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QUESTIONS TO BELGRAVE, ET AL. (Wai 898 #A70)

1. On page 54, you provided a map of Aotea harbour and listed numerous “Archaeological
Association Sites”.

a. Do you know how the New Zealand Archaeological Association got this
information?

b. Do you know the process of how the New Zealand Archaeological Association
gets this information?

c. Are these “Archaeological Association Site” acknowledged by the Crown or any
government department?

2. On page 56, paragraph 120, you wrote that, “On 9 December 2010, we were
accompanied by the claimants of Ngati Te Wehi on a site visit around the Aotea
Harbour.”

a. Can you please describe the circumstances that led to this site visit?

3. On the same page and paragraph, you wrote that, “Very few of the sites we saw were
unmodified.” What did you mean by “unmodified”?

4. On page 57, you wrote about a road that cut across the marae and that it was built
without consultation. What is the name of this road?

5. On page 128, you wrote that on 25 March 2011 a site visit to Oioroa was made.

a. Can you please describe the circumstances that led to this site visit?

b. How many people from Ngati Te Wehi were present during the site visit?
c. Were any other tribes present? If not, why not?

6. On page 147, you wrote that you have made requests for information about Oioroa to
the New Zealand Defence Force but the NZDF was unable to locate any relevant files.
Is this common and usual?

7. On the same page you wrote that, “There was no discussion about the use of Maori land
or consultation with Maori.” Did the Lands and Survey Department say this?

8. On page 158, you wrote that, “Concerns from the Department continued in 1973 about
the number of rabbits and goats on the block. These were met with reassurances from
the Raglan County Council that the problem was being kept under control by shooting.”
Were there any indications that Maori were consulted?

9. On page 173, you wrote that, “These issues have been worked through with DOC but
there are still several barriers in place preventing the claimants from fulfilling their
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10.

11.

12.

aspirations for Oioroa. One major obstacle is the continuing designation of the site as a
scientific reserve.” Can you give some more examples about these “barriers”?

On page 1706, you wrote that, “By this point DOC Head Office advised Roxburgh that
the Reserve ‘should not be returned other than through the Office of Treaty Settlements,
under the [Treaty of Waitangi| claims process’. The only other options considered were
a change of classification which better reflected the desires of the hapu, or the possibility
of vesting the ‘day-to-day’ management of the site in the local hapu.” Did he give any
reason or explanation for saying this?

On page 178, you wrote that, “The scientific reserve status means protection of the
natural state of the sand is placed above the protection of the taonga and archaeological
sites on the block™ and “It is also possible that a new category of reservation could be
created through legislative change.”

a.  What arrangement/s is ideal which will both setve the Crown and the iwi who
have interests over Oioroa?

On page 178, you wrote that, “The memorandum acknowledges Ngati Te Wehi’s
interests in the block and DOC’s need to consult the hapu but the document falls short
of prescribing a specific co-management plan for Oioroa. However, the agreement does
not include other groups with interests in the block and is itself a source of grievance for
Ngati Whakamatrurangi/Ngati Tuirirangi.”

a. Does the memorandum of agreement deny the interests of other iwi or hapu
over Oioroa?





