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Appendix — Questions for Dr Young and Prof Belgrave
“Raukawa and the Native Land Court 1865-1910 (#A85)

1. In your discussion of the Tauponuiatia application, you do not mention that
Hitiri Te Paerata was one of the rangatira named as an applicant — refer to
attached copy of the gazette notice, 5 lines down (source: Bruce Stirling’s
document bank, #A53). Can you enlighten us on the extent of his
involvement in the application?

2. Do you agree that Te Paerata’s inclusion on the Tauponuiatia application is
highly likely to have reflected his status as rangatira of a number of hapt
that were not just associated with Raukawa but with Tawharetoa as well,
due to the closely intertwined whakapapa?

3. Do you know anything of the relationship between Hitiri Te Paerata and
Horonuku Te Heuheu?

4. As you note at para 554, the Tauponuiatia hearing commenced with a list
of 141 hapi being presented to the court, and that list included hapt on
whose behalf Te Paerata advanced claims - Ngati Waerangi, Ngati
Moekino, Ngati Moe, Ngati Te Kohera, Ngati Parekawa, Ngati Korotuoho
and Ngati Ha are all on the list. Would you agree that, judging by the
evidence that Te Paerata gave, those listed appear to be the hapu associated
with Raukawa that primarily had interests in Tauponuiatia?

5. It appears that Te Paerata’s principal complaint with the Tauponuiatia
hearings was that the judgment in favour of Tia and Tuwharetoa as tupuna
meant that he could not claim through Raukawa (para 842). It also appears
that the dual whakapapa of the hapii Te Paerata represented meant that he
was able to place hapti members on the lists through Tawharetoa lines. Do
you think it is accurate to say therefore that the prejudice occasioned was
in large measure that the Raukawa whakapapa, and therefore the Raukawa
identity, was obscured by the Native Land Court process (as opposed to
people having been left off the lists altogether)? To put the question
another way, | am suggesting that the statement in your conclusion (para
965) that Raukawa kinship groups were left out of the legal title in
Tauponuiatia is not sufficiently nuanced to explain what actually occurred?

6. In the #A53 report, at p962, Bruce Stirling refers to the incident when Te

Heuheu asked the Court to withdraw from considering Tauponuiatia west

RECEIVED block “because it is divided between three tribes, viz., Ngati Tuwharetoa,
Waitangi Tribunal Ngati Raukawa, and Ngati Maniapoto”, but the court refused to do so
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because judgment had already been given. You refer to this incident at
para 566, but attribute the statement to Henare Te Herekau, rather than Te
Heuheu. Which is correct?





