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MEMORANDUM OF COUNSEL FOR THE CLAIMANT 
(WAI1606) IN RESPONSE TO MATTERS RAISED IN 

TRIBUNAL DIRECTIONS (WAI 898, #2.6.63) & (WAI 
898,#2.6.64)

MAY IT PLEASE THE TRIBUNAL:

1. The Claimant, Liane Green, seeks remedies for historic breaches 

of  the Treaty of  Waitangi,  for  herself  and on behalf  of  Ngati 

Peehi and Ngati Te Kanawa.

2. Evidence for the WAI 1606 claim will be presented at Oparure 

during week 12 of the Te Rohe Potae District Inquiry.

3. In the Tribunal directions of 14 April 2014 (Wai 898, #2.6.63) 

and  15  April  2014  (Wai  898,  #2.6.64)  the  presiding  officer 

sought responses to various matters.  

Site Visit

4. I confirm that CFRT funding for the site visit has been approved. 

As the Tribunal has approved the site visit, subject to funding 

being available, it  will  now proceed as per my memorandum 

(#3.1.619) of 23 October 2012.

5. A 45 seater bus will leave Oparure Marae at 3pm for the site 

visit that will not take more than 1.5 hours.  

6. I  advise  that  Ngati  Rora  are  now  seeking  to  include  three 

further sites into the site visit and will be raising this issue with 

the Tribunal by way of memorandum of counsel through their 

own counsel.



Cross Examination of  Dr Helen Robinson,  in  Te Reo Maori  in 

Relation to Her A71 Report

7. This matter has arisen in week 12, which is  the last hearing 

week involving claimant evidence.  I am advised by the CCCC 

that there is significant timetable pressure on this week.  

8. I also note the other matters raised by the presiding officer in 

his direction of 14 April 2014 (Wai 898, #2.6.63) at paragraph 

9.11.  

9. For the reasons set out above I do not seek to cross-examine Dr 

Helen Robinson on her A71 report, however I do seek leave to 

submit  questions  in  writing  to  her  and  to  Dr  Christoffel 

regarding that report.

Request  to  Add  a  Report  Entitled  Te  Kuiti  Wastewater 

Treatment  Plant:   Application  for  Resource  Consent  – 

Assessment of Environmental Effects to Inquiry Record

10. In the Tribunal direction of 15 April 2014 (Wai 898, #2.6.64) 

the presiding officer  sought further information (para 3.14 of 

the  direction)  regarding  the  relevance  of  the  report  to  the 

Inquiry.

11. This report fills gaps in the A64 and A76 reports that relate to 

environmental and waterways issues.  The Te Kuiti Wastewater 

Treatment Plant report provides a detailed analysis of:

11.1 The  water  quality  of  the  Mangaokewa  Stream  as  at 

2010;

11.2 The source of pollution of the river;

11.3 The effect on aquatic life;



11.4 The status of resource consents at the time;

11.5 The  oxidation  pond  effluent  and  assessments  of  its 

effects on the land and the river;

11.6 Archaeological assessments;

11.7 Te Kuiti Airfield ownership documentation;

11.8 Assessment of suitability of land in the Te Kuiti Airfield 

area for effluent disposal.

12. None of the above matters were addressed in either the A64 or 

A76 reports.  

13. The Te Kuiti Wastewater Treatment Plant report fits very well 

into  the  approach  taken  by  the  report  writers  in  the  A76 

report.   In  that  report,  because  of  funding constraints,  the 

report writers carried out a series of case studies.  There were 

no specific case studies on waterway pollution and the effects 

on  surrounding  land.   In  effect,  the  Te  Kuiti  Waste  Water 

Treatment  Plant report  is  a  case  study  of  pollution  of  a 

waterway in close proximity to the Te Kuiti town.  Both Ngati 

Rora (Wai 616) claim and the Te Korapatu Marae claim (Wai 

1606) relate to the Mangaokewa Stream and the pollution of 

the same.

14. Evidence  in  relation  to  the  above  matters  will  be  given  by 

witnesses during the week 12 hearing.  

15. In addition to the above, Te Pare Joseph and Rangi Joseph have 

a claim (Wai 1361) in respect of the Te Kuiti Airfield and this is 

also  the subject  of  a  case study in David Alexander's  Public 

Works etc Report at page 629.  The Te Kuiti Airfield is close to 



the  oxidation  ponds  and  is  also  on  the  banks  of  the 

Mangaokewa  Stream.   There  was  a  proposal  to  dispose  of 

effluent on to the airfield land.  Although this did not eventuate, 

it demonstrates the ongoing need for vigilance to prevent the 

sort of activity proposed when one would have thought that, by 

now, local authorities would no longer consider such actions.

16. The  claimant’s  second  amended  statement  of  claim  makes 

claims regarding the Mangaokewa River  at  paragraphs  68  to 

100 and generally regarding the environment from paragraphs 

101 to 133.

17. The Tribunal’s statement of issues (Wai 898, #1.4.3) identifies 

waterways issues at paragraphs 20.13 - 20.16 and the effects of 

pollution on aquatic life at paragraphs 20.17 – 20.20.

18. The pollution of the river which was traditionally a food source 

has  relevance  also  to  claims  relating to  health,  Tikanga  and 

degradation of Wahi Tapu.

19. For the reasons set out above it is submitted that the Te Kuiti  

Waste Water Treatment Report should be added to the Tribunal 

record so that it is available to claimants, and the Crown for the 

week 12 hearing at Oparure.

DATED this 22  nd   day of April 2014  

____________________________
James Alexander Hope
Counsel for the Claimant 




