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“B” 
 
1.  At para 30, you note that Penetana Pukewhau began to use the name, Fenton, instead of Penetana. When 

did he decide to do that? 

 

Penetana took the name Fenton at some time during the mid to late 19th century.  We are not 

aware of any documents that provide any further detail to when exactly this name change took 

place.  

 

We do however know that Penetana is a common transliteration of Fenton, as the Judge 

Francis Fenton also signed off as Penetana. The korero from our whanau is also that our 

tupuna began to use the name Fenton in the late 19th century more and more just because it is 

an easier name to get by with in a Pakeha world.  

 
2.  Is Ngati Apakura currently recognised by other iwi in any contemporary forum as an iwi? 

 

Yes, Ngati Apakura is recognised as having rights as an iwi to speak to the territorial 

authorities about issues affecting it in the Te Awamutu region. An example is the lead role 

played as part of Nga Iwi Toopu o Waipa working group (including Ngati Hikairo and others) in 

the preparation of the 2006 Iwi Management Plan for the Hingakaka battle site. Ngati Apakura 

is also one of the iwi working towards hosting the 150 year Rangiaowhia Commemoration 

Event on 14 February 2014. It is accepted by neighbouring iwi as a group which is consulted 

on all resource consents raising Maori issues in the Te Awamutu area. The Tribunal will have 

noted that the presentation of Ngati Apakura te Iwi before it was supported by prominent 

kaumatua and kuia of Ngati Maniapoto, Ngati Paretekawa and Ngati Hikairo. 
 
3.  At paragraph 83, you note that Rori Eruiti stated, in reply to Judge Beechey's question as to how many sub-

tribes Ngati Apakura has, that "They are numerous". Do you agree that, in answering Judge Beechey, Rori 
Eruiti referred only to Ngati Hinetu, Ngati Ngutu and Ngati Ruru? 

 

No, I do not believe this is the correct interpretation. Judge Beechey states: “How many are 

there in Ngati Apakura sub-tribe?” Rori Eruiti responds: “They are numerous – Ngati Hinetu is a 

sub-tribe, Ngati Ngutu, Ngati Ruru – they are all represented in these tribes through inter-

marriage.”  

 

Here I believe Rori Eruiti is giving three examples of the numerous Ngati Apakura sub-tribes. 

Ngati Hinetu is a known group that descends from the tupuna Apakura. Ngati Ngutu and Ngati 

Ruru also lived very close to other Ngati Apakura hapu, and I know that Ngati Ngutu also had 

strong Ngati Apakura marriage links (See p163 Apakura Report #A97) however I would not 

consider Ngati Ngutu and Ngati Ruru to be Apakura Hapu today.  
 
4. At paragraph 85, you appear to rely on Dr Roberton's article in Te Awamutu Historical Society, Bulletin No 

1, issued September 1949. 
 

4.1  Is that the case, and do you agree that Dr Roberton is describing hapu in the period well before the 
Treaty of Waitangi? 

 

I sourced this information from page 63 of the Apakura Report #A97. Here the authors note that 

“Roberton and Te Huia added that in later days, Ngāti Apakura was composed of the following 

hapū again acknowledging it as an iwi in Table 2”. Five Hapu are then listed in Table 2. I have 

not been able to source the article directly but the authors of the Apakura Report do appear to 
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rely on Dr Roberton's article in Te Awamutu Historical Society, Bulletin No 1, issued September 

1949. 

 
5. How do you reconcile the claims of Ngati Hikairo that they are an lwi and therefore not a hapu of Ngati 

Apakura? 

 

Ngati Hikairo separated from their Apakura kin at some time in the late 18th century. The 

reasons for this break away are set out in the Journal of the Te Awamutu Historical Society 

June 1971 Vol. 6, No. 1 at page 9. I support and recognise the iwi status of Ngati Hikairo.  

 

One line of the Ngati Hikairo decent can be seen from Apakura, but does not necessarily make 

them a hapu of Ngati Apakura te Iwi. At paragraph 38 of my brief I outline the groups that I am 

aware of that can be seen to descend from the tupuna Apakura. This does not necessarily 

make all these group hapu of Ngati Apakura te Iwi. Like all Maori groups, Ngati Hikairo can 

affiliate to a great many tupuna. There are many other things that have to be taken into account 

when determining this matter including the self identification of Ngati Hikairo themselves.  
 
6. At paragraph 126, you state: 
 

The Crown saw the prosperity and influence of Ngati Apakura and their expressions of sovereignty 
as a direct threat to their government and the aspirations of the settler population. The wars and 
confiscations were the Crown’s direct response to this threat. 

 
6.1 The Crown's position is that it wanted to extend effective sovereignty over all New Zealand and it 

regarded the Kingitanga as an impediment to that. Is there evidence to show that the Crown had a 
particular view of Ngati Apakura as opposed to a general view in respect of those who supported 
the Kingitanga? 

 
The Crown at this time was communicating with known Ngati Apakura rangatira. These 

rangatira such as Hori Te Waru and Hoani Papita were engaged with the Crown and with land 

issues not just on behalf of the Kingitanga but on behalf of Ngati Apakura.  

 

The Crown knew that a lot of kai was coming from Rangiaowhia that was feeding the 

Kingitanga alliance of troops at Paterangi. But instead of engaging with the fighting troops at 

Paterangi the Crown instead attacked the Ngati Apakura village of Rangiaowhia. Clearly there 

were strong links between the Kingitanga and Ngati Apakura and the Crown’s attempts to 

extend effective sovereignty over all New Zealand, but these events also show that the Crown 

knew the powerful strength and position of Ngati Apakura and also sought to eliminate this.  
 

7. Did Ngati Apakura support Ngati Maniapoto, Ngati Hikairo and the other tribes involved with the Ohaki 
Tapu? Or was their allegiance with the Kingitanga? Was there division over these issues? 

 

Our whanau and hapu allegiances appeared to have been with the Kingitanga at this time but 

through being forced to flee from the war and raupatu and through taking refuge with our close 

Ngāti Maniapoto and Hikairo kin I imagine that parts of Ngati Apakura would have also 

suppored Ngati Maniapoto, Ngati Hikairo and the other tribes involved with the Ohaki Tapu and 

that yes there would have been division over these issues. I reiterate the point though that by 

this time Ngati Apakura were scattered and still feeling the immediate effects of the recent war 

and raupatu and so would not have been a cohesive political force on the issues of te Ohaki 

Tapu even though a lot of the hui happened on our lands and involved issues directly relevant 

to Ngati Apakura.  
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8.  At paragraph 131, you state that the letter set out at page 98 of your exhibits outlined the "Apakura position 

on the impending war". 
 

8.1  The letter at page 98 of the exhibits is from Te Waru and Kahawai to Queen Victoria and is dated 
25 March 1849. Do you accept that there was no impending war at that time? 

 

No, I do not accept this. Although the political environment may have been relatively more 

peaceful during this time, there was clearly still conflict over land issues otherwise Te Waru and 

Kahawai would not have been compelled to reiterate that they were “averse to fighting the white 

people”. Here they also thank the Queen for assuring them that their “land shall not be taken 

away; but that the Treaty of Waitangi shall be strictly abided by.” This also shows that there was 

land issues and conflict during this time.  
 
9.  Would you please provide a specific reference for the research to which you refer at paragraph 134? 
 

I have read the relevant parts of O’Malley’s #A22 and #A23 reports and this is my interpretation 

of the conclusions he reaches on this points.  
 
10.  At paragraphs 176 to 181, you refer to the Crown acquiring interests in Lots 73, 74 and 75 of the Parish of 

Waipa. 
 

10.1  At paragraph 176 you refer to the Crown acquiring those interests through "rigorous purchasing 
practices". What do you mean by that phrase and do you have evidence in support of it? 

 

Here I am referring to the rigorous purchasing practices that I believe the Crown engaged in 

more generally throughout our rohe. This started with the Native Land Court awarding individual 

titles to our lands to make them more vulnerable to being alienated. The Crown then sought to 

engage with those who it considered would sell their shares in land and then the land was 

partitioned to reflect these purchases. This then caused our lands to become fragmented and 

left our tupuna in difficult situations about whether it was worth holding onto their fragmented 

interests. This is in-line with our whanau understandings of the Crown’s purchasing methods 

and in line with the technical reports that I have had some time to look at including the 

Husbands and Mitchell ‘Native Land Court, land titles and Crown land purchasing in the Rohe 

Potae district 1866 ‐1907’ #A79 report and the Hearn ‘Maori, land, and the Crown in Te Rohe 

Potae c1900 to c1935’ #A73 report.  
 

10.2  Do you have evidence as to why Ngati Apakura sold interests in those blocks to the Crown? 
 

No, I do not have any further evidence about these blocks. Because we no longer have any 

connection to these Waipa lands we have relied only on what we have been able to find in the 

Court records.  

 

What I do know though is that these lands do not form part of the Apakura ancestral rohe and 

so our tupuna may have been more willing to part with them. They would have also been in a 

really difficult situation and having small share interests in lands that were far from where our 

whanau resided were probably of no use to them. Our whanau were probably just trying to deal 

with a really awful situation, trying to make a living to feed, clothe and house the whanau on the 

little lands we had left to us. Maybe they sold these lands to eat. I do not know.  
 
11.  At paragraph 190, you suggest there are a number of reasons as to why Penetana and his whanau did not 

occupy the section of land at Pirongia offered to them. 
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11.1  Do you have evidence in support of the reasons you have given? 

 
No, we do not have any records that we are aware of that outline specifically why Penetana did 

not settle on Mangapiko Lot 338. In paragraph 190 I talk about why I think Penetana didn’t 

settle on these lands. I have drawn these conclusions from the surrounding circumstances. I 

also rely on the fact that these lands offered to Penetana were of inferior quality and that there 

would have been a lot of political motivations to not occupy the land. As I explain at paragraph 

191 this would have been because accepting an offer from the Crown at this point in time would 

have been seen as condoning or legitimising the confiscation and loss of the rest of our lands. 

Penetana would have also have had to submit to the Queen’s authority.  

 
11.2  Where did Penetana and his whanau settle? 

 

Behind the confiscation line. It appears that Penetana settled with the Kingitanga, probably at 

Whatiwhatihoe. However it is less known where the rest of the whanau settled immediately after 

the war and through the land confiscations but perhaps on our lands in the Hauturu area along 

the Awaroa River.  

 

At sometime later when Rihi Te Rauparaha became an adult, she then fought to have the 

Mangaora 2 block partitioned for the whanau, and then resided there and at our Pirongia lands 

at Whatiwhatihoe.    
 
12.  At paragraph 195, you state: 
 

A telling remark from the Government agent G.T. Wilkinson in 1883 about why Ngati Raparapa 
had not occupied Section 361 of the Parish of Ngaroto was that in his view they were unlikely to do 
so “until the King question is settled". [Footnote omitted] 

 
12.1 Do you agree that: 

 
12.1.1 Mr Wilkinson also advised in his report that Mika Tuia had told him that, "if they [ie, Tuia 
and 19 others of the Ngiiti Apakura tribe] can get a piece of land in the vicinity of Ohaupo, they will 
occupy it at once"; and 

 

Yes, I do agree. To me this shows that some parts of Ngati Apakura were willing to make the 

most of a very difficult situation. I do not know who Mika Tuia is, he is not my immediate 

whanau.  
 
12.1.2 Mr Wilkinson advised that there was no suitable land available at 
Ohaupo but he sought permission to offer to Tuia and his group section 361 of the Parish of 
Ngaroto, which Ngati Raparapa had not accepted? 
 

Yes I agree with this. Section 361 of the Parish of Ngaroto was the land block that was offered 

to Ngati Raparapa who did not accept this land. Ngati Raparapa were seeking land at Ohaupo, 

closer to the centre that became Te Awamutu.  
 
Footnote 50 at paragraph 196 does not seem to be correct. 

 
13.1  Would you please advise what the correct reference should be? 
 

Footnote 50 should read WAI 898, #A79 p697. 
 
14. At paragraph 234 you state that Ngati Apakura were involved in the Native Land Court process within Te 

Rohe Potae (Aotea) block hearings of 1886; at paragraph 236 you note that the "Kingitanga and Ngati 
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Apakura Kingitanga alliances were actively opposed to the Court sitting and hearing claims to our whenua"; 
and at paragraph 239 you refer to a Kingitanga boycott of the Court. 
 
14.1  Does this indicate that there were a variety of views within Ngati Apakura about participation in the 

Native Land Court, or that, at times, Ngati Apakura did participate but reluctantly? 

 
Once the Native Land Court started sitting you had to go or else you would get nothing even 

though our tupuna opposed the Court process. It seems there were different positions at 

different points in time depending on the circumstances as to whether a boycott would be 

staged. Again this really just shows the difficult circumstances our tupuna were placed in.  
 

15.  In his brief of evidence, Meta Hopa notes that Ngatuerua Eureti [sic] of Ngati Hikairo "played an important 
role in ensuring Ngati Apakura were awarded the Mangaroa Block in Kawhia in 1889: see Wai 898, K12, 
para 16. 

 
15.1  Is that different land to the Kawhia E block, to which you refer at paragraph 244? 

 

Yes these are two different blocks of land. These two blocks are shown at pages one and 39 of 

the exhibits to the Brief of Evidence of Stephen Laing (#K21 (a)).  

 




