        STOLEN LANDS AT MAUNGANUI BLUFF
Part 1

No family should go through what the New Zealand Government put Mr and Mrs Titford and their young family through. A young innocent family destroyed by a Government more interested in appeasing part-Maori than looking after its citizens. A Government that were prepared to use distorted history, corrupt documents and a rigged Maori Affairs Select Committee to steal farms for an alleged Treaty of Waitangi Claim.  A claim without one genuine document to support it!
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Allan Titford, Donny Harrison, family and friends return to the foundations of the Titford family home burnt to the ground under dubious circumstances to support Te Roroa’s alleged Treaty of Waitangi Claim. 

There could be no greater introduction to this report than that given in the letter below to the Minister in Charge of Treaty of Waitangi Negotiations, the Hon Margaret Wilson by the late Mr Graham Rankin in 2001. Mr Rankin was a respected Ngaphi Elder who was related to Hongi Hika and Hone Heke and knew the whakapapa and history of this land and its people far better than the claimants, the Crown or the Waitangi Tribunal, but the Crown failed to listen.

Graham Rankin,                                                                                                                                              16 Rankin St,                                                                                                                                                Kaikohe.

June 4th 2001.

Minister of Treaty Claims,                                                                                                                              The Hon Margaret Wilson. 

Tena koe, 

Eighteen months ago I met a man of good Bohemian stock. I have met him several times later, a young man with a terrible bile in his belly, and rightfully so.

No living person should suffer the pain he and his wife and children, at the hands of Government and Associates, Ministers in particular. From the time the Te Roroa claim took effect, I asked, "could this be the land of our fathers". 

In my view, how could Te Awha Parore and Tiopira own so much land, when Maori, at some time in our history had communistic laws? The Chief only apportions a small parcel of land for family requirements, no more, no less. The land belonged to the Tribe not the chief. 

Te Roroa people are only squatters, living on the edge of Waipoua Forest. They don't even know what they are!! Ngatiwhatua or Ngapuhi. Like the Israelites, driven out of the Bay of Islands to Whangaroa, then fled with Hongi Hika in chase to Waipoua.

My Ngaitu people were the earlier settlers, our Tupuna, Chief Kohuru of the funerary chests at Kohekohe. I am angry that the chests were never returned to Kohekohe, but interred in a simple ceremony at Waimamaku without permission. 

I have read the Te Roroa report, also attended the findings at Waikara Marae, men and women in the finery, Ministers, Members of the Tribunal, others in country apparel, gumboots, oilskins, horses, tractors and dogs, out for a great day. The big tops, a large dining area, all at the expense of the Government of the day. 

Before the seal had set, this 15th day of May 1990, the great philosophers found there was a grave mistake. Accordingly, a prompt change to the Act was pushed through by Parliament, "land that was owned by private ownership should not be challenged". The work of the claim was shoddy, unclean and destructive in the eyes of our New Zealand Society. 

My question Minister, the land can never be given to Maori, sitting as a "crown jewel" when it should be returned to Allan Titford, now. 

I asked Titford to bring me copies, various deeds, Court minutes, successions before writing. I am satisfied what I have witnessed, by the sequence of events, from the time the Crown purchased Maunganui lands from Te Awha Parore in successions, or lease, is compatible with the standard within the law of our country. 

Also let it be known to the Tribunal and yourself, in permanent storage, Turnbull Library had "an epitome" of official documents, relative to native offers and land purchases in the North Island of New Zealand. A very useful follow up guide for claims. Compiled and edited by N.Hansen Turton. There is a large section contained about Maunganui lands. 

Enclosed, is exhaustive research provided by Titford. Maps and Deeds can be supplied if required. I am a devoted protector of my Maori Peoples interests if a case is fair and accurate, same goes for Pakeha people. 

I must reiterate, this must be the saddest case I have come upon. Bad research coupled by greed and inefficiency. Please have the Tribunal sight this letter. Be guided by extra care in the future. 

Tena Koe Hoi ano 

Signed, Graham Rankin, Ngapuhi Elder. 

Regards to our Great Prime Minister. 

While most of the Maori claims had been ‘fully and finally’ settled in the1930/40’s, many of these claims have been heard again by the Waitangi Tribunal with further settlements based on very similar circumstances as the Te Roroa claim, Wai 38. While the claimants have taxpayer funds to” selective” research their “alleged” claims, the Government researchers are either too lazy, not paid unless they alter their findings in the claimants favour or have a vested interest in the claim to do honest research on behalf of the people of New Zealand. Maori have also been very clever over the years, slowly inching their way into prominent positions within the Government where they can and do sway the claim in the claimants favour by distorting evidence, removing evidence not helpful to the claim or blatantly overlooking documented evidence held in our National Archives such as the original 1876 Deed between Parore te Awha and Tiopira Kinaki. See Doc ‘O’.

Many questions should have been asked long before the Waitangi Tribunal process began. For example, Governor Hobson only authorised one Treaty of Waitangi and that was in the Maori language and it quite clearly stated that it related to “all the people of New Zealand”. The “Five Principles of the Treaty” are a fraud dreamt up by Sir Geoffrey Palmer and some of his Maori mates after his stint in the USA studying “Black Civil Rights”. He admits in his book, “New Zealand’s Constitution in Crisis” – “I made a mistake”, but he failed to correct this mistake at the expense of all New Zealanders except the few Maori within power, while the rest of their people continue to suffer and will do so until the “Principles” are abandoned, these people are brought to justice and we all become New Zealand Citizens under one flag and one law. 

After each chief had signed the Tiriti of Waitangi on the 6th February 1840 at Waitangi, Governor Hobson shook their hand and stated, “He iwi tahi tatou – We are now one people”.  

While the Government returns our land and assets to part Maori, no one bothers to check on who these people really are today. They are not the “distinct race of people that signed the Treaty of Waitangi in 1840”; these people have long gone by the intermarriage of their ancestors own free will with other races. Today, most have more of the ancestry of those they are claiming against than their ever diminishing and diluted Maori ancestry. The Attorney General has stated the Government has no documents to define who is Indigenous today. See Doc ‘M’. This fact is endorsed by Dr Ranginui Walker, past Head of Maori Studies the Auckland University, “The traditions are quite clear on one point, whenever crew disembarked there were already tangata whenua (prior inhabitants). The canoe ancestors of the 14 century merged with these tangata whenua tribes” and Ngapuhi chief David Rankin stating, “Maori are not indigenous to Aotearoa New Zealand”. 

The main negotiators of the Te Roroa claim are a shining example. From the One New Zealand Foundation’s research, we believe the main claimants, Alex and Manos Nathan’s mother was Greek and their great, great grandfather was Portuguese, born in the Philippines. Records show their father, Ned Nathan could have been adopted as it is stated; his parents had no children. During our research, we were told, “You must realise that some of the Nathan whakapapa is in spirit only”! See whakapapa Doc ‘L’.

It is interesting to note the comment from one of the main negotiators for Te Roroa, Garry Hooker at the Maori Affairs Select Committee hearing in Dargaville, “Only 100 ‘genuine’ Te Roroa adults – plus 18 children under the age of 10 – had signed the Deed of Settlement”. He also stated, “That only two of the five main negotiators had agreed to the Deed, the rest had been, ’brushed aside’ by a desperate Crown”! A Crown desperate to have this “alleged” claim settled as soon as possible so the public would not start asking questions into how they acquire Mr Titford’s farm as part of this Treaty of Waitangi claim. From this report, and the paper trail attached from those involved at the time, there are still many unanswered question that still must be answered!

Should these people who have very little, if any true affiliation to this land, have it returned to them when they cannot produce one document to support their claim or over-rule the sale by their ancestors to the Crown in 1876. 

Brief History of the Te Roroa Claim.

Te Roroa had made many attempts to steal this land at Maunganui Bluff but failed on all occasions, as there was no evidence to support their “alleged” claim. Three major attempts stand out, but in their third attempt in 1986, Te Roroa teamed up with the Government to steal it from innocent victims, Allan and Sue Titford.  After harassing the Titford’s and their young family for eight years and finally forcing them to sell “under duress”, the Crown “tampered with” documents to acquire Mr Titford’s freehold titled farm before the corrupt Maori Affairs Select Committee misled Parliament to allowed the Te Roroa Claims Settlement Bill to proceed. Legally and morally, this land still belongs to Mr Titford.  

Te Roroa’s first attempt to steal this land

After the battle of Ikaranganui in 1826, Te Roroa lived at Waimamaku, on the edge of the Waipoua Forest under the protection of Parore te Awha, Ngapuhi. In a letter to the Hon Margaret Wilson dated the 4 June 2001 from respected Ngapuhi elder, Mr Graham Rankin, “Te Roroa people are only squatters, living on the edge of Waipoua Forest”. 

In 1874, Tiopira Kinaki, (Te Roroa) tried to sell Waipoua No1 and the Maunganui Block to the Crown. He received 600 pounds deposit so surveying could begin under his supervision. When Parore te Awha found out, he threatened to take up arms against Te Roroa and others from claiming his land. After a lengthy court hearing, it was decided by both chiefs, Te Roroa would take Waipoua No1 and Parore, Maunganui but both chiefs would have their names on both Titles and Deeds. Tiopira Kinaki sold Waipoua No1 and his interest in Maunganui to the Crown on the 4 February 1876 and Parore sold Maunganui and his interest in Waipoua No 1 to the Crown on the 8 February 1876. This Deed was withheld from the Waitangi Tribunal. This document also shows the sale was certified by the Trust Commissioner under the Native Lands Fraud Act 1876. See Doc ‘O’.

The Deeds show, Parore was granted one reserve Taharoa (250 acres) and Tiopira kept Waipoua No 2 of 12,220 acres. No mention was made of Manuwhetai or Whangaiariki reserves before, during or after the sale by either chief, and is not mentioned in the Deed of Sale, as they were of no interest to Te Roroa or Parore at the time. A month later, Tiopira (Te Roroa) complained he was not paid as much money as Parore but after a full inquiry, it was found each chiefs sold their land individually to the Crown, with an excess in Tiopira favour, of 348 pounds, seven shillings and sixpence.    

Te Roroa’s second attempt to steal this land

In 1939, Te Roroa claimed Manuwhetai was taken in error when the Crown purchased the Maunganui Block from Tiopira and Parore te Awha in 1876, but a full investigation by Chief Judge Shepherd in 1939/42 found there was no evidence to support this alleged claim and it was rejected by Parliament in 1942. There is no mention of Manuwhetai on the Deed, only Taharoa. See Doc ‘O’.

Allan Titford purchases land at Maunganui Bluff.
In 1987, Allan Titford used the proceeds from the sale of his fishing quota and other hard earned savings, plus a loan from the Crown owned Rural Bank to purchased 1742 acres of land at Maunganui Bluff under “freehold title”. This purchase included an approved subdivision with a potential of 70 residential sections on the beachfront that would repay his loan to the Bank when sold. The Rural Bank happily approved the loan and held his fathers farm as security for the loan. 

Te Roroa’s third attempt to steal this land

Two months after Mr Titford purchased his farm and without his knowledge; Te Roroa placed   a claim for 90 acres (Manuwhetai) on his land without any further evidence than that presented to the inquiry in 1939 that had been rejected. The Crown knew there was a Maori claim pending on this land but allowed Mr Tiford to purchase it without notifying him. In 1988, Prime Minister David Lange made a promise to the Nation, “Not one square inch of freehold title land would be taken for a Maori claim”.  There is no denying, this private land was taken for an “alleged” Maori claim. See document ‘G’.

In 1989, the Government and Te Roroa illegally declared Mr Titford “freehold titled” farm “Maori Land”. This included Manuwhetai, now held in many residential titles on the beachfront subdivision. Te Roroa, encouraged by the Crown, started squatting on Mr Titford’s property and continued to harass him and his young family. They also defaced his For Sale signs with “Maori Land” and erected illegal signs and a “powhenua” declaring it was “Maori Land” stopping all sales of the subdivision to repay his loan to the Rural Bank. Even when Mr Titford issued Trespass Notices to Te Roroa, the Police refused to act, stating it was “Maori Land”. In 1989, the Rural Bank froze his accounts and took over the day-to-day running of his farm and livestock as it had now been declared “Maori Land” and the Government valuation had halved. The Government now valued the potential 70 beachside sections at only $175,000 but later repurchased one of the sections Mr Titford had sold, for $15,000. 70 X $15,000 = over $1 million, which would have cleared all his debts plus some – but the Government made sure it would never happen! 

The Government Changes the Law

Before 1987, the Crown had always refuted this claim but in 1988/89, after many new apartheid Acts had come into force allowing claims before the Waitangi Tribunal to date back to 1840 as well as giving Maori preference over non-Maori, the Crown agreed with Te Roroa in 1990 to an “Agreed Statement of Fact”, that “Manuwhetai and Whangaiariki had been taken in error by the Crown”, but without one genuine document of evidence to support it. (Whangaiariki was on Mr Don Harrison’s farm next door to Mr Titford’s and was also taken from this “innocent” family for the “alleged” Te Roroa claim just a few hours before the 1993 Waitangi Tribunal Amendment Act came into force, “Than private land would not be taken for a Maori claim”.  

The Crown agreed to the “Agreed Statements of Fact” two years before the Waitangi Tribunal had completed its investigation or presented its report. The Crown’s decision that this was a “wahi tapu claim” gave the Waitangi Tribunal no other option than to find in the claimants favour in April 1992 by withholding documents, re-writing history, falsifying documents and having many of Te Roroa’s relations in positions of power where the could and did, influence decisions made against Mr Titford in favour of the claim for their own gain. Main claimant Ned Nathan was also a member of the Waitangi Tribunal at the time. Te Roroa were now secretly involved with the Crown in ways to steal Mr Titford’s entire 1742 acre farm for their “alleged” claim without one document of evidence.

Once Mr Titford’s land was illegally declared “Maori Land”, the Police, acting as “puppets on a string” for the Crown, falsely arrested Mr Titford on numerous occasions for protecting his “freehold titled” property and removing illegal structures that had been erected on his land. Mr Titford was acquitted on all counts, but at a cost of thousands of dollars, adding to the Government’s/Bank’s goal to bankrupt him to obtain his farm for a false claim they had foolishly, without evidence, agreed to in 1990. All this time Sue tried to keep an eye on Allan as he worked on the farm with an old pair of binoculars in case someone tried to take “him out”, a threat that had been made many times, but the police closed a blind eye. The Government owned State Insurance cancelling his insurance once the land was declared, “Maori Land” and therefore, no compensation would be paid as the Crown stated, it was not liable for Mr Titford’s losses incurred by this “alleged” Maori claim, although the Crown admitted in its unsubstantiated “Agreed Statement of Fact” in 1990, “the Crown had made an error when they purchased this land in 1876!”        

The Government continued to encourage Te Roroa and the Police to harass Mr and Mrs Titford and their young family, by continually arresting Mr Titford on false charges, leaving Mrs Titford on her own amongst the “hostile natives”, until they had to flee to Tasmania in 1993 for their own health and safety. The Government then employed a “henchman”, who offered Mr Titford’s family $500,000 to declare Mr Titford insane and his brother Brian to become Power of Attorney to sell the farm to the Crown at well below its “true” value. The family declined this offer. After making many well under valuation offers for Mr Titford’s farm, which he declined, the Government re-extended its September 1994 final offer on the 6 December 1995 for a limited period. See Doc ‘P’.

By this time, the Rural/National Bank and the Government had forced Mr Titford’s debts to escalate five times over, to $2.25 million. Mr Titford now had no other option than to sell to the Crown for well below its true registered valuation or forced into bankruptcy, causing his father to loose his farm, which had been in the family for over 100 years. The stress from all this, caused Mrs Titford to suffer three miscarriages and continuing health problems for Mr Titford, which eventually destroyed the family. While the Crown continues to tell the public Mr Titford received $3.25 million for his farm, the facts are, $2.25 million was unsubstantiated debt caused by the Waitangi Tribunal claim, $600,000 for stock and plant leaving $400,000 to replace his 1742-acre farm, which included 70 beachside sections valued at over one million dollars.  

Claimants Distort Facts

It is obvious the claimants distorted the facts of this claim with the help of the Crown and its Departments and a grant of $100,000 of taxpayer’s money for the Waitangi Tribunal to find in its favour. The Chairman of the Waitangi Tribunal, Chief Judge Eddie Durie admitted claimants have asked for their researchers to change findings not helpful to their case, payments conditional on findings being altered, removing or omitting evidence unhelpful to their case or amending their conclusions in the claimants favour. Sometimes this was conditional of the researchers being paid. As the Crown had agreed to this claim in 1990 without one document of evidence, they accepted the claim without scrutiny of the evidence supplied by the claimants. See NZ Herald article Doc ‘A’.    

Unwilling Seller

Mr Titford was not a “willing seller” as shown by the Ombudsman’s investigation and Memo No 494801 from Helen Aikman, Crown Law Office to Paul James, Office of Treaty Settlements in the Crown’s attached media releases. While the Crown states Whangaiairiki and Mauwhetai were “wahi tapu”, a few days later the Minister of Justice had signed the Deed stating it was now only “alleged wahi tapu”. Mr Titford was forced to either sell his farm “under duress” at well below its true value or forced into bankruptcy with the National Bank taking his fathers farm held as security by the bank. See Doc ‘B’. 

While the Crown knew there was a Maori land claim on this land, they allowed Mr Titford to purchase it without informing him. They then stole his farm for the Te Roroa claim, knowing it was only an “alleged” claim.   Mr Titford farm was taken “under false pretences” at well below its true value, but all he ever asked for; was enough money to buy an equivalent farm in another area but the Crown refused, A farm for a farm. Was this too much to ask when he and Sue were the innocent victims?  No it was not!  The End of Part 1.

Part 2 in next months issue will give The Paper Trail left by those involved at the time.

Part 2.

The Paper Trail

3 September 1994
Under Parliaments instructions, the Minister of Justice, the Hon Douglas Graham made a final offer to purchase Mr Titford farm on the 3 September 1994. Enclosed in his letter were the Sale Agreement (Schedule 1), Deed (Schedule 2), Deed of Discharge of Liabilities from Mrs Titford (Schedule 3) and Memorandum of Transfer (Schedule 4) prepared by Phillip Fox Solicitors. Mr Titford discussed these documents with his lawyer, Clive Jackson. Under Mr Jackson’s instructions, Mr Titford made amendments to the Sale Agreement and increased the ex-gratia payment to a fairer figure. Mr Titford initialled each page and signed the Agreement (Schedule 1), Deed (Schedule 2) and Memorandum of Transfer (Schedule 4) in Tasmania. Registered Auctioneer and Land Agent, Mr Graham Scott witnesses Mr Titford’s signatures. Mr Titford returned the amended Sale Agreement and Deeds to the Crown Law Office in New Zealand and delivered the initialled, signed and witnessed Memorandum of Transfer (Schedule 4) to Notary Public Lawyer, Mr Sam Samec in Tasmania to hold until the Crown accepted his amendments, executed the documents and transferred the money to his bank account in Tasmania.

The Crown declined Mr Titford’s counter offer and Mr Samec retained the Memorandum of Transfer. (Schedule 4)

21 November 1995.  

The New Zealand Federated Farmers offered a proposal to the Crown on Mr Titford’s behalf to purchase his farm using registered valuer’s valuations, but the Crown also declined this proposal.

Crown Re-extends Previous Offer
6 December 1995
In a letter to Mr Titford’s lawyer, Clive Jackson dated the 6 December 1995, the Crown offered to re-extend its previous offer prepared by Phillip Fox Solicitors, which including the Sale Agreement (Schedule 1) Deed (Schedule 2), Deed of Discharge (Schedule 3) and Transfer (Schedule 4) of September 1994, for a limited period. These were the documents Mr and Mrs Titford had extensively discussed with their lawyer, Clive Jackson in 1994.
8 December 1995
From Mr Samec’s account (Bill), he spent 2 hours with Mr and Mrs Titford perusing the 1994 Sale Agreement (Schedule 1), Deed (Schedule 2), Mrs Titford’s Deed of Discharge (Schedule 3) and the Memorandum of Transfer (Schedule 4). This could only have been the re-extended documents from September 1994 prepared by Phillips Fox that Mr Titford had discussed with his lawyer Clive Jackson, as the new/drafted Sale Documents, prepared by the Crown Law Office, were not faxed to Mr Samec until the 11 December 1995. Mr Titford reluctantly agreed to the terms set out in the Crown’s previous 1994 offer subject to the inclusion of clause, 7(1)(c)(i) to the Sale Agreement. See Doc ‘C’ & ‘D’.

Mr Samec was not Mr Titford’s lawyer; he was a Notary Public lawyer appointed, instructed and paid by the New Zealand Crown to assist in having the documents executed in Tasmania. As Mr Samec was a Tasmanian Lawyer, he would not have had the qualifications or knowledge to advise Mr and Mrs Titford on New Zealand law. He was paid by the New Zealand Crown to assist Mr and Mrs Titford in signing the Agreements.                                                                               
Completely New Sale Agreement and Deed

8 – 11 December 1995                                                                                               
Unbeknown to Mr Titford, the Commissioner of Crown Lands or the Minister of Lands, Helen Aikman, Crown Law Office had “drafted” a completely new Sale Agreement, Deed and Discharge consisting of a different format and many extra clauses without Mr Titford’s knowledge or consent. Inserted in the “new draft” Sale Agreement was clause 16. “Releasing the National Bank from any liability to the vendor”. Why would the Crown insert this clause in the “new draft” Agreement between Mr Titford and Her Majesty the Queen unless the Bank and the Crown had worked together to force Mr Titford into bankruptcy, forcing him to sell his farm “under duress” and well below valuation?  On the 8 December, Helen Aikman faxed Mary Anne Thompson, “Ross Mulholland informs me Ray (Chappell) has asked that, in consideration of the Rural Bank reducing its payment to $1,830,000, it wants a discharge from Titford too”. We believe the Rural/National Bank was afraid Mr Titford would sue them and gave the Crown a discount of $200,000 to have this clause inserted in the “new draft” Agreement? The Rural Bank had been bought by the National Bank. We have asked the National Bank to justify their $1.8 million debt against Mr Titford, but they say they cannot locate the file! See Doc ‘E’.  

Unsubstantiated Accounts

Through the Official Information Act we asked for itemised accounts for Mr Titford’s alleged debts of $2.25 million, but the Crown Law office has been unable to supply these accounts. In a letter from the Crowns negotiator, Ray Chappell, many of the accounts seem to be unsubstantiated or not related to this matter, which the Government used taxpayer’s money to settle! See Doc ‘F’.   

This “new draft” Agreement was not the Crown’s re-extended previous offer of September 1994 consisting of Schedule 1, 2, 3, and 4 prepared by Phillip Fox that Mr and Mrs Titford had previously discussed with their lawyer Clive Jackson or the Agreement Mr and Mrs Titford had perused with Mr Samec and had agreed to sign on the 8 December 1995 with one new clause. It was a completely new Agreement prepared by the Crown Law Office based on a “monetary consideration” and not an “ex-gratia” payment as the 1994 Agreement. It also contained many new clauses including a clause, “Releasing the National Bank from any liability to the vendor”.

Mr Samec’s account (Bill) shows on the 8 December 1995, “Attending Mr and Mrs Titford (2 hours). Faxing acceptance by letter of the 8 December, Peruse transfer. Peruse Deed of Settlement. Perusing Deed of Discharge. “Perusing Agreement for sale”. Then on the 11 December, “Further telephone attendance as arrival of draft documents”. Mr Samec’s account shows on the 11 December, these were “new draft documents”.       

11 December 1995 (Letter 1)
The Crown Law Office wrote to Mr Samec acknowledging Mr Titford agreeing to the 1994 agreement and accepting the inclusion of clause 7(1)(c)(i) to the Sale Agreement. They also stated that once Mr and Mrs Titford had signed the documents and re-executed the “original” Memorandum of Transfer (Schedule 4), the New Zealand Government would be in a position to settle with Mr Titford within 14 days. From the paper trail, it seems Helen Aikman, Crown Law Office and Paul James and Mary- Anne Thompson; Office of Treaty Settlements had taken it upon themselves to draft a completely new Agreement without Parliament’s or Mr and Mrs Titford’s authority or consent. Mary-Anne Thompson was later convicted of falsifying documents when working for the Immigration Department. Helen Aikman was her lawyer.

 New Draft Agreement Without Parliament’s or Mr Titford’s Authority or Consent.
11 December 1995 (Letter 2 at 6-15pm)Helen Aikman faxed Mr Samec stating,

1.       I enclose the following documents:
1.1
Agreement relating to the sale of land and stock at Maunganui Bluff.

1.2
Deed of Settlement.

1.3
Deed of Discharge of Future Liabilities by Mrs Titford.

1.4
Instructions Regarding Payment to Titford.

2. “I understand you hold a memorandum of transfer on Mr Tiford’s behalf and that he will re-execute this memorandum at the same time as he and Mrs Titford signs the above documents”. 
5.   “We draw your attention to the existing warranties by Mr Titford that there are no   undisclosed charges or liabilities in respect of the property. The settlement of course will be conditional upon full disclosures of these matters”.
Mr Titford supplied, signed and had Mr Samec fully endorse a memorandum “To attach to the Liabilities” as it was requested by the Crown Law Office to be part of the Sale Agreement as it was conditional upon full disclosure of liabilities. This memorandum also showed Mr Titford was, “Selling his farm without justification”. He was selling it under duress. 

Mr Samec was also asked to insert the following to the top of the original (Schedule 4) Memorandum of Transfer execution page. “In pursuance of an agreement dated…………day of………1995 with Her Majesty the Queen”. 
Schedule 1, 2, 3 and 4 of the 1994 Agreement prepared by Phillip Fox, re-extended by Parliament and agreed by Mr and Mrs Titford had been exchanged for a completely new Agreement drafted by the Crown Law Office without Parliament’s or Mr and Mrs Titford’s authority or consent. 

Mr Samec was to have Mr Titford re-execute the “original” (Schedule 4) Transfer he had held on Mr Titford’s behalf since September 1994 with a replacement clause at the top of the execution page.    

New Documents Unbeknown to Minister and Commissioner
On the 12 December 1995, the day Mr and Mrs Titford signed their Agreements, the Commissioner of Crown Lands, Mr Sam Brown wrote to the Minister of Lands, the Hon Denis Marshall asking him for approval to sign the Sale Agreement. Clause 2 of his letter states, “On the 4 December 1995 Cabinet at CAB (95) M46/25 (Recommendation h ii), agreed to re-extend the Crown’s previous offer (September 1994) for the purchase of the Titford property”. 
From this letter, the Minister and the Commissioner had no idea the Crown Law Office had drafted a completely new Sale Agreement that had already been signed “under duress” by Mr Titford without legal advice or representation. From Mr Titford’s lawyer Clive Jackson’s letter, he would have advised Mr Titford, “Not to sign it”.  

Corrupt Documents 

The Commissioner of lands would have had no idea he was not signing the 1994 Sale Agreement re-extended by Parliament on the 3 December 1995 or the Agreement Mr Titford had agreed to sign on the 8 December 1995. He would also have had no idea the Minister of Justice/Minister in Charge of Treaty Negotiation had just signed the Deed, initialling that it was only an “alleged” claim or that the Sale Agreement had Mr Titford’s attachment removed. Unbeknown to the Commissioner of Lands, he had been given corrupt document to sign on behalf of Her Majesty the Queen. 

New Agreement Signed on the Side of the Road Without Legal Advice

12 December 1995 at 7-30 am
Mr and Mrs Titford met Mr Samec on the side of the road outside his house at 7-30 am the next morning expecting to sign ‘Parliament’s’ re-extended September 1994 documents prepared by Philips Fox with the extra clause 7 (1)(c)(i) that they had discussed with their lawyer Clive Jackson, perused with Mr Samec and agreed to sign on the 8 December 1995. Mr Titford realised his documents were not the Deed and Sale Agreement he agreed to sign on the 8 December 1995 and were not signed by the Crown, they were “draft” documents he had never seen before. He added a memorandum, “To attach to the Liabilities” showing he was selling his farm “under duress” and also made an amendment “alleged” in front of the phrase “wahi tapu” to page 2, “Background” of the Deed. Mr Samec initialled the amendment “alleged”, signed and attached the memorandum to the “draft” Sale Agreement and returned them to the Crown Law Office. Unfortunately, Mr Samec has destroyed his file. Mr Titford did not initial each page. 

Never Received Copies of Agreement

As they were signed on the side of the road, Mr Samec could not supply Mr and Mrs Titford with copies of the documents they had just signed. All this took place within about 30 minutes, as Mr and Mrs Titford had previously arranged to catch a plane that morning to King Island to meet Mr Titford’s mother and father who had arranged a holiday a month earlier. While Mr and Mrs Titford had independent legal advise on the terms, conditions and effect of the 1994 Agreement, and had it fully explained to them by their lawyer Clive Jackson, there was no independent legal advice on the terms, conditions and effect of this “draft” Agreement, nor had it been fully explained to them or that they understood all of its provisions as Mr Samec was not qualified to do this.  Mr Titford amended and signed the draft Agreement “under duress”, but Mr Samec never supplied Mr and Mrs Titford with copies of the documents they had just signed. 
While Mrs Titford’s Deed of Discharge of Liabilities relates to Schedule 1 and 2, these documents were never attached to the Deed. It was an incomplete document when she and the Crown signed it on behalf of Her Majesty the Queen, therefore a useless piece of paper!

While the Crown Law Office states it cannot locate the 1994 Sale Agreement (Schedule 1), Deed (Schedule 2), Deed of Discharge (Schedule 3) or the Transfer (Schedule 4) prepared by Philips Fox, we retrieved copies of these documents from Mr Doug Graham’s restricted file, which formed part of the Crown’s September 1994 offer that Mr and Mrs Titford had discussed with their lawyer, perused with Mr Samec and agreed to re-execute of the 8 December 1995 with one additional clause, 7(1)(c)(i). See Doc ‘D’.

Not to sign!

On the 23 August 2000, Mr Titford’s lawyer Clive Jackson wrote, “At no stage prior to the execution of the final settlement agreement was I provided with a copy of the documentation and was not aware that the documentation had been signed until after the fact. I did not provide you with any legal advice in respect to the final agreement and if I had my advice to you would have been, not to sign it”. Mr Clive Jackson was Mr and Mrs Titford’s lawyer and was never sent a copy of the “final” Agreement drafted by the Crown Law Office, which he would have advised them, “Not to sign”! 

Interesting to note, in 2001 Barrister Greg Denholm wrote to Mr Samec as well as phoning him on numerous occasions to discuss the documents he had perused with Mr and Mrs Titford, but Mr Samec failed to respond. We believe this was before he had destroyed his file. The Chief Ombudsman also wrote to Mr Samec, but he again failed to reply. Eventually the Ombudsman’s office rang him and reported, “Mr Samec (who I think is in his 80’s) now has no recall of the transaction. His firm’s file has been destroyed”. Mr Samec we believe was in his 60’s and was still practicing law with Crisp Hudson and Mann in Tasmania. Mr Samec has since admitted, “I was merely a witness, a Notary Public lawyer, possibly working as a solicitor for the New Zealand Crown”. The Crown instructed him and paid him for his work in having the documents executed on behalf of the Crown! See Document ‘D’.  
12 December 1995 between 8-00 am and 10-23 am.

Mr Samec rung Helen Aikman, Crown Law Office and discussed the documents Mr and Mrs Titford had just signed, then faxed them to New Zealand at 10-23 am, the originals being couriered later that day. Why didn’t Mr Samec fax a copy to Mr and Mrs Titford at the same time, had he been instructed not to send copies to Mr and Mrs Titford? 

Crown Law Office has a Problem, a Major Problem!

The Crown Law Office now had a major problem, Parliament had re-extended Philip Fox’s 1994 offer for 14 days with the insertion of Clause 7(1)(c)(i) and Mr Titford had agreed in writing to this Agreement but the Crown Law Office had “drafted” a completely new Agreement. It was now an unsigned “draft” Agreement, which should have been sent to Parliament for its approval, then to Mr Titford’s lawyer Clive Jackson for his legal advice before Mr and Mrs Titford were given it to sign. Mr Titford had every right to make an amendment and add a memorandum to this “draft” document. Mr Titford added an amendment, a memorandum, signed it “under duress” and had it returned to the Crown Law Office. Without Mr Titford’s authority or consent, the Crown’s official’s removed his memorandum before the Commissioner of Lands, Mr Sam Brown executed it on behalf of Her Majesty the Queen. Mr Titford never initialled each page of this document.

We believe the Commissioner of Crown Lands would not have executed this Sale Agreement if he had known it was an “alleged” claim, had a memorandum removed by the Crown’s officials stating Mr Titford was selling under duress and was not Parliament’s September 1994 re-extended offer Mr Samec had perused for two hours with Mr and Mrs Titford and they had agreed to sign on the 8 December 1995.  

                          The Crown Knew it was only an “Alleged” Claim.

In a memo between the Crown Law Office and the Office Of Treaty Settlements just after the documents arrived back from Tasmania, there is concern of the amendment “alleged” wahi tapu in the Deed and the memorandum, “To Attach to the Liabilities”. Mr Titford’s amendment stated it was only an “alleged” wahi tapu claim, which the Crown acknowledged when they executed the document. See Documents ‘G’.

Mrs Titford’s Discharge of Liabilities the Commissioner of Lands executed on behalf of Her Majesty the Queen does not relate to the new Sale Agreement as it mentions Schedule 1 and 2 of the 1994 Agreement and Deed, which were not attached.  It is therefore, a useless piece of paper!!
Mr Titford has never received fully executed copies of his documents, which were rightfully and legally his, while Mrs Titford received her Deed of Discharge minus Schedule 1 and 2.

Memorandum of Transfer a Bogus Document

From the paper trail and Mr Scott’s statement, it was found the Memorandum of Transfer was not the “original” Transfer (Schedule 4).  Except for the final signing page, it is not the re-executed original transfer (Schedule 4) authorised by Parliament in 1994 or that held by Mr Samec on Mr Titford’s behalf since 1994. There is no mention of this new Transfer in Helen Aikman’s letter of the 11 December 1995. Mr Samec was to have Mr Titford re-execute the “original” (Schedule 4) document he held on Mr Titford’s behalf since September 1994. Rachel Taylor, Philips Fox solicitors, initialled this “bogus” document on every page, but Rachel Taylor was not present when it is alleged, Mr Titford signed this document in Tasmania on the 12 December 1995. The Crown admitted they “tampered with” the Transfer by adding, “In witness thereof these presents have been executed this 12 day of December 1995” after it was signed, witnessed and returned to New Zealand. This was to tie in with Mr Titford signing the other documents on that day. The Minister in Charge of Treaty Settlements, the Hon Mark Burton also stated on the 23 January 2007, that only two documents were signed by Mr Titford on the 12 December 1995. The Deed and the Sale Agreement. We believe, the Memorandum of Transfer Mr Samec faxed to the Crown Law Office, and the Crown Law Office has since sent a copy, was not the “original” (Schedule 4) Transfer Mr Samec held on Mr Titford’s behalf since 1994. There is no mention of Schedule 4 as shown on the original transfer and it has extra clauses added and a different layout. We have asked the Registrar General of Lands to investigated this matter, but he has refused. We believe there must be an investigation as the Crown Law Office has admitted they “tampered with” this document by adding a date it was signed to tie up with the time Mr and Mrs Titford signed the documents on the 12 December 1995.  

Memo between the Crown Law Office and the Office of Treaty Settlements.

12 December 1995.                                                                                                                      

In a memo No 494801 between Helen Aikman, Crown Law Office and Paul James/Mary-Anne Thompson, Office of Treaty Settlements just after the documents arrived back from Tasmania, there is concern of the amendment “alleged wahi tapu” in the Deed and the attachment “To attach to the Liabilities” attached to the Sale Agreement. Mr Titford’s statement, “He had been pushed into the list of creditor by the Waitangi Tribunal claim” and his amendment stating the claim was only an “alleged wahi tapu claim”, which the Crown acknowledged when it executed the documents, admitted by the Crown. Mr Titford’s land “had been taken Under False Pretences”. See Doc ‘G’.

It is interesting to note on the top of the “To Attach to the Liabilities” is a hand written note stating, “Material already held by M/T.” This is more than likely the Mary-Anne Thompson, Office of Treaty Settlements that was very involved with the documents when they arrived back from Tasmania and later witnessed the Deed for the Hon Doug Graham and has recently been convicted of falsifying documents and her CV when in charge of the Immigration Department. We believe the Hon Sir Douglas Graham has also run into trouble by falsifying documents.   

13 December 1995

Mr Samec wrote to Mr Titford, “Original documents couriered to New Zealand. We enclose copy of your memorandum called, “To Attach to the Liabilities” but no copies of the Sale Agreement or Deed.  

19 December 1995

The Commissioner of Crown Lands did not execute the Sale Agreement until the 19 December 1995, which would have given the Crown Law Office plenty of time to remove the memorandum. The Ombudsman found, “The Crown’s officials perhaps did not consider it appropriate for it to be authenticated as part of the agreement in view of the comments at the end of the document”. What right did the Crown’s officials have to “tamper with” the Agreement Mr Titford had signed and had witnessed by Mr Samec!

19 December 1995

Mr Samec informs Mr Titford that documents have been executed, but still received no copies of the fully executed documents he signed on the 12 December 1995. 

2 January 1996

Mrs Titford phoned Mr Samec’s office asking when Mr Titford’s initialled, signed and fully executed copies of the Deed and Sale Agreement would arrive. She is told the matter is being seen to – but they never arrived. 

5 February 1996.

Mr Titford’s lawyer, Clive Jackson finds the Crown is making public statements that differ from the Agreement he advised Mr Titford to sign. He wrote to the Crown for copies of the executed documents on Mr Titford’s behalf on the 5 February 1996. See Doc ‘H’.

9 February 1996

Rachel Taylor of Phillips Fox Solicitors acting for the Crown refused Mr Jackson copies. As Phillips Fox had drafted the September 1994 documents, we believe they were afraid Clive Jackson would challenge that the new Crown Law Office “draft” documents Mr and Mrs Titford signed on the 12 December 1995 were not the documents they had agreed to sign on the 8 December 1995. See Doc’I’.

                                              Crown Breaches 1993 Treaty of Waitangi Act
On the 23 February 1993, the Hon Doug Kidd (National) introduced the 1993 Treaty of Waitangi Amendment Bill to Parliament. The Hon Doug Kidd’s opening speech recorded by Hansard, “I move, ‘That the Treaty of Waitangi Amendment Bill be introduced’. This is a very small, but very important amendment to the Treaty of Waitangi Act 1975. Quite simply, it will prevent the Waitangi Tribunal from making recommendations that the Crown acquire the ownership of any privately owned land, or interest in land held by any person. The Bill will thus put beyond doubt the question of whether the Tribunal has the jurisdiction to make recommendations in regard to private land……..The amendment will make absolutely plain to all New Zealanders, whether they own land, whether they lend money on it, or whatever their relation might be to it, that private land is sacrosanct and totally excluded from the Treaty claims and settlement process”. Prime Minister Lange’s promise he had made in 1988 had now become law! “Not one square inch of private land would be taken for a Maori claim”.

While Mr Harrison farm was purchased just a few hours before the Act came into force, Mr Titford’s farm was not purchased until two years later! 

The Hon Doug Graham made it perfectly clear in his letter to the Mayor of Kaipara District Council, Mr Peter Brown and Member for Northland, the Hon John Carter that private land would not be taken for a Treaty claim, but one month earlier he had signed the Deed for Mr Titford’s freehold titled property and Mr Harrison’s farm had been purchased just a few hours before the Act came into force for an “alleged” Treaty claim!  See Doc ‘J’. 
Hon Doug Graham Knew This Was an Alleged Claim but Still Executed the Deed 

May 2005We found a restricted file of the Hon Doug Graham, Minister of Justice/Minister in Charge of Treaty Negotiation at the time, was held by Archives New Zealand. We wrote to Mr Graham asking him for permission to up lift this file. Mr Graham gave the ONZF permission but it took six months and the help of the Ombudsman to force Archives to release the file on the 1/11/05. This file confirmed the Minister of Justice, the Hon Doug Graham knew this was an “alleged” claim (without proof) when he signed the Deed of Sale, but allowed this false claim to proceed. “A Minister of Justice Perverting the Course of 

Justice! 

This restricted file had copies of the Sale Agreement (Schedule1), and Deed (Schedule2), Mr Titford had signed and Mr Graham Scott had witnessed on the 14 September 1994. We also found Memo No 494801 in this file showing Helen Aikman, Crown Law Office and Paul James and Mary Anne Thompson, Office of Treaty Settlements were concerned with the Sale documents Mr Samec had returned on the 12 December 1995. (Mary Anne Thompson has since been found guilty of falsifying documents and her CV when in charge of the Immigration Department). The memo had copies of the pages showing the amendment Mr Titford had made to the Deed, stating Manuwhetai was only an “alleged wahi tapu claim” and his attachment, “To Attach to the Liabilities” to the Sale Agreement showing Mr Titford was selling his farm “without justification”. This attachment/memorandum was signed by both Mr Samec (acting for the Crown) and Mr Titford and was attached to the Sale Agreement that Mr Samec returned to the Crown Law Office as part of the Sale Agreement. The Crown’s officials removed this attachment before it was given to the Commissiner of Lands to execute on behalf of Her Majesty the Queen, the Minister of Justice, the Hon Doug Graham signed the amendment that “Maunwhetai was only an alleged wahi tapu”. What right did the Crown’s officials have to remove this memorandum and attachment after Mr Titford had signed and had it witnessed!

There was also a restricted file from former Cabinet Minister and Deputy Prime Minister, the Hon Don McKinnon, but he refused to allow this to be uplifted. At the time he was, “London based Commonwealth Secretary General and had just taken top honours with admission to the Order of New Zealand. What was he hiding by not releasing this restricted file? 

Official Information Act Request

12 October 2006
The One New Zealand Foundation Inc, on Mr Titford’s behalf requested a copy of the Deed from the Office of Treaty Settlements under the Official Information Act. 

1 November 2006
A Deed duly arrived from Paul James, Director of the Office of Treaty Settlement with clean, un-initialled pages, except for the signing page. This copy had the amendment “alleged wahi tapu” removed. There is no denying, this document had been tampered with; pages cannot jump in and out of a document without someone’s help!! The Crown’s signature and initials were witnessed by none other than Mary Anne Thompson!! See Doc ‘G’. (a), (b).

16 November 2006
The One New Zealand Foundation wrote to the Prime Minister, Rt Hon Helen Clark and the Minister in Charge of Treaty Negotiations, the Hon Mark Burton explaining from the memo we had from the Crown Law Office, explaining this was not the Deed Mr Titford had signed and Mr Samec had witnessed in Tasmania in 1995.

23 January 2007  
Mr Burton wrote back stating. “The version released did not include an alteration made by Mr Titford, in which the word “alleged” was inserted into the document prior to the phrase wahi tapu”. The Minister of Justice, the Hon Douglas Graham, who executed this document on behalf of Her Majesty the Queen, also initialled this amendment, which was witnessed by Mary-Anne Thompson. There can only be one version of a legal document. We believe this page was deliberately removed as the Crown did not want Parliament or the people of New Zealand to know, this was only an “alleged wahi tapu claim” and that Mr Titford’s farm had been “taken under false pretences” for an “alleged claim”.  Mr Burton also enclosed a copy of the Sale Agreement but the memorandum, “To Attach to the Liabilities”, had been removed.  

28 February 2007

The One New Zealand Foundation wrote to the Minister in Charge of Treaty Negotiations the Hon Mark Burton explaining from the memo we had from the Crown Law Office, this was not the Sale Agreement Mr Titford had signed and Mr Samec had witnessed in Tasmania in 1995 as it was missing Mr Titford’s attached memorandum, “To Attach to the Liabilities”.

11 April 2007

The Minister wrote back stating, “In December 1995 the Crown did receive executed copies of the Deed of Settlement, the Agreement relating to the Sale of Land and Stock at Maunganui Bluff, Aranga, Northland, and the statement entitled, ‘To Attach to the Liabilities’, as signed by you”. We had now been sent two “versions” of the Deed and two “versions” of the Sale Agreement all with the same execution page but there can only be one “version” to any legal document. There is no denying, someone had deliberately “tampered with” Mr Titford’s legal documents! The Crown’s officials had removed this memorandum without Mr Titford’s knowledge, authority or consent before it was presented to the Commissioner of Lands to execute on behalf of Her Majesty the Queen. There can only be one version of any legal document!

Request for “Certified” Copies.

26 March 2007

We requested “certified copies” of the Sale Agreement and Deed from the Ombudsmen’s Office.

23 April 2007
The Ombudsman, Beverley Wakem sent copies of the Sale Agreement and Deed supplied by the Office of Treaty Settlements stating, “I am satisfied these are true copies of the originals”, but the Sale Agreement was missing Mr Titford’s memorandum, “To Attach to Liabilities”. Previously, on the 11 April 2007, Mr Burton had sent a copy of the Sale Agreement, which included Mr Titford’s memorandum, “To Attach to Liabilities”, but unsigned by the Crown. 

The Office of Treaty Settlements had supplied the Ombudsman with a copy of the Sale Agreement as a “true copy” less the memorandum ”To Attach to the Liabilities” showing Mr Titford had sold his farm under duress, “He was pushed into the sale without justification”! While this memorandum had been remove from the Sale Agreement and was not signed by the Commissioner of Lands, it was part of the Sale Agreement Mr Titford signed and Mr Samec had witnessed on the 12 December 1995, attached to the Sale Agreement and returned to the Crown Law Office. The End of Part 2.  
Part 3 in next months issue will show how the Crown Law Office and the Ombudsman jointed force to distort the truth.

PART 3
The Ombudsman’s Investigation.

15 May 2007

On the 15 May 2007 the Ombudsman agreed, “To undertake an investigation under the Ombudsmen Act limited to the circumstances surrounding the execution of the agreement and deed relating to the sale of Mr Titford’s former farm, and to the rather confusing number of copies which have appeared”.  

While we had been supplied with two “versions” of the Sale Agreement and Deed, they all had the same execution page. This is impossible without someone deliberately “tampering with the documents”!  

Crown Tampers With Documents

20 December 2007. 

From the Ombudsman’s investigation, it was found the attached memorandum, “To Attach to Liabilities” was removed from the Sale Agreement, because,  "The Crown's officials perhaps did not consider it appropriate for it to be authenticated as part of the agreement in view of the comments at the end of the document. For the documents to have been initialled might have suggested agreement with the views you had stated". 

Mr Titford's comment at the end of the memorandum was, "I, Allan Titford believe we have been pushed into this list of creditors as a result of the Waitangi Tribunal claim".
The Ombudsman’s investigation also found,  “From my Officer's perusal of a substantial number of files held by the Office of Treaty Settlements and by the Crown Law Office, there is no doubt that Mr Titford had, rightly or wrongly, a sense of grievance about the sale of his farm. He held the view he was pushed into the sale without justification". 
What right did the Crown Law Office have to “tamper with” the Sale Agreement by removing the memorandum after Mr Titford had signed it and had it witnessed by Mr Samec? 

If the attachment, “To Attach to Liabilities” had been left attached to the Sale Agreement, showing Mr Titford was forced to sell his farm “without justification”, the Commissioner of Crown Lands, Mr Sam Brown would not have executed the document on behalf of Her Majesty the Queen. A legal document that has been “tampered with” by the purchaser’s lawyers (The Crown Law Office) after it has been signed by the vendor, or signed “under duress”, is deemed null and void by International Law. The Crown is not above the Law! 
All the previous Agreements signed by Mr Titford have the bottom of every page initialled – not one page of the documents supplied by the Crown to date has Mr Titford initials on the bottom of each page, only the Commissioner of Crown Lands, Mr Sam Brown.

Mr Titford did not initial any pages of the Sale Agreement or Deed as he never read them or had them fully explained to him. He was forced to sign the documents “under duress” and without legal advice or face bankruptcy and his father’s farm, which was held as security, taken by the National Bank. Mr Titford’s lawyer, Clive Jackson stating, “I did not provide you with any legal advice in respect to the final agreement and if I had my advice to you would have been not to sign it”. The Ombudsman found, “He was pushed into the sale without justification”.  

The Crown Law Office Responds, Then Goes Quiet

On the 6 May 2008, we wrote to the Solicitor General, Dr David Collins, QC explaining the discrepancies with the sale documents to acquire Mr Titford’s farm. On the 17 March he replied, “The Ombudsman dealt with this matter in a previous communication with you last year. I understand the Ombudsman found nothing to support your alligations of tampering or corrupt use of the documents. Rather the Ombudsman commended there was a clerical error or errors in the handling of the documents at the time. I consider the Ombudsman’s inquiry disposes of the alligations”. Some clerical error Dr Collins – we believe it’s called fraud!  
We wrote to the Crown Law Office asking for information relating to the drafting of the new drafted documents. They replied on the 22 September 2008 stating, “The drafting of the Sale Agreement does not appear to have been drafted by our office”. We sent the Crown Law Office documented evidence that the final Agreement was draft by Helen Aikman, Crown Law Office. They have failed to respond to date.

We then sent copies of both Agreements, the 1994 Agreement prepared by Philip Fox and re-extended by Parliament on the 4 December 1995 and the “new draft” Agreement prepared by the Crown Law Office on the 12 December 1995 pointing out the differences and extra clauses, but they have failed to reply for very obvious reasons, there is no denying they are completely different Agreements. 
Crown Law Office uses Ombudsman’s Investigation to Distort Facts.

On the 25 February 2013 we asked the Crown Law Office under the Official Information Act, “What legal advice did Mr and Mrs Titford receive when they signed the documents on the 12 December 1995”. The Crown Law Office replied, “Please refer to the letter of 27 June 2007 sent to you by the Ombudsman. That letter set out the findings of the Ombudsman’s investigation into circumstances surrounding execution of the sale agreement. The Ombudsman found that Mr. Samec provided legal advice to the Titfords and that “there is no substance in the allegations that Mr. and Mrs. Titford did not receive legal advice at the time of the execution of the 1995 documents”. In a letter from Mr. Sam Samec, Notary Public, Tasmania, dated the 19 June 2009, page 1 states, “I suspect I was merely acting as a Notary Public, but possibly I was acting as a solicitor for the New Zealand Crown”. He also stated on page 3 (10), “I reject any allegation that I instructed Mr. or Mrs. Titford to sign anything. I was merely a witness”. See Doc ‘Q’. 

Perverted the Course of Justice 

From the paper trail from those involved at the time and the documented evidence above, the Crown’s officials “Perverted the Course of Justice” and those responsible must be brought to justice and Mr and Mr Titford paid fair compensation for their lost profits, pain and suffering. 

Political Pressure

While the Ombudsman’s officer’s investigation found the Crown’s officials, “Did not consider it appropriate for it (Mr Titford’s memorandum that was removed by the Crown) to be authenticated as part of the agreement” and Mr Titford, “Was pushed into the sale without justification”, the Chief Ombudsman, “Found nothing to support our alligations of tampering or corrupt use of the documents”. Could “Political Pressure” have distorted the Chief Ombudsman’s findings from those of her officer’s investigation under the Ombudsman’s Act? We have asked the Chief Ombudsman to justify her contrary statement to her officer’s findings but she has refused. The Chief Ombudsman must remain independent of the Crown/Government at all times; we believe she failed in this instance due to “Political Pressure”!   

Minister in Charge of Treaty Negotiations Misleads Parliament!

Te Roroa Claims Settlement Bill

In 2007, the Te Roroa Claims Settlement Bill was presented to Parliament by the Minister in Charge of Treaty Negotiations Dr Michael Cullen, who misled Parliament that it was a genuine claim, when in fact it is only an “alleged” claim. The Crown, the Waitangi Tribunal or the claimants cannot produce one document to substantiate the Te Roroa claim – Not one!

Claimants Not Genuine

It was stated by claimant Garry Hooker, one of the five Te Roroa negotiators at the Dargaville hearing of the Maori Affairs Select Committee, that of the 3000 members that signed the Deed of Settlement with the Crown, “Only 100 “genuine” Te Roroa – plus 18 children under the age of 10 – had signed the Deed of Settlement”. When this land was sold in 1876, Te Roroa were a distinct race/tribe of people, but since this time they have intermarried of their own free will with other races until today they are a mixed race of people of many races. Should this mixed-race of people be able to claim against their fellow New Zealanders when they are no longer the “distinct race/tribe that sold their land legally and morally in 1876?
Garry Hooker also stated, “That only two of the five main negotiators had agreed to the Deed, the rest had been, ’brushed aside’ by a desperate Crown”. A “desperate” Crown to settle an “alleged “ claim using “corrupt documents” and a “rigged” Maori Affairs Select Committee! 

Maori Affairs Select Committee Misleads Parliament

The Maori Affairs Select Committee that heard the submissions into the Te Roroa Claims Settlement Bill consisted of members related to Te Roroa or with a vested interest in the Bill. This Committee also misled Parliament by withholding all submissions opposing this Bill from its report, including one from the Federated Farmers of New Zealand representing 17,000 New Zealand farmers, which stated, 4.1.3.5. “Local MPs have stated that they believe aspects of the claim are dubious. John Carter has stated that research done on the Te Roroa claim after it was heard by the Waitangi Tribunal suggest the claim was inaccurate. Jim Peters has stated that he considers that there are questions over Te Roroa’s historical claim. Ken Shirley reportedly said that transcripts of court cases in 1892 and 1939, used as evidence in the Waitangi Tribunal hearings, may have been tampered with. Federated Farmers understands that John Carter and United Future leader Peter Dunne have called for a full inquiry into the matter”. See letter ‘K’.  

This Maori Affairs Committee also misled Parliament that the One New Zealand Foundation’s submission was not heard because of offensive language, when in fact, it was heard at Parliament on the 2 May 2007 and contained no offensive language, just documented evidence proving it was an alleged claim. All the opposing submissions (8) were withheld from Parliament in the Maori Affairs Select Committee’s report/summary to Parliament to allow this Bill to proceed. There is no denying the Maori Affairs Select Committee “Perverted the Course of Justice” by misleading Parliament!

Most of the evidence in this report was presented to the Maori Affairs select Committee in the One New Zealand Foundation’s Submission but they misled Parliament by suppressing it in their very biased report/summary to Parliament! 

Hon John Carter – A Grave Injustice Has Been Done 

Two years before this Bill was presented to Parliament, the Hon John Carter, Member for Northland who had been very involved in this claim since its beginning, wrote to the Minister in Charge of Treaty Negotiation, stating he was concerned there was, “ a grave injustice being done” and asking for the whole matter to be put in abeyance and reviewed. This same Minister failed to attend the Bill’s readings, although he still maintains to this day, it is a dubious claim! Was this once again “Political Pressure”! See Doc ‘K’.

All the Politicians know this was only an “alleged claim” but not one would oppose it or ask questions at the readings of the Bill. The reading of a Bill is to make sure it is based on sound evidence. Parliament and its Members failed the people of New Zealand in this instance! 

Hon Christopher Finlayson – A Member of the Maori Affairs Select Committee

The Hon Christopher Finlayson, our Attorney General and Minister in Charge of Treaty of Waitangi Negotiations, was a member of this “corrupt” Maori Affairs Select Committee that misled Parliament to allow this Bill to proceed. The corruption starts at the top and works it way down!

While this has been brought to our Prime Minister’s Helen Clark and John Key’s attention, they refused to take any action. The original “alleged” claim was for 132 acres, Manuwhetai and Whangaiariki, but it was allowed to grow to over 5000 acres of land, $3.25 million to acquire Allan Titford’s land and $9.5 million of taxpayer’s funds in compensation without one document to substantiate this “alleged” claim!

                                                                     CONCLUSION

There is no denying, Te Roroa have continually tried to steal this land since 1874 and the Crown finally stole it for Te Roroa from Mr Titford using corrupt documents in 1995 knowing it was only an “alleged” claim. Mr Titford’s and the New Zealand Federated Farmer’s evidence and valuations were completely ignored, memorandums removed and many Laws and Acts were violated by the Crown to allow this “alleged” claim and “corrupt” Bill to proceed. The Crown has created an injustice where there was no injustice before based solely on race and to appease part Maori. The Te Roroa claim is an “alleged claim” that failed in 1942 and should never been allowed to proceed in 1986. 

While many lies have been told during this whole scenario, it will never go away until a public inquiry is held and those responsible, brought to justice. The Crown legally bought this land in 1876 and there is not one document to prove otherwise!  There is no denying; this claim destroyed two innocent young families dreams and aspirations, all for an “alleged” claim and the Government refuses to hold an inquiry!    

“The work of the claim was shoddy, unclean and destructive in the eyes of our New Zealand Society. My question Minister, the land can never be given to Maori, sitting as a "crown jewel" when it should be returned to Allan Titford, now! I must reiterate; this must be the saddest case I have come upon, bad research coupled by greed and inefficiency”. The late and respected Ngapuhi Maori Elder, Mr Graham Rankin. (4 June 2001)

Te Roroa have had three taxpayer funded inquiries plus millions of taxpayer’s dollars investigating this claim with the Waitangi Tribunal but have been unable to present one document to substantiate it. While we have thousand of documents to support our claim, the Government refuses Mr Titford and Mr Harrison an inquiry. There is no denying, this claim is based solely on race!

The Crown Law Office drafted the Agreements, instructed and paid their lawyer to have the documents signed by Mr and Mrs Titford without legal advice or justification, then remove a memorandum they did not consider appropriate to be authenticated as part of the Agreement, knowing the claim was only an alleged claim.  How corrupt was that!

Prime Minister, An Inquiry must be Held. 

From the evidence presented in this report by those involved at the time, documents obtained under the Official Information Act and the Minister of Justice, the Hon Doug Graham’s restricted file, an inquiry must be held. Not only did the Crown’s officials present corrupt documents for Mr and Mrs Titford to sign without justification or legal advice, they removed a memorandum from a legal document before the Maori Affairs Select Committee misled Parliament to allow this “alleged” Claim/Bill to proceed. The End.       

This report is written from the paper trail left by those involved at the time and documents obtained under the Official Information Act.  All documents to substantiate this report are available on the One New Zealand Foundation website. See Stolen Lands Document Bank. 

Compiled by Ross Baker, Researcher, One New Zealand Foundation Inc. from some of the thousands of documents we have on file. (c).
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