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Introduction 

 

1. My name is Davis Apiti.  

2. I am Ngāti Te Wehi. Te Wehi is my 8th Great Grandfather.  My marae is Okapu Pā. 

3. Attached and marked ‘A’ is a whakapapa of Ngāti Te Wehi. 

4. From Te Wehi my whakapapa line is as follows: 

   Te Wehi 
 

   Paiaka 
 

   Waenganui 
 

   Rangitaupopoki 
 

   Uru Mahue 
 

   Te Wehi 
 

   Hone Pehimana 
 

   Huirua 
 

   Paeroa Mahara 
 

  Te Ru Horotini      Te Kaha Apiti 
 

   Davis Apiti 
 

5. My tūpuna, Te Moke and Te Mahara signed Te Tiriti o Waitangi on behalf of Ngāti 

Te Wehi believing that there would be true partnership between Ngāti Te Wehi 

and the Crown under “Ko te tuatahi” and unqualified exercise of their 

chieftainship over their lands, villages, and all their property and treasures with 

“Ko te tuarua.” 

6. Attached and marked ‘B’ is a copy of Te Tiriti that shows the mark of Te Moke. 

7. This claim is filed on behalf of Ngāti Te Wehi and relates to specific issues relating 

to the subdivision works completed on our wāhi tapu located at Maukutea in 

particular.  This claim highlights how inadequate the Crown’s legislation is in terms 

of protecting wāhi tapu from desecration and how inadequate the consultation 
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process is with local authorities.  By Maukutea, I am referring to the general area 

of land formerly known as Aotea South Blocks 1 and 2.   

8. The claim lies with the Crown and focuses on how effectively it delegated its 

responsibilities to other authorities such as the Otorohanga District Council 

(“ODC”), Environment Waikato (“EW”) and the New Zealand Historic Places Trust 

(“Historic Places Trust”).  The Ngāti Te Wehi experience through the Maukutea 

example suggests that even in contemporary times tangata whenua concerns 

remain secondary to the majority and it seems that the true vision of partnership 

as envisaged by my tūpuna remains frozen in time.  

9. This claim provides evidence and is a case study of the issues captured in chapter 

20 of the Tribunal Statement of Issues (Wai 898, #1.4.3) entitled ’Environmental 

Issues’.  The specific issues are set out below: 

(a) Did the introduction of statute law and common law cause tensions or 

conflict with Māori customary law, tikanga and kaitakitanga in relation to 

the environment and natural resources?  In particular: Was there any 

effect on Rohe Pōtae Māori’s ownership, if any, of natural resources? 

(b) Was there any effect on Rohe Pōtae Māori’s rights, if any, to manage the 

environment and natural resources? 

(c) What Treaty duties does the Crown have in relation to the environment? 

In particular, what duty does the Crown have to protect Rohe Pōtae Māori 

relationships with the environment and tikanga? 

(d) Have legislation, and policies and practices of the Crown, contributed to 

environmental degradation of land in the inquiry district? If so, how? 

(e) Have Rohe Pōtae Māori expressed concern about the environmental 

degradation of the land? If so, has the Crown’s response been adequate? 

(f) How has the Crown delegated authority concerning the environmental 

management of the land? In particular:  To what bodies?  What provision 

was made for Rohe Pōtae Māori interests?  What consultation occurred 

with Rohe Pōtae Māori? 
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(g) Has this management had any detrimental effects on the land or on Rohe 

Pōtae Māori’s relationship with the land? 

(h) What is the current environmental state of the land in the district?  What 

are the current environmental management regimes initiated by the 

Crown in respect of land and how are Rohe Pōtae Māori included? 

My Connection to Aotea 

10. I was born on the 4th of January 1964.  I was raised by Te Kaha and Te Ru Apiti (nee 

Horotini) at Okapu Pa, a photo of which is attached and marked ‘C’.  I am the third 

youngest.  The last seven, including myself, were named as successors to our 

mother’s shares in the Okapu F2 and Raoraokauere blocks.  There are currently 

336 owners in the Okapu F2 block (108774.56 shares).1 

11. I was raised from a very young age at Aotea.  My recollection of Aotea is of the 

huge vegetable gardens that each family had.  As children we worked in these 

gardens as evidenced in the photos attached and marked ‘D’.   

12. We had an abundance of food sourced from our gardens and our pataka.  We 

stored all of our vegetables in the pataka which was lined and partitioned with 

bracken fern.  We would store all of the kumara, riwai, and corn in the pataka.  We 

also grew other foods such as kamokamo, watermelon, rockmelon and kaanga 

wai, see photos attached and marked ‘E’. We mounded the riwai in pits and 

covered them with dirt – a practice that continues to this day. 

13. When I was young, my brothers, sisters, aunties and uncles would take me fishing.  

We would go tramping for flounders in broad daylight, up the Waiteika Stream, 

and sometimes we would camp overnight on the edge of the bank and go handline 

fishing and flounder spearing.  The fish were plentiful and they were everywhere.  

We could feed all of the whānau at the pā.    

14. We used to fish by the phases of the moon and we knew what to look for.  Fishing 

was mainly done for the Poukai or for any other event when kai was needed.  A 

large area of the Aotea Harbour was utilised for kai for the pā and whānau.  For 

the Poukai we would go out and set our nets.  After a couple of days we would 

                                                           
1
 http://www.maorilandonline.govt.nz/gis/title/6635.htm 
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start bringing the flounder in to take to the marae for drying.  Pipis were the same; 

we would cook, then dry them.  This is still done today.  We would also catch and 

split eels, salt them and hang them to dry out.  Photos of this are attached and 

marked ‘F’.  They were beautiful and most importantly, we did not overfish.  We 

practiced sustainability and we made sure that the resources were there for the 

next time.   

15. I loved fishing, as shown in photos attached and marked ‘G’, and I was always the 

one who would go when my relations would not.  My elders would always ask me 

and we would go at 2 am in the morning and I would carry the bag.  That is where 

my learning started.  I always remember those times and I wish to hand that down 

to my children, so that they know those places.  It is an important part of them 

and it is my desire that their children will have access to those resources in their 

time. 

16. We would also gather karaka berries and boil them.  You have to prepare them 

carefully as they are poisonous, but if they are prepared right they are harmless 

and delicious.  We would soak them in a creek for a week to let the poison run out. 

We also cooked the para (root of the king fern), which was a staple food for us – 

just like a potato, as shown in the photo attached and marked ‘H’. 

17. When we collected mussels at the heads, we used to cut across Maukutea.  My 

uncles and aunties would tell us the history of the area and how important it was 

to them because they used to live there. That’s where one of our original pā’s 

were – they were on the other side of the harbour, then moved to Maukutea and 

finally to where Okapu Pā is now. 

18. We were told to be careful because there are urupā there. I remember them 

talking about how the then landowner, Dave Morrison found an adze and sinkers 

from Maukutea.  They also pointed out where the korotangi was found in the 

Maukutea vicinity down below.   

19. As there was no work for my family in Kāwhia or Aotea, when I was about five, we 

moved to Te Awamutu and then to Hamilton so my father could work on the 

railways but we would always head home during the holidays, for special 

occasions, Poukai, tangi, reunions and so on.  
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20. In 1989, when I was 25, I returned home to live at Aotea.  I lived at Maukutea with 

my Uncle Bill Taylor and Aunty Rangirangi.  They taught me a lot about the area 

and the history of that place. 

21. At the same time I sought advice from my kaumātua John Whatu Apiti QSM 

(“Uncle John”) in regards to the Aotea harbour and the environmental issues that 

concerned me at the time.  He was my father’s cousin.  His dad and my 

grandfather, Tohi, were brothers.  He was the oldest of the Apiti line and 

recognised as a respected kaumātua for Aotea with that connection.  He was well 

educated and could converse intellectually in both te reo Māori and te reo Pākehā.  

Sadly, he died in 2006 aged 91. A photo of Uncle John is attached and marked ‘I’. 

22. I learned about Kawharu, Te Wehi, Whatihua, Turongo and Tawhao and their 

connection to Aotea moana, Aotea whenua, Aotea tangata.  He told me about the 

story of the Moana Rahui which our ancestors put into place long ago. I filmed 

Uncle John speaking about the Moana Rahui. It was a protection mechanism to 

make sure that whoever came to Aotea Moana could take only what they needed. 

23. Moana Rahui o Aotea became the mandated conservation arm and voice for Ngāti 

Te Wehi and Okapu Pā. 

24. Uncle John taught me more about my whakapapa and the history of Te Wehi, 

where they lived, who they were and how this was a real driving force in making 

sure that the wrongs done to Ngāti Te Wehi were put right.  

25. My connection to Aotea as described above influenced the way in which I became 

a very staunch advocate for the protection of our wāhi tapu and ensured that 

those who had legal responsibility to protect and manage our resources were held 

accountable.  My greatest fear was that the rich experiences that I had as a child 

growing up in Aotea would not be experienced by my children.  I also do not want 

my children to have a lifetime of battling authorities at every turn to protect 

something we thought our tūpuna had protected by signing Te Tiriti o Waitangi. 

Significance of the Maukutea Area 

26. This section highlights the significance of Maukutea in our traditional Ngāti Te 

Wehi history but also highlights how significant the wider area was by reference to 

other key sites of significance.  In my experience in dealing with developers and 
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other applicants for resource consents they only focus on specific areas that their 

consent or development relates to, whereas tangata whenua take a wider holistic 

view of a particular area given that many of them are connected.  To me it is the 

classic clash of the individual versus the collective mind-set that dominates 

environmental management today.  The tangata whenua of Kāwhia and Aotea 

know well the significant wāhi tapu and pā sites in the area.  There are many areas 

such as Maukutea, Manuaitu, Horoure (Horouere), Hawaiki-Iti, Matakowhai, 

Waiteika, Te Wharemataiti, Te Anapouri, Te Kakawa, Tahuri and Pukutoa.  Many of 

these sites and others are captured in the Ngāti Te Wehi Oral and Traditional 

History Report (Wai 898, #A104). 

Maukutea 

27. The area which is particularly important to our specific claim is Maukutea.  This is 

where the subdivision was created.  Attached and marked ‘J’ is a map which 

shows the general location of significant places including Maukutea. 

28. The new owners had farmed the land. When we were kids, Dave Morrison was the 

person that was farming it.  

29. Our kaumātua told us that there were certain wāhi tapu in Maukutea that you 

were not to go near and were to stay away.  These included taniwha holes, of 

which there were a few in Aotea.  We were told to be careful and not to be silly 

around these taniwha holes.  There are two main taniwha in Aotea; Whaiaroa and 

Whatihua.  Whaiaroa is a pure white albino and Whatihua was normal.  Whaiaroa 

stays in Lake Parangi but comes out and goes to the Hawaiki-Iti area.  We dared 

not go swimming in Lake Parangi.  A map which shows the location of Lake Parangi 

is attached and marked ‘K’. 

30. Te Wehi attacked Horoure (located at Maukutea) and wiped everyone out.  Uncle 

John recounted the events during a video interview: 

...My father *Te Wehi’s father+ Pakaue, was murdered and his patu was taken from 

him and he was killed with his own patu. They are going to kill us but before they 

try to do that we would like to avenge our father to keep them away all the time 

because they promised to threaten…and when they came they slaughtered them 

left right and centre without pity and because of it, while they were still 
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slaughtering them at Maukutea, some of them escaped…they were buried at that 

place [Maukutea] and away they went. 

Hawaiki-Iti, Te Puna o te Korotangi and Horoure 

31. Uncle John told me that Whakaoterangi, the wife of Hoturoa (captain of the Tainui 

waka), planted taro seeds at Hawaiki-Iti where they are still growing now, as 

depicted in photos attached and marked ‘L’.  The seeds that were planted a 

thousand years ago are still thriving in that particular area.  The seeds thrive 

because the conditions suit and because the area is respected by iwi and hapū and 

those who know the significance of these areas.  

32. Also, the korotangi was found in the Hawaiki-Iti and Maukutea area.  The 

korotangi was brought over on the Tainui waka.  It was on the front of the waka to 

guide Hoturoa and his people for a safe journey. A detailed recount of the 

korotangi is described in the Ngāti Te Wehi Oral and Traditional report.2  A photo 

of the korotangi is attached and marked ‘M’. 

33. When a description of the korotangi was described to Tawhiao he knew exactly 

what it was.  Tawhiao immediately proceeded to ask for the korotangi back.  The 

farmer never gave it back.  It was subsequently donated to the predecessor to 

what is now the Te Papa Museum.  However, as a result of the 1995 Raupatu 

Settlement, the Government handed back the korotangi to Dame Te 

Atairangikaahu.  Dame Te Atairangikaahu brought it back for the kaumatua for a 

day in Kāwhia.  It now resides in Turongo and Mahinarangi Meeting House at 

Turangawaewae Marae in Ngāruawahia. 

34. Both of these things, the planting of the taro and the finding of the korotangi are 

located close to each other, about 800 metres apart, in the Maukutea area.   A 

photo of the area where the korotangi was found is attached and marked ‘N’.  This 

highlights the connection between the different sites in the area and how 

important the entire area is to Ngāti Te Wehi.  

                                                           
2
 de Silva, A Te Kotahitanga Ō Ngāti Te Wehi: An Oral and Traditional History Report of Ngāti Te 

Wehi (#A104) p 55. 
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35. There is also a significant pā site near Maukutea named Horoure, a photo of which 

is attached and marked ‘O’. The key Ngāti Te Wehi link to this pā is Te Wehi and 

Ngāti Reko. Today the Horoure pā is Department of Conservation land. 

36. These sorts of areas are dotted throughout the Aotea harbour.  For us, they are 

like a time capsule.  It gives us our history and it ties us to the land which our 

tūpuna settled.  For me, it is an important link to the past which helps us move 

into the future.   

Modern Desecration of Wāhi Tapu 

37. I represented Ngāti Te Wehi and Okapu Pā on environment and conservation 

matters.  At a January 2003 hui, the kaumatua from Okapu Pā confirmed that the 

environmental arm, Moana Rahui o Aotea (of which I am chairperson) was 

mandated to represent Ngāti Te Wehi, Okapu Pā on the issues relating to the 

Aotea Estate Subdivision. 

38. When someone had told me about the proposed subdivision at Aotea, I thought 

this has got to be sorted out.  Do they know what is there?  We need to try and tell 

these people that they can’t do that and we need to tell them why the area they 

were proposing to subdivide is so important to us. I started to panic and worry – I 

would think about wāhi tapu and how to protect them.  It really threw me.  All I 

could think about was the wāhi tapu and how they would be digging them up. 

39. I wrote a submission on behalf of Ngāti Te Wehi, Okapu Pā on 2 May 1998 to the 

ODC opposing the application to subdivide the land. This submission was the start 

of a long and drawn out process for Ngāti Te Wehi and highlighted to us how 

vulnerable we are in the resource consent process.  

40. What follows are some examples of how inadequate the resource consent process 

was to protect our wāhi tapu and the wider Ngāti Te Wehi interests.  In providing 

these examples Ngāti Te Wehi is focusing solely on the process and our 

experiences and therefore reference to individuals who are not the Crown must be 

seen in that light. 
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Wāhi Tapu and the Aotea Subdivision 

41. Two main events affected the management of wāhi tapu and the Aotea 

subdivision.3  These were: 

(a) The initial application for subdivision consent submitted to the ODC in 

1998; and 

(b) The disturbance of archaeological sites in 2003 involving the Historic 

Places Trust, and a determination of whether further earthworks in the 

area could be carried out.     

42. Through both of these events wāhi tapu were uncovered causing irreversible 

damage to the site. 

43. In terms of defining the exact locations of ancestral burial sites and urupā, my 

understanding is that the entire area is wāhi tapu – being a living entity that has 

provided protection and sustenance for our people.  This is not an exact science 

that can be quantified or measured. 

44. On 9 October 1995, a report on the archaeological impact of afforestation on the 

Morrison property at Aotea was compiled by Department of Conservation 

Regional Archaeologist Mr Owen Wilkes. This report looked at the relationship 

between local Māori and sites of significance in the Kāwhia-Aotea peninsula.  In 

this report Mr Wilkes was of the view that local Māori had taken little interest in 

preserving these sites of significance on their own land, a view that was not shared 

by Ngāti Te Wehi.  

45. Mr Wilkes conducted a site visit on 21 May 1998 where he identified a large pā 

site and two minor sites.  However, in his findings Mr Wilkes indicated that it 

would be advisable to have an archaeologist make periodic inspections of 

earthmoving in and around the site. 

 

                                                           
3
 Belgrave, M et al Te Rohe Pōtae Environmental and Wāhi Tapu Report (Wai 898, #A76) p 60.    

Davis Apiti spoke at length about the frustration and disappointment the people felt about the 
subdivision on Maukutea Road being built on a pa site. 
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Application for Subdivision Consent  

46. It is our expectation that any applicant for a resource consent over such a 

significant area would adequately engage with tangata whenua.  It is also our 

expectation that we, as tangata whenua, would be involved in the key steps of the 

resource consent process to ensure that our interests are fully taken into account. 

In our experience this has not been the case. 

47. In 1998 Dave Morrison, the private landowner, applied to the ODC for a resource 

consent to subdivide his property at Aotea.  Mr Morrison being the original 

applicant of the Aotea subdivision has a history of not acknowledging or ensuring 

consultation with Ngāti Te Wehi, Okapu Pā as the tangata whenua.  

48. Included with the 1998 application for a resource consent to subdivide the Aotea 

block was a written approval from Uncle John, (dated 24 February 1998) 

supposedly approving of the subdivision.  Uncle John was under the impression 

that he was signing a testimonial on behalf of Mr Morrison. As soon as he was 

made aware that this was not the case, Uncle John drafted a letter setting out that 

he was not a kaumātua of Okapu Pā and could not speak on their behalf and that 

he was only the secretary of the Management Committee for the Okapu Farm 

Development. A copy of Uncle John’s letter and a summary of the minutes of a 

meeting between Uncle John and EW, wherein Uncle John reiterated his 

understanding of what he had signed, are attached and marked ‘P’.  

49. Subsequently, the ODC sent a letter to parties and iwi, including Okapu Marae, 

whom they considered would be potentially affected by Mr Morrison’s application 

to subdivide the property. On 17 September 1998, I wrote a letter on behalf of 

Okapu Marae to the ODC opposing this application. A copy of this letter is 

attached and marked ‘Q’. Despite this, the subdivision consent was granted on 18 

December 1998, subject to conditions. 

50. Two conditions of the grant for subdivision, particularly for wāhi tapu 

management, as set out by the ODC were as follows: 

(a) The consent holder shall ensure that if during earthworks activities any 

previously unrecorded archaeological sites are discovered, work impacting 

on the discovered site shall cease, and the Historic Places Trust, Tainui 
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Māori Trust Board and New Zealand Archaeological Association shall be 

informed. Works shall be permitted to continue once an authority to do so 

is received in writing from the Historic Places Trust, in accordance with the 

provisions in the Historic Places Act; and  

(b) No earthworks may be undertaken within 10 metres of the four recorded 

archaeological sites. 

51. A copy of the subdivision grant is attached and marked ‘R’.  

52. Of note is that while the condition specified that the Tainui Māori Trust Board was 

to be informed, no such provision was made for informing or consulting with local 

Māori, i.e. Ngāti Te Wehi.  

53. As a result of the resource consent being granted, Ngāti Te Wehi commissioned an 

independent consultancy organisation, Indigenous Corporate Solutions to 

investigate the process by which the ODC and EW handled the application. 

Indigenous Corporate Solutions 

(a) From the file it appears that very little consultation on the original consent 

was undertaken. The Council explained that this was because the 

application was notified and a letter sent to the marae. The Council and 

the applicants also relied to a large extent on a letter signed by John Apiti 

saying he had no concerns with the subdivision. 

Summary 

54. In my view the process undertaken by ODC to grant the application for resource 

consent was unreasonable and unfair due to the lack of proper consultation with 

Ngāti Te Wehi, Okapu Pā as the tangata whenua.   

Archaeological Sites of Significance 

55. Between 1998 and 2004 there was a change of land ownership where David 

Morrison sold the subject land to Kevin Wrenn/Aotea Estate Limited. Therefore 

the ongoing engagement by Ngati Te Wehi focussed on the new owners, Aotea 

Estate Limited. 
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56. In 2004, by letter dated 31 May 2004, the Historic Places Trust granted Aotea 

Estate Limited an authority (consent) – in accordance with the consent process 

under the Historic Places Act 1993. A copy of this letter is attached and marked ‘S’. 

The Historic Places Trust notified the surveying consultancy company in charge, 

CKL Surveyors, advising them to discontinue with the work and to await further 

archaeological advice. 

57. Regardless of a number of communications from the Historic Places Trust, the land 

developer decided to ignore the requests to discontinue and pressed on with the 

work, causing continued strife. 

58. The Historic Places Trust reiterated to the landowner that the authority required 

that work done to sites subject to archaeological investigation be subject to the 

following conditions: 

(a) Any discovery of tāonga and recognised Māori cultural material was to be 

notified to the Ministry for Culture and Heritage; 

(b) If any kōiwi tangata (human remains) were encountered, the person/s 

responsible for the work were to ensure that no further modification of 

the site concerned occurred until the Aotea Iwi Committee and the Trust 

had been advised/notified and their responses received; and 

(c) The person/s in charge of the work were to ensure that any archaeological 

work  was undertaken in conformity with tikanga Māori  protocols and 

monitoring requirements agreed to by the Aotea Iwi Committee and the 

authority holder.  

59. It is my understanding that the “Aotea Iwi Committee” referred to above, has 

never actually existed. The only reference to the Committee is found in the 

application for archaeological authority, more specifically in response to whether 

an assessment of Māori values had been undertaken. The application indicated 

that the assessment of Māori values “is presently being undertaken in conjunction 

with our iwi consultant Mr Peter Tuteao, Kāwhia, and the Aotea Iwi Committee, 

appointed at the hui of 17 January 2004.”  A copy of the minutes from this hui are 

attached and marked ‘T’.  It was later suggested that the name Aotea Iwi 
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Committee be amended to Moana Rahui o Aotea, as the mandated group to 

represent Ngāti Te Wehi.   

60. Neither Ngāti Te Wehi nor Okapu Marae have been consulted by Aotea Estate 

Limited or the ODC, instead Aotea Estate Limited relied on Mr Tuteao as their 

consultant. 

Summary 

61. Ngāti Te Wehi have done their best to preserve their wāhi tapu and taonga but 

feel that they have been alienated throughout the resource consent process as 

well as the archeological authority process. Attached and marked ‘U’ are photos 

that depict the severity of the damage that has been done to the land as a result 

of the subdivision. In relation to the resource consent process, the ODC’s reliance 

on land developers “voluntarily consulting” with Ngāti Te Wehi failed to provide 

sufficient input for our iwi, which effectively lead to our exclusion in 1998. 

62. Te Tiriti guaranteed that our tāonga would be protected and that we would have 

ongoing autonomy over them. To me this would include a guarantee that we 

would have full participation in all decision making that affected those tāonga, 

especially if there was a risk that they would harmed or removed. I believe that 

the ODC’s District Plan falls well short of this guarantee. The lack of mandatory 

consulting provisions in the District Plan meant that Ngāti Te Wehi were not 

denied active involvement in the resource consent process and other related 

processes.   

Environment Court Hearing and Mediation 

63. Given our satisfaction with the entire process, we were boxed into a situation 

whereby we had to take formal legal action.  This was out last resort and one we 

wanted to avoid because we did not have the money to fight our battle in this 

way. 

64. An appeal was lodged in the Environment Court in July 2004 by Ngāti Te Wehi 

against the decision of the Historic Places Trust granting an authority to Aotea 

Estate Limited to “modify or damage or destroy part of an archaeological site at 

Morrison Road, Aotea.” Ngāti Te Wehi voiced concern on the insufficient 

consultation processes as provided for in the District Plan, as well as their 
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dissatisfaction with Aotea Estate Limited reliance on Mr Tuteao as their Ngāti Te 

Wehi consultant.  

65. The result of the Environment Court hearing was a recommendation for mediation 

between the parties, arranged by an Environment Court Commissioner. This 

mediation took place and settled on the basis that Aotea Estate Limited would 

comply with the conditions imposed. 

66. Following the mediation which took place in 2008, Aotea Estate Limited filed 

another application to undertake further earthworks. Although the consultation 

process was more extensive this time around, insufficient consideration was given 

to our cultural values and cultural sites of significance.  It was demeaning for us to 

know that our wairua and mana whenua had not been protected.  It seemed that 

the entire Court process was a waste of time as we ended up back in a position 

where our wāhi tapu were at risk. 

67. The end result was the destruction of the sacred site of Maukutea, a place which 

was once a historically and culturally significant place, given that the subdivision 

project continued.  As a result, this is now an eyesore of structures that denigrate 

from the original Aotea area. For me, the wairua of the whenua has gone. 

The Future 

68. I would like the Crown to ensure meaningful consultation with Ngāti Te Wehi in 

regards to their land area and to develop genuine partnerships to ensure damage 

like that which has been done at present does not happen again.  This would 

involve parties from both sides sitting together and working on a plan that would 

have a good outcome for all.  As a result development can still continue but on a 

properly controlled and monitored basis.  

69. Ngāti Te Wehi seeks relief from the Crown over the mamae caused by the 

irreversible destruction and the belittlement of our mana that we have 

encountered in contrast to what was promised in Te Tiriti o Waitangi that Ngāti Te 

Wehi’s tupuna signed on behalf of their future generations.  

70. The Crown let the desecration of a unique part of Aotea occur; a part that is not 

only on the land, but it is in the soul and essence of Ngāti Te Wehi.  They must 
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understand that if you tamper with the land, you tamper with the people of Ngāti 

Te Wehi. 

71. Our view is that we were placed on an uneven playing field with respect to process 

and our lack of resources, both human and financial.  Ngāti Te Wehi, through the 

Moana Rahui o Aotea, has its own view on the level and nature of consultation 

required in regards to environmental matters.  The Moana Rahui o Aotea 

produced a consultation overview document which sets out our views on proper 

consultation process.  A copy of this is attached and marked ‘V’.  The application 

for subdivision consent process highlighted a situation where little weight was 

given to the consultation process or to the effects on our land.    

72. Even today there are proposed new changes to the RMA that would weaken 

environmental protection even further, the proposals some commentators 

describe as devastating and creating further uncertainty for New Zealand.  From a 

Ngāti Te Wehi perspective the changes are designed to fast track development 

and do nothing to encourage the preservation and protection of the natural 

environment. 

73. If Te Moke and Te Mahara could see what has happened since the signing of Te 

Tiriti, they would be saddened and feel betrayed because this is not what they 

would have wanted or expected from signing it.  We have never stopped anyone 

from coming to Aotea and sharing the beautiful place that we have been blessed 

with.  We have always opened our arms and always will.  All we ask is that the 

same respect be returned back.   

Na  

Davis Apiti 

 

 

 

 




