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Ngāti Pārau’s right to the takutai moana area from Westshore to the southern reaches of Te 

Whanganui-a-Orotu1 through Ahuriri and down to Awatoto has been maintained since 1840, 

despite the development of one of New Zealand’s cities throughout most of its area of 

interest. The current claim area into the inner Napier Harbour was formerly the southern end 

of Te Whanganui a Orotu, an area well known as the domain of Ngāti Pārau. Pakake island 

was used as a fortress to defend against invaders, but was also a fishing base. Nearby Te 

Koau/Gough Island was also used for fishing expeditions. Pukemokimoki and Matapane were 

other notable Ngāti Pārau sites in the takutai moana claim area. Further to the south Tāreha 

established Ngāti Pārau at Awatoto. Archaeological evidence indicated that the lands around 

Te Whanganui a Orotu were permanent areas of occupation. Evidence from the 1993 

Tribunal hearing and a previous Commission of Inquiry, the 1920 Native Land Claims 

Commission, demonstrated the incredible power and persistence of the occupation and 

customary use of the takutai moana claim area in the harbour and former lagoon area from 

1840 to the present.  

This is all the more remarkable in light of the 1851 Ahuriri Crown purchase and other 

subsequent purchases at Mataruahou, Te Taha, Whare o Maraenui, Tutae o Mahu and 

Whataangaanga, the Crown’s assumption of ownership of the harbour and lagoon, harbour 

redevelopment and reclamation, the 1931 earthquake and the general development of the 

town of Napier along Marine Parade. A series of sewage outfalls from a range of interests—

the City Council, the hospital and private companies—has left a difficult legacy for Ahuriri. 

In 1972 the waters in the harbour area and heads became so polluted they could no longer be 

used for kaimoana but that did not stop the continued use of the takutai moana area by Ngāti 

Pārau. One of the last vestiges of the reserves provided in the Ahuriri purchase, the Canoe 

Reserve, become the focus for Ngāti Pārau and other Te Whanga hapū in the Ahuriri estuary 

from the 1950s and especially in the 1970s. Participation in both conservation organisations 

and local government from the 1970s onwards was further evidence of the continued use and 

occupation of the takutai moana at a time when using the resources of the sea were 

challenged by pollution. The Waitangi Tribunal noted in its report that Ngāti Pārau had rights 

at the southern end of Te Whanganui a Orotu, including the special rights associated with the 

Tāreha whānau in relation to Pania and Moremore further out to sea. Ngāti Pārau hold 

authority over the claimed takutai moana area in accordance with tikanga.  

                                                           
1 Also referred to as “Te Whanga” throughout this report.  
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Ngāti Pārau customary interests in the period before 1840 
 

As Patrick Parsons has noted in his report on customary interests in the Ahuriri block, 

Ngāti Pārau are the descendants of Hikawera II through his two sons, Tuku a Te Rangi and 

Te Kereru. Hikawera II’s mana was recognised by a number of different witnesses in Native 

Land Court (NLC) investigations and Parsons states that “in his generation he had authority 

over the whole of Heretaunga” stretching from the coast to inland. Meihana Takihi 

commented at the NLC Omahu hearing in 1889: “All I know is that Hikawera lived and had 

pas all over the land from Tangoio to Te Matau a Maui”.2  

 

Figure 1: Hikawera to Rangikamangungu whakapapa3 

Through the rights provided by Tuku a Te Rangi, his grandson Rangikamangungu continued 

to maintain his tupuna’s interests near the southern end of Te Whanganui a Orotu and 

towards the coast. Matapane pa located on Mataruahou or Scinde Island was associated with 

Rangikamangungu.  

 

 

 

 

                                                           
2 Patrick Parsons, “The Ahuriri Block: Māori Customary Interests”, May 1997, Wai 201 R8, 130. 
3 Patrick Parsons, “The Ahuriri Block: Māori Customary Interests”, 68.  
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Figure 2: Te Whanganui a Orotu with Mataruahou across the lagoon,  

date unknown but prior to 19314 
 

In JG Wilson’s History of Hawke’s Bay, following battles between Ngāti Hinepare and 

Rangikamangungu’s people it was said that he “fell back on Matapane, a pa where Napier 

now is”.5  Tāreha Moananui, a key tupuna of Ngāti Pārau, was the great grandson of 

Rangikamangungu.  

 

Figure 3: Rangikamangungu to Tāreha whakapapa6 

                                                           
4 Ahuriri hapū Deed of Settlement, 2 November 2016, 80. 
5 JG Wilson, The History of Hawke’s Bay, 1939, 72.  
6 Patrick Parsons, “The Ahuriri Block: Māori Customary Interests”, 134. 
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Ngāti Pārau are also the descendants of Tuku a Te Rangi’s brother, Te Kereru, who’s 

interests ranged into the southwestern corner of the former pre-quake Te Whanga and current 

edge of the Ngāti Pārau claimed area in the Ahuriri estuary at Te Umuroimata pa near Park 

Island. Te Kereru married Iwikohurehure and Taotahi, sisters who were the daughters of the 

Ngāti Hinepare tupuna Hikateko.  

 
Figure 4: Hikawera II to Te Kereru whakapapa7 

 
At the NLC’s hearing of the Pirau block, Wiramina Ngahuka (Ngāti Mahu) stated that Te 

Kereru “lived at Te Whanga and Te Umuroimata”. Parsons notes that “Tāreha maintained a 

canoe landing there at the time of the Omarunui engagement”.8  

Ngāti Pārau occupied other pa in the takutai moana claim area around Napier such as 

Pukemokimoki island. Parsons notes that the island took its name from the fragrant 

mokimoki fern which grew on the island and that women wore the fern around their necks as 

a perfume. In her evidence to the Waitangi Tribunal in 1993 Taape Tāreha O’Reilly noted 

that the mokimoki with the scented piripiri moss and the scented gum of the tawhiri was put 

into a small sachet which was then given to a pregnant woman or to a mother who just had a 

child. The piripiri moss was also used by mothers as a napkin.9 During NLC investigations in 

Heretaunga in the latter part of the nineteenth century a number of references were made 

associating Pukemokimoki with the Ngāti Pārau rangatira Te Ua Te Awha and his son 

Hauwaho. Paora Kaiwhata (Ngāti Hinepare and Ngāti Mahu) noted that after a battle: “Te Ua 

Te Awha returned to his pa at Pukemokimoki”. Later in his evidence Kaiwhata described an 

attack on Pukemokimoki that was repulsed by Ngāti Pārau: “At night they went down to 

Upokopoito and on to Pukemokimoki and into the pa. The people there were alarmed and a 

                                                           
7 Patrick Parsons, “The Ahuriri Block: Māori Customary Interests”, 136. 
8 Patrick Parsons, “The Ahuriri Block: Māori Customary Interests”, 137.  
9 An oriori (lullaby chant) was associated with Pukemokimoki: “Taku hei piripiri, Taku hei mokimoki, Taku hei 
tawhiri, Taku kati – taramea/My pendant of sweet scented moss, My pendant of sweet scented fern, My pendant 
sweet smelling tawhiri gum, My sachet of aromatic smells”: Evidence of Taape Tāreha O’Reilly, Wai 55 D24, 
3. Also see Evidence of Heitia Hiha, Wai 55 D21, 5.  
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fight ensued. Pakapaka was killed by the people of the pa. Tete and Paho killed him. The 

invaders were defeated and retreated. They wailed outside because their man had been cut to 

pieces before the morning. Ngāti Pārau and Ngāti Kahungunu were in the pa – Hauwaho, 

Oneone, Tete, Paho and others. [First two] were Ngāti Pārau.”10 Parsons noted that it was 

probable that the reason Ngāti Pārau abandoned Pukemokimoki was because the spilling of 

blood made the island tapu, which was why Ngāti Pārau were so eager to retain it as a 

reserve.11 

Another notable pa that was strongly associated with Ngāti Pārau in the takutai moana 

claim area was Pakake island.12 Parsons described Pakake as one of the “communal gathering 

places for the hapū of Ngāti Kahungunu in times of trouble” and that “Ngāti Pārau, Ngāti 

Hinepare, Ngāti Mahu, Ngāti Hawea and Ngāti Kurumokihi [were] all recorded as having 

occupied the pa under threat of invasion”.13 One of the most notable battles at Te Pakake 

occurred in the aftermath of other regional conflagrations, particularly following the battles at 

Mangatoetoe, Whiti-o-tu and Roto-a-Tara in the 1810s and 1820s. The Ngāti Pārau rangatira 

Hauwaho (the uncle of Tāreha Moananui) had recruited Te Wera Hauraki of Ngapuhi with 

his cache of muskets and warriors resident at Nukutaurua to help him settle scores with his 

enemies including Ngai Te Upokoiri and Ngāti Hinemanu. They had defeated them at battles 

at Roto-a-Tara and Whiti-o-Tu, but while he had recruited Ngāpuhi fighters, his opponents 

had called on allies of their own including the powerful Ngāti Tuwharetoa led by Te Heuheu 

and their Waikato, Ngāti Raukawa and Ngāti Maniapoto allies. In the ensuing battles 

powerful Ngāti Tuwharetoa and Ngāti Maniapoto warriors were killed creating new take for 

utu or reasons for further counter-attacks. Instead of joining his kin Pareihe and his new allies 

from Ngāpuhi back at their sanctuary in Nukutaurua, Hauwaho along with his whānaunga 

Whakato and others resolved to remain at Pakake. They were warned that they would be “the 

fuel for the fires lit at Whitiotu” but they stated they would rather die on their own lands than 

be supplicants to an inferior. Whakato and two of Tāreha’s uncles, Hauwaho and Humenga, 

were both killed at Pakake. This rendered the island tapu as an urupa for key Ngāti Pārau 

                                                           
10 Patrick Parsons, “The Ahuriri Block: Māori Customary Interests”, 134-135. See also Omahu hearing 1889, 
Napier MB 19: 415, 423.  
11 Patrick Parsons, “Napier City Heritage Study – Places of spiritual significance to Māori”, July 1997, 14 in 
Supporting Documents, Vol II, 52.  
12 Overlay of Pakake and Te Koau on current land in Wai 55 E3(e).  
13 Patrick Parsons, “Report on Te Whanganui-a-Orotu: traditional use and environmental change”, May 1992, 
Wai 55 D4, 124-125. 
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rangatira.14 As Parsons notes it was doubtful whether a fixed boundary existed in the water 

between the different Kahungunu hapū but the southern shoreline of Te Whanganui a Orotu 

from the Ahuriri heads inland to Park Island and Te Umuroimata, where Ngāti Pārau had a 

canoe landing was well within their area of authority.  

 

 

Figure 5: Principal sites, 1810-182415 

                                                           
14 JG Wilson, The History of Hawke’s Bay, 95; Omahu hearing 1889 and 1890, Napier MB 19: 127 & MB 20: 
193. 
15 Patrick Parsons, “Report on Te Whanganui-a-Orotu: traditional use and environmental change”, 17. 
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Pania and Moremore 
 

The Whanganui-a-Orotu Tribunal noted the explicit connections between Ngāti Pārau 

through the Tāreha whānau and two descendants of Tangaroa prominent at Ahuriri: Pania, the 

sea maiden, and her son Moremore who “she bore for her land-based lover before the sea 

people turned her into a rock at the entrance to Port Ahuriri”. Tuiri Tāreha, the grandson of 

Tāreha Te Moananui, was the author of a short article in both English and Te Reo Māori in 

the 1955 issue of the government publication Te Ao Hou explaining the legend of Pania.16  

Kaumatua provided evidence at the Tribunal hearing that Pania could be seen from a boat in 

the moonlight “with her legs astride and her arms outstretched to either side, seaweed all 

around where her head would be…they would get hapūku from under one arm, moki from 

under the other, and from between her legs another variety of fish”.17 Pania’s son Moremore 

was a taniwha born with the head of a fish and the body of a human who lived in a cave in the 

sea just off Sturm’s Gully, near the Iron Pot. She was known to bathe in a fresh-water spring 

at the bottom of the Hukarere falls close to the sea.18 In evidence presented to the Te 

Whanganui a Orotu Tribunal by Parsons as well as kaumatua such as Selina Sullivan, 

Moremore’s descendants were said to have visited Ahuriri Heads repeatedly. Moremore 

protected the people of the Ahuriri Heads as a kaitiaki by patrolling the coastal waters and 

inner harbour while they gathered kaimoana and fished. The Tribunal stated that “strong, 

recurrent themes in the evidence of older claimants were the protection that Moremore gave 

from the perils of the sea, the maintenance of tikanga pertaining to the gathering of kaimoana, 

and the close affinity that Moremore had with the Tareha family.”19  

Moremore was a shapeshifter who could appear as a shark, stingray or octopus, but 

even an inanimate form like a rock or a big log. He could warn about dangers in the water or 

discipline those who did not observe customary rituals and protocols or threatened the purity 

of the water. When Kurupai Koopu was a child she broke tikanga by throwing a basket of 

cooked food in the sea and Moremore appeared. As the men tried to head back to shore, one 

                                                           
16 Tuiri Tareha, “Pania of the reef”, Te Ao Hou, No. 10 1955, 20, 
http://teaohou.natlib.govt.nz/journals/teaohou/image/Mao10TeA/Mao10TeA021.html (accessed 10 June 2020).  
17 Waitangi Tribunal, Te Whanganui a Orotu Report, 1995, 14.  
18 Patrick Parsons, “Napier City Heritage Study – Places of spiritual significance to Māori”, February 1995, 14 
in Supporting Documents, Vol II, 52.  
19 Waitangi Tribunal, Te Whanganui a Orotu Report, 1995, 14-15.  

http://teaohou.natlib.govt.nz/journals/teaohou/image/Mao10TeA/Mao10TeA021.html
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man’s leg was ripped by Moremore. Selina Sullivan20, Kurupai Nelson21 and Marjorie Joe22 

recounted incidents where Moremore would take the form of a shark with the fin appearing 

as a warning to get out. Heitia Hita recounted Moremore appearing as an octopus and 

badgering Wiremu Hamutana in the water. His koroua told him to immediately get out of the 

water. Shortly after they could see from the jetty Moremore the shark swimming in the water.  

A number of different witnesses at the Tribunal hearing also attested to the Tāreha 

whānau’s connection when it came to Pania and Moremore. Kurupai Koopu maintained that 

it was “Tāreha’s privilege to go to Pania’s rock”. She continued:  

It was continuously from November to January you collected all this seafood for 
winter. Granny got this information from Te Roera Tareha. It was said then, that Te 
Roera Tareha had the privilege of going to Pania’s rock, right in the middle of the 
entrance to the harbour, and look down to the sea. If the tail of a fish was sticking out 
there was not going to be any fish. But if no tail of the fish was exposed you could see 
it on top of that rock, it was good for fishing. I was only about ten but he was 
continuously giving me this information. The Pots Star used to be facing due north, 
north east and you could see the three stars above it showing that it was open. When it 
would show like that in the sky due north, north-east it was time to get a lot of kai 
moana. The fishing was the same, the signs were given to Te Roera Tareha.23  

Hineipitea Nikeria stated “that rock represents the Tāreha family.” She continued: “I reckon 

that place belongs to them. They can go and fish there. They’re the ones who can go right up 

to the rock. They’re the only ones allowed. Moremore doesn’t mind.”24 Selina Sullivan 

claimed that the Tāreha whānau were the “only ones” connected with Moremore and as proof 

she noted the sizably larger bounty which members of that whānau acquired from the area 

around Pania: “When we got our kinas they were not very big but plentiful. And pauas. But 

when the Tārehas went in they got the big ones.”25 Marjorie Joe (Ngāti Hinepare) described 

Moremore as “he uri na Tāreha”, a descendant of Tāreha.26 This point was picked up by 

another witness, Rangiaho Brown, who remembered that going fishing without a Tāreha 

whānau member would get you very little but when they picked up Kapi Tāreha to go out 

“oh, kai moana everywhere”.27 This special connection with Pania and Moremore did come 

at a price, as Moremore’s whānaunga Hinewera, often appearing as a ghost, was known to 

                                                           
20 Evidence of Selina Sullivan, Wai 55, D14.  
21 Kurupai Nelson cross examination transcript, Wai 55 D44, 3. 
22 Evidence of Marjorie Joe, Wai 55 D26. 
23 Kurupai Nelson, cross examination transcript, 3. 
24 Evidence of Hineiapitia (Beattie) Nikera, Wai 55 E20, 1-2. 
25 Evidence of Selina Sullivan, 3. 
26 Evidence of Marjorie Joe, 2. 
27 Evidence of Rangiaho Brown, Wai 55 D29, 4.  
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have claimed the firstborn son of each generation of the family. Te Hata Brown (Ngāti Tu) 

discussed the story of Hinewera noting the connection to the Tāreha whānau:  

I saw Hinewera, I saw her come through the curtains, shuffling away. I knew straight 
away it was one of them, (a Tareha) coming straight up to the bed. She was in human 
form but she wouldn’t show her face. I was wanting to see her face. She had long hair 
right down to here. She was turned aside. She wouldn’t let me see her face. Her hair 
wasn’t bright red, it was auburn – a coppery red. She stood there for a while, side on, 
then she went over to our little joker, our son. He would be about eight yards away. 
She stood over him for a while and next thing – whossh! Away she went. She just 
disappeared, she didn’t walk out. Not a word was said. Our son didn’t last long after 
that.28  

These connections with Hinewera and the effects on the Tāreha whānau reflect the enduring 

influence and power beyond the changes to the physical environment made by local 

government and Pākehā. Taape Tāreha O’Reilly in her evidence to the Tribunal in 1993 

discussed in some detail the connections between the Tāreha whānau and the moana:  

There are stories relating to the Tareha family that I have grown up with especially 
our relationship to the sea people…Kurupo [her great grandfather] was wanting 
children especially a son to carry on the family name. He went to the sea people as 
they were whānaunga to help him sire a son. They sent him Hinewera, she had long 
gingery/copper hair. She apparently used to swim up the Tutaekuri and come up 
through a trap door into a room. Everyone knew she was there. He also had this really 
beautiful bathroom built especially for her use. When she finally returned to her 
people he was told his first born would be a son and he was to give him to them and 
he would have many more children, but he refused when our grandfather Kapi was 
born to Paranahia Panapa. I know my grandfather and father still kept in touch with 
the sea-people especially our taniwha Moremore who was the mortal child of Pania 
and Takutai before being turned into a shark.29 

Accounts of the Tāreha whānau’s connection with Pania appeared in local media prior to the 

hearing. In an interview with Linda O’Donnell she noted that the descendants of Tāreha were 

the “only ones who can fish and dive for shellfish in the area near Pania reef in any safety 

because they are the rightful owners of that area—others who try do so are often at risk”.30  

Hine i Nukua i Te Rangi Reti (Ngāti Tu and Ngāti Hineuru) lived in the old Tāreha 

homestead in the 1960s. She recounted the connection between Pania and the Tāreha whānau: 

“I remember the late Bella Gillies saying how her mother the old lady Hera Tareha, told she 

and her sister of the times when Hera and other young women in her younger days would, at 

                                                           
28 Evidence of Te Hata Brown, Wai 55 D28, 1. See also Evidence of Rangiaho Brown, 5. 
29 Evidence of Taape Tāreha-O’Reilly, 4. 
30 Petajane Charman, “Māori port land claim adds to debate,” Hawke’s Bay Today, 5 December 1991. 
O’Donnell also noted that “Chief Tāreha never gave up the Ahuriri land…he had always held on to that God-
given heritage of Māoridom—the sea, the seafront and the abundance of kaimoana.”   
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certain times of the month, canoe out to the reef, knowing that there would be a 

discolouration of the waters between Pania’s legs. They would take their flax out to the reef 

during these times to dye the flax for the making of kete and other things.”31  

Hineiapitia (Beattie) Nikera confirmed the connection between the Tāreha whānau 

and Pania. “There was all sorts of kaimoana there, all sorts, and where this rock is it’s loaded 

with that. Now we were told not to go near it, not to go near and touch anything there. You 

know the only who could go near it. Tareha. Tareha is the only family that could go to that 

rock, nobody else…The way the Maoris looked at it, that rock represents the Tareha family. I 

reckon that place belongs to them. They can go and fish there. They’re the ones who can go 

right up to the rock. They’re the only ones allowed. Moremore doesn’t mind…What 

happened to that rock I don’t know. It was in the sea right where the port is.”32 

Occupation and fishing rights in the claim area after 1840 
 

 Following the defeat at Pakake, survivors from Ngāti Pārau along with other hapū of 

Ngāti Kahungunu such as Ngāti Hinepare, Ngāti Matepu, Ngai Tuku a Te Rangi, Ngāti 

Hawea and Ngāti Kautere escaped to the shelter of Nukutaurua under the protection of Te 

Wera Hauraki. Around the signing of the Treaty/te Tiriti in 1840, the hapū of Ahuriri began 

to return to the area as the signing held out the prospect of peacefully occupying their 

ancestral lands. None of the pa or kainga were re-occupied as many were wahi tapu as blood 

had been spilled in many sites such as Pakake33 and Pukemokimoki for Ngāti Pārau. Nearby 

Pakake though Te Koau/Gough Island was used as a camping ground for fishing (which can 

be seen below in the JB Rhodes watercolour) and Ngāti Pārau occupied further south at 

Awatoto. 

  

 

 

                                                           
31 Evidence of Hine-i-Nukua-i-Te Rangi Reti, Wai 55 D38, 3. 
32 Evidence of Hineiapitia (Beattie) Nikera, 1. 
33 W.B Rhodes described Pakake in 1841: “The pa is built on a small island at the entrance of the river and a 
few yards from the mainland. Immediately about the south entrance to the port the land is low and swampy, with 
the exception of one headland, the low island where the pa is built and an islet.” JG Wilson, The History of 
Hawke’s Bay, 145. 
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Figure 6: Ahuriri Roadstead, JB Rhodes, 185934 [Te Koau/Gough Island] 

From new locations but in the same areas of authority as prior to their temporary relocation to 

Nukutaurua, people resumed their customary fishing in the southern end of Te Whanganui a 

Orotu and out at the Ahuriri heads. Māori control of the Ahuriri Heads area in the period after 

the signing of the Treaty/te Tiriti was epitomised by the burning down of the trader/farmer 

W.B “Barney” Rhodes’ trading station in 1841.35 Ngāti Pārau moved more permanently to 

the other end of the takutai moana claimed area at Awatoto. They remained at Awatoto close 

to where Colenso had initially been established near the constantly flooding Waitangi 

estuary. Awatoto was only a shingle spit and by 1855 Tāreha established Ngāti Pārau at Pa 

Whakairo. This became an important centre of activity in the region hosting both loyalists 

and the Kingitanga until it was destroyed by an accidental fire in 1867. Later that year the site 

of Pa Whakairo lay in the path of a great flood and Tāreha moved Ngāti Pārau to nearby 

Waiohiki. At the time it was surrounded by lagoons and was connected to the takutai moana. 

                                                           
34 Don Wilkie, Port to Port: A pictorial history of Port Ahuriri, Napier, 2003, 2.  
35 JG Wilson, The History of Hawke’s Bay, 144, 407.  
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The wharepuni at Waiohiki took the name Hau Te Ananui, the same name as Tangaroa’s 

meeting house deep in the ocean.36  

 Patrick Parsons’ report for the Napier City Council on the Ahuriri estuary 

demonstrated the overwhelming importance of the lagoon to Ngāti Pārau and the other hapū 

of Te Whanga:  

The dependence of the Maori population on the Ahuriri estuary as a principal food 
source cannot be emphasised enough. These were not a people pursuing quaint 
traditional activities, but rather engaged in a daily quest for survival. Because of their 
reliance on fish and other kaimoana, their fishing techniques and knowledge of the 
tides were highly refined…Fishing equipment was designed to maximise the harvest. 
The size of the mesh in fishing nets was tailored to the species they were fishing for. 
Specialised pipi rakes were towed along the estuary bed to scrape up the pipis. Hinaki 
of varying sizes were strategically placed at creek mouths to take advantage of the 
seasonal run. Surplus catches were dried for further consumption. They were 
exchanged for the delicacies of other tribes like preserved birds from the interior. Fish 
was one of the commodities which was used to pay for specialist services like 
carving. Conservation of resources was also practiced by the Maori of Ahuriri. 
Fishing was done on a seasonal basis when each resource was at its best and to avoid 
depletion.37 

These activities continued as they previously had for generations between the signing of the 

Treaty/te Tiriti and the first purchase in the takutai moana claim area, the 1851 Ahuriri 

purchase.   

                                                           
36 Patrick Parsons, “Maori History of Waiohiki marae and district”, 23 August 2002, 14-15 in Supporting 
Documents, Vol I, 14-15.  
37 Patrick Parsons, “Ahuriri Estuary and Surrounds”, February 1995, 19 in Supporting Documents, Vol II, 21. 
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Figure 7: Principal pā sites, 185138 

 

                                                           
38 Patrick Parsons, “Report on Te Whanganui-a-Orotu: traditional use and environmental change”,  24.  



16 
 

Crown land purchasing, 1851 onwards 
 

The Ahuriri block was massive at over 265,000 acres and stretched from Te 

Whanganui a Orotu all the way to the Kāweka Range. It was bounded on the south by the 

Tutaekuri river and to the north by the Te Waiohinganga stream and further inland the 

Mohaka river. There were five areas of land reserved to the sellers, four of which were in the 

harbour region—Pakake, Pukemokimoki, Wharerangi and the island of Te Roro o Kuri. 

Negotiations for the Ahuriri purchase were led by two of the major leaders of this area, 

Tāreha and Te Moananui. The people of the Tangoio area to the north, led by their leader Te 

Hokomo, were also involved in the purchase. The deed was signed by Tāreha, Moananui, Te 

Hokomo and 297 others with the deed’s preamble stating that it contained “the full consent of 

us the chiefs and all the people of Ngātikahungunu at this meeting assembled whose names 

are hereunto subscribed on behalf of ourselves our relations and all our descendants who shall 

be born after us.”39 Land was offered for sale to the Crown to facilitate Pākehā settlement as 

a means of protection following years of warfare but also to increase trade and prosperity for 

the communities that had returned. Tāreha envisioned a future of peaceful co-existence and 

mutual prosperity between Māori and Pākehā communities.  

 

Figure 8: Eastern end of the Ahuriri purchase, 185140 

                                                           
39 Waitangi Tribunal, The Mohaka ki Ahuriri Report, 2004, 87-92, 95-103.  
40 Waitangi Tribunal, The Mohaka ki Ahuriri Report, 89.  
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Tāreha led the negotiations with Te Moananui for the Ahuriri purchase. Tāreha made 

it clear that he expected the lagoon, the southern end of which Ngāti Pārau controlled, to 

remain in the hands of his people as a continuing source of resources. McLean provided very 

brief notes of his first meeting at Ahuriri with Tāreha, Te Moananui and others but he noted 

that Tāreha stated “Welcome to your land the water is ours the land you see before you is 

yours.”41 The boundaries named at this first meeting were those described in the final deed of 

sale and they were clearly meant to exclude the current inner harbour area and the former 

southern end of Te Whanganui a Orotu. Land Purchase Commissioner Donald McLean was 

pleased with the large block offered for purchase but desperately sought to buy the Ahuriri 

Heads controlled by Tāreha with a view to the future occupation of the area by settlers and 

control of the only safe harbour between Wellington and Tauranga on the east coast of the 

island. McLean first approached Takamoana regarding purchasing the Ahuriri Heads and the 

island opposite, Mataruahou/Scinde Island. McLean reported that Takamoana seemed keen to 

sell but that Tāreha and Paora Torotoro were the principal owners. Shortly thereafter McLean 

began to repeatedly court Tāreha regarding the sale of the Ahuriri Heads and Mataruahou. In 

a letter to the Colonial Secretary McLean explained the desire by Tāreha and his people to 

retain areas along the foreshore: “There are several portions of land such as the head land, 

and water frontage, at the Ahuriri river and harbour, which the Natives are retaining for the 

purpose of fishing and trading…it would be very desirable to purchase, even at a higher price 

than is usually paid for waste lands.”42 Parsons noted in one of his reports to the Waitangi 

Tribunal that Ngāti Pārau and others were “well aware of the value of retaining their water 

access to the sea for the purposes of trading”. He noted that McLean seemed to consider that 

they had a “right to retain their water frontage”.43 As the negotiations dragged on over the 

block and McLean threatened to provide the tiny sum of £500, Tāreha agreed to include land 

around the Ahuriri Heads including Te Taha on the Westshore and the island of Mataruahou 

on the east side of the Heads. The harbour and the wider lagoon of Te Whanganui a Orotu 

was never included in the sale, a finding upheld by the Waitangi Tribunal in its report. Since 

the December 1850 meeting when Tāreha had stated “the water is ours”, the purchase 

negotiations had only related to the land.  

                                                           
41 Waitangi Tribunal, Te Whanganui a Orotu Report, 39; ‘Supporting Papers to the Evidence of Stephanie 
McHugh re: Te Whanganui-a-Orotu’, Wai 55 A21(e), 1218-1219, 1401-1402. 
42 Patrick Parsons, “Report on Te Whanganui-a-Orotu: traditional use and environmental change”, 41.  
43 Patrick Parsons, “Report on Te Whanganui-a-Orotu: traditional use and environmental change”, 45-46.  
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During the Waitangi Tribunal hearings there were differences in opinion from expert 

witnesses about the inclusion of the harbour entrance and/or the lagoon Te Whanganui a 

Orotu. The Crown held that both the harbour and lagoon were included in the purchase 

because of the addition of the Ahuriri Heads land at Mataruahou and Te Taha but there was 

no evidence that they also included Te Whanganui a Orotu. Bryan Gilling argued that only 

the harbour was included but not the wider lagoon. Tony Walzl felt that McLean and the 

Crown Surveyor presumed that the harbour and lagoon was included for a number of reasons. 

The Tribunal though questioned the presumption of inclusion without specific reference to 

the harbour. They felt that McLean deliberately remained silent on the issue so as not to 

endanger his negotiations for the large block.44 He was probably right to adopt that tactic as 

Tāreha was concerned about losing control of Te Whanganui a Orotu “right up to the time of 

the Ahuriri purchase” as Parsons has pointed out.45 Prior to the signing of the deed Colenso 

recorded in his diary a visit from Tāreha and others who requested his help in securing their 

rights to the harbour and foreshore: 

This morning several chiefs, Tāreha, Te Hira te Ota, Walker Te Kawatini, and others, 
came to see me, and to ask my advice about their retaining a portion of the harbour of 
Ahuriri, & not to part with the whole of it, which in May last, they had consented to 
sell to the Government. They also wished me to go there, to witness the transfer and 
payment. Not withstanding all their entreaties, I refused either to give them counsel, 
or to go with them.46 

This can be contrasted with an account in McLean’s journal in which he claimed that Colenso 

had advised Tāreha and others to have a special clause inserted in the deed to guarantee their 

rights to the harbour and foreshore:  

Mr Colenso told me that they seemed doubtful about selling the whole of Moturuahou 
Island that they wanted several reserves on the Island and Mr Colenso advised them to 
have a clause inserted in the deed giving them free rights to their Native vessels 
entering and leaving the harbour besides such other hints as would no doubt be to 
their advantage although it does not appear to me essential that the Natives require 
such advice when they are in treaty with the British Govt.47 

                                                           
44 Waitangi Tribunal, Te Whanganui a Orotu Report, 37-75. 
45 Patrick Parsons, “Claimant’s report to the Waitangi Tribunal, Te Whanganui a Orotu (The Napier Inner 
Harbour)”, Wai 55 A12, 52. 
46 Ibid..  
47 Patrick Parsons, “Claimant’s report to the Waitangi Tribunal, Te Whanganui a Orotu (The Napier Inner 
Harbour)”, 52-53. 
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To the Tribunal these two instances reflected the hesitancy of Tāreha and others to relinquish 

control of the harbour and lagoon to ensure they could maintain their fishing rights and free 

access to the harbour.48 

 The inclusion of Mataruahou in the final purchase became an overriding concern for 

Tāreha and others. At the last minute a number of reserves were added in the additional 

Mataruahou and Te Taha blocks on either side of the Ahuriri Heads: 2 islands in the harbour, 

Pukemokimoki and Pakake, fishing rights and canoe landing places. Their inclusion was 

necessary to finalise the deal, but they were provided with far less protection than the three 

previously agreed reserves at Wharerangi, Te Roro o Kuri and Puketitiri and were clearly 

negotiated in bad faith on behalf of the Crown. McLean noted as much in a letter to the 

Colonial Secretary about the purchase: 

Tariha and other Chiefs at Ahuriri were anxious to have several portions of valuable 
land reserved for them on both sides of the harbour especially on Mataruahou Island 
which they had always considerable reluctance in transferring from a fear that they be 
eventually deprived of the right of fishing collecting pipis and other shell fish which 
abound in the Bay; these rights so necessary for their subsistence I assured them they 
could always freely exercise in common with the Europeans and in order that they 
should be fully satisfied on this point a clause has been inserted in the deed to that 
effect. With reference however to the reservations for fishing villages and other 
purposes I objected to all of them excepting one Pa [Te Pakake] in the occupation of 
Tariha where some of his relatives are buried and which he is to retain until such time 
as the Government may here after require the spot for public improvements such as 
deepening or reclaiming some portions of the harbour.49 

This qualification regarding the retention of the reserve “until such time as the Government 

may here after require” it reflected McLean’s understanding that the additional reserves 

agreed to only because they would not be honoured. The purpose was to acquire agreement to 

the Deed and disallow any barrier to settler development. He recognised this fully by 

proposing to vest in Tāreha personally a town section on the north side of the Ahuriri Heads. 

In the end Ngāti Pārau’s concern with control of the harbour and its fisheries through the 

inclusion of Mataruahou and Te Taha in the purchase was met with a guarantee to fisheries 

only equal to that of Europeans (reflecting a “commons” right rather than a special right 

stemming from this important purchase), canoe landing places, and a reserve for Tāreha. The 

canoe reserve would become a shape-shifting anomaly that would last in some ways longer 

than any of the other reserves but from the beginning it was, probably intentionally, 

                                                           
48 Waitangi Tribunal, Te Whanganui a Orotu Report, 46-47. 
49 Waitangi Tribunal, Te Whanganui a Orotu Report, 47-50. 
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undefined. The canoe reserve was set out in the purchase under “Native reserves”: “that our 

canoes shall be permitted to land at such portions of the town as shall be set apart by the 

Governor of New Zealand as a landing place for our canoes”.50 

 Evidence provided before the 1873 Hawke’s Bay Native Lands Alienation 

Commission and the 1875 Native Affairs Committee supported the inclusion of further 

reserves on islands in Te Whanganui a Orotu but McLean denied that they had asked for Te 

Whanganui a Orotu to be reserved, only their “pipis and fish”.51 But how would access to 

kaimoana be possible without control of the lagoon? If the lagoon were reclaimed or dredged, 

the resources would no longer be viable. Tāreha made it clear to McLean on his first visit to 

Ahuriri in December 1850 what was being sold, “the water is ours, the land you see before 

you is yours”, but this concern did little to affect the Crown’s focus on the development of 

Napier and the perceived acquisition of the only safe harbour between Wellington and 

Tauranga at all costs. The Tribunal concluded there was no evidence that the purchase of the 

harbour or lagoon was negotiated or that the chiefs agreed to sell it, but rather that McLean 

thought that the harbour was an ‘arm of the sea’. This point though was not explained to any 

of the Māori sellers.52  

                                                           
50 Turton’s Deeds, Vol 2, 491.  
51 Waitangi Tribunal, Te Whanganui a Orotu Report, 52. 
52 Waitangi Tribunal, Te Whanganui a Orotu Report, 54.  
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Figure 9: Alexander Alexander’s trading station53 

For at least a decade after the 1851 Ahuriri purchase Ngāti Pārau continued to use the 

current inner Napier harbour area as they formerly had controlling and regulating its 

occupation. A sketch of Alexander Alexander’s trading station in the 1850s shows four waka 

beached in front and three more approaching the shore. Alexander traded extensively with 

resident hapū at Onepoto, which is now the Corunna Bay suburb in Napier.54  Te 

Koau/Gough Island remained “much frequented as a camping ground by fishing expeditions” 

even though it had been laid out in sections in the 1854 town plan for Napier by Alfred 

Domett, the Commissioner of Crown Lands at Ahuriri. He wrote in his report to his superiors 

that “a small island near Gough Island has not been surveyed at present, because there is an 

old pa fence and native burying ground upon it, and because I find there was an 

understanding with Mr. McLean at the purchase, that it would not be used for some time.” He 

added regarding the canoe reserve that “the natives also, in the deed of sale of the town block, 

reserved landing places in that locality, to be fixed afterwards by Government.”55  

 

                                                           
53 Don Wilkie, Port to Port, 1. 
54 Patrick Parsons, “Report on Te Whanganui-a-Orotu: traditional use and environmental change”, 45-47.  
55 Patrick Parsons, “Ahuriri Estuary and Surrounds”, 17 in Supporting Documents, Vol II, 19. 
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Figure 10: Pakake, Te Koau/Gough Island and Pukemokimoki in the original Napier Plan56 

The Hawke’s Bay Herald noted that in 1859 Te Koau was “at that time much 

frequented by parties of natives engaged in fishing expeditions and numerous remains of an 

old pa, in the shape of posts and palisading, still raised aloft their grim heads”.57 As the 

Waitangi Tribunal pointed out, “local Māori were happy to permit Pākehā to use the harbour 

for trade and shipping”. Mataruahou was not an attractive site for the town due to its steep 

hillsides and gullies and its separation from the plains by the lagoon and mudflats. Napier 

was declared a customs port of entry in 1855, “but as long as it remained essentially a beach 

community, servicing the provisions trade and coastal shipping, local Māori were happy to 

share”.58 Things began to gradually change as Māori became excluded from the provincial 

system of government, with pastoralists and politicians (often the same people) quickly 

leaving behind any semblance of co-operation with Māori including Ngāti Pārau. Further 

land was acquired from the 1850s-1870s for farming but also for roads, bridges and railway. 

In the name of harbour improvements and the creation of more flat land for the town and 

                                                           
56 ‘Supporting Papers to the Evidence of Stephanie McHugh re: Te Whanganui-a-Orotu’, Wai 55 A21 (c), 736.  
57 Waitangi Tribunal, Te Whanganui a Orotu Report, 77; Patrick Parsons, “Report on Te Whanganui-a-Orotu: 
traditional use and environmental change”, 49-50; Hawke’s Bay Herald, 10 October 1874.   
58 Waitangi Tribunal, Te Whanganui a Orotu Report, 77, Patrick Parsons, “Claimant’s report to the Waitangi 
Tribunal, Te Whanganui a Orotu (The Napier Inner Harbour)”, 105.  
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farmers, a series of land reclamations began which encroached on the customary rights of 

Ngāti Pārau in the southern end of Te Whanganui a Orotu.  

 With the 1851 Ahuriri purchase and its additions of Te Taha and Maratuahou 

(Adjacent) making up the north and northwestern ends of the land adjacent to the takutai 

claim area, in 1856 the Crown purchased the land adjoining Mataruahou which had been 

excluded from the Ahuriri purchase by the reservation of Pukemokimoki. The deed was 

signed by Tāreha, Karauria Pupu and Hone Hoeroa for 50 and two town sections. The 

signatories represented Ngāti Pārau and Ngāti Hinemoa: 

 

Figure 11: Whakapapa of Mataruahou (adjacent) block awardees59 

MDN Campbell in his 1975 history of Napier City suggested that the purchase was meant to 

pacify Tāreha over the 1851 Ahuriri purchase by giving him an additional payment and two 

                                                           
59 Patrick Parsons, “Customary fishing grounds in the Ahuriri District”. 
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sections in town.60 After reclamation and the forming of an access road over Bluff Hill this 

area, acquired for £50, was developed into the town centre.  

The two blocks further south of the Mataruahou (adjacent) block make up the 

southern reaches of the land adjacent to the takutai moana claim area that were taken through 

the Native Land Court for investigations of title in the late 1860s. The Tutae o Mahu block, a 

long narrow strip of shingle beach from the southern boundary of Napier to Tāreha’s bridge, 

was granted to Tāreha Te Moananui in July 1867. He claimed the land through the tupuna Te 

Tutura and was supported by Manaena Tini. Te Tutura was the brother of Tāreha’s great 

grandfather, Rangikamangungu: 

 

Figure 12: Te Tutura to Tāreha whakapapa61 

The Te Whare o Maraenui block, a tidal area of southern Te Whanganui a Orotu 

which was underwater during flooding between the Tutaekuri River and the beach but would 

later form part of Napier town, was granted to Tāreha and his uncle Hauwaho’s grandson, 

Wiremu Maiaia, in November 1869. Tāreha claimed the land through his great grandfather 

Rangikamangugu: 

                                                           
60 MDN Campbell, Story of Napier: 1874-1974, 1975, 4-5.  
61 Patrick Parsons, “Customary fishing grounds in the Ahuriri District”. 
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Figure 13: Whakapapa of Te Whare o Maraenui awardees62 

Land was reserved for Tāreha out of the Te Whare o Maraenui block which straddled both 

the old Tutaekuri river and the lagoon. The authority of Tāreha in the takutai moana claim 

area to the south towards Awatoto was symbolised in his bridge as shown below.  

 

                                                           
62 Patrick Parsons, “Customary fishing grounds in the Ahuriri District”. 
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Figure 14: Location of Tāreha’s reserve in the Te Whare o Maraenui block and Tāreha’s 

bridge63 

Both the Tutae o Mahu and Te Whare o Maraenui blocks were sold in 1869 to the 

Crown by Tāreha and Maiaia. To the south of the Te Whare o Maraenui block and adjacent to 

the southern end of the Tutae o Mahu block was the Pukeroa block. Karauria Pupu appeared 

on behalf of Tāreha and claimed that the land belonged to their ancestors and that Tāreha 

should be the sole grantee. The title was awarded to Tāreha. To the south of the Pukeroa 

block just adjacent to the foreshore was the Whataangaanga 2 block which was claimed by 

Te Waka Kawatini as the rangatira of Ngāti Hinemoa through the tupuna Takapau but Tāreha 

was included in the list of owners along with his Ngāti Pārau whānaunga Karauria Pupu and 

                                                           
63 NLC freehold order for Tāreha’s reserve, 68 na 132 tto, MLC Hastings.  



27 
 

Wiremu Maiaia, as well as Kawatini, Tini, Karaitiana Takamoana, Meihana Takihi, Henare 

Tomoana and Paora Torotoro. Evidence from these early Crown purchases and NLC 

investigations indicate that the principal interests along the coast from Mataruahou to 

Waitangi belonged to Ngāti Pārau through Tāreha and Ngāti Hinemoa through Te Waka 

Kawatini. Parsons notes the “almost exclusive interests demonstrated by Ngāti Pārau north of 

the Awatoto-Meanee Road”. Although Ngāti Pārau are included in the Whataangaanga 2 

block, others are also recognised as rights holders.64 

                                                           
64 Patrick Parsons, “Customary fishing grounds in the Ahuriri District”. 
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Figure 15: NLC purchases65 

                                                           
65 Patrick Parsons, “Customary fishing grounds in the Ahuriri District”. 
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Reclamations and mahinga kai after the Crown purchases 
 

Harbour improvements and the reclamation of land in southern Te Whanganui a 

Orotu began almost immediately after the first provincial Council and superintendent were 

elected. This gradually came to interfere with Ngāti Pārau’s customary use of the future inner 

Napier Harbour and Ahuriri Heads. From the first proposed reclamations in the Harbour area, 

the Crown considered that “the soil below high water mark is prima facie the Crown’s 

property”. This clashed with the view of Ngāti Pārau. District Commissioner GS Cooper 

wrote in a report to McLean: “Tāreha one day said to me that he had only sold the land as far 

as the high-water mark, and that all, that is now being reclaimed, is his property, as having 

been under the sea when he sold the Ahuriri Block.”66 Under the Harbour Reserves Act 1861, 

the provincial government was able to acquire revenue for the improvement of the harbour as 

well as sell reclaimed land. In 1862 Te Pakake and Te Koau islands were joined together, 

Watt’s and Routledge’s wharves were constructed on the north side of the Iron Pot, a timber 

breastwork was constructed on the south side, and dredging commenced at the harbour 

entrance and at the Iron Pot. Between 1862 and 1874, Te Pakake and Te Koau were 

reclaimed and divided into lots for sale. In 1874 part of Te Pakake was taken for railway 

purposes and compensation paid to Tāreha. In 1877 Tāreha was granted a section on another 

part of Te Pakake, section 555.67 

Accompanying the physical reclamation of Te Whanganui a Orotu was the 

expropriation of the lagoon by statute. In 1874 Te Whanganui a Orotu/“Ahuriri Lagoon” was 

formally vested in the Napier Harbour Board through the Napier Harbour Board Act. During 

the Parliamentary Debates regarding the Bill, the Southern Māori MP HK Taiaroa questioned 

the Native Minister Donald McLean on the vesting of the lagoon in the Harbour Board: “By 

what authority any land below high water mark has been reclaimed for public purposes in the 

North Island and whether such reclamations are not in contravention of the rights reserved as 

to fisheries to the Native Race by the Treaty of Waitangi; and if infringement of the Treaty 

has taken place, how the Māori people can obtain compensation?” McLean predictably 

responded that when any Māori lands were sold so were all the “rivers, streams, and whatever 

was on the surface of the land or under the surface”. In contrast the Waitangi Tribunal found 

that the “harbour endowment amounted to a statutory expropriation of a traditional resource 

                                                           
66 Waitangi Tribunal, Te Whanganui a Orotu Report, 92.  
67 Waitangi Tribunal, Te Whanganui a Orotu Report, 89-90. 
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that their tipuna used, occupied, and controlled and, in respect of the harbour proper, were 

knowingly and willingly shared with the settlers”. As land around Pukemokimoki island was 

reclaimed it became known as Pukemokimoki hill until 1872 when it was removed during 

railway construction and provided spoil to fill in the hollow in Dickens and Munroe Streets. 

Despite its reservation in the Ahuriri purchase, the Napier Borough Endowments Act 1876 

declared Pukemokimoki to be “an endowment for the borough of Napier”.68  

 

Figure 16: Reclamations before 193169 

Reclamations continued throughout the 1870s until the 1931 earthquake when the Napier 

Harbour Board was endowed with over 8000 acres of land, without any consultation with 

Ngāti Pārau.70 

                                                           
68 Waitangi Tribunal, Te Whanganui a Orotu Report, 95-98. 
69 Waitangi Tribunal, Te Whanganui a Orotu Report, 104.  
70 Waitangi Tribunal, Te Whanganui a Orotu Report, 98-103. 
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From the establishment of the Napier Harbour Board in 1875 until the 1931 

earthquake, the Board remained divided on the vision of the best path forward for improving 

the harbour for shipping. The split was between rival factions in favour of either continuing 

dredging in the inner harbour or to construct a breakwater harbour at the Bluff. With massive 

sums wasted on both, the effects on the customary uses of Te Whanganui a Orotu by Ngāti 

Pārau were equally devastating. Up to 1931 the Harbour Board continually dredged to 

maintain the harbour opening. The Waitangi Tribunal noted the negative impacts of the 

continued dredging on Māori fishing rights. Despite the negative effects Ngāti Pārau did not 

cease fishing throughout this period and long after the earthquake.  

Effects of Crown reclamations pre-quake, 1890s-1931 
 

With Crown control of the harbour area proceeding at pace in the 1890s, the Whanga 

hapū had to make significant efforts to maintain their own connections with the takutai 

moana. Many Māori were working on coastal steamers, and it was convenient for them to 

have suitable accommodation near the Port. Previously Paora Kaiwhata (Ngāti Hinepare) had 

leased a Harbour Reserve and set up cottages for accommodation for Māori working on 

coastal steamers. The lease expired shortly after Kaiwhata passed away in 1892. His trustee, 

JP Hamlin, contacted the Napier Harbour Board “on behalf of the Natives who visit the Port” 

to request the Board lease a new site. Hamlin thought that the location of the original leased 

site was “more suitable for business purposes than for its present use” and asked the Board to 

grant a different site “near the Eastern Pier…about ¼ of acre…as a camping place for the 

natives and allow the buildings on the present camping ground to be removed to the new 

site”. This area would be conveniently near the wharves but would not likely become 

valuable as a building site.71 

 The Harbour Board Secretary, Francis Saunders, replied favourably to Hamlin’s 

request. They offered “a site to be laid off on the northern side of Hardinge Road between the 

Pilot crews house and the Kerosene Bond…to be used as a camping place by Natives 

travelling by coastal steamers on condition that the ground be close fenced”. While the Board 

retained the right to resume occupation of the site with twelve months’ notice, they would 

allow all buildings and fences to be removed. The Native Department provided £100 to the 

                                                           
71 JP Hamlin to Napier Harbour Board Chairman, 28 June 1892, Napier Museum archives in Supporting 
Documents, Vol I, 21.  
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Board to move the buildings from the old site to the new site as well as the erection of the 

fence around the section. The Ministry requested that a formal lease of the site (21 years at 

peppercorn rates) be issued prior to the transfer of the building, which the Board agreed to. 

By 1909 the cottages had fallen into a state of disrepair and the Ministry of Native Affairs 

had relinquished its trustee role. Paora Kaiwhata’s son, Mahanga Kaiwhata, proposed to 

move the cottages again and pay for the unpaid rates if he could be provided with another 

Harbour Board property to lease.72 This demonstrated the value the Te Whanga hapū placed 

on maintaining a camping site at the Heads.73 

 Part of the terms of the Ahuriri purchase was a reserve for Tāreha on Westshore. This 

approximately 1011 square metres (or 1 rood) site was eventually reserved at the corner of 

Tāreha Street and Meeanee Quay. It did not directly abut the foreshore after the 1931 

earthquake and subsequent reclamations, but it did prior. It was used by Tāreha and then his 

sons Te Roera and Kurupo for decades following Tāreha’s death in 1880. Te Roera and 

Kurupo’s lawyer, Mr Lawry, stated that within his memory (in 1953) “both Te Roera Tareha 

and Kurupo Tareha made use of the dwelling at various times, apparently to the exclusion of 

any other Maoris”. This reflected the significant standing of the Tāreha whānau in the takutai 

moana area. Mr Lawry also noted that dwellings had been erected on the section, which most 

certainly would have been used as a base for mahinga kai gathering. This area along with the 

cottages established at the spit spoke to the continuing use of the takutai moana.74 

                                                           
72 Francis Saunders to JP Hamlin, 28 July 1892; Napier Resident Magistrate to Napier Harbour Board 
Chairman, 16 September 1892; Francis Saunders to Napier Resident Magistrate, 13 October 1892; Mahanga 
Kaiwhata to Napier Harbour Board Secretary, 26 August 1909; Minutes of 16 June 1908 Napier Harbour Board 
Meeting, 1906-1912 MB, p140; Minutes of 20 April 1909 Napier Harbour Board Meeting, 1906-1912 MB, 
p216; Minutes of 18 May 1909 Napier Harbour Board Meeting, 1906-1912 MB, p220: Napier Museum archives 
in Supporting Documents, Vol I, 22-47. 
73 Patrick Parsons, “Ahuriri Estuary and Surrounds”, 20 in Supporting Documents, Vol II, 22. 
74 Mr Lawry to Lands and Survey Head Office, 10 July 1952, AADS W3562 40 36-1332 pt 5, Archives NZ in 
Supporting Documents, Vol I, 48-49.  
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Figure 17: The Tāreha and Canoe reserves on Westshore, c.190075 

                                                           
75 Lithographic map 1900, AADS W3562 180 6-9-50, Archives NZ. 



34 
 

 Petitions regarding Te Whanga began as early as Tāreha’s comment in 1862 to GS 

Cooper that the seabed belonged to him as he had only sold the land. More formal petitions to 

Parliament were made beginning in 1875 with further petitions in 1894 and 1907—all of 

which were unsuccessful as they were essentially dismissed without any real investigation. 

Applications were then made to the NLC from 1916-1919 and while some hearings took 

place, they were not helpful to the cause of the Te Whanga hapū. Eventually the NLC heard 

evidence on six of the islands excluded from the Napier Harbour’s endowment of Te Whanga 

in 1874 but all of these were north of Ngāti Pārau’s claimed area.76  

Due to the difficulties of bringing the claim through the NLC after petitioning the 

Minister of Native Affairs, William Herries, they met directly with the Napier Harbour Board 

on 10 May 1918. Te Roera Tāreha, Wahaponga and Mohi Te Atahikoia attended the meeting 

on behalf of the Te Whanga hapū. Wahaponga advised the Harbour Board that they were 

concerned with the seabed of Te Whanga which they now understood to be claimed by the 

Harbour Board but which had formerly belonged to them. He referred specifically to Tāreha’s 

statement that while the land was the Crown’s the water remained in the ownership of the 

hapū. Wahaponga claimed ownership of Te Whanga: “We have no doubt in our minds that 

we own the land in the Inner Harbour but we wish to approach the Harbour Board in a 

friendly spirit so that this difficulty can be adjusted. We know that the Government and 

Harbour Board claim that the King is the owner of the tidal waters. The Pākehās arriving in 

New Zealand found the salt water in the district – it was not fetched by the Pākehās.” Te 

Atahikoia was adamant Te Whanga had not been sold because their ancestors knew that their 

descendants would require it for their food supply. He claimed that he had only discovered at 

the hearing that Te Whanga had been vested in the Harbour Board in 1874. Te Roera Tāreha 

had also only at that point just heard of the Harbour Board’s ownership of Te Whanga. He 

was the son of Tāreha and he maintained that his father would have been “one of the first to 

protest against the present arrangement had he been aware that our title to those ancestral 

fishing grounds would have been taken from us”.77  Another petition was submitted to 

Parliament by Mohi Te Atahikoia in 1919 following the fruitless meeting with the Harbour 

Board and this finally led to a substantial hearing of their claims to Te Whanga by the Native 
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Lands Claims Commission. Although it would not provide the conclusion sought by the Te 

Whanga hapū, they at least were finally heard.78                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

During the 1920 Native Land Claims Commission witnesses described the effect of 

harbour works on shellfish beds and fishing grounds. They noted the challenges the changes 

presented but there was evidence of their continued use of the area. Nepata Puhara said:  

The new opening (Ahuriri outlet), was in existence in 1851. It has been made deeper 
by dredging. In 1874 I saw workmen digging it. Before the dredging the fish would 
have been eels, whitebait, pipis, and crayfish – all freshwater fish. Since the 
deepening salt water fish is caught – flounders and other fish. The natives fished for 
these after the deepening. The reclamation works are covering some of the pipi beds 
and killing the pipi in other beds.79 

Later in his evidence Puhara noted further that they “finished getting fresh water fish out of 

the lake…when Napier South was reclaimed.” Nonetheless he did note that they still fished 

for eels at that time and he “got inanga out of the lagoon when I was a boy and also as a 

man”. He confirmed that “we still fish for inanga” in the “summer time”.80 Porokura Maapu, 

stated that he “used to get fresh water fish whitebait (inanga) and eels”. He was 53 in 1920 

indicating a fishing period in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century. Speaking of the 

occupation of the Ahuriri Heads, Maapu described the reasons for creating the Ahuriri 

harbour opening: “some homes of the people were at the ‘Iron pot.’ Certain winds would 

blow; close the opening and flood the homes. Natives then decided to make the new 

opening.”81 

Mohi Te Atahikoia also noted the changes: “The training wall made Ahuriri always 

keep open, and salt water fish now enter the lake. Fish in the lake were flounders, eels, inanga 

and fresh water fish. After the opening became permanent salt water fish would enter.”82 At 

the hearing of Hori Tupaea’s 1932 petition Te Roera Tāreha of Ngāti Pārau also provided 

evidence on the different fish caught before and after the dredging deepened the entrance to 

the harbour:  

I lived with my father at a place close to a place called Pawene – where the Port 
Ahuriri police station is now. The Iron pot was the place where they gathered pipis. 

                                                           
78 Waitangi Tribunal, Te Whanganui a Orotu Report, 166-169. 
79 Waitangi Tribunal, Te Whanganui a Orotu Report, 99; “Māori Affairs files related to Te Whanganui-a-
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Te Whakiwhaki was another place – this place extended towards the old bridge – 
there were the places where I remember the pipis were got – they were close to the 
Kaingas. At high tide it was salt water. There were no pipis found at this time in the 
lagoon or Toroanui as the place in the lagoon immediately above the bridge. No pipis 
are to be found there now. It was through the salt water coming into the Inner Harbour 
that the pipis grew there – they followed the tide in. Pipis were also found at Okahu 
on the Taradale side of the new bridge but on the Spit side. I heard of a pepeha after I 
was married, it was new to me then. Tamatea’s pepeha…Otiere is also in Te Whanga. 
Tahinga is by the breakwater…[the] lagoon was called ‘Maara Kai.’ The pauas were 
outside. The fish were there at high tide when the salt water was there. The fish found 
in the harbour were upokororo, tuna, inanga, kokopu, patiki, mohoao – these are all 
freshwater fish and were all that were caught there. At the present time patiki, mohoao 
and inanga. The kokopu and tipohororo have disappeared. Taniwe, Kahawai and 
mango have come into this since the salt water began to come in. Kahawai and Kanae 
are not plentiful now but were plentiful in old days. When a net was spread enough 
were caught to last a week.83 

Te Wahapango was born in 1841 and presented evidence to the Native Land Claims 

Commission about the resources of the takutai moana area: “Before the opening this was a 

fresh water flounder. After the opening was made sea flounders were found there. Fresh 

water flounder is Mohoao. Salt water flounder is Maramaratotara. We had a eel weir at 

Wairoaiti called Te Wahaote-marangai.” Te Wahaponga also noted other uses of the takutai 

moana area around Ahuriri harbour: “The Māoris brought their canoes at Pakake at the mouth 

of [the] opening. The canoes would go in and out when [the] channel was open.”84 He 

claimed that the Upoko-poito site was wrongly named on the map produced for the 

Commission indicating Ngāti Pārau interests at Awatoto near present day Marine Parade: 

“The place of that name is on the Napier side and not on west shore side – not far from 

Awatoto station.” Kurupai Nelson also noted the Tāreha whānau’s connection with Marine 

Parade to the east of the Ahuriri harbour in the 1910s:  

The old people would have a wananga when anything happened at sea that was out of 
the ordinary. They had along the seabed from the Marine Parade a whole lot of 
unusual objects or fish. Te Roera took all his Pākehā friends with him and they said to 
him, ‘that’s a funny looking fish’, he said no ‘they are not fish, they are men of war, 
jellyfish you know’. So they came back and decided to talk about why was it along 
the whole of Marine Parade. Not on the Westshore side on the Marine Parade. So they 
came to the conclusion that there was going to be a war because of the mention of the 
jellyfish being man of wars. Not long after, the First World War broke out.85 
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Other notable evidence of Ngāti Pārau’s connections with the southern section of the claimed 

area along Marine Parade was evident in the 1918 vesting of Te Whare o Maraenui’s reserve 

which was known as “Tāreha’s reserve”. It was vested in the two sons of Tāreha, Kurupo and 

Te Roera, in equal shares.86 Throughout Tāreha’s life and for at least two decades following 

his death this reserve from the Te Whare o Maraenui block would have been located on tidal 

lagoons (as shown below in the 1900 map of Napier) showing continuing occupation of the 

takutai moana. 

Other evidence of the continued use of the Ngāti Pārau claimed area was in the 

harbour region at the southern end near the Wharerangi reserve in the 1920s was provided by 

John Hohepa and Awhi Whaitiri in a 1991 interview. Hohepa and Whaitiri were children in 

the 1920s and noted how they used to gather shellfish adjacent to Wharerangi under the 

guidance of kaumatua Wi Raheke, Jimmy Heremia, Major Haraki, Nirai Aporo and others: 

We came on our horses down to the shores of Te Whanganui in the 1920s to gather 
kaimoana. Each fishing season our mother prepared new flax baskets to gather the 
shellfish in. We never went to the beach with an old basket. The two old karaka trees 
on kouturoa pa was the boundary for pipis. The pipis lay on the top when the tide 
went out at Kopaki on the north of Kouturoa bay. A single karaka tree further along 
by Ohingora bay marked the area for whetiko and pupu (periwinkles and bubus). The 
Kaikoura stream flows into Ohingora bay and the freshwater flounder (mohoao) went 
upstream with the tide. We used to set our nets in the channel where the Kaikoura 
flowed out and catch the flounders on the out-going tide. While we were waiting we 
gathered whetiko and pupu from the mudflats at Ohingora. There was a mussel bed on 
the rocks at the base of the Hinewaka cliffs. We collected mussels when the tide was 
out because there was no beach to escape to when the tide came in.87 

Kouturoa and Ohingora were both in the south western corner of Te Whanganui a Orotu 

before the 1931 earthquake near the edge of Ngāti Pārau’s claimed area and the current 

harbour outfall. In evidence to the Waitangi Tribunal local Pākehā Monty Murton recounted 

Māori food gathering prior to the 1931 earthquake near Park Island.88 Emma Kaukau noted 

that when she was “still a child, about 8 years old [in 1930], we went to Ahuriri to gather sea 

food…the older girls went diving for sea eggs, paua and pupu but I remained on the shore 

with my mother the wife of Aporo.” She discussed the different methods of gathering food:  

They remove the paua and sea eggs from the rocks a ‘ripi’ was made. A ‘ripi’ (to rip 
off), was made out of wire, flattened at one end and sharpened at the other. This is 
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what was used to collect the sea eggs. Most of the girls still used their hands. We all 
knew that after gathering sea food you go ashore with your catch and go home. You 
do not eat the sea food on shore lest you put those still in the water in danger. This 
was what we were taught.89  

Peter Kaukau, born in 1924, noted the high quality of the kaimoana in Ahuriri near the Iron 

Pot when he was a child including mussels, pipi, flounders, crayfish, paua and sea eggs.90 Te 

Awhina Whaitiri also presented evidence of food gathering in 1930:  

At 13 years of age were asked to go shellfish collecting at Whanganui-A-Orotu. We 
used to go by horse. The food that we collected were pipi, mussels, tuangi, and 
whitiko, which is a mussel like shellfish, fresh water shellfish [and watercress]..at 
Kopaki...These mussels do not grow on the rocks, but they were found in the mud and 
the name of these mussels were koko. The koko were put on the table and we were 
asked not to use our fingers because they acted as a spoon to collect the food on the 
table so we won’t get dirty.91 

Rangiaho Brown (Ngāti Pārau) was the daughter of Kapi Tāreha, born on 27 

December 1914. Her brother was Kurupo Tāreha II. She recounted at the Waitangi Tribunal 

hearing how prior to the earthquake her grandfather Kurupo Tāreha I (the son of Tāreha) 

would take the family during the holidays in his Model T truck to Westshore. She noted that 

the “kids would roam the hills and it was just the old ones who were left down there all the 

work, they collected kaimoana”. She claimed that some changes to Ahuriri occurred “when 

they [Pākehā] interfered with the Iron Pot…the sea poured in”. Previously it was an area for 

eeling, but she had always remembered it as full of sea water.92 

Te Rimu o Hurae Whenuaroa (Ngāti Hinepare and Ngāti Hinemanu – Moteo) 

recounted to the Tribunal how his mother’s family got their kaimoana from Te Whanga and 

“would spend up to ten days over there on our side and then come back” although that “was 

before the earthquake”. He recounted that they “would get a lot of pipi and tuatua”. Their 

access was later cut off by the sale of lands between Moteo and Te Whanga to a Pākehā 

farmer. But he noted that their use continued after the earthquake when they would go “out to 

the main beach around the Iron Pot” where there used to be “a lot of kina and paua there”.93 

  In the early 1920s the later inaugural Bishop of the Māori diocese, the Reverend 

Frederick Augustus Bennett (Ngāti Whakaue), accompanied around Napier members of the 

Thirty Thousand Club, a Pākehā residents association promoting tourism and economic 
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development in Napier which funded many developments on Marine Parade. Bennett was 

installed as pastor at Waipatu in 1917 and his mission area extended from Nuhaka to 

Waipawa.94 While pointing out many areas of historical Māori interest he recounted the 

legend of Pania and it greatly appealed to several members of the club. It was later decided 

that a statue would be erected to commemorate this important story. In the end Mei Irihapiti 

Robin, of Kohupatiki marae, was selected as the model.95 There was concern that the model 

to depict Pania had to be Ngāti Pārau due to the important connection between the Tāreha 

whānau and Pania. Robin’s whānau at Kohupatiki marae sought the permission of the Tāreha 

whānau before agreeing to act as the model for the statue.96 This reflected the importance 

which the Tāreha whānau retained even as the Marine Parade transformed the takutai moana 

along the coast. The Pania statue that sits centrally in pride of place on Marine Parade 

represents Ngāti Pārau and their own connections with Pania and Moremore.  

Post-quake use of the takutai moana 1931-1971   
 

There is strong evidence of the continued use of the inner Napier harbour area even as 

kaimoana resources began to be diminished due to harbour works, reclamation and pollution 

of the Ahuriri estuary through effluent discharged from Hawke’s Bay and North British 

Freezing Company on the western spit and the discharge of effluent at Perfume Point.97  

 Napier politicians had been gradually draining and reclaiming large sections of Te 

Whanganui a Orotu especially around the city up until the earthquake in 1931, but that 

natural disaster provided an opportunity to finally finish off the reclamation project long 

sought by the Napier Borough Council. 1406 acres within the Napier urban area was raised 

above the high-water mark by the earthquake but thousands more acres were drained through 

the final diversion of the Tutaekuri river away from the lagoon and into the sea. Instead of 

allowing the water to return, the local authorities continued the reclamations and drainage 

work to turn the harbour into what it is today. Ngāti Pārau’s continued use of the takutai 

moana area at the time was indicated by the bounty of kaimoana that followed the disastrous 
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quake. Selina Sullivan remembered collecting flounder and kahawai amongst other fish: 

“That was a luxury straight after the 1931 quake. We had two big trucks in Omahu…They 

were used to get logs from Taupo. They took a crowd to the port…at that time the sea went 

out a mile and a half I think and things were all in puddles, the fish, kina, everything. They 

couldn’t get away. We all had a feast…Peter Nuku and Jim Wilson were the ones who had 

these trucks and distributed the catch right through the paa.” She added that it was possible to 

get kaimoana at Ahuriri for a while after the earthquake.98  

 The Napier Harbour Board sought to claim the upraised land for itself, ignoring the 

claim to the seabed made by Tāreha in 1862.99 Bob Tutaki, the Secretary of the Heretaunga 

Welfare Association, was contacted by the under Secretary of Native Affairs RN Jones in 

1932 when the Napier Harbour Board Empowering Bill was proceeding through Parliament 

for comment. Jones told Tutaki, non-chalantly, that it will change the boundaries of the 

lagoon and reclaim lands and islands so “it may be that your Association would like to look 

into the matter and I have therefore informed you of the proposals.”100 The 1932 petition to 

Parliament from “Hawke’s Bay Māoris claiming the right to certain territory on the Ahuriri 

Lagoon” reflected Ngāti Pārau’s continuing customary interests in the Ahuriri Harbour area. 

The Manawatu Standard noted that “the Māoris were strongly opposed to parting with any of 

their rights over this piece of water, and they were keenly anxious to retain various reserves 

on both sides of the harbour to ensure that they would not be deprived of their fishing and 

other rights over it. They reluctantly parted with those reserves on the assurance that all their 

rights in the lagoon were fully preserved.”101 They maintained that they had never meant to 

include the lagoon within the sale, re-affirming their right to the takutai moana claim area.  

Following the 1931 earthquake, the foreshore rose up substantially not only in the old 

Te Whanga lagoon but also the claimed area that currently follows along Marine Parade 

down to Awatoto. This was transformed into the strong current that now exists along the 

beach on Marine Parade. This shows the fundamental changes which the area underwent not 

only in the lagoon but also along the rest of the claimed area to the south. This took in not 

only the foreshore side but also the lagoon and tidal backwaters that are today the suburbs of 

Onekawa, Tamatea, Maraenui and others. These would all have been areas of the takutai used 
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and occupied by Ngāti Pārau for many years after 1840. From 1931 the Napier City Council 

developed the area to provide tennis courts, mini golf, a boating lake, a sound shell, a wide 

promenade, eventually the national aquarium and most importantly to Ngāti Pārau the Pania 

of the Reef statue. 

 Hineiapitia (Beattie) Nikera recounted her family’s use of Te Whanganui a Orotu and 

the harbour after the 1931 earthquake. She married Joe Nikera of Ngāti Hinepare and told of 

how she used to gather whetiko with her mother in law on both sides of the bridge.102 Heitia 

Hiha (Ngāti Mahu, Ngāti Hinepare, Ngāti Tu and Ngāti Matepu) was born in 1932, just after 

the earthquake. He presented evidence at the 1993 Tribunal hearing showing that the use of 

the takutai moana continued after the quake. Hiha noted that “as a young boy, I gathered pipi, 

tuangi and whetiko near the southern end of the Embankment bridge. We would go there with 

our aunties. When I grew older we travelled to gather kaimoana at Hardinge Road, near the 

Port. That is where I was told about Moremore our kaitiaki shark that protected, warned and 

guided us.” He continued:  

Later, during my high school years, we netted and speared flounder on the flats on the 
eastern side of the Embankment bridge. Unfortunately we didn’t always have easy 
access on to our mahinga kai areas on the Estuary. Obstacles always seemed to be put 
in our way. We were not allowed on to the farm or to use the roads there as easy 
access to the mahinga kai areas further up the estuary near the pump house. Our 
vehicles used to be parked at the southern end of the embankment bridge. Then the 
Council put up No Parking signs and policed it. We would then be dropped off and 
then wait to be picked up later. It was interesting to see that when the duck shooters 
formed their association and had their maimai on the estuary parking bays were 
established. The only times I went on to the farm area was when I worked there or to 
visit my uncles and aunts who worked on the farm. At other times we were denied 
access.103 

Hine Reti (Ngāti Tu and Ngāti Hineuru) noted the restrictions placed on them as well. She 

felt that “when the Harbour Board took over there was little access to fishing, our people did 

go to Westshore to get pipi and other Kaimoana, however, notices were put up and our people 

were not allowed to go there anymore.”104 Emma Kaukau presented evidence of food 

gathering in the years after the earthquake:  

I was about 38 years old [in 1960] when I went to a place called the Lagoon, situated 
on this side of what is now the airport. The pipi there were very good known as tuangi 
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(cockles). The woman who took us there was the foster mother of July Whenuaroa. 
Unfortunately the Pākehā locked the gates and we were unable to go there anymore. 

She also mentioned Kopaki as a good place for gathering pipi where they also “processed the 

drying of paua, mussels, pipi, whitebait, eels and shark” by sewing their kai onto strands of 

flax and hung up to dry. On the Westshore across from the Iron Pot was a rock known as 

Rangatira where Kaukau and others gathered mussels that were famously sweet.105 

Wiari Anaru (Ngāti Tu) noted under cross-examination from Crown Counsel Brown 

about the food gathering in the harbour area: “Old Jim, the man that used to get the mussels 

for my aunty and uncle from the railway bridge, I think catching sharks was one of his pets 

sports, and he dried them and they smelt very similar to the Toriri Tobacco that the old 

Māoris use to make themselves, you had to have a peg on your nose while you ate it.” He 

noted that they gathered pipi and tuanga on the western side of the embankment. In his 

evidence Anaru noted the pollution from the industrial area at Pandora and the raw sewage 

from the Napier Hospital at the “Iron Pot, Hardings Rd area”.106  

Marjorie Joe (Ngāti Hinepare) remarked that they gathered pipi and cockles from 

“north of the old west shore bridge, the railway bridge…right down to the iron pot area.” The 

pipi from the channel were round while those gathered near the railway bridge were long. 

“The shell fish there were white and long like a tuatua. We got kuku and kina from West 

shore on the sea side.” Joe also recounted the use of the area for recreation: “We use to play 

on the jetty, swim, sometimes we would cross over to the other shore.”107  

Polly Rakuraku (Ngai Te Ruruku) of Tangoio died before the 1993 Tribunal hearings 

could begin but an interview with her prior to her death was read out to the Tribunal and 

placed on the Record of Inquiry.  She gathered tuangi from Pandora Point and “long white 

pipi near the railway embankment bridge” and noted that the “best place for pipis was in the 

Ahuriri lagoon where the present-day sailing club is…there were a lot of pipis there and 

kukus…we still used to get kukus there in 1960 I think.” She discussed the change at 

Westshore following the 1931 earthquake that was aided by local government: “At the time 

before the earthquake, we went to Westshore to gather kaimoana, pipi, whetiko, pupu and 

kuku…On the northern side of the old Westshore embankment bridge, that was a good place 

for pipi…Westshore at the time of the earthquake the place dried out, it was, not good that 
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the Pākehā came along and dredged, dug up our kaimoana beds, just about all our kaimoana, 

except for a few pipi remaining, having all gone because of this work being done at 

Westshore.”108 The immense physical changes are apparent in the contrasting 1865 and 1965 

plans for the area.  

   

Figure 18: 1865 plan109 
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Figure 19: 1965 plan110 

Management of the Ahuriri Estuary, 1971-1990 
 

What is clear from the above figures is that Te Whanga was transformed in the years 

following the 1931 earthquake from a gigantic nearly 8000 acre lagoon into an estuary less 

than a tenth of its size by the end of the twentieth century.111 Ngāti Pārau still strove to 

partake in its management. As a result of the 1945 Māori Social and Economic Advancement 

Act, new government sanctioned Māori Districts and Committees were established largely to 

placate Māori demands for rangatiratanga following World War II and the success of the 
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relatively autonomous Māori War Effort Organisation.112 While the autonomy of these new 

Māori Districts and Committees was far less than the Māori War Effort Organisation, they 

nonetheless still served to provide at least an avenue for engagement with both local and 

central government. Ngāti Pārau were included within the wider Ahuriri Tribal District, and 

made up key parts of the Waiohiki and Ahuriri Tribal Committees.113 In 1948 many of the 

region’s Tribal Committees pushed for the creation of a Tribal Executive Committee for the 

purpose of stimulating interest for the more remote area Committees and providing a 

centralized structure to bring the Committee’s leaders together. The primacy of the Tāreha 

whānau was apparent in Tuiri Tāreha’s election as inaugural Chairman of the newly 

established Ahuriri Tribal Executive Committee.114 The Executive Committee’s role in 

maintaining the connection of hapū with the takutai moana was apparent in their opposition 

in 1949 to quarrying in the Napier Inner Harbour by the Napier Borough Council: “The 

ancient burial grounds at Quarantine Island in the Inner Harbour are being used by the Napier 

Borough Council as a quarry. Many of the bones and skeletons were unearthed and lay 

alongside the road-way. We objected to this project of the Borough Council on the grounds 

that we did not approve of the desecration of our ancient burial grounds. After several 

discussions with the Council, they ceased operations.”115 The Borough Council’s cessation of 

its quarry operations reflected the continuing authority which hapū such as Ngāti Pārau 

maintained in the takutai moana at mid-century.  

From about the 1950s a conflict began to develop over the use and management of the 

estuary between advocates of what was known then as wildlife values (and today would be 

considered conservation principles) and human development. This clashed with the Ngāti 

Pārau (and other hapū of Te Whanga) view which sought to protect its environmental state 

with active sustainable use of its resources including the establishment of a marae at the site 

of the proposed canoe reserve. Myriad local authorities and government departments were 

involved in the system of control of the estuary including the Napier Harbour Board, Napier 

City Council, Hawke’s Bay County Council, Hawke’s Bay Catchment Board as well as 

Departments of Internal Affairs (Wildlife Service), Marine, Transport, Scientific Research 
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and Civil Aviation. In 1958 the Westshore Domain, the outfall channel and 61 acres of tidal 

estuary was gazetted as the Ahuriri Wildlife Refuge and the Napier City Council and Harbour 

Board delegated control of the area to a combination of Pākehā conservation groups 

including the Royal Forest & Bird Protection Society, the Hawke’s Bay Naturalists Club and 

the Hawke’s Bay Acclimatization Society. The Westshore Domain section was later made 

into a separate wildlife sanctuary.116   

Wai-Ora Action: Dealing with dredging and draining  
 

Conflict between conservationists and developers soon arose as the Napier City 

Council sought to reclaim and drain 61 acres of the estuary for a marina in the late 1960s. 

The opposition became so concerted that the Council shelved the proposal in 1973. Both 

local and central governments subsequently commissioned a series of reports (Sprott, Kilner 

and Knox most notably) which focused on maintaining the wildlife values of the estuary 

through a series of systems and controls. These were supported by a number of conservation 

groups active in the area that were joined in the 1970s by a Māori conservation organisation, 

Wai-Ora Action. They were associated with a largely Pākehā conservation organisation, 

Ecology Action. 117 Wai-Ora Action was headed by Te Rina Meads and supported by Ngāti 

Pārau including the Tāreha whānau.118 Involvement in conservation organisations such as 

Wai-Ora Action became another way to maintain the connection and occupation of the 

takutai moana.  

Wai-Ora Action actively sought to protect the estuary. It provided stringent critiques 

of Harbour Board policies and mono-cultural efforts to manage the estuary. Wai-Ora Action 

engaged in debates in letters to the editor to influence the public’s mood.119 After the uproar 

created by the City Council and Harbour Board’s plans to develop a marina in the estuary in 

the early 1970s, pressure was building to create a centralised management structure for the 

estuary. In 1976 the Ahuriri estuary steering committee was established consisting of 

representatives from various local and central government departments and authorities and 

                                                           
116 Waitangi Tribunal, Te Whanganui a Orotu Report, 137-140. 
117 Waitangi Tribunal, Te Whanganui a Orotu Report, 140; Ecology Action and Wai Ora Action Group to 
Napier City Council, 8 August 1975, AAAC W3207 Box 83 WIL 34/6/1 Part 2, Archives NZ in Supporting 
Documents, Vol I, 62-63. 
118 “Supporting Papers to the Evidence of David Alexander: Physical Changes to Te Whanganui-a-Orotu”, Wai 
55 D6(a), 1510-1512.  
119 Te Rina Meads, “Ponds vital to HB”, 3 April 1975; Daily Telegraph; L. Kamau, “Westshore’s ponds”, 26 
March 1975, Daily Telegraph: AANS W5975 5778 Box 87 RES/7/2/67 Part 9, Archives NZ in Supporting 
Documents, Vol I, 64-68.  



47 
 

headed by a biologist from the University of Canterbury, Professor George Knox. It 

noticeably excluded any Māori representation. Wai-Ora Action wrote to the Minister of 

Internal Affairs to express its dissatisfaction: 

The Mayor knows as well as we do that there is Māori owned land in the Ahuriri 
estuary, but Māori representation on the Steering Committee is conspicuous by its 
absence. So, we ask, where now is the Mayor’s concern for the Māori people when he 
denies them any say in the future of their own property in the estuary. We therefore 
see the Steering Committee as a ship without a rudder. It is intended that direct 
representation will be made to both local bodies on this aspect.  

Wai-Ora Action made comments on other aspects of estuary management as well including 

their support for Harbour Board Chairman Peter Tait’s attempts to rejuvenate the wetlands at 

Westshore across from the Hotel and the Westshore refuge, the site of the original planned 

marina development. 120  

A major challenge for Wai-Ora Action was the constant dredging undertaken by the 

Napier Harbour Board. In 1975 the Board proposed to dredge 110,000 cubic metres of seabed 

at Humber Street “for reclamation at the breakwater harbour and to improve its recreational 

value” by increasing the boating capacity of the estuary. This was supported by a report from 

the Ministry of Fisheries that claimed that the dredging would not significantly affect the 

estuary. The dredging was challenged by Wai-Ora Action along with their allies from 

Ecology Action and Forest & Bird. They had the support of one of their local MPs, Gordon 

Christie, who asked the Minister of Transport, Sir Basil Arthur, to meet representatives of the 

groups. They pushed the Minister of Transport to establish the estuary as a Wetlands Reserve 

to protect it from further developments such as the Harbour Board and City Council’s 

constant plans to dredge.121 The Minister called for an Environmental Impact Report to assess 

the effect the dredging would have. It was also recognised that the dredging might cut into 

the Canoe Reserve that still remained to be properly set aside. This was opposed by I 

Levingston, the Ministry of Works & Development Engineer.122 A public meeting was called 

by Wai-Ora Action, Ecology Action and Forest & Bird, “clearly representing both the Māori 
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and Pākehā people” later in 1975 to discuss the future of the Ahuriri reserve.123 Mr Tāreha of 

Wai-Ora Action spoke on the cultural aspects and Māori history of the estuary at the meeting. 

A large majority of 148 present supported a motion that the Ahuriri estuary should become a 

national protected area in the form of a park or reserve.124 The role of Wai-Ora Action led to 

local and central government consulting it along with the other major players in 

developments around the estuary but the dredging still went ahead.125  

After increasing the amount of seabed to be taken to 200,000 cubic metres but 

amending their plans to appease the Commissioner for the Environment, the need for an 

Environmental Impact Report was reduced to an Environmental Assessment in 1976. It 

gradually became accepted that the reclamation of the Humber Street ponds would not 

significantly affect the rest of the estuary and as a result would be allowed due to the 

economic considerations of the expanding port. The twisted logic at play here was reflected 

in one engineer’s assessment that the reclamation was “unlikely to cause serious damage to 

the ecology of the inner harbour area, if only because, as a consequence of the Board’s earlier 

dredging works, the situation couldn’t get much worse”.126 These kinds of rationales were 

coupled with admissions that dredging had destroyed all the “terrestrial biological value of 

the area” but claiming that otherwise the dredging had no effect on the estuary.127 This 

cognitive dissonance could be pronounced and open. In the middle of the dredging operation 

in May 1977 it was revealed that the dredgers were discharging dirty water into the estuary 

for which they did not have a water right. The Harbour Board rationalised this by claiming 

that the estuary which they had been responsible for degrading in their years managing it, 

would be receiving equally dirty water so it would not require a water right per se. The 

Commissioner for the Environment brought up the issue when the Harbour Board was still 

dredging in 1979 after stating it would be finished by December 1977. The Harbour Board 

was now using the fill for other reclamation projects as it was dredging far more than it was 
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allowed.128 In 1981 further reclamation related to the recreational boating area proposed to be 

established was opposed by Wai-Ora Action and Forest & Bird.129 There was some support 

from the public.130 A private objector but who worked with Wai-Ora Action, Frederick Mace, 

took his case to the Planning Tribunal but his appeal was rejected.131 He stated to the media, 

“as a wildlife refuge, the Ahuriri estuary is gradually being whittled away…you wish to 

remove a spit and replace it with a very small island…this is an unsatisfactory exchange”.132 

The support for dredging was still in place from authorities at this time and authorisation was 

provided in 1982 but due to budgetary constraints it was delayed throughout the decade. The 

repeated extensions provided to the Harbour Board by the Ministry of Transport were 

opposed by environmental organisations and even eventually by the Ministry of Agriculture 

and Fisheries.133  In a tokenistic measure when the dredged area was being developed for 

recreational purposes it was stressed that it “should be developed and managed in sympathy 

with the Māori canoe reserve adjacent to the council-owned land”.134 Other dredging works 

in the estuary were undertaken in the late 1970s by the Harbour Board at the Pandora Bridge 

and near Thames St.135 

The influence and power of Ngāti Pārau in the takutai moana claimed area was also 

evident through the work of Wai-Ora Action in relation to a dyke or stop-bank that had been 

                                                           
128 Secretary for Transport to the Commissioner for the Environment, 3 May 1977; SM Fisher to the 
Commissioner for the Environment, 12 September 1977: AANS W5974 25569 Box 89 43/6/9/16 Vol 1, 
Archives NZ in Supporting Documents, Vol I, 96-98. 
129 Forest & Bird and Wai-Ora Action, “Submission on Humber Street Pond dredging”, undated, AANS W5974 
7457 Box 90 43/6/9/16 Vol 2, Archives NZ in Supporting Documents, Vol I, 99. 
130 MD McVicar, “Estuary”, 5 April 1980, AANS W5974 7457 Box 90 43/6/9/16 Vol 2, Archives NZ in 
Supporting Documents, Vol I, 100. “Mr F. Mace of Wai-ora Action has voiced great concern also. Napier 
people should thank him…What the Harbour Board is doing is destroying an ecological gem. I know the Board 
members and city council do not care if the whole of New Zealand is laid bare. Not one professional person has 
raised a voice about this destruction of the estuary. Nobody would expect them to as they all belong to the same 
‘club’. Well, club members, some day the ‘other’ people will say stop. Then the destroyers will be gone and the 
‘great mess’ left for our children and generations to come. Let me remind every member of these bodies that if 
they destroy the environment they will destroy themselves. That is the law of the universe and they cannot 
change that. What a legacy. They shan’t have to place these acts of destruction in the time capsule. Young 
people wake up.” 
131 Decision W70/81 C3353, Mace v. Hawke’s Bay Harbour Board, 25 September 1981, AANS W5974 25569 
Box 89 54/16/77 Vol 1, Archives NZ in Supporting Documents, Vol I, 101-105. 
132 “Dredging rights opposed”, Daily Telegraph, 24 March 1980, AANS W5974 7457 Box 90 43/6/9/16 Vol 2, 
Archives NZ in Supporting Documents, Vol I, 106.  
133 NZ Gazette, 10 June 1982, No. 60, p1804; Isobel Morgan to Ministry of Transport, 20 July 1985; AD 
Carruthers to the Ministry of Transport, 14 August 1985: AANS W5974 7457 Box 90 43/6/9/16 Vol 2, Archives 
NZ in Supporting Documents, Vol I, 107-110.  
134 Commissioner for the Environment to the Secretary for Transport, 19 July 1979; “Ahuriri estuary 
enhancement for public enjoyment”, undated, AANS W5974 25569 Box 89 43/6/9/16 Vol 1, Archives NZ in 
Supporting Documents, Vol I, 111-112. 
135 Secretary for Transport to the Napier District Commissioner of Works, 10 August 1979, AANS W5974 
25569 Box 89 54/16/77 Vol 1, Archives NZ in Supporting Documents, Vol I, 113.  



50 
 

established without central government permission in the Ahuriri estuary. Te Rina Meads of 

Wai-Ora Action wrote to multiple government departments to have the issue addressed. She 

wrote to Venn Young, the Minister for the Environment, for help in pulling down the stop-

bank. Meads felt it was a continuing effort by the Napier City Council to restrict access to the 

canoe reserve: “Some five years ago this Council blocked off the arm of the Estuary leading 

to the Māori Canoe Reserve in which they proposed to build a Marina, loan financed. After 

widespread local controversy a citizens’ petition against the loan was successfully supported 

but before it could be presented the Council abruptly abandoned the loan and later the Marina 

project.” She recounted how the barrier across the tidal arm remained until it was breached 

“some months ago by persons unknown and the sea flooded back in again” which was 

“hailed with great satisfaction”. Meads complained that the Council rebuilt the barrier again 

barring the tide. Wai-Ora Action felt that “the Council is deliberately provocative and shows 

little concern for the opinions not only of conservation groups but also the Government 

Departments interested in the future of the area”. By attempting to use government 

departments to their advantage in this way, groups like Wai-Ora Action displayed efforts at 

controlling and managing the takutai moana. “We have always held the Wildlife Refuge 

provision of 1958 have never been rescinded and that the Council is legally vulnerable and 

open to reprimand.” Wai-Ora Action forwarded their letter to the Minister for the 

Environment to the Commissioner of the Environment who inquired about the stop-bank 

from the Wildlife service.136  

Meads later spoke to Ministry of Transport officials in February 1977 about the issue 

at an environmental conference. She received a response from the Secretary of Transport the 

following day that he had “done more checking into the background of the illegal reclamation 

formed by the stopbank outside the canoe reserve” and that he had “sent a pretty strong letter 

to the City Council”. The Secretary noted that if the NCC accepted responsibility for the bank 

then they would have to remove it or if they denied responsibility then “somebody will be 

able to breach it without fear”. The NCC initially claimed that it was the responsibility of the 

previously elected council so was not liable, before admitting that it had fixed a previous 

breach.137 In April 1977 Wai-Ora Action sought to publicise the issue through the media and 
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complained that the NCC had not pulled down the stop-bank built eight years earlier which 

had drained several areas of lagoon leaving it “smelling like a flushed toilet”. This affected 

the ebb and flow of the tide in the nearby canoe reserve which remained undefined. Wai-Ora 

Action wanted the reserve clearly defined so that it could be developed for the use of the 

people, alluding to the establishment of a marae.138  

Shortly after the issue was broadcast in the media, Meads wrote a letter to the 

Secretary of Transport to increase the pressure on the NCC. She described a stubborn City 

Council that exhibited some arrogance in its refusal to pull down the stop-bank: 

You will be interested to hear that I was one of a delegation of four representatives, of 
the Te Roopu o Maraenui, and the Friendly Action Group Napier, which attended a 
meeting with the Napier Mayor, Mr Clyde Jeffery. Towards the end of the meeting, I 
brought up the matter of the Ahuriri estuary barrier, and the fact that in so far, no 
attempt had been made by the Napier City Council, to comply with your instructions 
to remove it. The Mayor stated that as the barrier had been built by the Previous 
Council, there could be no responsibility on the present Council to remove it. He 
pointed out that it had been breached by some unknown person or persons a few 
months ago, and was repaired by the present City Council. The Mayor conceded that 
his Council had repaired the breach, and therefore by this admission of this action, has 
accepted responsibility, only to that extent. This arrogant and defiant attitude of the 
Napier City Council is being watched with close interest locally, as a trial of strength, 
between the Govt, and local bodies. I have enclosed paper clippings that will show 
you how the situation is developing, and trust that you will continue to support us, to 
see that justice is brought forth. The Ahuriri Executive Tribal Committee is working 
in conjunction with Wai-Ora in this protest, and as a member of the Ahuriri 
Committee, we have dual frustrations to cope with. Therefore, we will await further 
instructions from you, and hope and pray that you handle this matter with all the 
possible speed and wisdom that is required, for this matter should be settled once and 
for all.139 

Meads received a relatively supportive response from the Secretary informing her that the 

multi-agency Ahuriri estuary Technical Committee’s scientific members would advise of the 

benefits of removing the stop-bank. He also sought to address “the question of the Ahuriri 

Māori Executive gaining access to the deliberations of the Steering Committee or the 

Technical Committee” and hoped that both committees could establish “lines of 

communication with interested members of the public and would hope that your group and 

others would be welcome to sit in on their meetings”. This reflected the efforts by Ngāti 
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Pārau and other hapū of Te Whanga to create more formal mechanisms to recognise their 

continued use and occupation. The scientific members of the Technical Committee advised 

that pulling down the stop-bank would benefit the health of the estuary. Due to the efforts of 

Meads and Wai-Ora Action the stop-bank was pulled down.140    

Other ways in which Wai-Ora Action proved the continued use and occupation of the 

estuary by Ngāti Pārau were restrictions on motorboating.141 

A foothold on the takutai moana: the canoe reserve 
 

A nebulous canoe reserve, 1851-1950 
 

The canoe reserve remained undefined for many years. It was subsumed in the area 

used for the footbridge to Westshore. Pakake and Te Koau were gone long before the end of 

the nineteenth century while Wharerangi and Puketitiri were some of the last physical 

vestiges of the reserves from the Ahuriri purchase in the early twentieth century. On Alfred 

Domett’s 1854 plan for the town of Napier, Town Section 606 was set out as the canoe 

reserve. From 1880 the use of the reserve was affected by the construction of the Westshore 

embankment bridge and footbridge which linked the two sides of the Ahuriri Heads. The 

embankment bridge was opened in August 1880 and had swinging sections, but they were 

apparently only ever used once. The footbridge blocked access to the canoe landing from the 

sea while the embankment bridge blocked access to the canoe landing from the interior of the 

Inner Harbour. Eventually the site was reclaimed and it currently lies between Bridge and 

Colin Street in Port Ahuriri.142 Functionally, there was no canoe reserve at Section 606 after 

1880 but a new process began to have another canoe reserve transferred to fulfil the promise 

of the Ahuriri purchase. As early as 1871 there was a canoe reserve noted in the Plans of 

Native Reserves in the several Provinces of New Zealand which later became the location of 

the reserve when it was finally issued as a title and survey in the second half of the twentieth 

century.  
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Figure 20: Canoe reserve from 1871 publication143 

The extent to which the canoe reserve was disregarded was evident in the early 1910s 

when the Hastings Standard reported on some proposed reclamations nearby. “Some time 

ago the Hawke’s Bay County Council made application to the Native Department to fill in a 

lagoon at the Westshore, which in the summer time became a nuisance to the residents living 

in the vicinity. The Native Department has now replied that the land in question is a canoe 

reserve, and if it is not used as such it would no doubt have to revert to its former status as 

Crown Land. If the Lands Department decided to resume control of the land the council 

would have to make application to that department to have the nuisance complained of 
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abated.”144 Until 1919 the canoe reserve still abutted the foreshore but it was drained finally 

in that year.145 Any discussion of making the canoe reserve fit for use for the original purpose 

it was reserved was notably missing from the discussion between local and central 

government. But some Crown officials did attempt to fulfil those original promises.  

The canoe reserve was referred to in 1929 by the Commissioner of Crown Lands in 

Napier, JD Thomson. He felt that it needed to be defined to fulfil the spirit of the deed in a 

letter to the Under-Secretary for Lands:  

On the smaller tracing, I show one of the reserves in question designated as Native 
Reserves Canoes, etc. and which lies within the Ahuriri Block. The plan from which 
the tracing was taken bears no date, but is very old. It goes to show, however, that the 
spirit of the deed was given effect to, but as to whether or not the reserve was ever 
made use of by the Māoris, I am unable to say. At one time, a large number resided in 
the locality permanently and others visited the Inner Harbour for the purpose of 
gathering pipis, mussels and cockles, the beds of which are extensive, even today. I 
have carefully investigated the matter and cannot quite satisfy myself as to its present 
status although there appears no good reason to believe that it is other than Native 
land still. In view of the position it has occurred to me that the Native Department or 
some authority may be prepared to give a decision as to its status and I suggest this be 
done. My reason for the foregoing, is the fact, that the locality is very popular in the 
summer time and there is a great demand for small areas along the foreshore on which 
to build boat sheds, and this area is very suitable for that purpose, if it could be 
utilised, in the event of which, I would be prepared to make a recommendation that 
the area be subdivided into small lots and disposed of in leasehold for short terms. It 
is becoming more difficult as time goes on to procure sufficient suitable areas close to 
the foreshore to meet the growing demand.146 

In one sense he was advocating for the reserve’s definition, but it did not seem like it was for 

the benefit of the reserve owners and rather to provide more convenient areas on the 

foreshore for visitors. The Under-Secretary for Lands eventually replied to Thomson that he 

was “unable to throw any light on the correct status of this reserve…but the fact that it was 

marked and distinguished on the statutory charts as such would probably lead the Courts to 

assume after this lapse of years that there had been such a reservation”. The Under-Secretary 

noted that it appeared in the 1871 government publication Plans of Native Reserves in the 

several Provinces of New Zealand (shown above) but that in subsequent lists of Native 

Reserves it did not appear. It was mentioned in a 1900 Legislative Council document and a 
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result he felt it should be treated as a grant from the Crown. The Under-Secretary believed 

that special legislation was necessary to newly vest the reserve.147  

Re-occupying the canoe reserve, 1950-1970 
 

There things remained for more than 25 years until some inquiries were made by a 

lawyer in the early 1950s. As noted on page __ when Mr Lawry, previously employed as a 

lawyer by Te Roera and Kurupo Tāreha, inquired about the title for Tāreha’s reserve it also 

inadvertently put the wheels in motion to have the canoe reserve defined. After 

representations from the Tāreha whānau and through Lawry, the Department of Māori Affairs 

wrote the Commissioner of Crown Lands in Napier to have titles issued for both Tāreha’s 

reserve and the canoe reserve.148 The Māori Land Court heard applications for both reserves 

on 8 September 1954. Unfortunately only the administrative evidence of the Pākehā 

witnesses, AG Hercus the District Solicitor for the Department of Māori Affairs and JB 

O’Keefe from the Lands & Survey Department, was recorded in the Minute Book. O’Keefe 

reported to his superiors that “several Māori witnesses were called” for the 1.5 hours hearing 

which “touched on every aspect of the status of these two areas at Westshore”.149 The Māori 

witnesses were most likely members of the Tāreha whānau and the Ahuriri Māori Executive. 

Tāreha’s reserve was vested in the direct descendants of Tāreha Te Moananui:  

Tuiri Tāreha 1/8 

Bella Gillies 1/8 

Hineaia Mapu 1/8 

Peneamine Whitiwhiti 1/8 

Nawhakakapinga-o-te Rangi Tāreha 1/6 

Henare Oneone Tāreha 1/6 

Hineaia Pene 1/6150  

At the same hearing the canoe reserve was finally defined and vested by the Māori Land 

Court in the Ahuriri Tribal Executive: “Canoe Reserve (Section 5A Town of Westshore 

containing 0-1-20) vested in the Ahuriri Tribal Executive, a body corporate constituted under 
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the provision of Section 7 of the Māori Social and Economic Advancement Act, 1945, as 

trustees, to hold in trust as a marae of community centre for the common use and benefit of 

the members of the Ngāti Kahungunu tribe in the H.B. district.”151 This 103-year battle to 

have the canoe reserve defined may have given Ngāti Pārau and other Te Whanga hapū at 

least a small sense of progress.  

 In 1959 the Ahuriri Tribal Committee applied to the Napier City Council for approval 

to carry out plans for developing the canoe reserve “as the Ahuriri Marae upon which it is 

proposed to erect gradually a Community Centre for the young members of the district”. 

They noted in their application to the Council that the “area in question was steeped in Māori 

tradition and this was the reason for the application being made for this particular site”. In 

response the Town Planner pointed out some of the disadvantages of the site from the 

Council’s point of view. The Council meeting resolved that a committee consisting of the 

Mayor, Peter Tait, and Councillors Williams and Atherfold, would meet the tribal committee 

and discuss possible other sites.152  

In the end the Mayor did not join the meeting but Councillors Williams, Atherfold 

and Davies as well as the Town Planner, Mr Clement, were present. The Ahuriri Tribal 

Committee was represented by Baden Batt and Mr Taipiha. Batt advised the Council that the 

area was proclaimed a reserve for a marae on 8 September 1954. Its purpose was as a 

“community centre for Māoris; traditional Māori Welcomes to distinguished visitors [and] 

housing Māori visitors to Napier”. They hoped to erect a building on the site in the near 

future which they hoped would become a cultural centre for them and their people. Batt 

emphasised that the site was regarded “as a sacred spot and not just ‘a piece of land’ any 

resiting would not be looked on favourably as being an affront to the donors”. The Council 

countered that “with the proposed reclamation of the inner harbour area, the Marae would 

become hemmed in with houses and their activities would be considerably curtailed in view 

of restrictions in a residential area and further a piece of their land would be require for the 

future widening of Meeanee Quay”. Nonetheless the Council proclaimed that it was anxious 

to assist with the problem and wanted to propose alternative sites. Instead of the reserve on 

Meeanee Quay, the Council offered in exchange an island on the western side of the 

Westshore footbridge. The Council felt that the advantages of the new site on the island is 
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that it would be a large island that would not be built out, it would have a shoreline with a 

causeway from the new footbridge, it could become a tourist attraction and the Council 

would meet the legal and incidental expenses relative to the resiting of the Marae. This site 

though did not belong to the City Council, but rather the Napier Harbour Board and their 

permission would be required to complete any exchange. Batt and Taipiha were to place the 

proposition before their next Tribal Executive Committee towards the end of July 1959.153 

The meeting between the Ahuriri Tribal Committee and City Council was reported in 

the media before the Council could formally approach the Harbour Board about the proposal. 

This was mostly the fault of the Council for having neglected to discuss the matter with the 

Harbour Board prior to their offer to the Committee. Just as it appeared in the newspaper, the 

City Council finally formally contacted the Harbour Board about their plans:  

As you know, the Council has been asked to submit to your Board its plans for the 
reclamation of the area between the Westshore beach and the Embankment road, and 
in discussions with the Tribal Committee an area which would come within the 
confines of the reclamation and development was suggested as a possible site. No 
concrete proposal was put to the Committee as the Council is well aware that the land 
belongs to your Board, and unless satisfactory arrangements were made with you we 
could not negotiate on this site. In view of information published in the paper the 
Committee have been advised on this point, but if negotiations continue then an 
approach will be made to your Board to see the possibilities in this direction.154 

The Ahuriri Tribal Committee agreed to the Council’s proposition but requested that certain 

conditions were met. These included that the title remain as a Māori reserve with its rate-free 

status, that an official survey be made of the new area and that a causeway be built between 

the island and the main road. The Committee was also concerned about the state of the island 

that would be created out of the reclamation, they wanted it to be “built up to a level enabling 

drainage and sewerage to be effective and to prevent flooding” and for it to occur at the same 

time as the reclamations planned for residential housing nearby. All of the costs would be 

incurred by the Council.155 

 The City Council pressed ahead with negotiations with the Napier Harbour Board but 

the first response was not encouraging. The Harbour Board advised that “after careful 
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examination of the proposal to establish a Māori Cultural Centre on the island adjacent to the 

bridge it is of the opinion that this would be most unwise and that the material from the tidal 

basin would be required to raise other land in this vicinity.” The sheer massive scope of the 

reclamations undertaken since 1931 and continued well passed 1959 challenged the notion 

that the Harbour Board was ever concerned about “the material from the tidal basin”. Rather 

than Ngāti Pārau or other Te Whanga hapū the Harbour Board was more concerned with the 

benefit that would “accrue to Fishermen and owners of pleasure craft using the Inner Harbour 

Channel”. Their rejection of the proposal was in the most vague terms stating that “the 

project must of necessity be a long term one, although some reclamation work is 

contemplated in the near future”. The City Council contacted the Harbour Board to downplay 

the urgency of the matter and stated that any discussion about the canoe reserve could wait 

until the Council and the Board met “on other subjects to be discussed”. The matter was still 

in abeyance until 1970 and the controversy which erupted over the Westshore marina 

development.156 

The canoe reserve and the marina development, early 1970s 
 

 The Secretary of the Ahuriri Tribal Committee, Baden Batt, approached the Napier 

Harbour Board directly in 1970 to discuss a new exchange of land. The Westshore marina 

development’s residential section would take in the canoe reserve as shown on the map 

below. It would absorb the canoe reserve and as it was a City Council initiative, the Council 

Clerk recommended communicating directly with the Council. The Council also approached 

Batt because the Harbour Board’s discussions with the Tribal Committee had not been 

successful. Representatives of the Council met with Batt and Mr Thompson on behalf of the 

Ahuriri Tribal Committee to see whether they were willing to part with their canoe reserve.157   

As the Town Clerk pointed out in his report on the canoe reserve to the Mayor and 

Councillors the canoe reserve had a frontage to the water and still had “a certain special 

significance in the minds of the elders of the Committee”. This reflected the concern with 

continuing their use and occupation of the takutai moana. They refused to accept any land 

that did not have water frontage access: “It had been thought that the Tribal Committee may 
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accept an equivalent area of land elsewhere in the City but during the discussions it became 

evident that they were quite adamant that they wished to retain an area of land as close as 

possible to the original Canoe Reserve which has a frontage to the water thus enabling it to be 

used if necessary for a purpose for which the land was first given.” The Council and the 

Harbour Board sought to provide land next to the current canoe reserve on Meeanee Quay 

which was directly inside a residential housing development that the Council had planned.158   

While the Council understood that land with water frontage was desired and they felt 

they had a suitable site in mind, the Council did not countenance the possibility of an active 

marae so close to the residential area: “When Messrs. Batt and Thompson were questioned on 

the use to which they would put the land they would be given, I was informed that it would 

be used for a general recreation area for the erection of a Marae complete with normal 

catering facilities.” But to the Council this kind of use would be unacceptable and “would not 

fall in with the Town Planning ideas of the Council”. The Town Clerk attempted to point “out 

to them the undesirability of having such a piece of land in close proximity to the residential 

area” but the position of the Committee remained firm. They made clear to the Council “on 

being asked as to the necessity for the area fronting the sea they advised that this was 

essential in order to conform to the original purpose for which the land was made available 

and they thought that in the future it may be used for the erection of a Sailing Club to provide 

for the future Māori people.” The Council finally began to realise they would not be able to 

buy off the owners cheaply. “In view of their attitude it seems obvious that they will not 

accept land anywhere else and will require a portion of land with frontage to the sea and in 

my opinion the best area which could be allocated to them [would be the boating reserve].” 

Yet it seemed that only a building in connection with boating activities would be accepted, 

and not a marae although this was not entirely clear: “If in the fullness of time a building in 

connection with boating activities was erected on the site this would probably be compatible 

with the development on the Harbour Reserve.”159 The Town Clerk then recommended that 

further negotiations proceed with the Tribal Committee to exchange lands. The offer of the 

‘boating activities’ land which contained slightly more water frontage down towards Tāreha 

Street did not specify what kind of development could be done with the land, but the local 

government regulatory scheme would be able to restrict the development of the land 
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wherever it was located. Knowing this, the Tribal Committee set a number of conditions on 

the exchange of the land.160 

The Ahuriri Māori Executive passed a resolution at its 29 August 1971 meeting 

agreeing to the resiting of the canoe reserve to a “fully developed section…provided that 

conditions of title already applying to the Canoe Reserve, apply on the proposed alternative 

site”. It referred to the status of the land as a “rate free Māori reserve set aside for the benefit 

of the Māori people as a community centre; and that the right to build a combined centre 

building be upheld”. The letter noted specifically that the building was to consist of a 

“meeting house, pavilion, dining room combination, approximately 100’ x 30’…suitable for 

catering for boating activities and general committee type meetings and the catering thereto 

[with] all legal costs etc., incurred in the resiting to be met by the Napier City Council”. The 

Council though remained firm that “there was a limit to what the Council would be prepared 

to entertain as development on an alternative site”. The Council was beginning to prepare for 

acquisition of the land through the Public Works Act as an alternative to negotiation, 

contacting the Māori Land Court for information regarding the land titles. It would possibly 

be somewhat more difficult as the land was vested in the Ahuriri Māori Executive on behalf 

of all of Ngāti Kahungunu rather than specific individuals.161 

The Council’s position would remain in place through the summer of 1971-1972 and 

a response to Batt was provided in March 1972 which rejected the Ahuriri Māori Executive’s 

conditions. The Town Clerk pointed to the residential zoning regulations in place for both the 

canoe reserve and the exchange land as the impediments to the construction of a marae. The 

Clerk stated that the Council appreciated the desire of the Committee “to retain the character 

of the Canoe Reserve by preserving its right to have a building and regrets that this is not 

possible on the site under consideration” but he held that ultimately it did not matter because 

the Council wished to “proceed with its planning [for the marina and residential 

development] and when it is in a position to proceed would want to acquire most of the 

Canoe Reserve for street widening and construction and new streets”. As has been already 

noted although the Council was seemingly making a genuine effort to get the agreement of 

the Committee to exchange the land, they were also making inquiries for acquisition of the 
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land through the Public Works Act. The Council claimed that it would be happy to exchange 

land elsewhere that was residentially zoned “if this is the wish of the Committee” but the 

Council understood well that the canoe reserve had special significance.162  

Batt’s response was sombre and shorter than many of his messages to the Council. 

One could almost feel the indignant resignation that came with the realisation that the 

Council would never facilitate their desire to re-establish themselves on the takutai moana. 

The Ahuriri Māori Executive met on 19 March 1972 at Kohupatiki marae to consider the 

Council’s offer but could not accept the restrictions on the building of a marae. They pointed 

out the hypocrisy of the Napier Sailing Club building only a short distance from the canoe 

reserve: “In view of the fact that there is already a noisy and untidy shipbuilding industry in 

the vicinity of the proposed section and that in a spears throw away in another direction  a 

different section of society has been permitted to build a social and amenities hall, you will 

appreciate that my people are hurt while drawing an obvious conclusion.” The Council’s 

response would not have helped matters in its neutral tone that belied the overwhelming 

power of this local authority over Ngāti Pārau and the other Te Whanga hapū: “[T]he Council 

very much regrets that your Committee sees the position as stated in the facts set out in your 

letter.” Confronted with the hypocrisy of the Sailing Club nearby the Council stated that there 

were different Town Planning regulations for the two areas: “It is presumed that your 

reference is to the Sailing Club headquarters and Council’s only reply is that such a building 

is permissible under the Town Planning of this area, whereas the erection of the Community 

building as desired by your Committee is not permissible either on the present site or the 

alternative which we discussed.” The Town Clerk concluded his letter that he would be 

happy to make himself available for discussions that “could lead to a solution to what seems a 

problem.” What the Council did not seem to realise was that it was the problem.163 

In the meantime the Council continued its contact with the Māori Land Court to 

facilitate acquisition of the land through the Public Works Act. The Town Clerk though was 

well aware of the difficulties that could be presented with such an important site. Despite the 

fact that he knew the significance of the canoe reserve the Council attempted to push ahead 

with its increasingly unpopular marina development. Without intimating the ‘problem’, the 
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Council’s refusal to facilitate the establishment of a marae, the Town Clerk sought out the 

Māori Land Court’s help:  

The Council have tried to negotiate an exchange of land with the Committee but no 
agreement can be reached and this delay could hold up the development of the area. 
We hope that we will eventually arrange an exchange and thus gain title to the land, 
the major part of which will go in street widening and new streets. It has been decided 
therefore, that the portion of the land required for road works should be taken now 
under the Public Works Act negotiations continue for a suitable exchange. Normally 
speaking the taking of Māori land follows the same procedure as adopted in other 
cases but this is an unusual piece of land with perhaps historical importance and I 
cannot trace how ownership arose. I would like to be sure that I am in order before I 
take any action and would appreciate your advice as to whether any objection could 
be raised to taking the land in the usual way. 

It is unclear what the MLC’s response was, but in August 1972 the Town Clerk attempted to 

reach out to Batt once again but it seemed no reply was received. The Ahuriri Māori 

Executive then contacted the Minister of Māori Affairs, but they were merely told that they 

needed to submit any building plans to the Napier City Council.164 

Final attempts to establish the marae, 1976-1983 
 

Four years later in 1976, the Hawke’s Bay Harbour Board CEO reached out to the 

City Council to canvas their views “as to the accessibility by Council of the Board allocating 

land on the south side of the Ahuriri Lagoon to meet the needs of the Ahuriri Māoris”. The 

delay introduced in the second half of the 1970s was the investigation and eventual 

recommendations of the Ahuriri estuary steering committee and the Board stated that the 

committee would need to determine the feasibility of such a development. The Council 

agreed with the Board that the committee would determine whether a marae could finally be 

built. While any progress was held up by local authorities, the Ahuriri Māori Executive had 

attempted to develop the canoe reserve as a caravan parking site to produce some revenue 

until a marae could be established. Batt tied together the Ahuriri Māori Executive’s exclusion 

from the steering committee with the restrictions placed on the canoe reserve in imploring the 

Council to at least provide this one concession. He referred to “the deplorable treatment 

already meted out to the Māori folk concerning this area whereby the provision of a canoe 

landing was part and parcel of the agreement in the original sale of the existing land in those 
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days; an agreement which was not honoured until 1954”. Batt then claimed there were 

intentional surveying errors to limit the size of the reserve: “[S]ome shrewd person has 

surveyed a narrow strip of land many yards from any water access and misnamed the said 

strip of land a ‘canoe landing’.” As the land no longer had any water frontage and this was 

the original purpose of the land as set out previously in a number of letters from Batt to the 

City Council, the focus shifted to an extension of the canoe reserve into Council land. “While 

it may not be legally binding on the claimants of the land surrounding the surveyed canoe 

reserve to allow access to the waterway, it would appear a moral obligation to fulfil the spirit 

of the original sale agreement.” This only made a resolution more difficult for the Ahuriri 

Māori Execuitive as the Council gained more leverage.  The request for a parking site was 

disallowed as it was not permitted in the District Scheme.165 

 Things remained unresolved following the cancellation of the marina development 

because of the overwhelming public uproar against the Council. Batt resumed his entreaties 

again in 1976 with a direct appeal once again to the Napier Harbour Board, just as he had 

attempted to at the start of that decade but was quickly passed on to the Council. He set out 

some of the history of the reserve and made an appeal directly to the Harbour Board’s moral 

conscience: 

Over one hundred years ago when the sale of land in the Napier district was 
negotiated with our Māori people, a section of the waterfront was set aside as a canoe 
landing area. This agreement was not honoured until 1954. The certificate of title was 
not issued until 12 March 1973, in which year a survey was made delineating an area 
‘guestimating’ an old high water mark that presumably existed before the 1931 
earthquake, thus apportioning a narrow strip of land many yards from any water 
access. This would only be truthfully described as a helicopter landing. Having been 
at a disadvantage on numerous occasions in land transactions throughout New 
Zealand, we, the Māori people are fully and painfully aware that the law is made by, 
and stands with, those with the fastest theodolites. Therefore, to you as claimants of 
the land between our reserve and the water’s edge, we address our appeal on a fond, 
though perhaps faint hope that your board may find moral justification, and on 
opportunity for fostering goodwill, in honouring an old agreement made by the early 
Europeans, in allowing access to the water from a reserve existing as the only one of 
its kind in Hawkes Bay. 

Batt acknowledged the difficulties of attempting to develop land that was currently embroiled 

in such controversy with the work of the Ahuriri estuary steering committee, but he hoped 
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some kind of resolution could be made: “We are aware that the area in question is at the 

moment the centre of controversy as to ecology and future use, although as owners we have 

not been consulted, however the reason for our application is to provide a reasonable area as 

a marae and aquatic recreation area more in keeping with the concept envisaged by the Māori 

Land Court in its vesting.” He still seemed to hold out hope for the marae on the takutai 

moana. The Town Clerk wrote to the Harbour Board CEO: “It would appear that nothing can 

be done to assist the Māoris at this stage but it is agreed that their requirements should be 

taken into account when consideration is being given to the utilisation of land adjacent to the 

Estuary.”166 

 The Harbour Board CEO seemed to have other plans though and the Board’s meeting 

on 22 November 1976 they agreed to make available “a suitable area of land for use by 

Ahuriri Māoris as set out in their letter of 18 October, subject to approval of the Ahuriri 

Estuary Steering Committee as to area and location” and that he wanted the Town Clerk to 

“note this requirement for setting aside land for the use of the Māori community”. While the 

Ahuriri Māori Executive appreciated the offer to exchange land they had decided at their 5 

December 1976 meeting to reject the Board’s proposal. The main issues were the absence of 

a decision by Ahuriri estuary steering committee on the location and usage of the land and the 

potential value of the “150 feet frontage Canoe Reserve in the Motel area”. The Ahuriri 

Māori Executive proposed as it had the previous year to keep the current canoe reserve but 

extend it to the water’s edge. Once again they sought to appeal to a sense of fairness on the 

part of the Harbour Board: “While it may not be legally bound the H.B. Harbour Board upon 

fairminded appraisal, may decide that a Canoe landing, agreed upon at the time of the sale of 

that part of Hawkes Bay in the 1850’s but not delineated until 1954, cannot be really 

considered a landing place without water access. A decision to give tangible recognition to an 

old agreement thereby restoring the Canoe reserve to its rightful place in H.B. History, would 

indeed be fine substance for a joint press statement gladdening the hearts of the few 

remaining Māori Elders, even if reverberating somewhat rudely through the halls and 

counting houses of the racketeers who have shown interest in the area from time to time.” 

The Harbour Board passed on Batt’s letter to the Council, as the land between the canoe 

reserve and the water’s edge belonged to the Council. Batt wrote to the Town Clerk, who had 

been succeeded by another Clerk since his previous entreaties with the Council in the early 
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1970s. He repeated the same request as he had with the Harbour Board regarding the 

opportunity for the Council to honour the 1851 Ahuriri purchase by providing access to water 

for the canoe reserve. Batt also attempted to counter the Council’s usual policy regarding the 

zoning requirements for a marae in the canoe reserve by noting that a marae was a residential 

zone “in Māori terms”. The Council informed the Ahuriri Māori Executive that nothing could 

be done until the steering committee had completed its deliberations.167 

After decades of unilateral development of the old lagoon and the Ahuriri estuary by 

the various County and City Councils and Harbour and Catchment Boards, in 1976 when the 

Ahuriri estuary steering committee was established all development was put on hold. A 

deferred development zone was included in the Napier City Council’s district scheme which 

included the new canoe reserve section. Both the Ahuriri Māori Committee and the Minister 

of Māori Affairs objected to the zoning change but both objections were disallowed. This had 

a negative effect on Ngāti Pārau and other Te Whanga hapū who finally sought to re-establish 

themselves physically on the takutai moana in their newly established canoe reserve. The 

Ahuriri Māori Committee wrote to the Minister of Māori Affairs, Duncan MacIntyre, in 

November 1978 to pressure the steering committee to finish its report so that the development 

of the area for a marae could commence: “The Ahuriri Māori Committee are pleading for 

your assistance in ascertaining whether or not a speedy conclusion can be reached in the 

deliberations of the estuary steering committee so that the Māori people know precisely 

where they stand in regard to developing the Canoe Reserve, which was set aside by the 

Māori Land Court as a reserve for a marae for the Kahungunu people.” The Secretary of the 

Ahuriri Māori Committee, Baden Batt, painted in quite stark terms the desire and need for 

Ngāti Pārau and other Te Whanga hapū to re-establish themselves on the reserve:  

Negotiations over the Canoe Reserve, held with local bodies, have been long and 
conducted with great patience by the Māori people, as their various proposals have 
been shelved or fobbed off. The new winds of change in the stance of the people will 
not brook despair much longer. It is to be hoped that when the Ahuriri Māori 
Committee moves onto its Reserve to fence or develop, it will be regarded as a 
worthwhile project by the community at large, and not an act of desperation.”168  
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The Ahuriri Māori Committee received fairly strong support from the Minister of Māori 

Affairs in the matter, and was largely opposed by the Ministry of Works & Development 

which attempted to prevent the establishment of a marae in the estuary area.169 

The District Commissioner of Works, PM Newby, reported to the Commissioner of 

Works on the issue of the canoe reserve. He expressed his reservations with the proposal to 

build a marae which ignored Ngāti Pārau and other Te Whanga hapū’s efforts to re-engage 

with the takutai moana in Ahuriri. He also set out some of the history behind the granting of a 

reserve following the ‘loss’ of the precise boundaries of the original reserve: 

In the 1851 sale of Māori land to the Crown, a portion was reserved from sale as a 
launching site for Māori canoes. The reserve would therefore have extended to the 
water’s edge. At least since the 1931 earthquake, the boundaries of this reserve have 
been forgotten and the original survey plan has been lost. In 1974 [it was actually 
1973] a reserve was surveyed and the Māori’s were given an area of appro 0.18 
hectares which extends as far as the old high water mark. The size of the original 
reserve is unknown. The Māori Committee wish to construct a marae but the area is 
too small. The Māori Committee asked the City Council to extend the reserve down to 
the present water’s edge but the Council replied by offering them an 0.81 hectare 
section on Humber Street. The Committee regards this as an inferior site. I personally 
have doubts as to whether the canoe reserve is an historically accepted marae. I also 
consider it bad planning to locate a marae on this site. It is poorly located in relation 
to the Napier urban area and would constitute an undesirable physical intrusion into 
the estuarine environment. I think it would be unwise for the Minster to become 
involved with the Māori Committee on the pros and cons of developing a marae on 
the canoe reserve.170 

Newby did everything he could to deny the Ahuriri Māori Committee’s aspiration for a marae 

on their newly granted land. This included the predictable efforts at keeping Ngāti Pārau and 

others Māori out of Napier city (“poorly located in relation to the Napier urban area”), and 

the audacity to argue that the marae would be an “undesirable physical intrusion into the 

estuarine environment” after central and local government authorities had been physically 

intruding into the estuary for over a hundred years. This then became the position of the 

Minister of Works, WL Young. He made similar comments in a memorandum to MacIntyre, 

the Minister of Māori Affairs.171 
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 The Ahuriri Māori Committee pushed forward with its plan to establish a marae on 

the reserve. They held a meeting on 24 March 1979 to explain their draft plan to local and 

central government officials, members of the public and the Māori community. The 

chairwoman of the Ahuriri Māori Committee, Hana Cotter, felt that their proposals “to build 

a $100,000 marae on the canoe reserve at Ahuriri, Napier, met with a sympathetic hearing”. 

The public meeting was held to show the public and the government the extent of the Ahuriri 

Māori Committee’s commitment and connections to the site and “the reasons why the Māori 

people felt it was the most appropriate site for their marae”. Cotter claimed that the Napier 

Mayor, Clyde Jeffery, “suggested that land becoming available at Park Island, west of the 

city, might provide a better setting, but he assured us that if the Māori people wanted the 

marae on the estuary site then he would try to get it”. Cotter had ambitious plans to establish 

the marae but knew that it still needed the cooperation of the City Council. She sought the 

two acres of council land surrounding the canoe reserve to build the marae. It was felt that the 

government officials, including from the Ministry of Works and Development, “appeared to 

listen sympathetically” but the reality as was noted above was otherwise.172 

 The Ahuriri Māori Executive Committee proposed to meet with the Council the 

month after the public hui in April 1979 but the Council hesitated to set a meeting because 

they claimed that the deliberations of the Ahuriri estuary steering committee would need to 

be completed first. The Committee believed that a meeting would be “not only advantageous 

but necessary” and desired to meet with the full Council to show sketch plans for the marae 

complex, to discuss the extension of the reserve to the water’s edge and “converse with 

councillors [on] matters concerning the building of such a Marae at the Canoe Reserve”. This 

referred to the ongoing decades long challenge of obtaining Council permission to build a 

marae at the canoe reserve. The Council agreed to the meeting which was held on 3 May 

1979 in the Council’s Committee Room. In July 1979 media attention turned to the canoe 

reserve and potential development but the Ahuriri Māori Executive Committee wanted to 

ensure that additional land was provided to enable direct access to the estuary as well as an 

environmental assessment.173 

                                                           
172 “Marae sought on canoe reserve”, Daily Telegraph, 26 March 1979, AAPA W3374 8107 Box 15 3/5 pt1, 
Archives NZ in Supporting Documents, Vol I, 198. 
173 Town Clerk to Thomas Kaui, 11 April 1979; Thomas Kaui to Town Clerk, 20 April 1979; Town Clerk to 
Thomas Kaui, 30 April 1979; Baden Batt to Town Clerk, 4 July 1979: R50-0033 Māori Canoe Reserve Ahuriri, 
Napier City Council archive in Supporting Documents, Vol I, 199-203. 



68 
 

Despite the opposition of the Ministry of Works and Development, the Ministry of 

Māori Affairs continued to advocate on behalf of the Ahuriri Māori Committee, by 1979 

under a new Minister of Māori Affairs, Ben Couch. The Minister wrote to his counterpart in 

the Department of Works and Development in August 1979 to complain about the delayed 

production of the Ahuriri estuary report:  

The delay has been upsetting on the Ahuriri Māori Committee who hold the canoe 
landing reserve under right dating from 1851 or even earlier, notwithstanding that the 
location is changed. The present site was vested by the Māori Land Court on 8 
September 1954 “in trust as a marae or community centre for the common use and 
benefit of the Ngāti Kahungunu tribe in the Hawkes Bay district”. This vesting 
appears to affirm the prior right of the Māori people both as to title and use of the land 
known as Section 5A Town of Westshore, 1 rd:20 per. Consequently planning should 
accommodate this prior existing right and the Steering Committee’s plan provide 
accordingly. It is our considered opinion that there should be prompt planning action 
by the Napier City Council to provide an appropriate area centred on Section 5A 
Town of Westshore for Marae purposes.174 

The efforts to establish the marae continued unabated with at least some help from within the 

Crown but the opposition of the District Commissioner of Works in Napier, PM Newby, 

continued.175  

When the 1979 highly anticipated release of the report by marine biologist Professor 

G Knox, that recommended no further reclamation, dredging or gravel extraction from the 

Ahuriri estuary the Ahuriri Māori Executive Committee was in full agreement but when it 

came to the canoe reserve the report recommended that it should be kept as an open public 

space. This was reflective of the ways in which some of Ngāti Pārau’s goals for the 

protection of the estuary could be met while their hopes for a more solid footprint on the 

actual takutai moana in the form of a marae was ignored.176 Following the release of the 

Knox report, Ecology Action and Wai-Ora Action formulated joint proposals that diverged 

from Knox only in some aspects but otherwise sought to similarly protect the health of the 

estuary. Nonetheless only a couple of years later in 1981 the (now) Hawke’s Bay Harbour 

Board proposed further reclamation and dredging of the estuary to meet the growing demand 

for improved sailing conditions.177  
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In 1980 the Ahuriri Māori Committee produced a written proposal for the Minister of 

Māori Affairs to establish a “community marae” at the “historic Ahuriri lagoon” at the Napier 

harbour entrance. The Committee presented the project “based on historical principles but 

associated with community recreation, youth training in practical [and cultural] work, [and] 

environmental research and protection”. They sought funding from the Minister for a modest 

building to house small new boats, an area to build and store waka that could be rented out in 

the summer months to local hotel residents, a building for collecting marine and lagoon flora 

and fauna and the materials to start building the marae. The Committee presented it as an 

opportunity “to provide a special centre associated with a marine environment to foster 

historic Māori fishing culture in a place of historic significance to Ahuriri people”. It would 

also “protect the lagoon and appearance of Napier [and] stop the undue abuse of the water 

supported environment” and “provide a meaningful occupation for young people under the 

guidance of elders”. The complex would be under the “trusteeship of the people of land”. The 

idea was to start the workshops for the waka first and gradually raise funds for the marae 

complex.178 The following plan for the reserve was provided to the NCC:  
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Figure 21: Proposed “Ahuriri Marae” plan, 1981179 

During the Napier district scheme review, local authorities tried to place limits on the floor 

size and height of the planned marae for the canoe reserve that were opposed by the Ahuriri 

Tribal Committee. Charles Mohi noted in his objection that the marae was vital for the local 
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hapū to bring people together.180 By 1983 the Canoe reserve was still being discussed with 

the City Council and another set of meetings was set to occur. The Ahuriri Māori Executive 

still awaited confirmation that it could build a marae complex on the Canoe reserve. In that 

year an order was given which gave the canoe reserve Māori Reservation status; 

“Recommendation Order under Section 439/53 setting aside block as a Māori Reservation for 

the purpose of an urban marae for the common use and benefit of the Ngāti Kahungunu tribe 

and community of Napier.” The reservation was vested in 13 trustees:  

Robert Cottrell 
Hana Cotter 
John Taueki 
Marjorie Joe 
Boy Hupata 
Te Okanga Huata 
Peter Bloomer 
William Grey 
Richard Spence 
Jim Cotter 
Rewai Mansfield 
Dave Hawkins 
Te Aopehi Kara181 

Local government opposition to the establishment of a marae on the canoe reserve so 

frustrated Baden Batt of the Ahuriri Māori Executive that he built a marae on his own private 

land, Te Poho a Tangiianui. Later resources for a maata waka marae were provided in the 

newly drained suburb of Maraenui, which became known as Pukemokimoki, a name 

bestowed on the marae by the local hapū of Te Whanga.  

Outfalls in the ocean: city, hospital and industry 
 

The Napier city’s outfall had originally just pumped raw sewage into the lagoon and 

after the earthquake it began to be sent out to an outfall at the Ahuriri heads in what is now 

known as Perfume Point. Eventually in the 1960s the City Council decided to create a new 

sewer outfall with a pipe well out to sea south of the city and Marine Parade at Awatoto. This 
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has remained the outfall location since. Hiha discussed the challenges of continuing to use the 

kaimoana when pollution increased as a result of discharges from the hospital, the meat 

works and then the Pandora industrial development: “Our people avoid this area now. The 

old people have developed an abhorrence to the area, so we tend not to use it. The old people, 

like Aunt Selina who always carry it in their minds. First this relates to their memories of the 

meat works which resulted in major discharges of effluent. Second, they remembered the 

pipe line below the hospital that came straight down into the port and third, the Napier sewer 

outlet is just out there on the coast. Combined with the overall pollution problem, it is clear to 

us that the mauri of the waters has been affected. So our people think twice using this 

area.”182 

Polly Rakuraku noted that she “did not like the way of the Pākehā because they allow 

the poison to run into the sea and river, places where we gather kai.” “When it was full tide 

you would see the kahawai swimming up river on the incoming current, standing on the 

bridge with a fishing line, you would fish for kahawai, today you see the sailing club, and 

boats moored there, the fish won’t enter.” In addition to Westshore changes she also referred 

to the outfall for the Napier Hospital “pumping raw sewage into the sea”. “The 1931 

earthquake didn’t destroy our kaimoana all together. When the hospital emptied out there it 

killed the sea food. Then when they put those farms on the lagoon they emptied all their stuff 

into the creek there and it came down. We had to stop getting kaimoana…The Pākehā’s 

reclamations destroyed our food source…My parents would say it was bad to let bad waste 

out into the sea, our kaimoana would disappear, today we see our kaimoana being polluted. 

The Pākehā today say it is alright to pollute our sea, rivers and swamps with their bad waste 

and poisons.”183  

Hineiapitia (Beattie) Nikera also discussed the challenges of continuing to gather 

kaimoana after the hospital outfall was established: “After the nineteen thirty-one earthquake 

we carried on gathering kaimoana for a while until they decided about the hospital. It stopped 

the Māoris from coming there. The hospital discharged its sewer into the sea there. That’s it, 

the sewage. It stopped us getting kaimoana there. It’s a shame you know. I reckon they 

shouldn’t have done it. It’s not the place for that, because all the ships are there. It should 

have been somewhere else and not where the ships and everything are.”184 Emma Kaukau 
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noted the effect of the hospital sewerage outlet and food gathering at Ahuriri had caused them 

to shift the specific area but food was gathered elsewhere in the harbour.185  

Te Rimu o Hurae Whenuaroa (Ngāti Hinepare and Ngāti Hinemanu – Moteo) noted in 

1993 the changes which occurred from the 1970s onwards. He went “floundering there 

[around Pandora] between twenty and thirty odd years ago” [around 1963-1973]. He 

continued: “There was plenty of whetiko where the old bridge goes across the estuary. As 

you moved towards the Iron Pot there were a lot of pipis in there. Flounders used to settle in 

that area below the Pandora bridge. They used to breed in there. However we stopped going 

there because of the sewage outflow. During my lifetime Ahuriri has changed. They have 

drained the water for years.”186 Hiha noted it was only outsiders who gathered kaimoana 

there that did not know the dangers of doing so. The local Health board tested the shellfish 

and found that they had been contaminated. DOC had apparently tried to clean up the 

industrial areas around Ahuriri “but the rubbish, the stuff you can not see that is draining out 

from those places when they wash their concrete pads down, drain away into the gutter which 

then drains into the estuary.”187  

In 1987 the NCC was instructed by the Ministry for the Environment to abide by 

Treaty principles related to at the least significant and genuine consultation in relation to the 

development of Napier City sewage disposal options. This reflects the importance and power 

of Māori consultative committees and in the case of Ngāti Pārau of maintaining the 

connection with the takutai moana. Extended to the idea of limiting third parties from using 

the takutai moana this is embodied in the participation in the governance at a high level of 

activities in the takutai moana.188 

In 1990 the NCC’s sewage right at Awatoto was opposed by Bevan Taylor on behalf 

of the Te Runanganui o Ngāti Kahungunu and Henare Matua because it was discharging 

untreated sewage into the ocean 1500m out from Awatoto.189 A renewed right was eventually 

provided in 1992 for a term of 10 years. During the Water rights Tribunal hearing Taylor was 

asked if the sewage were treated to a higher quality would this allay his fears? “Māori people 
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do not agree with anything going out into the sea – but anything that brings an improvement 

is better than what we have.”190 During the Waitangi Tribunal hearings Mana Powhira 

Cracknell noted that he thought “only a fool would take kaimoana of any sort from within 

that area [the inner harbour] at this particular time [1993].” He noted that there was pipi 

cockles in the inner harbour but maintained again “that only a fool would eat any kai in 

there”:  

[T]he last thing I took out of there would be 2 years ago and that was the parori and it 
didn’t taste right. It sort of tasted like an aluminium sprig being dragged through your 
teeth, so I stopped, but caught about 14 in 10 minutes. I just swam the net out and 
swam it back in, there was 14 fish. There was a person from overseas who had no kai 
so I went to get him some kai. 

Taape Tāreha O’Reilly also discussed the challenges of gathering kai moana at the Tribunal 

hearing in 1993:  

As far as the whanga goes we would go there and get bubus while the older people 
amongst our hapū used to go further up stream to collect other shellfish. I cannot 
remember what they were. With the increases of urbanisation and industrialization 
which have led to pollutants being discharged into the whanga a lot of our people are 
very skeptical about collecting kaimoana from there. Actually all our fresh and 
seawater kai grounds are polluted.191 

 In 1999 the NCC applied to renew its sewage right at Awatoto. The application was 

generally supported but many submitters pointed out that the 35-year term was far too long 

and that a 10-year term would be more appropriate including Peter Paku, on behalf of the 

Heretaunga Māori Executive and the hapū of the rohe including Ngāti Pārau. Paku opposed 

the application. Paku stated that the discharge of human sewage into the sea was “contrary to 

Māori custom” and that there had been a lack of consultation with “tangata whenua who hold 

mana whenua – moana”. He charged that there was a lack of consideration of the effect on 

shellfish beds and did not meet the Hawke’s Bay Regional Council’s new coastal policy. 

Shellfish beds needed to be classified at Pania reef for example. Paku believed that the 

NCC’s application should have been heard in conjunction with the Hastings District 

Council’s application for their outfall at Clive.192  
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Paku provided further evidence, including a written submission, at the HBRC’s 

Regulatory Committee’s hearing on the NCC application to renew their sewage right at 

Awatoto. He found there were inherent errors in the Crown’s assumption of ownership “to 

the sea beds from the M.H.T.M [mean high tide mark]” because the coastal area were still 

customary land and they were “the right and determination of the rangatira” according to 

tikanga. Paku pointed out that the Hawke’s Bay Coastal Policy had come into effect in June 

1999 and a number of those policies were reflective of his criticisms. Section 11.3.2 held that 

tangata whenua needed to be consulted and their tikanga incorporated into any solutions. 

Paku was adamant “shell fish gathering is a ‘right’ written into the Treaty” through the 

guarantee of taonga and property rights and it was “therefore the ‘duty’ of the Crown to 

ensure shellfish gathering areas are put in place to protect the health of the people”. He 

complained that several shellfish beds from Awatoto to Napier had disappeared. The coast 

from Awatoto to the Port was advancing moving seawards and the removal of shingle, 

undertaken at Awatoto for decades to replenish Westshore beach, was contributing to the 

erosion of the coast. Paku stated that “as soon as the coastal movement up build up stops 

from Awatoto to the Port there would be reseeding of this area of coastline with pipi and 

mussels”. He noted there were still small beds along the coast and a large shell fish bed was a 

few hundred metres north of the pipeline. At its most basic level he asked that they just 

wanted the “removal of human shit, we cannot ask for more”. Marei Apatu also provided a 

submission opposing the NCC’s renewed sewage right on similar grounds.193 In the end the 

HBRC’s conditions for the renewed sewage right included the establishment of an ongoing 

consultation role for tangata whenua through the life of the consent.194 

In the 2000s applications for resource consents for NCC’s sewerage system became 

more concerted with the input of the Napier Kaitiaki Liaison Group (KLG), chaired by Tipu 

Tāreha and including Marei Apatu, Heitia Hiha, Gordon Paku, Peter Paku and Ngahiwi 

Tomoana. Efforts were made by the NCC with the encouragement of the KLG to take into 

consideration “cultural values and required significant removal of kuparu (human waste)”. 

This reflected the important input of tangata whenua at a local level. The Napier KLG had 

genuine power in the process assessing the conditions of the NCC’s sewerage system. One of 

the conditions of the consents was gaining the approval of the KLG and its focus remained on 
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the development of a system which would ensure clean environmental conditions for 

kaimoana.195  

The 1990-2020: Consultative Committees, Waitangi Tribunal hearings 
and motorway development 
 

From the late 1980s onwards new legislative frameworks for local government made 

it a duty to consult tangata whenua which led to the establishment of consultative committees 

for City, District and Regional Councils. The first established was the Māori standing 

committee of the Hawke’s Bay Regional Council in August 1990. It was based on the at that 

time existing iwi structure, which consisted of four main tribal areas from Wairoa, Te 

Whanganui a Orotu, Heretaunga and Tamatea. There were 15 members with four from each 

area and three elected Councillors. The Napier City Council’s Māori advisory committee met 

for the first time in August 1992 and was made up of six members, with four Māori 

representatives and two Councillors. Ngāti Pārau representation was reflected in both the 

Hawke’s Bay Regional Council Māori standing committee (Nigel Hadfield) and the Napier 

City Council’s Māori advisory committee (Tipu Tāreha and then Chad Tāreha).196  

In 1989 the Department of Conservation and the NCC agreed to develop a 

management plan for the estuary. Its steering committee was meant to include “local Māori 

people”. Nigel Hadfield (of Waiohiki) and Bevan Taylor played some part in the discussions. 

The draft management plan included a focus on “Māori Traditional Features/Values/Uses” 

and its objective was to “identify and provide as appropriate for the protection and 

enhancement of Māori traditional features, values and resource use in the Ahuriri estuary and 

its catchment.” It stated that management agencies would need to take into account 

opportunities for Māori to access and use their traditional resources, the identification of and 

protection for traditional Māori resources and values, the mitigation and where possible 

elimination of water pollution and the protection of ancestral lands, water, wahi tapu and 

other taonga. These policies were meant to ensure that significant sites, kaimoana and other 

resources were identified and protected in full consultation with Ngāti Pārau and other hapū. 

The NCC was to ensure that the use of the canoe landing reserve was to remain compatible 
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with the natural values of the estuary but it was unclear if that meant a marae could not be 

developed there.197   

In the early 1990s it was still impossible to bring waka into Ahuriri because the 

Pandora bridge was too low. Hadfield (Ngāti Pārau, Ngāti Mahu, Ngāti Hinepare and Ngāti 

Tahuahi) discussed the use of the takutai moana for waka that had been maintained:  

In later life as a young man right up until last summer, we used to swim there up by 
the railway bridge. We also got a waka kopere, a little fibre glass waka. I bought it 
from Waikato and we used that for our conservation corps at the marae. We did this 
before Tamatea-Arikinui was built; our waka toa for Kahungunu which went to 
Waitangi in 1990. We got it in 1989 and we started learning how to be kaihoi on the 
Ahuriri estuary. A project we are planning is to get a couple more small waka and do 
a tour right up the estuary and go around the back and go as far as we can to look at 
the old kainga and the old pa sites.  

Kurupo III Te Pakitu Tāreha (the great great grandson of Tāreha) noted the still restricted 

access for waka in 1993. He presented evidence to the Tribunal regarding the continuing 

engagement of Ngāti Pārau with the takutai moana in the late twentieth century. Kurupo III 

noted that in 1990 he and his fellow corps members “installed two foot bridges, six 

pouwhenua and completed the walking track around the estuary”. He helped put the project 

in place and “planted native trees at the estuary, cleaned the rubbish from the estuary, 

removed weeds and generally tidied up”.  They “laid the walking track… installed foot 

bridges…[and] the poupou were carved by my brother and they were erected to remember 

our ancestors there.”198 Other evidence of continued authority in the takutai moana was the 

placement of rahui. In 1991 there was a drowning at Perfume Point. Heitia Hiha noted that 

“there was a drowning there and our kaumatua Tuahine Northover went out there and placed 

a rahui on that area for 6 weeks and of course it was general and no one went to that area for 

6 weeks.”199 This was evidence of the continuing authority of Ngāti Pārau in the takutai 

moana area.   

Hadfield (Ngāti Pārau, Ngāti Mahu, Ngāti Hinepare and Ngāti Tahuahi) presented 

evidence at the 1993 Tribunal hearing on the restoration of Otatara pa and the importance of 

Te Whanganui a Orotu to Ngāti Pārau. His submission reflected the intense connection which 
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still existed between Ngāti Pārau and the takutai moana in the early 1990s in the face of the 

pollution of the harbour and the estuary:  

If you stand in front of the whare at Waiohiki on the steps and look at Napier, you can 
see Mataruahou from there. You actually look down on the lights of Napier and if you 
look at the Tutaekuri river you look down, you also look down upon Puketapu which 
is a stream, and that is why we are here. This is the high ground between two rivers, 
between the Ngaruroro and the Tutaekuri. That’s why our tupuna brought us here. In 
relation to Te Whanganui a Orotu, my grandmother taught me never to be shy of 
those places. When she was alive she would say, “All those hills there, your ancestors 
lived on those hills. Here your ancestors lived and the Ahuriri lagoon was where they 
used to get their kai. Never feel shy about those places, you are always welcome, the 
bones of your ancestors are in those places, this land.” Therefore my family’s 
bloodline has been here for 900 years. It’s going to be here until the world dies. This 
is my turangawaewae. My ancestors fought and died for this land. My son was born 
the other day on June 24 1993 at 3:00 am in the morning. When I got home I cried 
and cried and cried. It was with joy that I was crying. I saw visions of my 
grandmother and grandfather and all those who are now gone. The last vision I saw 
was of my friend, another employment advisor from the East Coast who died a week 
before. His name was Hone Manuel. It was like there was death of one and the birth 
of another. I am beginning to understand what my grandmother was trying to tell me. 
She said few words but they had great meaning, “We belong here, this is our land. 
And Te Whanganui a Orotu, that was the place where we gathered all our kai.” Te 
Whanganui a Orotu means a lot to me. In the work that I have done on the pa I have 
grown to understand that Otatara was one of the cities. Heipipi is the other old city 
and the supermarket of those times was Te Whanganui a Orotu. I have also grown to 
understand that Tāreha would not have sold the peoples’ larder. It was the food 
cupboard and in all fairness I would like it back…My grandmother said her mother 
was from Wharerangi. She was a [unclear] and she went there quite regularly (my 
grandmother). They would cross our family land down to Te Whanga and gather kai. 
She went to school at Westshore by buggy and gig. There wasn’t a road in those days, 
there was only a lagoon. She told us never to be fearful when we go there. She told us 
about Moremore, our kaitiaki, who would look after us in times of danger when we 
were out at sea. We used to gather kaimoana, pipi, mussles, kina, and whatever else 
along Harding road from the big ocean going port and back towards the opening, what 
is now called the Iron Pot. Along there and in the Iron Pot, right up the estuary to the 
railway bridge, those were the sort of areas where we would go right up to catch 
flounders with spears in low tide at Te Whanga, up by the railway bridge. We would 
gather in areas around there and collect shellfish right up there until I was about 10 or 
11. We stopped going there basically because of the pollution. I can’t remember 
exactly which year but my uncles decided, “no we’d better not go back there anymore 
because it’s getting too dangerous, hazardous.” Food signs should have been put up 
but my uncle said the Health Department could not afford the signs. It is the people 
from nga hau e wha who still use that area.200 

The construction of the new arterial road connecting the north and south area around 

Napier over the estuary in some of the last remnants of Te Whanganui a Orotu in the 1990s 

                                                           
200 Evidence of Kerry Nigel Roderick Hadfield, Wai 55 D40, 5-7. 
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and 2000s was further evidence of Ngāti Pārau’s use of their authority in the takutai moana 

area. Just as Ngāti Pārau (and other hapū) allowed the development of Napier and the 

harbour, they did not want to prevent the construction of the new road. This was despite the 

fact as Heitia Hiha (Ngāti Mahu, Ngāti Hinepare, Ngāti Tu and Ngāti Matepu) pointed out “if 

we had our say we wouldn’t like to have a bridge going across that area anyway because it is 

so important”. Nonetheless, rather than aggressively blocking this development Ngāti Pārau 

(along with other Te Whanga hapū) have resolved to help in the region’s development while 

protecting its own role as mana whenua and kaitiaki. This should not prevent a successful 

claim to the takutai moana. Ngāti Pārau have chosen to help with the development of Napier 

for 170 years, but they have never extinguished their ahi kaa in the takutai moana despite the 

growth of a sizable provincial town in the centre of its rohe. The development was also seen 

as potentially a means to deal with the pollution in the harbour area: “Hopefully, when the 

pollution is cleared and that part of the estuary receives its mauri back again, then we will be 

able to gather kaimoana from that area.” Nonetheless there was also concern about potential 

run-off from the construction of a bridge which might prevent the direct disturbance of 

shellfish beds in the estuary but would still pollute them. The consultation regarding the 

bridge development could have been better implemented and Ngāti Pārau wanted to ensure 

that previous negative effects were not repeated by Crown/local government action such as 

the build up of sand-banks which constrict the natural flow of the tidal waters. This reflects 

their continuing role in the takutai moana area’s management. Transit New Zealand officials 

travelled to consult with whānau and hapū at Waiohiki Marae.201  

  In 1993 Waitangi Tribunal hearings for the Mohaka ki Ahuriri and Te Whanganui a 

Orotu inquiries were held around Hawke’s Bay. These hearings provided a platform for 

whānau and hapū in those areas to finally be heard at length by the Crown on their claims. 

The Tribunal’s report on Te Whanganui a Orotu was released in 1995 and found 

overwhelmingly in favour of the seven of hapū of Te Whanga that they had never alienated 

the estuary. The Tribunal stated that the hapū were entitled to substantial compensation 

including Crown properties that were products of the reclamations of Te Whanga. Ngāti 

Pārau’s continued use and occupation of the estuary was described at length by a series of 

tangata whenua witnesses and has been used throughout this report along with many research 

reports. Following the release of the report in 1995 a remedies hearing was held the following 

year in 1996 and a remedies report delivered in 1998. The Tribunal made no binding orders 

                                                           
201 Heitia Hiha cross examination transcript, 3-6. 
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but it recommended the return of the Landcorp farm, the Ahuriri estuary with a new 

management structure, and some interest in the Hawke’s Bay Airport in a negotiated 

arrangement.202 These recommendations for the seven hapū of which Ngāti Pārau was a key 

part showed the enduring role of Ngāti Pārau in the takutai moana. The Treaty settlement 

redress negotiated later reflected this as well.   

 In 2016 the seven hapū (including Ngāti Pārau) who brought their claims through the 

Waitangi Tribunal together signed a Deed of Settlement as a Crown-mandated Large Natural 

Grouping, the Ahuriri hapū. This included redress for the governance of the remnants of Te 

Whanganui a Orotu, mainly located in the estuary in Ngāti Pārau’s claimed takutai moana 

area. The settlement called for the establishment of a permanent statutory committee, Te 

Komiti Muriwai ki te Whanga, to promote the protection and enhancement of the 

environmental, economic, social, spiritual, historical and cultural values of the lagoon and 

estuary. This committee would consist of four members from the Ahuriri hapū and four 

members from local and central government.203 The increased governance powers provided 

in the settlement redress reflected the role that Ngāti Pārau have sought to continue to play in 

the takutai moana claimd area. 

The challenge of the role of Ngāti Pārau (and the other hapū of Te Whanga) in areas 

where land had long been alienated was discussed at length by claimants in their submissions 

to the Waitangi Tribunal and also during cross-examination from Crown Counsel Brown. The 

core of the issue was the impact of continuing rangatiratanga from mana whenua long after 

the alienation of land. Brown doubted the continuing ability to exhibit authority over lands 

that had been sold but this missed out on a key point about continuing rangatiratanga. 

Certainly if the hapū’s rangatiratanga was not recognised by the Crown and local government 

it would be difficult to implement but this did not mean that Ngāti Pārau’s authority was any 

less than it had been in the 1840s prior to the sale of any lands. Hiha noted that 

“rangatiratanga is all about who has the say in what should happen in a particular area. It is 

about control, it is about mana, it is about protection. But it is impossible to protect the 

resource if rangatiratanga is not acknowledged and respected. That would be rangatiratanga 

for me and that would rest with the hapū and the hapū’s leader. As a result we have the right 

to take part in all decisions affecting Te Whanganui a Orotu, it is ours. However our interest 

and this right have been largely ignored by the Crown and its agents. Our people have 

                                                           
202 Waitangi Tribunal, Te Whanganui-a-Orotu Report on Remedies, 1998, 17-33. 
203 Ahuriri hapū Deed of Settlement, 2 November 2016, 5.13.-5.37.  
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asserted their rangatiratanga over this area ever since 1851. They have done this through the 

continuation of customary use, the operation of tikanga and through their attempts to have 

their interests in Te Whanganui a Orotu acknowledged and respected.” Hiha concluded his 

oral submission with a relevant quote to the challenge of proving continued and uninterrupted 

use in an urban environment: “An invitation to share a meal is not a license to take the whole 

harvest.” 204   

 

   

 

  

                                                           
204 Evidence of Heitia Hiha, 10, 13.  
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Conclusion 
 

By 1840 Ngāti Pārau had sole occupation of the takutai moana from Westshore to Awatoto 

where it held the area according to tikanga. The Ahuriri purchase was signed in 1851 which 

allowed for the development of Napier city and the Hawke’s Bay region but with promises to 

allow Ngāti Pārau and other hapū of Te Whanga to also benefit. Access to and occupation of 

the takutai moana was a key promise made in the Ahuriri purchase. Ngāti Pārau’s occupation 

continued without interruption until about 1860 when the first changes began to be made 

through draining and reclamation by the provincial government. Despite the gradual changes 

which began to occur throughout the rest of the 19th century and up to the 1931 earthquake, 

Ngāti Pārau continued to use and occupy the takutai moana. As Hori Tupaea stated in a 1932 

hearing into the Te Whanga claim: “These works of men have materially altered the character 

of the Te Whanga…To the natives, however, this change made no difference to their claim, 

and to the uses they made of the area. It was still the source of food as it had been to their 

elders.”205 The evidence provided in this report shows this continued use of the takutai moana 

to the 1931 earthquake but also for decades after the massive changes wrought by the raising 

of the earth’s crust and man-made efforts to drain thousands of acres of lagoon after 1931. It 

was only in the 1970s that the pollution became so severe that gathering food was no longer 

safe. During this same period Ngāti Pārau and other Te Whanga hapū began to press more 

openly for participation in the management and governance of the takutai moana. They 

continued the battle to have a marae built on the canoe reserve in Westshore. Although they 

had been pressing for the return of Te Whanga for many years from the 1980s onwards they 

began to have a more direct voice in local government influencing matters such as sewerage 

systems, motorway developments and pollution in the harbour and estuary. Ngāti Pārau’s 

occupation and use of the takutai moana from Westshore to Awatoto continues on to this day.   

 

 

 

 

  

                                                           
205 Appendices to the Journals of the House of Representatives, G6(a) 1948, 83.  
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