetoa should be excluded;

e. 'That this could be done by listing Wai 1006 as being included only ‘insofar as it
relates to Ngati Tawharetoa’; and

. That this would mean that only claims relating to Ngati Tuwharetoa hapu are
included and that those parts of the claim that do not relate to Ngati Tawharetoa
hapu are left out of the THF mandate and out of the settlement.

Despite these suggestions by THF, our claim would go on to be included as a
claim to be fully settled under Tawharetoa.

¢ Appendix A.
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25.
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32.

33.

On 19 March 2015 I received a response from Christopher Finlayson.” The letter
noted our preference for Wai 1006 to be negotiated separately to Ngati
Tuwharetoa.

We were told in the letter that it was the Crown’s preference to negotiate with large
natural groupings, that THF has sought and received the mandate to represent the
Ngati Tuwharetoa claimant community and that Wai 1006 is to be included in this
mandate and was a claim to be settled in full.

We were encouraged to contact the THF to discuss how our claim would be
addressed through the Tawharetoa settlement.

It seemed we were told by the Crown that we had no choice in the matter and the

Crown was forcing our claim to fall within the Tuwharetoa settlement.

After receiving the Crowns letter, we became very worried about what was
happening and we subsequently engaged a lawyer, Leo Watson, to try and ensure
that we were not included in the settlement.

We could not afford to fully pay Leo Watson but he thankfully was able to give us
advice on a pro-bono basis. However, this meant that he was only able to dedicate
as much resources and time to our case as would allow pro bono. We were not
eligible for legal aid to help us with legal work related to negotiations rather than
hearings before the Tribunal.

Leo subsequently contacted the THF with a letter on 31 March 2015.° This letter
let them know that the Wai 1006 claim does not include any Ngati Tawharetoa
claims and was filed on behalf of Ngati Kurapoto; and that there was an
assumption by the Crown that Kurapoto is a hapu of Tuwharetoa and that this was
not the case.

In September of 2015 I contacted the Office of Treaty Settlements and let them
know that our preference was to withdraw Wai 1006 from Ngati Tawharetoa’s

comprehensive settlement.

I received a response on 19 November 2015 from the Office of Treaty
Settlements.’ It was noted that we wanted to withdraw but we were again told that
Wai 1006 was included in the mandate and would go through the settlement.

We were told that the Tuwharetoa definition should include us but we did not
understand how this could happen as our claim never related at all to Tawharetoa.

7 Appendix B.
8 Appendix C.
9 Appendix D.
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44,

Again, it seemed we were told by the Crown that we had no choice but to be
deemed a Tawharetoa claim.

Over the following two years, we had several instances of contact and hui with
Tuwharetoa to further discuss these issues.

We were told that any outcome would require the support of Hikuwai hapu
because they would be affected. This made the process more complicated for us in
terms of communicating with Tawharetoa.

It was all very confusing for us. We simply wanted to be removed from the
settlement yet it seemed there were so many hurdles to jump through.

We did not believe the onus should have been put on us to gain support from
other hapu for us to split off as my Wai 1006 claim was just a claim for our Ngati
Kurapoto hapu.

We held a hui in November 2016 which members of the THF and wider affected
parties including some from Hikuwai attended.

It was decided at that hui that a Working Group would be formed to develop
options to ensure the independence of Kurapoto claim from the Tawharetoa
settlement. However, there was significant time pressure on us because the claim
was drawing closer to settlement and it felt like it was us who had to come up with
all the answers.

The THF position was to require us to get other Tawharetoa hapu consent to our
withdrawal, when that should not have been our responsibility.

Our lawyer sent a letter to the Office of Treaty Settlements on 3 December 2016
to let them know what was happening."

Our lawyer was subsequently contacted by THF in a letter on 13 December 2016."
THEF asked for further updates and we were told that they intended to initial the
Deed of Settlement that week which would be ratified in February.

We were not able to organise a suitable response for the THF in time and we were
confused as to exactly what we could do from this point, except that we did not
want to be a part of the Tawharetoa settlement, which we had already made clear.

10 Appendix E.
1 Appendix F.



45.

46.

Subsequently, the Deed of Settlement was initialled and ratified throughout 2017
with Wai 1006 included as a claim to be fully settled.

We were very upset that we could not have our claim withdrawn from the
Settlement agreement despite us showing a clear desire to the Crown and the THF
to have it removed, and having it recognised that our claim was not a Tawharetoa
claim, and our hapu not a hapu of Tuwharetoa, since 2015.

2018 and onwatrds

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

We subsequently saw when the Tuwharetoa Settlement Act 2018 (“the Act”) was
introduced to Parliament that our claim was included in the Act as a full claim to
be settled as part of the Settlement.

To us, the circumstances and the fact that our claim was listed as a claim that was
fully settled meant that this Act would settle our claim.

I subsequently in 2018 made a submission to the Select Committee, I have
attached my written submission.'? I also gave a submission orally.

I noted in our submission that the way the Act was drafted was not acceptable to
us as it left open an interpretation that our claims were settled by the Act in the

circumstances, namely because of:

a. The explicit inclusion of Wai 1006 as a claim to be fully settled;
The list of hapu including shared hapu of Kurapoto;

c. 'The background to Tuwharetoa including repeated attempts to categorise
Kurapoto as part of Tawharetoa; and

d. The cultural and commercial redress including areas which are within our
customary rohe.

We made a recommendation that the exclusion in the Act explicitly include a
subclause that excluded Ngati Kurapoto.

Despite our submission to the Select Committee, the law went through as
proposed and the Ngati Tuwharetoa Claims Settlement Act 2018 was subsequently
passed with Wai 1006 being expressly included."

There were no exclusions in the Act that mentioned Ngati Kurapoto, nor were we
mentioned in the Deed of Settlement.

12 Appendix G.

13 Ngati Tawharetoa Claims Settlement At 2018 s14(3)(a)(xli).



54. We were very disappointed when we saw the law passed and felt we were now
locked in to being written out of history.

Conclusion

55. Since the time of the passing of the Act, we have not had consultation from the
Crown in regard to our rohe, including the freshwater and geothermal resources
within it. This was what we feared when we heard our claim would be settled

alongside Tuwharetoa.
56. We hope that through the recognition of this claim our people can be recognised
including with regards to the freshwater and geothermal resources within our rohe

and the Crown will be directed to consider all iwi and hapu not just the large iwi

who have settled.

Dated this 30" day of January 2026

SE OF o

Florence Karaitiana

TO: The Registrar, Waitangi Tribunal; Crown Law Office; and those on the notification
list for the National Freshwater and Geothermal Resources Kaupapa Inquiry (Wai 2358)





