
09 OCTOBER 2012 – LAND CLAIM UPDATE 
 
Tēnā hoki koutou, 
 
As promised we are posting links to copies of Ngāti Kahu’s notices of opposition and responses to 
the REMEDIES applications of Te Rarawa and Ngāti Tara. These were filed with the Waitangi Tribunal 
on Monday 08 October 2012.  However we will first take the opportunity to review and summarise 
the quite lengthy and complex history behind the current situation.  
 

INTRODUCTION:   
 

There are two different and mutually exclusive processes involved in pursuing resolution of 
land claims in this country.  They are REDRESS by way of NEGOTIATED SETTLEMENTS with 
the CROWN, and REMEDIES by way of BINDING RECOMMMENDATIONS from the WAITANGI 
TRIBUNAL.   
 
REMEDIES can come in two forms – BINDING and/or NON-BINDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
from the Tribunal to the Crown.   
 
BINDING RECOMMENDATIONS have specific criteria as follows: 

1. They bind the Crown to deliver whatever is recommended – there is no appeal 
process.   

2. They can only be made over lands with a 27(b) memorial on their titles. (NB:  A 
27(b) memorial on a title warns any private owner who buys it (including Māori 
buyers) that the property is subject to section 27(b) of the State-owned Enterprises 
Act, and may be resumed under the Public Works Act for return as a REMEDY to a 
Māori claimant with a well-founded claim.)  Those private owners whose lands are 
resumed as per s.27(b) of the SoE Act get fully compensated by the Crown under 
the Public Works Act.  The only lands that have 27(b) memorials on their titles that 
can be returned as REMEDIES to claimants are: 

 Crown Forest License land 

 State-owned Enterprise land  
3. They happen in three stages: 

 INTERIM RECCOMMENDATIONS are issued by the Tribunal followed by 90 days 
in which the Claimant and the Crown may NEGOTIATE something else.   

 If NEGOTIATIONS don’t produce a SETTLEMENT the INTERIM 
RECOMMENDATIONS then become 

 BINDING RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

NGĀTI KAHU’S CLAIMS:   
 

Between 1990 and 1994 Ngāti Kahu (alongside Te Rarawa, Te Aupōuri, Ngāitakoto and Ngāti 
Kuri) prosecuted our claims before the Waitangi Tribunal against the Crown for breaching Te 
Tiriti o Waitangi.  The main Ngāti Kahu claims were: 

1. WAI 17 – lodged by McCully Matiu in behalf of all Ngāti Kahu in May 1986 
2. WAI 22 – lodged in December 1986 by McCully Matiu (Ngāti Kahu), Matiu Rata 

(Ngāti Kuri), Wiki Karena (Te Aupōuri), Māori Marsden (Ngāitakoto) and Simon 
Snowden (Te Rarawa) in behalf of Te Rūnanga o Muriwhenua.  This was later 
aggregated into WAI 45, aka the Muriwhenua claim 

3. WAI 117 – lodged by Margaret Mutu in behalf of Te Whānau Moana in October 
1987 



 
The other four iwi also lodged their individual claims at various times.   
 
In total there were 23 claims heard by the Tribunal during that period, including a number of 
hapū and whānau claims from across the five iwi.  From Ngāti Kahu those whānau / hapū 
claims included WAI 16 (Reremoana Rutene for Karikari Complex), WAI 284 (Margaret Mutu 
for Ngāti Kahu rating claim), WAI 295 (Tarewa Rota for Kohumaru station and other lands), 
WAI 320 (Muriwai Popata for Kohumaru station), WAI 544 (Keith Tobin’s claim for Takahue 
and other lands) and WAI 548 (Syd Murray’s claim for Takahue). 

 

MURIWHENUA REPORT:   
 

In 1997 the Tribunal released its Muriwhenua Report in which it found that seven of the 23 
claims it had heard between 1990 and 1994 were well-founded, and that the Crown had 
breached Te Tiriti o Waitangi on every count brought against it in those seven claims.   

 

NGĀTI KAHU MANDATE AND INSTRUCTIONS:   
 

Between 1998 – 2000 Te Runanga-ā-Iwi o Ngāti Kahu did the following things: 
1. Sought and gained the Ngāti Kahu mandate to SETTLE or REMEDY our well-founded 

claims.  That mandate was then challenged in the Courts by Ngāti Kahu Trust Board.  
The case was eventually won by Te Runanga-ā-Iwi o Ngāti Kahu.  However it still 
took the Crown until 2003 to recognise the mandate and start negotiations with Te 
Runanga-ā-Iwi o Ngāti Kahu. 

2. Appointed a team of mandated negotiators who then went round the hapū of Ngāti 
Kahu several times seeking specific instructions from each hapū on what it would 
take to SETTLE or REMEDY their grievances against the Crown.   

3. Compiled those instructions into what became known as Ngāti Kahu’s YELLOW 
BOOK which comprises the benchmark of what FULL and FINAL SETTLEMENT must 
include.  (NB:  The other iwi also did the same thing at the same time, and each 
had their own coloured book.  However, as we now know, only Ngāti Kahu has 
stuck with the instructions of its hapū as per its YELLOW BOOK.) 

 

NGĀTI KAHU NEGOTIATIONS WITH THE CROWN – PART ONE:   
 

From the beginning NEGOTIATIONS were bedevilled by the Crown’s racism and arrogance 
towards Ngāti Kahu, starting with its trying to dictate what SETTLEMENT would contain and 
culminating with the passing of the racist and hated Foreshore and Seabed Act 2005.  
NEGOTIATIONS with the Crown then stalled until June 2006, and finally completely failed a 
couple of months later due to the Crown’s ongoing bad faith, culminating in its attempt to 
sell parts of Rangiputa station on the open market.   

 

NGĀTI KAHU REMEDIES APPLICATION – PART ONE:   
 

As a result, in 2007 Ngāti Kahu returned to the Tribunal for REMEDIES.  But in 2008 we were 
refused a hearing by the Tribunal and were instead directed to re-enter NEGOTIATIONS with 
the Crown.   

 

NGĀTI KAHU NEGOTIATIONS WITH THE CROWN – PART TWO:   
 



Without the means to appeal against that Tribunal direction, Ngāti Kahu reluctantly returned 
to NEGOTIATIONS, but only on condition that it be directly with the Minister and not his 
officials.  Largely because a General Election was looming and the Labour government was 
trying to secure Māori support at the time, a non-binding AGREEMENT IN PRINCIPLE [AIP] 
was able to be negotiated directly with the Deputy PM covering the core Ngāti Kahu rohe 
(September 2008).  Although Labour lost the election anyway and the new National Minister 
let the officials back at the table, a further non-binding AIP covering all five iwi in Te Hiku 
was also signed (January 2010).   

 
The Te Hiku AIP was benchmarked against the Ngāti Kahu AIP and benefited the other iwi 
significantly – Ngāti Kahu not so much.  However there were a number of tradeoffs in the Te 
Hiku AIP which allowed Ngāti Kahu to sign it.  E.g. Te Paatu hapū had instructed Ngāti Kahu 
that as long as their mana whenua in Te Make (Sweetwater station) was recognised they 
would forego any commercial interest in that property which could go to Te Rarawa and 
Ngāitakoto equally.  That was agreed to by all the parties.  But at the same time Te Paatu 
instructed Ngāti Kahu to ensure that its mana whenua in the peninsula blocks of Te Aupōuri 
forest was recognised fully, and that was agreed to by all the parties as well.   
 
In any event, because neither the Ngāti Kahu nor the Te Hiku AIPs contained FULL and FINAL 
SETTLEMENT as per our YELLOW BOOK, Ngāti Kahu saw those AIPs as starting points (not 
end points) towards FULL and FINAL SETTLEMENT.  Anything less was, by definition, only a 
PARTIAL SETTLEMENT.    

 

NGĀTI KAHU’S DEED OF PARTIAL SETTLEMENT:   
 

Between February 2010 – April 2011 Ngāti Kahu focused on drafting our own DEED of 
PARTIAL SETTLEMENT [DoPS] with the intent to negotiate it upwards as far as possible 
towards what was in the YELLOW BOOK.  We had signalled to both the Crown and the other 
Iwi before the Te Hiku AIP was signed that we intended to draft our own DEED, and they 
accepted that at the time.  As was their right, the other iwi chose to work with and largely 
follow the Crown’s format for drafting their DEEDS of SETTLEMENT.  By and large, their 
DEEDs turned out to be determined with and by the Crown rather than as had been 
determined with and by their hapū years earlier.  However they subsequently got the 
approval of most of their hapū for those DEEDS.  Let us return to Ngāti Kahu. 

 
On 08 April 2011 Ngāti Kahu sent the first draft of our DoPS to the Crown and gave it until 01 
June 2011 to make submissions on it.  The Crown responded on 02 June 2011 saying it had 
no mandate to negotiate a PARTIAL SETTLEMENT, but indicating that NEGOTIATIONS would 
continue.  However by August 2011 the Crown had made no move to re-open 
NEGOTIATIONS, and it wasn’t until Te Rarawa’s negotiators told Ngāti Kahu that the Crown 
had rejected our DoPS, that it became clear the Crown was just stringing Ngāti Kahu along 
with weasel words.   
 
Also towards the end of 2011 it became clear that the Crown and at least two of the other 
iwi (Te Rarawa and Te Aupōuri) were negotiating to cut Ngāti Kahu out of our share in 
several key properties as per the Te Hiku AIP, including the Takahue and peninsula blocks of 
Te Aupōuri Forest, Te Oneroa-a-Tohe and several properties in and around Kaitāia. In the 
end their DEEDS OF SETTLEMENT do indeed exclude Ngāti Kahu from those lands 
altogether.   

 

NGĀTI KAHU REMEDIES APPLICATION – PART TWO:   



 
In the interim between Ngāti Kahu completing our DoPS and the Crown responding to it, the 
Supreme Court released what has become known as the “Hāronga decision” in which the 
Waitangi Tribunal was directed to do its job and give claimants with well-founded claims 
who had not been able to achieve a NEGOTIATED SETTLEMENT a REMEDIES hearing if they 
applied for one.   

 
Once it was definite that the Crown had no intention of seriously engaging with Ngāti Kahu 
over our DoPS, we revived our REMEDIES application with the Tribunal.  Given the direction 
already being taken by the Crown and other iwi with regards to excluding Ngāti Kahu from 
key lands, Ngāti Kahu considered all deals off and sought REMEDIES over all Crown Forest 
License and State-owned Enterprise lands in our rohe – including the Takahue and peninsula 
blocks, Te Oneroa-a-Tohe, Kaitāia, Te Make and Kaimaumau.   

 
Te Rarawa in particular has since consistently complained that Ngāti Kahu broke the Te Hiku 
AIP by seeking parts of Sweetwater station in REMEDIES when we had agreed in the Te Hiku 
AIP that it could be shared between Te Rarawa and Ngāitakoto.  What Te Rarawa 
consistently fails to also mention is that the Sweetwater part of the Te Hiku AIP was 
conditional on and offset against another part of that AIP in which Ngāti Kahu (again through 
Te Paatu) shared in the forest blocks and Te Oneroa-a-Tohe.  Te Rarawa and others had 
already broken that AIP in NEGOTIATING SETTLEMENTS with the Crown that cut Ngāti Kahu 
out of those lands completely.  It seems it was OK for them to go against the Te Hiku AIP but 
not OK for Ngāti Kahu to do so.   

     
In any event, after months of judicial conferences and opposition from the Crown, Te 
Rarawa and others, the Waitangi Tribunal eventually accepted Ngāti Kahu’s REMEDIES 
application, but only in a reduced area which did not include the pensinsula forest blocks, 
Kaimaumau or Te Oneroa-a-Tohe. Instead it only included just over half of the Takahue 
forest block, and less than one-fifth of Sweetwater.  It also included the rest of what the 
Tribunal considered to be Ngāti Kahu’s core rohe as at 2008; i.e. a specific area on the map 
which included Kohumaru and Rangiputa stations, parts of Takakuri station and Ōtangaroa 
forest, as well as a number of 27(b) memorialised lands in Mangōnui, Cable Bay, Coopers 
Beach, Awanui and Kaitāia.  This is not our ideal, but at least any REMEDIES obtained from 
the Tribunal in that reduced rohe will not further subject us to the Crown’s terms and will 
not be deemed a settlement. 

 
However, as part of the hoops we had to jump through before finally gaining a hearing of 
our REMEDIES application, Ngāti Kahu had to also prove that the seven well-founded claims 
in the Tribunal’s 1997 Muriwhenua Report included Ngāti Kahu claims.  This was achieved 
early in 2012 and the Tribunal accepted that Ngāti Kahu had three well-founded claims, 
those being WAI 17, WAI 22 and WAI 117.  Ngāti Kahu then had to get Tribunal approval to 
sever our claims from the other iwi’s for the purposes of seeking REMEDIES.  Again Ngāti 
Kahu was successful and a hearing was held.  As we all know, Ngāti Kahu was opposed very 
strongly by the Crown, Te Aupōuri, Ngāitakoto and Te Rarawa in particular. 

 

TE RARAWA REMEDIES APPLICATION:   
 

After months of criticising Ngāti Kahu for taking the REMEDIES path rather than the 
SETTLEMENT path it had chosen, Te Rarawa announced during Ngāti Kahu’s REMEDIES 
hearing that it now not only supported Ngāti Kahu’s application, it had also decided to apply 
for REMEDIES itself – but only over the nine s.27(b) memorialised titles which cover the 6 



Kaitāia and Takahue properties that are also in the Ngāti Kahu remedies claim area as 
follows: 
1. 0.2061ha – a property at the corner of Melba St and Matthews Ave which has been 

offered to Te Rarawa in its DEED OF SETTLEMENT to buy back from the Crown.    
2. 0.0684ha – a HNZ property which is in the DEEDS OF SETTLEMENT of Te Rarawa, Te 

Aupōuri and Ngāitakoto as right of first refusal if the Crown ever sells it 
3. 45.2505ha – part of 207.29ha of Sweetwater station which has been offered to Te 

Rarawa and Ngāitakoto in their DEEDS OF SETTLEMENT to buy back from the Crown 
4. 7.9237ha – the old MetService property on Ōkahu Rd which has been offered to Te 

Rarawa in its DEED OF SETTLEMENT to buy back from the Crown 
5. 300ha – part of 526ha of Takahue forest which has been offered to Te Rarawa in its 

DEED OF SETTLEMENT to buy back from the Crown – Te Rarawa also gets a significant 
share of the peninsula blocks of Te Aupōuri forest in its DEED OF SETTLEMENT 

6. 0.6717ha – the property under what is now known as Toka Tumoana which is owned by 
Te Waka Pupuri Putea Ltd (a privately owned Te Rarawa company) 

 

TE RARAWA NEGOTIATED SETTLEMENT REDRESS:   
 

It helps to put Te Rarawa’s REMEDIES application into the following context: 
 
1. Last year Te Rarawa initialled a deed of SETTLEMENT with the Crown for the following 

REDRESS: 
SETTLEMENT REDRESS ITEM                                                                               VALUE 
• 1253 HA CULTURAL REDRESS LAND (99% encumbered)                           ($   ?) 
• CASH                                                                                                     ($33,840,000) 

                                                     LESS 
• ON ACCOUNT CASH                                                                            ($  6,860,000) 

   LESS 
• RANSOM FOR 8111 HA COMMERCIAL LAND                                 ($11,118,754) 

                                                     BALANCE OF CASH                                        ($15,861,246) 
• 15 HA DEFERRED SELECTION PROPERTY LAND                                            ($    ?) 
• 9586 HA RIGHT OF FIRST REFUSAL LAND (EXCLUSIVE)                               ($    ?) 
• 106 HA SHARED RFR LAND (QUARTER SHARE)                                             ($    ?) 
• 4994 HA SHARED RFR LAND (THIRD SHARE)                                                 ($    ?) 
• 18,700 HA SHARED RFR LAND (HALF SHARE)                                                ($    ?) 
• ADVISORY POSITIONS TO 11 GOVERNMENT DEPTS  

ON SOCIAL WELFARE (SOCIAL ACCORD) 
• PROTOCOLS, STATEMENTS OF AGREEMENT,  

LETTER OF COMMITMENT 
• ADVISORY POSITIONS ON THREE CONSERVATION BOARDS 

2. Under current legislation and the Tribunal’s own 1998 determination, Te Rarawa cannot 
settle with the Crown for the above REDRESS package, while at the same time suing the 
Crown for REMEDIES, and yet it has done so.  Why?  Te Rarawa says it’s to protect hapū 
whenua that was within its DEED OF SETTLEMENT and has now been claimed by Ngati 
Kahu in our REMEDIES application.  But Ngāti Kahu had always claimed those properties, 
and the hapū with mana whenua over them belong to Ngāti Kahu and are affiliated with 
Te Runanga-a-Iwi o Ngāti Kahu, not Te Runanga o Te Rarawa.  Additionally, Te Rarawa 
initialed its DEED of SETTLEMENT months after Ngāti Kahu had lodged our REMEDIES 
application with the Tribunal, and Te Rarawa knew full well at the time that those 
properties were in our REMEDIES application.  In fact Te Rarawa’s DEED provides for the 
possibility that the properties may be returned to Ngāti Kahu as REMEDIES.  So it seems 



that, for the sake of stopping Ngāti Kahu being given (by way of REMEDIES through the 
Waitangi Tribunal) 354ha out of the above REDRESS package, Te Rarawa has lodged its 
own REMEDIES claim.  We argue that under both the legislation and the Tribunal’s 1998 
determination on REMEDIES, its application fails on a number of counts as follows: 

 It has not established which of the 7 well-founded claims in the 1997 
Muriwhenua Report  it is seeking REMEDIES for.    

 Nor has it established how any of the 7 well-founded claims show that it is 
directly related to the properties it is seeking as REMEDIES. 

 It has failed to show that the properties it seeks are part of a total package of 
REMEDIES being sought – under the Tribunal’s 1998 determination, BINDING 
RECOMMENDATIONS cannot be partial or piecemeal; they must be part of a 
total package of REMEDIES. 

 It has tried to seek BINDING RECOMMENDATIONS exclusively and independently 
from GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS – this is not possible under the legislation. 

 It has failed to provide any evidence or data on a restorative approach to 
REMEDIES – something also required under the Tribunal’s 1998 determination. 

 It has failed to show what it will cost to restore the Te Rarawa people in the 
social and economic life of the district. 

 It has failed to address the issue of mana whenua in any way other than 
assertions of something called IWI MANA WHENUA.  The fact that Te Rarawa 
had NEGOTIATED to purchase several of the above properties from the Crown as 
part of its DEED of SETTLEMENT, and / or had already purchased several more of 
the properties via a private company (Te Waka Pupuri Ltd) does not establish 
mana whenua.  Anybody can buy land, only hapū can hold mana whenua over it. 

As a result of all the above, we sadly conclude that Te Rarawa ‘s application is a belated 
and cynical attempt to stall and disrupt our application rather than a genuine application 
for REMEDIES. 

3. Even more cynical, the Crown encouraged Te Rarawa to apply for REMEDIES and is not 
opposing it the way it did Ngāti Kahu.  Why?  We conclude that it is doing so for its own 
very cynical reasons as follows: 

 The Crown does not want Ngāti Kahu to get forest land by way of REMEDIES 
because it has never had to give such land back for no charge before and it does 
not want the precedent set.  On top of that, if it is forced to give the land back to 
Ngāti Kahu as REMEDIES, it will also have to pay us COMPENSATION for the 
trees on the land – something else it has never had to do before and does not 
want a precedent being set on.  All the other Iwi had agreed to pay the CROWN 
to return forest land to them in their DEEDS of SETTLEMENT.  They’d also agreed 
to forego any COMPENSATION for the trees on those lands.  So it won’t look 
good for the Crown if Ngāti Kahu gets forest land back for nothing, plus 
COMPENSATION for the trees. How desperate the Crown is to avoid REMEDIES 
being ordered by the Tribunal over forest land can be seen in the fact that on 
19th September it asked the Tribunal to make a NON-BINDING 
RECOMMENDATION for it to return any forest lands to Ngāti Kahu as part of a 
NEGOTIATED SETTLEMENT; a NON-BINDING RECOMMENDATION that – as John 
Key would say – the Crown could then ignore. 

 The Crown does not want Ngāti Kahu to get privately owned 27b memorialised 
properties by way of REMEDIES because the Crown has also never been forced 
to return those kinds of lands before either,  And, again, it does not want the 
precedent set. 

 The Crown won’t oppose Te Rarawa and Ngāti Tara the way it did Ngāti Kahu 
because their REMEDIES applications help delay Ngāti Kahu’s REMEDIES 



application.   That will buy the Crown time in which it can tie Te Rarawa and 
Ngāitakoto down to sign their DEEDS OF SETTLEMENT at the end of this month 
(Te Aupōuri already signed its DEED last December).  After that the Crown will 
then introduce the settlement legislation for all three DEEDS into the house, and 
the rest will be history.  

 

NGĀTI TARA REMEDIES APPLICATION:   
 

As outlined in the update sent to you on Monday 08 October 2012, Ngāti Tara filed its 
REMEDIES application on 18 September for Rangiputa station.  But they have now asked the 
Tribunal to adjourn it sine die, and have reserved the right to revive it if they don’t get what 
they want from piggybacking on Ngāti Kahu’s WAI 22.  

 

CONCLUSION:   
 

Almost every Māori claimant in the country hopes Ngāti Kahu will win its REMEDIES case for 
the very precedents it will set.  We had always expected the Crown to oppose us.  But we 
are very sad that the Crown has been supported by Te Rarawa and Te Aupōuri in particular 
against us.   
 
We cannot know how the Tribunal will eventually rule on our application, but we know that 
on Monday 08 October 2012 it issued the following direction to the Crown seeking 
corrections and clarifications to key parts of its evidence opposing Ngāti Kahu – 
http://www.docstoc.com/docs/132838687/08-October-2012---Tribunal-Memo-to-Crown-
asking-for-corrections-and-clarifications    
 
We also know that we have put up the best case possible.  Most importantly, we know that 
whatever we obtain in REMEDIES will be to the direct benefit of all the hapū of Ngāti Kahu, 
and also to the indirect benefit of Te Rarawa, Te Aupōuri and Ngāitakoto (who have all got 
DEEDS of SETTLEMENT) and Ngāti Kuri (who has not).   
 
Following are links to Ngāti Kahu’s notices of opposition and responses to the REMEDIES 
applications of Te Rarawa and Ngāti Tara:   
1. 08 October 2012 – Ngāti Kahu Notice of Oppostion to Te Rarawa Remedies Application – 

http://www.docstoc.com/docs/132806558/08-October-2012---Ngāti-Kahu-Notice-of-
Opposition-to-Te-Rarawa-Resumption-Application  

2. 08 October 2012 – Memo of Ngāti Kahu Counsel in support of Notice of Opposition to Te 
Rarawa Remedies Application – http://www.docstoc.com/docs/132806555/08-October-
2012---Memo-of-Ngāti-Kahu-Counsel-opposing-Te-Rarawa-resumption-application  

3. 08 October 2012 – Brief of Evidence of Charlie Larkins (Ngāi Tohianga) in support of 
Notice of Opposition to Te Rarawa Remedies Application – 
http://www.docstoc.com/docs/132806547/08-October-2012---Brief-of-Evidence-of-
Charlie-Larkins-for-Ōturu-in-support-of-Ngāti-Kahu  

4. 08 October 2012 – Map of Ngāi Tohianga rohe – 
http://www.docstoc.com/docs/132806526/08-October-2012---Attachement-1-Larkins-
BoE-MAP-of-Ōturu--Ngāi-Tohianga-Rohe  

5. O8 October 2012 – Brief of Evidence of Zarrah Pineaha (Tahaawai) in support of Notice 
of Opposition to Te Rarawa Remedies Application – 
http://www.docstoc.com/docs/132806550/08-October-2012---Brief-of-Evidence-of-Z-
Pineaha-for-Tak e-in-support-of-Ngāti-Kahu 

http://www.docstoc.com/docs/132838687/08-October-2012---Tribunal-Memo-to-Crown-asking-for-corrections-and-clarifications
http://www.docstoc.com/docs/132838687/08-October-2012---Tribunal-Memo-to-Crown-asking-for-corrections-and-clarifications
http://www.docstoc.com/docs/132806558/08-October-2012---Ngāti-Kahu-Notice-of-Opposition-to-Te-Rarawa-Resumption-Application
http://www.docstoc.com/docs/132806558/08-October-2012---Ngāti-Kahu-Notice-of-Opposition-to-Te-Rarawa-Resumption-Application
http://www.docstoc.com/docs/132806555/08-October-2012---Memo-of-Ngāti-Kahu-Counsel-opposing-Te-Rarawa-resumption-application
http://www.docstoc.com/docs/132806555/08-October-2012---Memo-of-Ngāti-Kahu-Counsel-opposing-Te-Rarawa-resumption-application
http://www.docstoc.com/docs/132806547/08-October-2012---Brief-of-Evidence-of-Charlie-Larkins-for-Ōturu-in-support-of-Ngāti-Kahu
http://www.docstoc.com/docs/132806547/08-October-2012---Brief-of-Evidence-of-Charlie-Larkins-for-Ōturu-in-support-of-Ngāti-Kahu
http://www.docstoc.com/docs/132806526/08-October-2012---Attachement-1-Larkins-BoE-MAP-of-Ōturu--Ngāi-Tohianga-Rohe
http://www.docstoc.com/docs/132806526/08-October-2012---Attachement-1-Larkins-BoE-MAP-of-Ōturu--Ngāi-Tohianga-Rohe
http://www.docstoc.com/docs/132806550/08-October-2012---Brief-of-Evidence-of-Z-Pineaha-for-Tak
http://www.docstoc.com/docs/132806550/08-October-2012---Brief-of-Evidence-of-Z-Pineaha-for-Tak


6. 08 October 2012 – Ngāti Kahu Notice of Opposition to Ngāti Tara Remedies Application – 
http://www.docstoc.com/docs/132806556/08-October-2012---Ngāti-Kahu-Notice-of-
Opposition-to-Ngāti-Tara-Resumption-Application  

7. 08 October 2012 – Memo of Ngāti Kahu Counsel in support of Notice of Opposition to 
Ngāti Tara Remedies Application – http://www.docstoc.com/docs/132806552/08-
October-2012---Memo-of-Ngāti-Kahu-Counsel-opposing-Ngāti-Tara-resumption-
application  

 
Finally, we have been told by Takahue marae that Te Rarawa have been pushing to meet 
with them for the past week and have questioned why they have provided a brief of 
evidence in support of Ngāti Kahu.  The answers to that question are self-evident upon 
reading the Takahue brief.   

 
This has been a very full update.  If you have any questions, just ask.  Ngā mihi. 
 

http://www.docstoc.com/docs/132806556/08-October-2012---Ngāti-Kahu-Notice-of-Opposition-to-Ngāti-Tara-Resumption-Application
http://www.docstoc.com/docs/132806556/08-October-2012---Ngāti-Kahu-Notice-of-Opposition-to-Ngāti-Tara-Resumption-Application
http://www.docstoc.com/docs/132806552/08-October-2012---Memo-of-Ngāti-Kahu-Counsel-opposing-Ngāti-Tara-resumption-application
http://www.docstoc.com/docs/132806552/08-October-2012---Memo-of-Ngāti-Kahu-Counsel-opposing-Ngāti-Tara-resumption-application
http://www.docstoc.com/docs/132806552/08-October-2012---Memo-of-Ngāti-Kahu-Counsel-opposing-Ngāti-Tara-resumption-application

