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1.0

Te Kereme

This Statement of Claim in Te Rohe Pétae Inquiry is brought by Te Pikik&tuku

Maniapoto, Te Akanui Glenn Muraahi, and Te Kawenata , for themselves and

on behalf of the descendents of Ropata Barrett (“Ngé Uri o Répata™) and more
specifically for the hap sections of “Répata and Ngataua Pareti”.

The Claimants wish this claim to be known as the “Ropata Interests Claim”.

The Claimant, Te Pikikétuku Maniapoto, Te Akanui Glenn Te Muraahi, and
Te Kawenata R Anderson are Maori, Ngati Maniapoto, and claim that “Nga Uri
o Répata” (the descendants of Répata) have been and remain prejudicially
affected by the Ordinances, Acts, Regulations, policies, practiceé, acts and
omissions of the Crown set out herein, which were enacted, promulgated,
formulated, undertaken, done or omitted to be done by the Crown in breach of
the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi before 21 September 1992 and
relating to the lands, interests, titles, assets, taonga, and customary interests

of the claimant community, “Nga Uri o Rdpata”.

The claimant community “Ngé Uri o Répata” covered by this claim is defined
in Section 2.0 of this Statement of Claim.

This Statement of Claim relates to claims in the Rohe Potae Inquiry District
and the following matters and interests,

Specific Breaches

1)  Waging of war, death, and destruction by Crown expeditionary forces on
the Tupuna of “Ngéa Uri o Ropata”,

2) The destruction and confiscation of taonga, kainga, Whare wananga,
crops, livelihood, settlements, and wahi tapu of “Ngé Uri o Répata” by

Crown expeditionary forces,
Land Breaches

The alienation by questionable and unfair means of customary lands, assets,
waters, and taonga. The loss of customary title and resources including loss
of mana and Te Tino Rangatiratanga rights, the loss of sovereign




independence in Te Rohe Pétae, the loss of customary access and use in the
following lands, forests, awa, repo, and maunga;
3)  The Tokanui land blocks,

4)  The Pokuru land blocks

5) The Te lakau land Blocks

6) The Kakepuku mountain

7) The Kakepuku land blocks

8) The Puketarata land blocks

9) The Ouruwhero land blocks

10) The Korakonui land blocks

11) The Wharepihunga land blocks

12) The Kaipiha land blocks

13) The Mangauika land blocks

14) The Te Kopua land blocks

15) The Rangitoto land blocks

16) Rangitoto — Tuhua lands

17) Ohura lands

18) The Hauturu East and West land blocks
19) Waipuna land blocks

20) Kaingapipi land blocks

~21) The Mangaroa land blocks

22) The Okapu land block

23) - The Kawhia blocks

24) Pirongia and the Pirongia land blocks
25) Karuotewhenua land blocks

26) Kauhuwera land blocks

27) Mokau land blocks

28) Mohakatino land blocks

29) Harihari land blocks

Crown Forest License

30) The Pureora Forest
31) The Tawarau Forest
32) The Pirongia Forest




Awa, and other Resource and Asset breaches

33) Nga puna wai, nga repo repo, me nga Awa tupuna, Waipa, Puniu,
Mangatutu, Owairaka, Mangawhero
The claimants wish to point out that this list is not exhaustive and reserve the right to
add further lands and issues as and when they emerge from further research and

analysis of historical data.

6. The Waitangi Tribunal is requested pursuant to the provisions of The Treaty of
Waitangi Act 1975 to inquire into this claim and to report on the causes of

action and recommendations sought.

7. The claimants request that the Waitangi Tribunal provides research and
assistance to the claimants to research the alleged breaches and grievances.

8. The claimants request that the Waitangi Tribunal notifies all the appropriate

parties of this claim.

9. The claimants request that the Waitangi Tribunal notes that this claim was
lodged under duress and urgency to comply with Crown imposed deadlines
concerning historic treaty claims of the claimants and reserves the right to
seek resolution and redress should such Crown action be determined at some

time or occasion to be in breach of the treaty of Waitangi.




2.0 “Nga Uri o Répata” (The descendants of Ropata)

10.  The customary group for whom this claim is made consist of “Nga Urio
Ropata”. The claimants are Ngati Maniapoto and represent the section who

are descended from Ropata Barrett and Ngataua.

11.  The customary rohe of the Claimants in the Kakepuku region includes all
lands, waterways, wai and tupuna wai (waters and ancestral waters), puna
wai (spring-well including ground waters), forests, fisheries and other taonga

within the following general area:

From Pirongia and the Waipa Awa to Rangitoto through and including the
ancient swamplands around Kakepuku Maunga and Kakepuku Maunga itself,
to Te Kawa, to Rangitoto, to Wharepuhunga, back to the Waipa Awa and
Pirongia from whence it started.

12.  The above description of the customary lands of‘Ngéa Uri o Ropata” in the
Kakepuku region is not a tribal boundary and simply gives an indication of the
region within which the hapil assert core customary and ‘ahi k&” interests in

the Piniu & Kakepuku region.

13.  The Claimants assert that “Nga Uri o Répata” holds customary interests, and
have significant sites, within the land Blocks mentioned that is the subject of

this claim.

14. The Claimants also assert interests within the area described above that are
located within the zone of confiscated lands around Orakau, Te Awamutu,
Kihikihi, Mangadhoi, and Mangapiko, although those lands are not the subject
of this Statement of Claim.”

15.  The claimants further assert that breaches of the treaty (other than land

matters) that occurred in the area described in paragraph 11 above are

¥ All within the “Waikato claim area" as defined in Section 7, Waikato Raupatu Claims Settlement Act
1995




16.

matters that prejudiced them and their tupuna (ancestors) and are subject

matter of this claim.

The Claimants do not assert exclusive interests in the above land blocks and
interests. Rather the Claimants acknowledge the overlapping nature of
customary interests along with other hapd, iwi, and claimants. The Claimants
do assert that since 1840 “Nga Uri o Répata” has held customary interests in
the waterways, wai, ngahere, and other resources within their ancestral and

customary lands.




3.0 Ngi Hara o Te Karauna — Ropata Interests Claim

17.

3.1

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

3.2

Without limiting the above, the Claimant further alleges that in breach of the
principles of the Treaty of Waitangi, and contrary to the Sacred Compact of Te
Rohe Patae, the Crown carried out, or is responsible for, the following acts

and omissions before 21 September 1992:

“Ngi Uri o Répata” Historical Treaty Claims

The Claimants allege that as a consequence of Crown acts or omissions nga
“Nga Uri o Roépata” have lost lands within the Puniu, Mangapiko, Kakepuku,
Pirongia, Rangitoto, Kahuwera, Kawhia, and surrounding regions.

The Claimants allege that as a consequence of Crown acts or omissions “Nga
Uri o Répata” have lost, or failed to have properly recognized or protected,
their customary interests, wahi tapu, forests, fisheries, waterways, and other

taonga within the mentioned blocks.

The Claimants allege that the Crown has failed to provide the same “Article 3’
rights to the claimants as provided to Pakeha.

The Claimants allege that the Crown has failed to adequately recognise or
provide for their full autonomy and te Tino Rangatiratanga.

The claimants allege that the Crown failed to provide the protection required
by “Article 3” by waging war, death, and destruction on the Tupuna
(ancestors) of “Nga Uri o Ropata”

The Claimants reserve the right to further particularise the above Historical
Treaty Claims at paragraphs 6 through 22 and amend them as required.
Without limiting the above, the Claimants make the following further claims.

Te Rohe Potae Sacred Compact

During 1882 and 1883 (and through to 1885) certain chiefs of Ngati Maniapoto and
the Crown engaged in negotiations and meetings and made a series of agreements

and understandings which have been described collectively as the King Country or

Rohe Pétae “Sacred Compact” or “Aotea Compact” or “Ohaki Tapu”.




On 26 June 1883 chiefs on behalf of the Maniapoto, Raukawa, Tuwharetoa, and

Wanganui tribes presented a petition outiining terms of the Sacred Compact.

24.

25.

26.

27.

The Crown failed to properly adhere to the terms and spirit of the Sacred

Compact and failed to adequately remedy such breaches.

The Crown failed to adequately recognise or provide for the autonomy or Te
Tino Rangatiratanga of “Nga Uri o Répata” which was implicit in the

agreements of the Ohaki Tapu.

The Crown enacted legislation that expedited the alienation of the lands of
“Nga Uri o Répata” through the Native Land Court, namely the Native Land
Alienation Restriction Act 1884 and the Railways Authorisation Act 1884.

Following the passing of various acts, in about 1889, the Crown embarked
upon a land purchase programme which led to further alienations of lands of
“Nga Uri o Répata” upon terms that were unfair to “Ng& Uri o Ropata” and
without regard for the interests of “Nga Uri o Ropata”.




28.

29.
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30.

31.

32.

3.4

33.

The Crown failed to properly consult with “Ng& Uri o Répata” as to the
processes of enacting the Native Land Alienation Restriction Act 1884 and the
Railways Authorisation Act 1884 and advise “Nga Uri o Répata” of the

implications of these Acts and related legistation.

The Crown failed to prohibit the introduction of alcohol in Te Rohe Potae after
1894, but granted licences within the lands of “Ng& Uri o Répata” to permit the
introduction, sale and consumption of alcohol following a dubious process of

referendum.

“Ngi Uri o Ropata” Landlessness

The Crown failed to prevent, rectify, or remedy the rapid alienation of “Nga Uri
o Ropata” lands so that there is no longer sufficient remaining land in hapt
ownership and clearly insufficient land for the present and future needs of the

hapu and in particular within the aforementioned blocks.

As a continuing consequence of the landlessness of “Ngé Uri o Répata” and
the Crown’s failure to remedy such, the hapt struggles, and in many cases is
unable, to adequately function as tangata whenua, kaitiaki, ahi kaa, over their
customary and traditional tribal estates or as an economic entity within the Te
Rohe Patae region and in particular within the aforementioned blocks. Such
is the insufficiency and landlessness that some members of the hapu have
had to buy back land and resources from others to establish turangawaewae
and customary stewardship for their whanau and hapu.

The Crown failed to adequately remedy the state of landlessness of “Ngé Uri
o Répata” and failed to compensate for the Crown's failure to ensure sufficient
land was retained in tribal ownership for the present and future needs of “Ngéa

Uri o Répata” within the aforementioned blocks.
Failure to set aside sufficient Reserves

The Crown failed to ensure that sufficient lands were set aside as absolutely
inalienable reserves for the present and future needs of “Ngéa Uri o Ropata”
within the aforementioned blocks.
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39.
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The Native Land Court

The Crown, contrary to Maori custom and tikanga, and the Claimants’ tino

rangatiratanga, established the Native Land Court with the purpose of:

(i facilitating the alienation of Maori land for settlement;

(i) commuting Maori customary title and rights into a Pakeha fee simple
title;

(i)  promoting and facilitating the de-tribalisation of Maori; and

(iv). promoting and facilitating the assimilation of Maori into Pakeha

customs and practices.?

The Crown, as a consequence of the operation of the Native Land Court,
destabilized and/or destroyed and failed to protect “Ng& Uri o Ropata”
traditional hapii-based systems of land tenure based on tikanga Maori
including land rights, use, occupation and control within the aforementioned

blocks.

The Crown established the Native Land Court within which title adjudication
reduced customary hapil management over resources into ownership of
individual interests, replacing variously layered customary land use rights with
fixed boundaries over the land.

The Crown established the Native Land Court which had the effect of
defeating chiefly and tribal authority and tino rangatiratanga.

The Crown enacted native land legislation that allowed for the making of title
investigation applications by individuals with or without hapl sanction and
awarded title to specified individuals who would be free to sell their interests.

The Crown established the Native Land Court that failed to properly inquire
into “Nga Uri o Ropata’ customary interests, nor recognize and provide for
“Nga Uri o Répata” customary interests, in hapd lands, forests, fisheries,
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waters and other tdonga in their lands. In particular, the Native Land Court
failed to inquire into and recognize “Ngé Uri o Ropata” customary interests in

their aforementioned land blocks.

The Crown established the Native Land Court, which fostered debt and
various indirect costs, most often to be repaid in land, arising out of
substantial court costs and associated direct and indirect costs such as
interpreters and legal fees, food supplies, accommodation costs and time

spend away from cultivations.

The Crown forced “Nga Uri o Répata” to pay survey costs associated with
customary title investigations or partitions whether or not “Nga Uri o Répata”
wished to have their lands surveyed. Such costs were invariably repaid in

land.

The Crown failed to protect “Nga Uri o Rdopata” from excessive survey
charges and to ensure any agreements relating to the payment of survey

charges were properly enforced.

The Crown unjustly took land for roads, without compensation, employing

various Native Land and other legislation.

The Native Land legislation enacted by the Crown promoted the excessive
fractionation of title and fragmentation of ownership in “Ngé Uri o Répata”

lands.

The Crown passed legislation that “Europeanised” customary lands and
assets of “Nga Uri o Ropata” or provided for the compulsory taking of
“uneconomic” shares of those individuals in such lands.

Crown purchase policy and practice

The Crown pursued policies and practices specifically designed to undermine

2 Williams, D., Te Kooti Tango Whenua, 1999, Huia publishers
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“Nga Urio Rébata” chiefly authority, and Maori customary law, over “Ngéa Uri o
Roépata” lands in order to facilitate the Crown acquisition of their lands within

the aforementioned areas.

The Crown land purchase negotiations and transactions for “Ngad Uri o

Ropata” lands included sharp, dubious and unfair practices.

The Crown conducted and concluded land purchase negotiations prior to the

determination of title in the Native Land Court.

The Crown enacted legislation and promulgated orders and proclamations
that prohibited the alienation of “Nga Uri o Répata” lands to anyone but the

Crown.

The Crown failed to protect “Ng& Uri o Ropata” from unscrupulous
transactions relating to the aforementioned land blocks.

Public Works takings

The Crown adopted a policy of compulsory acquisition of Maori lands for
various public works without adequate consultation with “Nga Uri o Ropata”.

The Crown failed to provide adequate, or on occasions any, compensation to
the “Nga Uri o Ropata” owners for all lands taken for public works from the
Tokanui and other blocks.

The Crown failed to ensure that all lands taken for public works were used for
the purpose for which they were taken and returned to Maori when they were

no longer required for that purpose.

The Crown failed to consider and exhaust all potential options, such as
leasing or some other legal mechanism by which title to lands could be held
by “Ng& Uri o Ropata’ subject to public use, before taking land for public

works.
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Socio-Economic Detriment

The Crown has failed to provide adequate schooling, health services, roading,
housing, and employment initiatives for “Nga Uri o Répata” to the detriment of
the hapi's socio-economic position. The Crown'’s failure to deliver such
entitlements has forced many “Ngé Uri o Répata” people to move away from

their ancestral lands.

The Crown adopted and effected various policies, actions, and practices
relating to, or affecting, “Nga Uri o Ropata” people and their customary lands

which had negative impacts upon their economic and social circumstances.

The Crown introduced the Native Land Court, which had immediate and long-

term socio-economic impacts on “Nga Uri o Ropata”.

The Crown implemented a land purchase programme and process which
resulted in the loss of access to traditional food and resources, penury,
subsistence farming and economic marginalisation of “Nga Uri o Répata” in
the new economy. The incidencé of ill-health substantially increased as a
result and the Crown ought to have known this and taken steps to alleviate

any prejudice to the hapa.

The Crown failed to provide the same level of health provision to “Ngé Uri o
Répata” as it supplied to the Pakeha population in the Rohe Pétae - King
Country region despite the evidence of acute needs and failed to take into

account their particular circumstances including:

(i) high mortality rates;

(i) high rates of infectious diseases;,

(i)  a declining population;

(iv)  high morbidity;

(V) their relative isolation in rural communities; and

(vi)  their relative impoverishment.
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The Crown knew or ought to have known of the serious health and social

effects the introduction of alcohol would have had on “Nga Uri o Ropata’.

The Crown failed to provide appropriate relief for the continuing deleterious
health effects and social impacts of alcohol consumption on “Ngé Uri o

Ropata”.

The Crown has failed to support, recognise and provide for the development

rights of “Nga Urio Répata” in their lands, resources, and other téonga.

Nga Taonga tuku iho o “Ngd Uri o Répata” - Te Reo me ona Tikanga

The Crown through various educational policies has failed to actively protect
Te Reo Maori for “Nga Uri o Ropata” individuals, and their tikanga, kawa,
ritenga, waiata, whakapapa and other taonga which are the collective
manifestation of the unique identity of “Ng& Uri o Roépata”.

The Crown pursued assimilationist policies in education resulting in the near

extinction of Te Reo Maori and me ona tikanga.

The Crown prohibited the use of Te Reo Maori in schools thereby derogating
the right of “Nga Uri o Répata’ to maintain and develop their language, culture

and customs.

The Crown took the process of education out of the hands of Maori and Maori
elders. Schooling was ultimately a means by which the tino rangatiratanga of
Maori was undermined. The Maori world view, language and culture were
displaced by the economic and social world view of the order promoted by the
Crown.

The Crown failed to preserve tikanga Maori and to ensure Maori retain full

exclusive and undisturbed possession of their taonga.

The Crown failed protect and to provide for the practice of their religion and
tikanga.
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Environment

The Crown has failed to protect against the depletion and pollution of the
lands, waterways, waters (including groundwaters), environments, resources,
and other taonga of “Nga Uri o Ropata” within the Tokanui and other land

blocks.

The Crown has failed to properly provide for and recognise the intrinsic
intellectual and property rights to the flora and fauna; foods; rongoa
(medicines), and other taonga within the lands and waters and other taonga

possessed and enjoyed by “Nga Uri o Ropata” since time immemorial.

The Crown has failed to recognise and provide for the customary title and
rights of “Ngé Uri o Ropata” to their minerals, resources and other taonga
within the Tokanui and other land blocks.

The Crown has failed to recognise and provide for the customary title and
rights of “Nga Uri o Te Whiwhi Mokau” to their rivers and waterways (including
their waters, groundwaters, and associated resources) within the Tokanui and

other land blocks.

The Crown has usurped “Nga Uri o Répata™ tino rangatiratanga over their
rivers and waterways, and waters (including groundwater) within the Tokanui
Block and other customary lands and has failed to adequately provide for or

recognise their role as kaitiaki over such rivers, waterways, and waters.

The Crown has failed to adequately protect and provide for the exercise by
“Nga Uri o Ropata” of non-commercial customary fishing and the Maori
customary tuna fisheries in their rivers and waterways within the Tokanui and

other land blocks.

The Crown has failed to protect the physical and spiritual health of the rivers
and waterways of “Nga Uri o Ropata” within the Tokanui and other land

blocks.

The Crown failed to establish environmental protection mechanisms to
preserve the awa, wai and whenua of “Nga Uri o Ropata” within the Tokanui
and other land blocks thereby eroding the kaitiaki responsibilities of the hapl
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and damaging their taonga and their ability to provide for their present and

future needs.
Rating Issues

The Crown empowered local authorities to levy rates on “Nga Uri o Ropata”

customary land causing an unfair burden upon “Nga Uri o Ropata”.

The Crown failed to acknowledge and give effect to the principles of the Ohaki
Tapu regarding the requirement that Rohe Pdtae lands would not be subject

to rating.

The Crown empowered the Maori Land Court to place charging orders on

“Nga Uri o Ropata” customary lands to enforce the non-payments of rates.
Local Government

The Crown failed to ensure that local authorities established a relationship

with “Nga Uri o Répata” that was consistent with the Treaty and its principles.

The Crown failed to ensure that local authorities, or such other bodies acting
as agents of the Crown, worked with “Nga Uri o Répata” to develop proper
sewerage, roading, and other infrastructure in “Ngéa Uri o Répata” rohe.

The Crown failed to ensure that local authorities, or other such bodies acting
as agents of the Crown, protected water quality, wahi tapu and places of

cultural importance in “Nga Uri o Répata” rohe.

The Crown enacted the Resource Management Act 1991 which does not
provide for nor protect the rangatiratanga of, and Kaitiaki responsibilities of,
“Nga Uri o Ropata” over their lands, forests, fisheries, waters, wahi tapu,

waterways, and other taonga within the Tokanui and other land blocks.

Land Development Schemes
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The Crown established, maintained, administered, and managed Land
Development Schemes on “Nga Uri o Répata” lands without proper or
adequate consultation ‘and/or without providing proper and adequate
mechanisms for “Nga Uri o Ropata” participation, expression of concerns with

and/or input into the management of the Schemes.

The Crown failed to properly advise “Ngé Uri o Ropata” of the full implications

of the inclusion of their lands in the Development Schemes.

The Crown failed to properly provide all of the benefits that were promised to

“Nga Uri o Ropata” as a result of the Development Schemes.

The Crown took over ultimate management of the “Ngé Uri o Ropata” land in
the Development Schemes to the exclusion of the land management rights of

the “Nga Uri o Ropata” landowners.
Maori Land Boards

The Crown transferred much of the remaining “Nga Uri o Ropata” tribal lands
into the control and management of the Waikato-Maniapoto District Maori
Land Board and progressively from around 1905 removed any remaining tribal

leadership and control over those lands.

The Crown, through the Waikato-Maniapoto District M&ori Land Board, failed
to adequately consult or obtain proper consent from the individuals or chiefs of
“Ngé Uri o Ropata” before alienating large amounts of the Tokanui and other

lands from around 1908 onwards.

The Crown through the Waikato-Maniapoto District Maori Land Board failed to
adequately check when alienating “Nga Uri o Répata” Tokanui ande other
customary lands whether the beneficial hapi owners of the lands had
sufficient other lands for their reasonably foreseeable present and future
needs.

Maori Trustee/ Public Trustee
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The Crown, through the establishment and operation of the Office of the Maori
Trustee and the Public Trustee Office, failed to adequately protect the
retention of “Ngé Uri o Répata” lands by empowering the Maori Trustee/Public
Trustee to administer, manage, and facilitate the subdivision and/or sale of

lands and assets belonging to “Nga Uri o Répata”.

The Crown, through the establishment and operation of the Office of the Maori
Trustee and the Office of the Public Trustee, introduced policy and process.
that prejudiced “Ngé Uri o Ropata” by implementing share fragmentation and

confiscation of so-called uneconomical shares and shareholding rights.

The Crown failed to adequately monitor the activities of the Maori
Trustee/Public Trustee and correct or peride relief in situations where the
Maori Trustee/Public Trustee caused prejudice to “Nga Uri o Ropata”.

War, Death, and Destruction

The Crown failed to protect, or provide protection for the customary rights and
practices of “Ngé Uri o Répata” in their ancestral rohe by waging war, death,
desecration, and destruction on them, their customary beliefs, their customary
practices, in their ancestral homes and territories within the Puniu and
Kakepuku regions.
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4.0 The Prejudice

34.

As a consequence of the Crown’s breaches as set out in this Statement of
Claim in Te Rohe Pdtae Inquiry District “Nga Uri o Ropata” has suffered and

continues to suffer serious prejudicial effects including:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)
(9)
(h)

()

@

(k)

M

The rapid alienation of the vast majority of their customary land base and
in particular within the Tokanui and other land blocks;

The undermining of the relationship between “Nga Uri o Ropata’, the
Kingitanga, and other chiefs and leaders of the Tainui waka,

The loss of mana and rangatiratanga and a consequential loss of

economic, cultural and political autonomy;

The loss of or damage to the complex customary systems of customary

land tenure and resource rights;

The marginalisation of “Ngé Uri o Répata” within their own customary

and ancestral lands;
The loss to“Nga Uri o Répata” of life, and taonga, and property;
The disintegration and decay of “Nga Uri o Ropata” chiefly and authority;

The damage and desecration of “Nga Uri o Répata” waahi tapu, and
taonga, and other sacred sites within the Tokanui and other land blocks;

The loss of access to, and customary knowledge of, fisheries, waters,
and waterways within the Tokanui and other land blocks;

The loss of knowledge of, or vastly reduced practice of, customary

religious practices and tikanga;

The reduction of the use of te Reo Maori as a first language and the

knowledge of hapi dialects; and,

The impairment of, or damage to, the spirit, wairua, mana, and ihi of

“Nga Uri o Répata”, the hapd, and its members.
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(m) The total destruction of the fabric of peaceful life and existence of “Ngé

(n)

Uri o Ropata” by colonial forces of the Crown and Governments in right

of the Crown.

The total destruction or theft and confiscation of all kdinga, whare
wananga, tacnga, wahi tapu, crops, food, cultivations, of “Ngé Uri o
Répata” by colonial forces of the Crown and Government in right of the

Crown.
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5.0 The Relief

General Remedies Sought

35.

36.

That the prejudice as aforesaid was and remains such that “Ngé Uri o Ropata”
are entitled to immediate and substantial reparations such as to restore the

mana and economic base of the “Ngé Uri o Répata” people.

The Claimants therefore request the Waitangi Tribunal to seek to help remove
and diminish the prejudice suffered by making findings that the Crown has
breached the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi as set out in this Statement

of Claim and recommendations seeking:

(@) The full restoration and acknowledgement of the mana of “Nga Urio
Répata” over their customary lands and resources;

(b) The return in full customary title to “Nga Uri o Répata” of all Crown lands
including Department of Conservation and Conservation Stewardship
lands within their customary hapa lands within the Tokanui and other
land blocks or any interest in such land together with any improvements
thereon;

(c) Pursuant to sections 8A to 8HJ of the Treaty of Waitangi Act 1975 the
return in full customary title to “Ngé Uri o Ropata” of all State-owned
Enterprise lands within their customary hapi territory, including any
former State-enterprise land, subject to Section 278 of the State Owned
Enterprises Act 1986 or any interest in such land together with any
improvements thereon;

(d) Pursuant to sections 8A to 8HJ of the Treaty of Waitangi Act 1975 the
return in full customary title to “Nga Uri o Ropata” of all lands held by
institutions under the Education Act 1989 within their customary hapt
territory, including any such land no longer held by institutions but
subject to Section 27B of the State Owned Enterprises Act 1986, or any
interest in such land together with any improvements thereon;

(e) Pursuant to sections 8A to 8HJ of the Treaty of Waitangi Act 1975 the
return in full customary title to “Nga Uri o Ropata” of all lands vested .
under the New Zealand Railway Incorporation Restructuring Act 1989




®

(9)

(h)

\)

(k)
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within their customary hapd territory, or any interest in such land
together with any improvements thereon,

Pursuant to s8HB of the Treaty of Waitangi Act 1975 the return to “Ngé
Uri o Répata” of all Crown Forest assets within the region (so that there
can be a payment to “Ngé Uri o Répata™ of all undispersed rentals held
by the Crown Forestry Rental Trust pursuant to their Trust Deed) and the
payment to “Nga Uri o Te Whiwhi Mokau” of the maximum level of
compensation payable by virtue of the provisions of the First Schedule of
the Crown Forest Assets Act 1989;

The immediate recognition of'Ngéa Uri o Ropata” full customary
ownership of all rivers, lakes, waterways, waters (including
groundwater’s), minerals, and other resources currently claimed by the
Crown within the customary lands of*Nga Uri o Répata”™;

An immediate apology by the Crown and the New Zealand Governments
and its agents responsible for the breaches in right of the Crown;

Full and comprehensive monetary reparation;

Full costs to the Claimants and “Nga Uri o Ropata” for the preparation
and presentation of their claims and for the settlement of any redress;
and,

Such other relief as the Tribunal deems appropriate.

DATED at Te Awamutu this 29" day of August 2008

Clm;t aMD

H. Te Pikikd\ﬁlku Mania‘poto

P.0O. Box 59
Kihikihi
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This Statement of Claim is filed jointly by H. MANIAPOTO whose address for service
is at the offices of the Aotearoa Institute, 108 Pokuru Road, TE AWAMUTU 3875

Documents for service on the above named Claimants may be

a) Posted to H. Maniapoto, PO Box 496, TE AWAMUTU 2400; or

b) Sent by email to h.maniapoto@aitrust.org or v.ingley@aitrust.org; or
C) Transmitted to V. Ingley by facsimile to (07) 870-2197




IN THE WAITANGI TRIBUNAL

UNDER THE Treaty of Waitangi Act 1975“ |

IN THE MATTER OF Claims in Te Rohe Potae Claims Inquiry consolidated
under Wai 898

AND a claim by Thomas Te Whiwhi Maniapoto, Harold Te
Pikikotuku Maniapoto & Dana Erina Maniapoto on

behalf of themselves and Ngé uri or Ropata”.

STATEMENT OF CLAIM FOR
ROPATA INTERESTS CLAIM

PRESENTED FOR FILING BY: Harold Te Piki Kotuku Maniapoto
108 Pokuru Road
PO Box 496
TE AWAMUTU 2400
Tel: (07) 872-0655
Fax: (07) 870-2197



Te Kereme

. This Statement of Claim in Te Rohe Podtae Inquiry is brought by Thomas Te
Whiwhi Maniapoto, Te Pikikotuku Maniapoto and Dana Erina Maniapoto for
themselves and on behalf of the descendants of Ropata Barrett (“Nga uri o
Ropata”) and more specifically for the hapu sections of Ropata and Ngataua

Pareti.

. The Claimants wish this claim to be known as the “Ropata Interests Claim”.

. The claimants request that the Waitangi Tribunal treat this claim as an

independent and separate claim.

. The Claimants, Thomas Te Whiwhi Maniapoto, Te Pikikotuku Maniapoto and
Dana Erina Maniapoto, are Ngati Maniapoto Maori and claim that “Nga uri o
Ropata” (the descendants of Ropata) have been and remain prejudicially
affected by the Ordinances, Acts, Regulations, policies, practices, acts and
omissions of the Crown set out herein, which were enacted, promulgated,
formulated, undertaken, done or omitted to be done by the Crown in breach of
the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi before 21 September 1992 and
relating to the lands, interests, titles, assets, taonga, and customary interests

of the claimant community, “Ng& uri o Ropata”.

. The claimant community “Nga uri o Ropata” covered by this claim is defined

in Section 2.0 of this Statement of Claim.

. This Statement of Claim relates to treaty claims in the Rohe Potae Inquiry

District and the following matters:

6.1. Extraordinary Treaty Breaches




6.2.

(a) Waging of war, death, and destruction by Crown invasionary
forces on the Tupuna of “Nga uri o Ropata”;

(b)  The destruction and confiscation of taonga, kainga, Whare
wananga, crops, livelihood, settlements, and wahi tapu of “Nga
uri o Ropata” by invasionary forces of the Crown.

Land Breaches

The alienation by questionable and unfair means of customary lands,

assets, waters, and taonga. The loss of customary title and resources

including loss of mana and Te Tino Rangatiratanga rights, the loss of
sovereign independence in Te Rohe Potae, the loss of customary
access and use in the following lands, forests, awa, repo, and maunga;

(a)  The Tokanui blocks,

(b)  The Pokuru blocks

(c) The Te lakau Blocks

(d)  The Kakepuku mountain

(e)  The Kakepuku blocks

(f) The Puketarata blocks

(g)  The Ouruwhero blocks

(h)  The Korakonui blocks

(i) The Wharepuhunga blocks

() The Kaipiha blocks

(k) The Mangauika blocks

(h The Te Kopua blocks

(m) The Rangitoto blocks

(n) Rangitoto-Tuhua lands

(o)  Ohura lands

(p)  The Hauturu East and West blocks

(q)  Waipuna land blocks

(r Kaingapipi land blocks

(s) The Mangaroa blocks

(t) The Okapu blocks




(u)  The Kawhia blocks
(V) Pirongia Maunga and the Pirongia blocks
(w)  Karuotewhenua blocks
(x) Kauhuwera
(y) Mokau and Mohakatino
(z) Harihari land blocks
6.3. Crown Forest License
(a) The Tawarau Forest
(b)  The Pirongia Forest
6.4. Awa and other Resource and Asset Breaches
(a) Nga puna wai, nga repo repo, me nga Awa tupuna, Waipa,

Puniu, Mangatutu, Owairaka, Mangawhero.

The claimants wish to point out that this list is not exhaustive and reserve the
right to add further matters, lands and issues as and when they emerge from

further research and analysis of historical data.

7. The Waitangi Tribunal is requested pursuant to the provisions of The Treaty
of Waitangi Act 1975 to inquire into this claim and to report on the causes of

action and recommendations sought.

8. The claimants request that the Waitangi Tribunal provides research and

assistance to the claimants to research the alleged breaches and grievances.

9. The claimants request that the Waitangi Tribunal notifies all the appropriate

parties of this claim.

10.The claimants request that the Waitangi Tribunal notes that this claim was
lodged under duress and urgency to comply with Crown imposed deadlines

concerning historic treaty claims of the claimants and reserves the right to

!
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seek resolution and redress should such Crown action be determined at

some time or occasion to be in breach of the treaty of Waitangi.




2. “Nga uri o Ropata” (The descendants of Ropata)

11.The customary group for whom this claim is made consist of “Nga uri o
Ropata”. The claimants are Ngéati Maniapoto and represent the section who

are descendants from Ropata Barrett and Ngataua.

12. The customary rohe of the Claimants in the Rohe Potae region includes all
lands, waterways, wai and tupuna wai (waters and ancestral waters), puna
wai (spring-well including ground waters), forests, fisheries and other taonga

and more specifically for the Kakepuku region the following general area:

Mai Pirongia ki Wharepiihunga, Maungatautari, puta noa ki Rangitoto ka huri uru mai

ki Kakepuku, haere tika ki Waipuna, ki Kdwhia moana, ka hoki whiti mai ki Pirongia.

13.The above description of the customary lands of “Nga uri o Ropata” in the
Kakepuku-Puniu region is not a tribal boundary and simply gives an indication
of the region within which the hapii assert core customary and ahi kaa

interests in the Puniu and Kakepuku region.

14.The Claimants assert that “Nga uri o Ropata” holds customary interests, and
have significant sites, within the land Blocks mentioned that is the subject of

this claim.

15.The Claimants also assert interests within the area described above that are
located within the zone of confiscated lands around Orakau, Te Awamutu,
Kihikihi, Mangaohoe, Puniu, and Mangapiko, although those lands are not the

subject of this Statement of Claim".

16.The Claimants further assert that breaches of the treaty (other than land

matters) that occurred in the area described in paragraph 11 above are

b All within the “Waikato claim area” as defined in Section 7, Waikato Raupatu Claims Settlement Act
1995.




matters that prejudiced them and their tupuna (ancestors) and are subject

matter of this claim.

17.The Claimants do not assert exclusive interests in the above land blocks and
interests. Rather the Claimants acknowledge the overlapping nature of
customary interests along with other hapd, iwi, and claimants. The Claimants
do assert that since 1840 “Ngéa uri o Ropata” has held customary interests in

the waterways, wai, ngahere, and other resources within their ancestral and

customary lands.




3. Ngéd Hara o Te Karauna — Ropata Interests Claim
18. Without limiting the above, the Claimant further alleges that in breach of the

principles of the Treaty of Waitangi, and contrary to the Sacred Compact of
Te Rohe Potae, the Crown carried out, or is responsible for, the following acts

and omissions before 21 September 1992:

3.1 “Nga uri o Ropata” Historical Treaty Claims
19.The Claimants allege that as a consequence of Crown acts or omissions nga
“Ngéa uri o Ropata” has lost lands within the Puniu, Mangapiko, Kakepuku,

Pirongia, Rangitoto, Kahuwera, Kawhia, and surrounding regions.

20.The Claimants allege that as a consequence of Crown acts or omissions “Nga
uri o Ropata” have lost, or failed to have properly recognized or protected,
their customary interests, wahi tapu, forests, fisheries, waterways, and other

taonga within the mentioned blocks.

21.The Claimants allege that the Crown has failed to provide the same “Article 3"

rights to the claimants as provided to Pakeha.

22.The Claimants allege that the Crown has failed to adequately recognise or

provide for their full autonomy and Te Tino Rangatiratanga.
23.The Claimants allege that the Crown failed to provide the protection required
by Article 3 by waging war, death and destruction on the tupuna of “Nga uri o

Ropata”.

24.The Claimants reserve the right to further particularise the above Historical

Treaty Claims at paragraphs 6 through 23 and amend them as required.

Without limiting the above, the Claimants make the following further claims.




3.2 Te Rohe Potae Sacred Compact

During 1882 and 1883 (and through to 1885) certain chiefs of Ngati Maniapoto
and the Crown engaged in negotiations and meetings and made a series of
agreements and understandings which have been described collectively as the
King Country or Rohe Pdtae “Sacred Compact” or “Aotea Compact” or “Ohaki

Tapu”.

On 26 June 1883 chiefs on behalf of the Maniapoto, Raukawa, Tlwharetoa, and

Wanganui tribes presented a petition outlining terms of the Sacred Compact.

25.The Crown failed to properly adhere to the terms and spirit of the Sacred

Compact and failed to adequately remedy such breaches.

26.The Crown failed to adequately recognise or provide for the autonomy or Te
Tino Rangatiratanga of “Nga uri o Ropata” which was implicit in the

agreements of the Ohaki Tapu.

27.The Crown enacted legislation that expedited the alienation of the lands of
“Nga uri o Ropata” through the Native Land Court, namely the Native Land
Alienation Restriction Act 1884 and the Railways Authorisation Act 1884.

28.Following the passing of various acts, in about 1889, the Crown embarked
upon a land purchase programme which led to further alienations of lands of
“Nga uri o Ropata” upon terms that were unfair to “Nga uri o Ropata” and

without regard for the interests of “Nga uri o Ropata”.

29.The Crown failed to properly consult with “Ng& uri o Ropata” as to the
processes of enacting the Native Land Alienation Restriction Act 1884 and
the Railways Authorisation Act 1884 and advise “Nga uri o Ropata” the

implications of these Acts and related legislation.




30.The Crown failed to prohibit the introduction of alcohol in Te Rohe Pdotae after
1894, but granted licences within the lands of “Nga uri o Ropata” to permit the
introduction, sale and consumption of alcohol following a dubious process of

referendum.

3.3 Landlessness of “Nga uri o Ropata”

31.The Crown failed to prevent, rectify, or remedy the rapid alienation of “Nga uri
o Ropata” lands so that there is no longer sufficient remaining land in hapi
ownership and clearly insufficient land for the present and future needs of the

hapll and in particular within the aforementioned blocks.

32.As a continuing consequence of the landlessness of “Nga uri o Ropata” and
the Crown’s failure to remedy such, the hapi struggles, and in many cases is
unable, to adequately function as tangata whenua, kaitiaki, ahi kaa, over their
customary and traditional tribal estates or as an economic entity within the Te
Rohe Potae region and in particular within the aforementioned blocks. Such is
the insufficiency and landlessness that some members of the hapi have had
to buy back land and resources from others to establish turangawaewae and

customary stewardship for their whanau and hapdu.

33.The Crown failed to adequately remedy the state of landlessness of “Ngéa uri
o Ropata” and failed to compensate for the Crown’sfailure to ensure sufficient
land was retained in tribal ownership for the present and future needs of

“Nga uri o Ropata” within the aforementioned blocks.

3.4 Failure to set aside sufficient Reserves
34.The Crown failed to ensure that sufficient lands were set aside as absolutely
inalienable reserves for the present and future needs of “Nga uri o Ropata”

within the aforementioned blocks.

3.5 The Native Land Court




35.The Crown, contrary to Maori custom and tikanga, and the Claimants’ tino
rangatiratanga, established the Native Land Court with the purpose of:
(a) facilitating the alienation of Maori land for settlement;
(b)  commuting Maori customary title and rights into a Pakeha fee simple
(c) itle;
(d)  promoting and facilitating the de-tribalisation of Maori; and
(e) promoting and facilitating the assimilation of Maori into Pakeha

customs and practicesz.

36.The Crown, as a consequence of the operation of the Native Land Court,
destabilized and/or destroyed and failed to protect “Ng& uri o Ropata”
traditional hapul-based systems of land tenure based on tikanga Maori
including land rights, use, occupation and control within the aforementioned

blocks.

37.The Crown established the Native Land Court within which title adjudication
reduced customary hapl management over resources into ownership of
individual interests, replacing variously layered customary land use rights with

fixed boundaries over the land.

38.The Crown established the Native Land Court which had the effect of

defeating chiefly and tribal authority and tino rangatiratanga.

39.The Crown enacted native land legislation that allowed for the making of title
investigation applications by individuals with or without hapd sanction and

awarded title to specified individuals who would be free to sell their interests.

40.The Crown established the Native Land Court that failed to properly inquire
into “Ng& uri o Ropata” customary interests, nor recognize and provide for

“Nga uri o Ropata” customary interests, in hapl lands, forests, fisheries,

2 Williams, D., Te Kooti Tango Whenua, 1999, Huia publishers




waters and other taonga in their lands. In particular, the Native Land Court
failed to inquire into and recognize “Ngé uri o Ropata” customary interests in

their aforementioned land blocks.

41.The Crown established the Native Land Court, which fostered debt and
various indirect costs, most often to be repaid in land, arising out of
substantial court costs and associated direct and indirect costs such as
interpreters and legal fees, food supplies, accommodation costs and time

spend away from cultivations.

42.The Crown forced “Ngéa uri o Ropata” to pay survey costs associated with
customary title investigations or partitions whether or not “Ngéa uri o Ropata”
wished to have their lands surveyed. Such costs were invariably repaid in

land.

43.The Crown failed to protect “Nga uri o Ropata” from excessive survey
charges and to ensure any agreements relating to the payment of survey

charges were properly enforced.

44.The Crown unjustly took land for roads, without compensation, employing

various Native Land and other legislation.

45.The Native Land legislation enacted by the Crown promoted the excessive
fractionation of title and fragmentation of ownership in “Nga uri o Ropata”

lands.
46.The Crown passed legislation that “Europeanised” customary lands and
assets of “Ngad uri o Ropata” or provided for the compulsory taking of

“uneconomic” shares of those individuals in such lands.

3.6 Crown purchase policy and practice




47.The Crown pursued policies and practices specifically designed to undermine
“Nga uri o Ropata” chiefly authority, and Maori customary law, “Nga uri o
Ropata” lands in order to facilitate the Crown acquisition of those lands within

the aforementioned blocks.

48.The Crown land purchase negotiations and transactions for “Nga uri o

Ropata” lands included sharp and unfair practices.

49.The Crown conducted and concluded land purchase negotiations prior to the

determination of title in the Native Land Court.

50.The Crown enacted legislation and promulgated orders and proclamations
that prohibited the alienation of “Nga uri o Ropata” lands to anyone but the

Crown.

51.The Crown failed to protect “Nga uri o Ropata” from unscrupulous

transactions relating to the aforementioned land blocks.

3.7 Public Works takings
52.The Crown adopted a policy of compulsory acquisition of Maori lands for

various public works without adequate consultation with “Nga uri o Ropata”.

53.The Crown failed to provide adequate, or on occasions any, compensation to
the “Nga uri o Ropata” owners for all lands taken for public works from the

Tokanui Block.

54.The Crown failed to ensure that all lands taken for public works were used for
the purpose for which they were taken and returned to M&ori when they were

no longer required for that purpose.




55.The Crown failed to consider and exhaust all potential options, such as
leasing or some other legal mechanism by which title to lands could be held
by “Nga uri o Ropata” subject to public use, before taking land for public

works.

3.8 Socio-Economic Detriment

56.The Crown has failed to provide adequate schooling, health services, roading,
housing, and employment initiatives for “Nga uri o Ropata” to the detriment of
the hapl’s socio-economic position. The Crown’s failure to deliver such
entitlements has forced many “Nga uri o Ropata” people to move away from

their ancestral lands.

57.The Crown adopted and affected various policies, actions, and practices
relating to, or affecting, “Nga uri o Ropata” people and their customary lands

which had negative impacts upon their economic and social circumstances.

58.The Crown introduced the Native Land Court, which had immediate and

longterm socio-economic impacts on “Ngé uri o Ropata”

59.The Crown implemented a land purchase programme and process which
resulted in the loss of access to traditional food and resources, penury,
subsistence farming and economic marginalisation of “Nga uri o Ropata” in
the new economy. The incidence of ill-health substantially increased as a
result and the Crown ought to have known this and taken steps to alleviate

any prejudice to the hapa.

60.The Crown failed to provide the same level of health provision to “Nga uri o
Ropata” as it supplied to the Pakeha population in the Rohe Pétae - King
Country region despite the evidence of acute needs and failed to take into
account their particular circumstances including:

(a)  high mortality rates;




(b)  high rates of infectious diseases;

(c) a declining population;

(d)  high morbidity;

(e)  their relative isolation in rural communities; and

(f) their relative impoverishment.

61.The Crown knew or ought to have known of the serious health and social

effects the introduction of alcohol would have had on “Ngéa uri o Ropata”.

62.The Crown failed to provide appropriate relief for the continuing deleterious

health effects and social impacts of alcohol consumption “Nga uri o Ropata”.

63.The Crown has failed to support, recognise and provide for the development

rights of “Nga uri o Ropata” in their lands, resources, and other taonga.

3.9 Nga Taonga tuku iho o “Nga uri o Ropata” - Te Reo me ona Tikanga

64.The Crown through various educational policies has failed to actively protect
Te Reo Maori for “Nga uri o Ropata” individuals, and their tikanga, kawa,
ritenga, waiata, whakapapa and other taonga which are the collective

manifestation of the unique identity of “Nga uri o Ropata”

65.The Crown pursued assimilationist policies in education resulting in the near

extinction of Te Reo Maori and me ona tikanga.

66.The Crown prohibited the use of Te Reo Maori in schools thereby derogating
the right of “Nga uri o Ropata” to maintain and develop their language, culture

and customs.

67.The Crown took the process of education out of the hands of Maori and Maori
elders. Schooling was ultimately a means by which the tino rangatiratanga of

Maori was undermined. The Maori world view, language and culture were
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displaced by the economic and social world view of the order promoted by the

Crown.

68.The Crown failed to preserve tikanga Maori and to ensure Maori retain full

exclusive and undisturbed possession of their taonga.

69.The Crown failed protect and to provide for the practice of their religion and

tikanga.

3.10 Environment

70.The Crown has failed to protect against the depletion and pollution of the
lands, waterways, waters (including ground waters), environments, resources,
and other taonga of “Nga uri o Ropata” within the Tokanui and other land

blocks.

71.The Crown has failed to properly provide for and recognise the intrinsic
intellectual and property rights to the flora and fauna; foods; rongoa
(medicines), and other taonga within the lands and waters and other taonga

possessed and enjoyed by “Nga uri o Ropata” since time immemorial.

72.The Crown has failed to recognise and provide for the customary title and
rights of “Nga uri o Ropata” to their minerals, resources and other taonga

within the Tokanui and other land blocks.

73.The Crown has failed to recognise and provide for the customary title and
rights of “Ng& uri o Ropata” to their rivers and waterways (including their
waters, ground waters, and associated resources) within the Tokanui and

other land blocks.

74.The Crown has usurped “Nga uri o Ropata” tino rangatiratanga over their

rivers and waterways, and waters (including groundwater) within the Tokanui




Block and other customary lands and has failed to adequately provide for or

recognise their role as kaitiaki over such rivers, waterways, and waters.

75.The Crown has failed to adequately protect and provide for the exercise by
“Nga uri o Ropata” of non-commercial customary fishing and the Maori
customary tuna fisheries in their rivers and waterways within the Tokanui and

other land blocks.

76.The Crown has failed to protect the physical and spiritual health of the rivers
and waterways of “Nga uri o Ropata” within the Tokanui and other land

blocks.

77.The Crown failed to establish environmental protection mechanisms to
preserve the awa, wai and whenua of “Nga uri o Ropata” within the Tokanui
and other land blocks thereby eroding the kaitiaki responsibilities of the hapi
and damaging their taonga and their ability to provide for their present and

future needs.

3.11 Rating Issues
78.The Crown empowered local authorities to levy rates on “Nga uri o Ropata”

customary land causing an unfair burden upon “Nga uri o Ropata”.
79.The Crown failed to acknowledge and give effect to the principles of the haki
Tapu regarding the requirement that Rohe Potae lands would not be subject

to rating.

80.The Crown empowered the Maori Land Court to place charging orders on

“Nga uri o Ropata” customary lands to enforce the nonpayments of rates.

3.12 Local Government




81.The Crown failed to ensure that local authorities established a relationship

with “Nga uri o Ropata” that was consistent with the Treaty and its principles.

82.The Crown failed to ensure that local authorities, or such other bodies acting
as agents of the Crown, worked with “Ngé& uri o Ropata” to develop proper

sewerage, roading, and other infrastructure in “Nga uri o Ropata” rohe.

83.The Crown failed to ensure those local authorities, or other such bodies
acting as agents of the Crown, protected water quality, wahi tapu and places

of cultural importance in “Nga uri o Ropata” rohe.

84.The Crown enacted the Resource Management Act 1991 which does not
provide for nor protect the rangatiratanga of, and Kaitiaki responsibilities of,
“Ngé uri o Ropata” and Ngati Paretekawa over their lands, forests, fisheries,
waters, wahi tapu, waterways, and other taonga within the Tokanui and other

land blocks.

3.13 Land Development Schemes

85.The Crown established, maintained, administered, and managed Land
Development Schemes on “Nga uri o Ropata” lands without proper or
adequate consultation and/or without providing proper and adequate
mechanisms for “Ngé uri o Ropata” participation, expression of concerns with

and/or input into the management of the Schemes.

86.The Crown failed to properly advise ““Ngéa uri o Ropata” of the full implications

of the inclusion of their lands in the Development Schemes.

87.The Crown failed to properly provide all of the benefits that were promised to

“Nga uri o Ropata” as a result of the Development Schemes.




88.The Crown took over ultimate management of the “Nga uri o Ropata” land in
the Development Schemes to the exclusion of the land management rights of

the “Nga uri o Ropata” landowners.

3.14 Maori Land Boards

89.The Crown transferred much of the remaining “Nga uri o Ropata” tribal lands
into the control and management of the Waikato- Maniapoto District Maori
Land Board and progressively from around 1905 removed any remaining

tribal leadership and control over those lands.

90.The Crown, through the Waikato-Maniapoto District Maori Land Board, failed
to adequately consult or obtain proper consent from the individuals or chiefs
of “Nga uri o Ropata” before alienating large amounts of the Tokanui and

other lands from around 1908 onwards.

91.The Crown through the Waikato-Maniapoto District Maori Land Board failed to
adequately check when alienating “Nga uri o Ropata” Tokanui and other
customary lands whether the beneficial hapl owners of the lands had
sufficient other lands for their reasonably foreseeable present and future

needs.

3.15 Maori Trutee/ Public Trustee

92.The Crown, through the establishment and operation of the Office of the
Maori Trustee and the Public Trustee Office, failed to adequately protect the
retention of “Ngé uri o Ropata” lands by empowering the Maori Trustee/Public
Trustee to administer, manage, and facilitate the subdivision and/or sale of

lands and assets belonging to “Nga uri o Ropata”.

93.The Crown, through the establishment and operation of the Office of the
Maori Trustee and the Office of the Public Trustee, introduced policy and

process that prejudiced “Nga& uri o Ropata” by implementing share




fragmentation and confiscation of so-called uneconomical shares and

shareholding rights.

94.The Crown failed to adequately monitor the activities of the Maori
Trustee/Public Trustee and correct or provide relief in situations where the

Maori Trustee/Public Trustee caused prejudice to “Nga uri o Ropata”

3.16 War, Death, and Destruction

95.The Crown failed to protect, or provide protection for the customary rights and
practices of “Nga uri o Ropata” in their ancestral rohe by waging war, death,
desecration, and destruction on them, their customary beliefs, their
customary practices, and in their ancestral homes and territories within the

Puniu and Kakepuku regions.




4. The Prejudice

96.As a consequence of the Crown’s breaches as set out in this Statement of

Claim in Te Rohe Potae Inquiry District “Nga uri o Ropata” has suffered and

continues to suffer serious prejudicial effects including:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)
(9)

(h)

(i)

4)

(k)

The rapid alienation of the vast majority of their customary land
base and in particular within the Tokanui and other land blocks;
The undermining of the relationship between “Nga uri o
Ropata”, the Kingitanga, and other chiefs and leaders of the
Tainui Waka;

The loss of mana and rangatiratanga and a consequential loss
of economic, cultural and political autonomy;

The loss of or damage to the complex customary systems of
customary land tenure and resource rights;

The marginalisation of “Nga uri o Ropata” within their own
customary and ancestral lands;

The loss of life, and taonga, and property of “Nga uri o Ropata”;
The disintegration and decay of “Nga uri o Ropata” chiefly and
authority;

The damage and desecration of “Nga uri o Ropata” wahi tapu,
and taonga, and other sacred sites within the Tokanui and other
land blocks;

The loss of access to, and customary knowledge of, fisheries,
waters, and waterways within the Tokanui and other land
blocks;

The loss of knowledge of, or vastly reduced practice of,
customary religious practices and tikanga;

The reduction of the use of te Reo Maori as a first language and
the knowledge of hapu dialects;

The impairment of, or damage to, the spirit, wairua, mana, and

ihi of “Nga uri o Ropata” the hapi, and its members;




(n)

The total destruction of the fabric of peaceful life and existence
of “Nga uri o Ropata” by colonial forces of the Crown and
Governments in right of the Crown;

The total destruction or theft and confiscation of all kainga,
whare wananga, taonga, wahi tapu, crops, food, cultivations, of
“Nga uri o Ropata” by colonial forces of the Crown and

Government in right of the Crown.




5. The Relief
5.1 General Remedies Sought

97.That the prejudice as aforesaid was and remains such that “Nga uri o Ropata”

are entitled to immediate and substantial reparations such as to restore the

mana and economic base of the “Nga uri o Ropata” people.

98.The Claimants therefore request the Waitangi Tribunal to seek to help remove

and diminish the prejudice suffered by making findings that the Crown has

breached the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi as set out in this Statement

of Claim and recommendations seeking:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

The full restoration and acknowledgement of the mana “Nga uri
o Ropata” over their customary lands and resources;

The return in full customary title to “Nga uri o Ropata” of all
Crown lands including Department of Conservation and
Conservation Stewardship lands within their customary hapl
lands within the Tokanui and other land blocks or any interest in
such land together with any improvements thereon;

Pursuant to sections 8A to 8HJ of the Treaty of Waitangi Act
1975 the return in full customary title to “Ngéa uri o Ropata” of all
State-owned Enterprise lands within their customary hapi
territory, including any former State-enterprise land, subject to
Section 27B of the State Owned Enterprises Act 1986 or any
interest in such land together with any improvements thereon;
Pursuant to sections 8A to 8HJ of the Treaty of Waitangi Act
1975 the return in full customary title “Ngéa uri o Ropata” of all
lands held by institutions under the Education Act 1989 within
their customary hapa territory, including any such land no longer
held by institutions but subject to Section 27B of the State
Owned Enterprises Act 1986, or any interest in such land

together with any improvements thereon;




(e)

(f)

(9)

(h)

Pursuant to sections 8A to 8HJ of the Treaty of Waitangi Act
1975 the return in full customary title to “Nga uri o Ropata” of all
lands vested under the New Zealand Railway Incorporation
Restructuring Act 1989 within their customary hapu territory, or
any interest in such land together with any improvements
thereon;

Pursuant to s8HB of the Treaty of Waitangi Act 1975 the return
to “Nga uri o Ropata” of all Crown Forest assets within the
region (so that there can be a payment to “Ngé uri o Ropata” of
all undispersed rentals held by the Crown Forestry Rental Trust
pursuant to their Trust Deed) and the payment to “Nga uri o
Ropata” of the maximum level of compensation payable by
virtue of the provisions of the First Schedule of the Crown
Forest Assets Act 1989;

The immediate recognition of “Ng& uri o Ropata” full customary
ownership of all rivers, lakes, waterways, waters (including
ground waters), minerals, and other resources currently claimed
by the Crown within the customary lands of “Nga uri o Ropata”;
An immediate apology by the Crown and the New Zealand
Governments and its agents responsible for the breaches in
right of the Crown;

Full and comprehensive monetary reparation;




() Full costs to the Claimants and “Nga uri o Ropata” for the
preparation and presentation of their claims and for the
settlement of any redress; and,

(k) Such other relief as the Tribunal deems appropriate.
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Thomas Te Whiwhi Maniapoto H. Te Plklk{otuku Mam@poto
38 Russell Road Claimant !
WAINUIOMATA P.O. Box 496

TE AWAMUTU 2400

Dana Erlna Mama’/oto
3/334 Adelaide Road
Newtown
WELLINGTON

This Statement of Claim is filed by Harold Te Piki Kotuku Maniapoto whose
address for service is at the offices of the Aotearoa Institute, 108 Pokuru Road,

Te Awamutu 3875.




Documents for service on the Claimants may be left at that address for service or
may be —

a) Posted to H. Maniapoto, PO Box 496, Te Awamutu 2400; or

b) Emailed to h.maniapoto@aitrust.org ; or

¢) Transmitted by facsimile to H. Maniapoto to (07) 870-2197.




aitangl Tribunal
H. Maniapoto
Te Raki Regional Claims Forum P E JAN ?ﬁeﬁ
P.0.Box 516 v ‘
Minlstry of Justice
e Avamuts o WELLINGTON

Waitangi Tribunal
Wellington

(Via email: Nicola Bennet)
26 January 2011
REF: CP/H Maniapoto and others / MIR 5330, MIR 5334 & MIR 5335

Tena Koutou,

Herewith are details that you have sought in support of the registration of the following claims
reference MIR 5330, MIR 5334, MIR 5335 as outlined by your letter of 16 November 2010.

The information you seek follows.....

My name is Harold Te pikikatuku Maniapoto and | state as follows...

“The original named claimants to MIR 5330, 5334, & 5335 left for various parts of the country and
overseas before | was able to get their signatures for the claims that were subsequently fodged with
the tribunal. | was unable to get their signatures at the time because the cut-off deadline for historic

s

claims was due and | had to get the claims into the Tribunal office with utmost urgency.

When the Tribunal said that they could not register the claims because signatures were required |
made various attempts at getting in contact with them through whanau or friends and email to get
signatures but to no avail.

The remaining signed claimants wished their claims to be registered and so the “Pae o Paretekawa”
(who represents the tribal elders of Ngdti paretekawa, of whom | represent as lead claimant) agreed
to register the claims without the claimants whose signatures Were missing and to register the claims
with the replacement claimants now named in the claims.”

Those claimants who had signed the original claims have been retained as the claimants in most all
cases and only the persons who did not sign were removed as claimants.

1 have instructed Mrs Dana Maniapoto-Moala to act for the claimants concerning this matter and
trust that this is sufficient for the Tribunal to register the MIR claims above with a WAl number..

| apologies for the lateness in responding to this matter.

No reira noho ora mai koutou....

W@%

Harold Maniapoto

Lead Claimant (Te Pae Tapu 0 paretekawa)





