9(2)(a)

19 January 2026

BY EMAIL: ngapuhifeedback@whakatau.govt.nz

The Office of Treaty Settlements and Takutai Moana - Te Tari Whakatau
SX10111
Wellington 6011

Attention Alex Mellows - Negotiation and Settlement Manager

Tena koe Alex,

Submission on the Whangaroa Papa Hapu draft mandate strategy

We refer to your letter of 9 December 2025 and the draft mandate strategy agreed
between Whangaroa Papa Hapu (WPH) and Te Tari Whakatau.

This submission on the draft mandate strategy is made on behalf- 9(2)(a)

- has two material objections to the draft mandate strategy:

1.

The maps appended tothe strategy show the Ngatikahu ki Whangaroa area of
interest. Per the textatltem 5 (Rohe/Area of Interest), the intended area of

interest for Nga.Hapu o Whangaroa is only part of this area. Including maps that
show a wider area than is actually covered is not appropriate and will likely lead
people who do not closely read the strategy to believe the area of interest is
identical to the Ngatikahu ki Whangaroa area of interest.- is deeply 9(2)(a)
uncomfortable with this and the misguided expectations it may create during the

mandating process.

Comment: Replace the appendix with maps showing the actual area of
interest, even if this is only estimated.

Even once amended, we understand the proposed area of interest for Nga Hapu
o Whangaroa will overlap entirely with the Ngatikahu ki Whangaroa area of
interest. Though we note the statement at Item 6 of the strategy that WPH is

9(2)(a)

Page 4 of 79












3. Further Hapi-led hui are supported and resourced

4. An independent review is undertaken to assess consent, process integrity, and
alignment with Hapt authority

11. Support for Hapi-Led Alternatives

Opposition to the current mandate does not mean opposition to dialogue or
resolution.

There is strong support for:
e Hapua-led pathways
»  Tikanga-based governance models
. Processes grounded in whakapapa and mana motuhiake

Any future process must be designed by Hapi, for Hapa, not imposed by Crown
frameworks.

12. Closing Statement

The protection of Hapu rangatiratanga is an intergenerational responsibility.
Decisions made now will. shape.the futures of our tamariki and mokopuna.

For these reasons, |/we urge the Crown and all parties involved to pause, listen, and
reset this process-in a way that truly honours Hapi authority.

N&aku / Na matou.noa,

Name: -,

Signature (if submitting in writing)
Hapr /'Whanau:

Nﬁcﬁ\ Caamahuo

9(2)(a)
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From: Linda Thornton

To: Ngapuhi Feedback

Cc: Whangaroa Papa Hapu

Subject: Comments on draft WPH mandate strategy
Date: Friday, 30 January 2026 2:35:02 pm

Attachments: LT Te Tari Whakatau 30 01 26.pdf

Kia ora koutou

I attach comments on behalf of my clients ||| | | [ N A >

Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions or concerns you may have

Linda Thornton, Principal
Ara Moava Law

P. O. Box 475 Waiuku 2341 - 021 130 9972
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A ra W\Oﬂ vl a L aW Linda Thornton, Principal

Barristers and Solicitors

30 January 2026

Te Tari Whakatau
Whangaroa Papa Hapu
(by email only)

Tena koutou
Comments on Whangaroa Papa Hapu Draft Mandate Strategy

The following comments on the draft mandate strategy for the Whangaroa Papa
Hapu are made on behalf of our clients, ||| | | Q) N N  °2)°)

The draft mandate strategy requests feedback especially on
Proposed governance arrangements; and
Proposed voting process and how it would work for hapu.

The draft Mandate Strategy is based ontan individual voting system which
undermines the hapu autonomy andwrangatiratanga. It provides no basis for the
hapi to vote. As now designed, a'group of people could vote and bind all the hapu
regardless of desire of each hapa. There is simply no way to establish the hapu will
under the individual votingarrangement described in the draft strategy._ The
proposed format of seeking the mandate from individuals was disapproved in the
Ngapuhi Mandate Urgency [4.3.2]. We contend that the same principles would
control in this mandate.

Specifically, thisi@pproach appears to be a take it or leave it proposal. Such an
approach leaves,the impression of support when it may not be warranted.

In additien, we note that the proposed mandate entity, Mapuna, has defects that are
inconsistent with the voluntary settlement of a known claim. Mapuna gives
negotiators more power than it does its constituents. Other than being merely
€lected, it is unclear how Te Wakaminenga is conferred such broad authority, and
what are the constraints of that authority. There is no indication of just how it is that
the members of Te Wakaminenga are able to be held accountable inasmuch as there
is no stated provision for disclosure or review of their conduct and actions on behalf
of the claimant community they purport to represent.

As has happened in the past, it is anticipated that the Crown will require its
negotiators to maintain a level of confidentiality that prevents them from revealing to
the claimant community information about the course of negotiations, including
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Te Tari Whakatau -2- 30 January 2026

what is on the table and the negotiators response to Crown offers. Accordingly, it is
considered that as described in the draft mandate strategy, Mapuna/Te
Wakaminenga are not transparent and render the claimant community — for whom
the settlement is being negotiated—uninformed and powerless in the settlement
process.

More importantly, the feedback requests are based on unsupported presumptions.

1) That our clients (and the related claimant community) wish to engage in
settlement

2) That our clients wish to have Whangaroa Papa Hapu represent them in the
mandate and/or settlement process.

Our comments below will address these presumptions and additional issties
underlying our clients’ opposition to the proposed draft mandate strategy, a
consequent mandate and settlement negotiations.

For example, we note that there is no mention of any alternative.to-settlement, such
as resumption of lands—whether Crown Forest Lands (CFL)orether Crown lands. A
fair draft mandate strategy should present alternatives to-a elaimant community.
This is especially true for a community of claimants who have long asserted that they
did not cede their sovereignty.

From early on in the claims process, our clients have intended to seek the remedy of
resumption under s35 of the Crown Forestry Assets Act 1089 and s8HB of the Treaty
of Waitangi Act 1975. They consider that they are now eligible to bring a resumption
application because their claims to CFIfarising from their customary rights have
been upheld by Waitangi Tribunal‘inthe Wai 1040 reports issued so far.

They also assert that their rights to be heard in Wai 45 under s6 of the Treaty of
Waitangi Act 1975 will be abridged if they are compelled to settle their claims right
now. This is important because Ngati Kahu is poised to seek resumption of Crown
lands (CFL and others)-as soon as the Tribunal concludes the hearings on unheard
claims it is now working.towards. A settlement before our clients’ claims to
customary rights to,Jands which may also be subject to cross-claim by Ngati Kahu
will deprive our‘elients of the ability to be heard and to seek resumption of lands in
the Wai 45 inquiry. This is an important motivation for their participation in Wai 45.

Our clients consider that the Whangaroa Papa Hapu was established as a research
collaboration group. My clients do not see the WPH as a mandate or settlement
group;nor representative of their interests in claims.

This leads us to the issue of who is being represented.

Rather than reflecting a collective arising from whakapapa, the hapu grouping in the
draft mandate strategy appears to be grouped based on geography. We do not
believe that is appropriate for this mandate.

The draft mandate strategy relies on a very high-level whakapapa connection—Rangi
and Papa. Hapu are listed as represented but the mandate strategy fails to
acknowledge that all the listed haptu to not arise from a common ancestor or even

P. O. Box 475, Waiuku 2341

Telephone: 09 889 1182
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Te Tari Whakatau -3- 30 January 2026

hapu grouping. In fact, the history of the area demonstrates that interests of some of
the hapu have been inimical to each other and may not be suited to common
representation either in mandate or negotiations. The divergence of identity may not
impair the ropu’s ability to commission and conduct adequate research, particularly
in relationship with CFRT, however, it may present oppositional issues among hapu
represented.

This issue is addressed in the Crown’s Settlement Policy Red Book p39, Negotiations
with Large Natural Groups. Specifically, the hapu listed in draft mandate strategy do
not share whakapapa and are likely to have “overlapping” or even conflicting
interests. Likelihood of conflicts arising in terms of settlement; unlikely to have'‘a
productive shared governance arrangement

We have instructions to resist the mandate strategy, and consequent mandate and
settlement negotiations based on the foregoing, among other things.

Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions or concertis you may have.

Na mihi, nga

Linda Thornton
Principal . ¢

P. O. Box 475, Waiuku 2341

Telephone: 09 889 1182
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Submission to:

Te Tari Whakatau (previously known as Te Arawhiti)
Whangaroa Papa Hapu
Mandate Review Team

From:

ame: I 5~

Whakapapa / Hapa affiliation (if applicable): Te Tahaawai Hapu
Address / Location:
Email / Phone: 9l)(a)

Date:

30/01/2026

1. Purpose of this Submission

I make this submission to formally.call for an immediate pause and independent
review of the proposed Whangaroa Papa Hapi draft mandate strategy.

This submission reflects coneerns raised at hui held in January 2026, and shared
widely among whanau, hapi.and claimants. These concerns relate to process,
consent, representation, timing, and the long-term impacts on Hapa
rangatiratanga and mana motuhake.

2. Lack of Free, Prior, and Informed Hapi Consent

There.is no clear evidence that free, prior, and informed consent has been obtained
fromr Whangaroa Hapa.

Many Hap, whanau, and claimants:
. Have not been adequately informed about the mandate strategy

. Have not had access to full information or legal implications
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. Have not been given sufficient opportunity to deliberate or decide at Hapu
level

A mandate of this scale cannot proceed without demonstrable Hapi consent.

3. The Process Is Being Rushed

The current timeframe — including the February 2 submission deadline'—is widely
seen as unreasonable and inconsistent with tikanga-based decision-making.

Hap( processes require:

. Time for kérero and hui
. Space for whanau discussion
. Careful consideration of intergenerational impacts

Deadlines imposed by Crown processes should-not override Hapa tikanga or
authority.

4. Risk of Permanent Extinguishment of Hapa Rights

There is serious concern that the proposed mandate and settlement framework risks
permanently extinguishing-Hapi authority and rangatiratanga, particularly through
so-called “full and fipal” settlement clauses.

These decisions.would:

. Bind future generations
. Remove the ability of Hapd to revisit grievances
. Lock in Crown-designed governance structures

Such outcomes cannot be justified without explicit Hapl approval.
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5. Crown-Designed Structures Undermine Hapi Authority

The proposed mandate holder and governance structures:

. Do not clearly reflect Hapt whakapapa and tikanga
. Appear aligned to Crown legal and administrative frameworks
. Risk reducing Hapu to advisory or symbolic roles

Hapi authority does not derive from Crown recognition and should not/be reshaped
to fit Crown convenience.

6. History of Hapa Opposition Has Been Ignored

Hapl have previously expressed clear opposition to simildrapproaches, including
during the Tahono process, where a majority of Hapii voted against the proposed
mandate.

Ignoring this history:

. Repeats known failures
. Disregards longstanding\Hap( positions
. Further erodes tnust.in the process

7. Lack of Transparency and Full Information

Key concerns remain'regarding:

. Limited access to full documents
. Unclear legal consequences
. Complex Crown language not explained in plain terms

Hapl and whanau cannot make informed decisions without full transparency,
including access to information through plain-language explanations and Official
Information Act disclosures where necessary.
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8. Crown Obligations Are Not Being Met

The Crown has an obligation to actively protect Hapi rangatiratanga.

Advancing a mandate without:

. Clear Hapi consent
. Adequate engagement
. Proper timeframes

fails to meet this responsibility and risks causing further harm and division.

9. Rangatahi and Whanau Are Not Adequately Engaged

There has been insufficient engagement with rangatahi-mokopuna, and wider
whanau.

Decisions of this magnitude must:

. Involve all generations
. Create safe and inclusive spaces for korero
. Reflect long-termscollective aspirations

10. Call for an Immediate Pause and Review

| formally request that:
1. The current mandating process is paused immediately
2 Submission deadlines are extended
3, Further Hapi-led hui are supported and resourced

4. An independent review is undertaken to assess consent, process
integrity, and alignment with Hapi authority
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11. Support for Hapi-Led Alternatives

Opposition to the current mandate does not mean opposition to dialogue or
resolution.

There is strong support for:
. Hapu-led pathways
. Tikanga-based governance models
. Processes grounded in whakapapa and mana motuhake

Any future process must be designed by Hap, for Hapi, not imposed by Crown
frameworks.

12. Closing Statement

The protection of Hapii rangatiratanga is an intergenerational responsibility.
Decisions made now will shape the futures of qurtamariki and mokopuna.

For these reasons, |/we urge the Crown and.all parties involved to pause, listen, and
reset this process in a way that truly henours Hapa authority.

Naku / Na matou noa,

Name: [

Signature: B
Hapt / Whanau: Te Tahaawai Hapu

9(2)(a)
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Response ID ANON-8Z8U-FQMN-H

Submitted to Submissions for Whangaroa Papa Hapu draft mandate strategy
Submitted on 2026-01-26 16:33:55

Share your feedback

1 What is your name?
Share your feedback:
B o(2)e)

What's your email?:

I o(2)(a)

2 Please describe your connection to nga hapt o Whangaroa.

What is your whakapapa?:

Ngati Hine / Ngati Hau / Ngati Hao

3 How did you hear about this submissions process?

How did you hear about the submissions process?:

Kaumatua / Rangatira

4 Do you support the proposed representative structure set out in the draft mandate strategy? Please provide further details.
Do you support?:

No m.
I do not support it.

In plain language, this process is rushing whanau and hapt toward a government-designed settlement pathway before we've had the time, information,
or resources to properly decide whether we agree with it. Once a mandate is accepted, it becomes very hard to undo.

Why this matters:

The current coalition government has been clear about its direction:to weaken Te Tiriti 0 Waitangi in law and policy, limit Maori rights, and shut down
tino rangatiratanga.

This is happening at the exact moment the Waitangi Tribunal has reaffirmed that tino rangatiratanga was never extinguished.

Yet this mandating process is pushing us toward an eutcome that does extinguish rights in practice — by locking us into a Crown-controlled settlement
framework.
The Crown is actively looking for Maorinegotiators who will agree to its extinguishment strategy, even if many whanau and hapt do not.

5 Do you support the proposed voting process set out in the draft mandate strategy? Please provide further details.

Do support the vote?:

Let's be clear:
This is about protecting ourright to decide for ourselves — as hapu, as marae, as people with whakapapa to Whangaroa.

If this process moves ahead without genuine, informed hapa consent:

Our rangatiratanga is narrowed.

Future generations inherit fewer rights.

Decisions.get made about us, without us.

Pause this process so whanau can properly consider what's being proposed.
6 Do you have any other feedback?

Any other feedback?:

HALT ALL PROCEEDINGS THIS INSTANT!
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Submission to:

Te Tari Whakatau (previously known as Te Arawhiti)
Whangaroa Papa Hapu

Mandate Review Team

From:

Name: I -

Whakapapa / Hapu affiliation (if applicable): Ngati Pakahi
Address / Location:
Email / Phone:

Date:

01/02/2026

1. Purpose of this Submission

9(2)(a)

I/'we make this submission to formally call for an immediate pause and independent
review of the proposed Whangaroa Papa Hapu draft mandate strategy.

This submission reflects concerns raised at hui held in January 2026, and shared
widely among whanau, hapu, and claimants. These concerns relate to process,
consent, representation, timing, and the long-term impacts on Hapu

rangatiratanga and mana motuhake.

2. Lack of Free, Prior, and Informed Hapu Consent

There is no clear evidence that free, prior, and informed consent has been obtained

from Whangaroa Hapu.

Many Hapu, whanau, and claimants:

. Have not been adequately informed about the mandate strategy
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«  Have not had access to full information or legal implications
. Have not been given sufficient opportunity to deliberate or decide at Hapa level

A mandate of this scale cannot proceed without demonstrable Hapu consent.

3. The Process Is Being Rushed

The current timeframe — including the February 2 submission deadline — is widely
seen as unreasonable and inconsistent with tikanga-based-decision-making.

HapU processes require:
«  Time for kdrero and hui
«  Space for whanau discussion
«  Careful consideration of intergenerational impacts

Deadlines imposed by Crown processes.should not override Hapu tikanga or
authority.

4. Risk of Permanent Extinguishment of Hapu Rights

There is serious concern that the proposed mandate and settlement framework risks
permanently extinguishing Hapu authority and rangatiratanga, particularly through
so-called “fulland final” settlement clauses.

These decisions would:
¢ Bind future generations
. Remove the ability of Hapu to revisit grievances
» Lock in Crown-designed governance structures

Such outcomes cannot be justified without explicit Hapu approval.
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5. Crown-Designed Structures Undermine Hapu
Authority

The proposed mandate holder and governance structures:
. Do not clearly reflect Hapi whakapapa and tikanga
«  Appear aligned to Crown legal and administrative frameworks
. Risk reducing Hapt to advisory or symbolic roles

Hapu authority does not derive from Crown recognition and should not be reshaped
to fit Crown convenience.

6. History of Hapu Opposition Has.Been Ignored

Hapu have previously expressed clear opposition‘to similar approaches, including
during the Tahono process, where a majority ‘of Hapa voted against the proposed
mandate.

Ignoring this history:
. Repeats known failures
«  Disregards longstanding Hapu positions

. Further erodes, trust in the process

7. Lack of Transparency and Full Information

Key coneerns remain regarding:
. Limited access to full documents
. Unclear legal consequences

«  Complex Crown language not explained in plain terms
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Hapu and whanau cannot make informed decisions without full transparency,
including access to information through plain-language explanations and Official
Information Act disclosures where necessary.

8. Crown Obligations Are Not Being Met

The Crown has an obligation to actively protect Hapi rangatiratanga.
Advancing a mandate without:

»  Clear Hapl consent

+  Adequate engagement

. Proper timeframes

fails to meet this responsibility and risks causing further harm and division.

9. Rangatahi and Whanau Are/Not Adequately
Engaged

There has been insufficient engagement with rangatahi, mokopuna, and wider
whanau.

Decisions of this magnitude must:
. Involve all generations
«  Create 'safe and inclusive spaces for korero

. Reflect long-term collective aspirations

10_.Call for an Immediate Pause and Review

I/we formally request that:
1. The current mandating process is paused immediately

2. Submission deadlines are extended
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3. Further Hapu-led hui are supported and resourced

4. An independent review is undertaken to assess consent, process integrity, and
alignment with Hapa authority

11. Support for Hapi-Led Alternatives

Opposition to the current mandate does not mean opposition to dialogue or
resolution.

There is strong support for:
. Hapi-led pathways
«  Tikanga-based governance models
. Processes grounded in whakapapa and mana motuhake

Any future process must be designed by Hapu, for Hapu, not imposed by Crown
frameworks.

12. Closing Statement

The protection of Hapu rangatiratanga is an intergenerational responsibility.
Decisions made now will shape‘the futures of our tamariki and mokopuna.

For these reasons, I/werurge the Crown and all parties involved to pause, listen, and
reset this process in_ a.way that truly honours Hapu authority.

Naku / Na matothnoa,

Narne: [ )
Signature (if submitting in writing):
Hapd ./ Whanau:Ngati Pakahi
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Notice of Objection
9(2)(a) 9(2)(a)

the Hapu, Ngati Tama, Kowhatutaka, Raho Whakairi, Ngati

Kiore; of Mangataipa, Mangamuka, Hokianga.

Hereby present this Notice of Objection; to any pending Tiriti o
Waitangi settlement proposal, including that of Whangarea
Papa Hapu; proposed to be carried out, under terms(of
engagement, with legislation, of the current Crownin Right
Government of New Zealand.

Te Tiriti o Waitangi is a Lawfully Binding Agreement, agreed to
by Tupuna o Ko te Wakaminenga o nga*Hapu o Nu Tireni and the
Crown of England, of which and who the Government of New
Zealand is subject, to honour and to uphold with the fullest of
honour and integrity.

Our Hapu have never ceded Tino Rangatratanga, Mana
Motuhake over ourselves and our Territories; Whenua, Wai,
Taonga Katoa.

This Notice is to Cease and Desist all pending Settlements of Te
Tiriti o Waitangi, in engagement with the Crown in Right
Governnment of New Zealand, and its imposingly, fraudulent
legislation. 9(2)(a)

Signed in authorisation by_, Rangatira o Nga Hapu

Ngati Tama, Kowhatutaka, Raho Whakairi, Ngai Kiore.
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Submission to:

Te Tari Whakatau (previously known as Te Arawhiti)
Whangaroa Papa Hapu

Mandate Review Team

From:

_——
Whakapapa / Hapa affiliation (if applicable): || ||| [ [ GG > 2@

Whangaroa

Email / Phone

o((H)
B -
Date:

[01/02/2026]

1. Purpose of this'Submission

I/'we make this submission to formally call for an immediate pause and independent
review of the proposed Whangaroa Papa Hapu draft mandate strategy.

This submissienreflects concerns raised at hui held in January 2026, and shared
widely among-whanau, hapu, and claimants. These concerns relate to process,
consent, representation, timing, and the long-term impacts on Hapu
rangatiratanga and mana motuhake.

2. Lack of Free, Prior, and Informed Hapu Consent

There is no clear evidence that free, prior, and informed consent has been obtained
from Whangaroa Hapu.

Page 42 of 125



Many Hapu, whanau, and claimants:
. Have not been adequately informed about the mandate strategy
«  Have not had access to full information or legal implications
. Have not been given sufficient opportunity to deliberate or decide at Hapu level

A mandate of this scale cannot proceed without demonstrable Hapu consent.

3. The Process Is Being Rushed

The current timeframe — including the February 2 submission deadline — is widely
seen as unreasonable and inconsistent with tikanga-based decision-making.

HapU processes require:
«  Time for kdrero and hui
¢ Space for whanau discussion
«  Careful consideration of intergenerational impacts

Deadlines imposed by Crewn processes should not override Hapu tikanga or
authority.

4. Risk of( Permanent Extinguishment of Hapu Rights

There is/serious concern that the proposed mandate and settlement framework risks
permanently extinguishing Hapu authority and rangatiratanga, particularly through
so<Called “full and final” settlement clauses.

These decisions would:
«  Bind future generations

. Remove the ability of Hapu to revisit grievances
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«  Lock in Crown-designed governance structures

Such outcomes cannot be justified without explicit Hapu approval.

5. Crown-Designed Structures Undermine Hapu
Authority

The proposed mandate holder and governance structures:
. Do not clearly reflect Hapi whakapapa and tikanga
«  Appear aligned to Crown legal and administrative frameworks
. Risk reducing Hapt to advisory or symbolic roles

Hapu authority does not derive from Crown recognition and should not be reshaped
to fit Crown convenience.

6. History of Hapu Opposition‘Has Been Ignored

HapuU have previously expressed clear epposition to similar approaches, including
during the Tahono process, where a majority of Hapa voted against the proposed
mandate.

Ignoring this history:
. Repeats knoewn failures
«  Disregards+longstanding Hapu positions

. Further erodes trust in the process

7 ack of Transparency and Full Information

Key concerns remain regarding:
. Limited access to full documents

. Unclear legal consequences
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«  Complex Crown language not explained in plain terms

Hapu and whanau cannot make informed decisions without full transparency,
including access to information through plain-language explanations and Official
Information Act disclosures where necessary.

8. Crown Obligations Are Not Being Met

The Crown has an obligation to actively protect Hapi rangatiratanga.
Advancing a mandate without:

¢  Clear Hapl consent

»  Adequate engagement

. Proper timeframes

fails to meet this responsibility and risks causing«further harm and division.

9. Rangatahi and Whanau-Are Not Adequately
Engaged

There has been insufficient engagement with rangatahi, mokopuna, and wider
whanau.

Decisions of this magnitude must:
« Involve'all generations
«  Create safe and inclusive spaces for korero

s . Reflect long-term collective aspirations

10. Call for an Immediate Pause and Review

I/we formally request that:

1. The current mandating process is paused immediately
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2. Submission deadlines are extended
3. Further Hapu-led hui are supported and resourced

4. An independent review is undertaken to assess consent, process integrity, and
alignment with Hapa authority

11. Support for Hapu-Led Alternatives

Opposition to the current mandate does not mean opposition to dialogue or
resolution.

There is strong support for:
. HapuU-led pathways
»  Tikanga-based governance models

. Processes grounded in whakapapa and mana,motuhake

Any future process must be designed by Hapu/ for Hapu, not imposed by Crown
frameworks.

12. Closing Statement

The protection of Hapu rangatiratanga is an intergenerational responsibility.
Decisions made now will shape the futures of our tamariki and mokopuna.

For these reasons; I/we urge the Crown and all parties involved to pause, listen, and
reset this process-in a way that truly honours Hapt authority.

Naku / Na matou noa,

Hapu / Whanau: Whangaroa

I
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Submission to:

Te Tari Whakatau (previously known as Te Arawhiti)
Whangaroa Papa Hapu

Mandate Review Team

rrom S

Name:
Whakapapa / Hapu affiliation (if applicable):Ngati Pakahi

Address / Location: 9(2)(a)
Email / Phon

Date:Sunday 1 Feb 2026

[Insert date]

1. Purpose of this Submission

59-

I/'we make this submission to formally call for an immediate pause and independent

review of the proposed Whangaroa Papa Hapu draft mandate strategy.

This submission reflects concerns raised at hui held in January 2026, and shared
widely among whanau, hapu, and claimants. These concerns relate to process,

consent, representation, timing, and the long-term impacts on Hapu

rangatiratanga and mana motuhake.

2. Lack of Free, Prior, and Informed Hapu Consent

There is no clear evidence that free, prior, and informed consent has been obtained

from Whangaroa Hapu.

Many Hapu, whanau, and claimants:

. Have not been adequately informed about the mandate strategy
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«  Have not had access to full information or legal implications
. Have not been given sufficient opportunity to deliberate or decide at Hapi level

A mandate of this scale cannot proceed without demonstrable Hapi consent.

3. The Process Is Being Rushed

The current timeframe — including the February 2 submission deadline — is widely
seen as unreasonable and inconsistent with tikanga-based-decision-making.

HapU processes require:
«  Time for korero and hui
»  Space for whanau discussion
«  Careful consideration of intergenerational impacts

Deadlines imposed by Crown processes.should not override Hapu tikanga or
authority.

4. Risk of Permanent Extinguishment of Hapu Rights

There is serious concern that the proposed mandate and settlement framework risks
permanently extinguishing Hapa authority and rangatiratanga, particularly through
so-called “fulhand final” settlement clauses.

These decisions would:
+  Bind future generations
«  Remove the ability of Hapu to revisit grievances
«  Lock in Crown-designed governance structures

Such outcomes cannot be justified without explicit Hapt approval.
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5. Crown-Designed Structures Undermine Hapu
Authority

The proposed mandate holder and governance structures:
. Do not clearly reflect Hapt whakapapa and tikanga
*  Appear aligned to Crown legal and administrative frameworks
. Risk reducing Hapu to advisory or symbolic roles

Hapu authority does not derive from Crown recognition and should not be reshaped
to fit Crown convenience.

6. History of Hapu Opposition Has.Been Ignored

HapU have previously expressed clear opposition‘'to similar approaches, including
during the Tahono process, where a majority of Hapa voted against the proposed
mandate.

Ignoring this history:
. Repeats known failures
«  Disregards longstanding Hapu positions

. Further erodes,trust in the process

7. Lack of Transparency and Full Information

Key coneerns remain regarding:
. Limited access to full documents
. Unclear legal consequences

«  Complex Crown language not explained in plain terms
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Hapid and whanau cannot make informed decisions without full transparency,
including access to information through plain-language explanations and Official
Information Act disclosures where necessary.

8. Crown Obligations Are Not Being Met

The Crown has an obligation to actively protect Hapu rangatiratanga.
Advancing a mandate without:

«  Clear Hapa consent

«  Adequate engagement

. Proper timeframes

fails to meet this responsibility and risks causing further harm and division.

9. Rangatahi and Whanau Are/Not Adequately
Engaged

There has been insufficient engagement with rangatahi, mokopuna, and wider
whanau.

Decisions of this magnitude must:
* Involve all generations
»  Create safe and inclusive spaces for korero

+  Reflect long-term collective aspirations

10_.Call for an Immediate Pause and Review

I/we formally request that:
1. The current mandating process is paused immediately

2. Submission deadlines are extended
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3. Further Hapi-led hui are supported and resourced

4. An independent review is undertaken to assess consent, process integrity, and
alignment with Hapu authority

11. Support for Hapi-Led Alternatives

Opposition to the current mandate does not mean opposition to dialogue or
resolution.

There is strong support for:
. Hapu-led pathways
+  Tikanga-based governance models
. Processes grounded in whakapapa and mana motuhake

Any future process must be designed by Hapu, for Hapua, not imposed by Crown
frameworks.

12. Closing Statement

The protection of Hapl rangatiratanga is an intergenerational responsibility.
Decisions made now will shapethe futures of our tamariki and mokopuna.

For these reasons, I/werurge the Crown and all parties involved to pause, listen, and
reset this process in a.way that truly honours Hapua authority.

Naku / Na matothnoa,

Name S ")

Signature (if submitting in writing):
Hapd./'Whanau:Ngati Pakahi
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Response ID ANON-8Z8U-FQ5A-C

Submitted to Submissions for Whangaroa Papa Hapu draft mandate strategy

Submitted on 2026-01-26 10:51:40
Share your feedback

1 What is your name?
Share your feedback:
- 02)e)

What's your email?:

I o(2)(@)

2 Please describe your connection to nga hapt o Whangaroa.

What is your whakapapa?:

Member

3 How did you hear about this submissions process?
How did you hear about the submissions process?:

Marae meeting

60.

4 Do you support the proposed representative structure set out in the draft mandate strategy? Please provide further details.

Do you support?:

No

Our Hapu has called for a pause in the process to allow proper consideration

5 Do you support the proposed voting process set out in the draftmandate strategy? Please provide further details.

Do support the vote?:

No Our Hapu has called for a pause in the process to allow.proper consideration.

6 Do you have any other feedback?
Any other feedback?:

This process is not a just process
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61.
Response ID ANON-8Z8U-FQ54-Y

Submitted to Submissions for Whangaroa Papa Hapu draft mandate strategy
Submitted on 2026-01-26 13:04:47

Share your feedback

1 What is your name?
Share your feedback:
o))

What's your email?:

I o(2)()

2 Please describe your connection to nga hapt o Whangaroa.

What is your whakapapa?:

Ngai Tupango Hapu || 9(2)(a)

3 How did you hear about this submissions process?

How did you hear about the submissions process?:

Facebook/ Whangaroa Papa Hapu

4 Do you support the proposed representative structure set out in the draft mandate strategy? Please provide further details.

Do you support?:

No . Poor consultation. Allows for hapu jumping and provides one person from each hapu with final decision and other beneficiaries with zero power. A
pakeha structure with Maori names. Meets none of the non negotiable from 2020 hui with Te Rawhiti and has been designed behind closed doors no
process undertaken te umu Tapu NEVER followed.

5 Do you support the proposed voting process set out in the draftmandate strategy? Please provide further details.

Do support the vote?:

No - allows for hapu jumping and vote stacking. If one hapu.withdraws another can benefit from there interests, another land theft. Pakeha majority rules
and thereby of majority.

6 Do you have any other feedback?

Any other feedback?:

Never properly consulted on this. Con{ ultation process not followed. Object to use of wakameinga the use of 28 October. Object to failure to properly
explain risks and seek informed consent. Self serving,author knows full well hapu do not agree and intend to withdraw and is positioning for self for

personal gain. Consult properly‘er itwill end up a treaty claim.
I do not want my email publicly disclosed or added to any database.
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62.

Submission to:

Te Tari Whakatau (previously known as Te Arawhiti)
Whangaroa Papa Hapu

Mandate Review Team

From:

Name: 9(2)(a)

Whakapapa / Hapu affiliation (if applicable): N?atl Rehia / Te Uri Tapiwha
Address / Location:
Email / Phone:

Date:

01 February 2026

1. Purpose of this Submission

I/'we make this submission to formally call for an immediate pause and independent
review of the proposed Whangaroa Papa Hapu draft mandate strategy.

This submission reflects’conCerns raised at hui held in January 2026, and shared
widely among whanau,"hapd, and claimants. These concerns relate to process,
consent, representation, timing, and the long-term impacts on Hapi
rangatiratanga and mana motuhake.

2. L.ack of Free, Prior, and Informed Hapu Consent

‘There is no clear evidence that free, prior, and informed consent has been obtained
from Whangaroa Hapd.

Many Hapa, whanau, and claimants:

«  Have not been adequately informed about the mandate strategy
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«  Have not had access to full information or legal implications
« Have not been given sufficient opportunity to deliberate or decide at Hapu level

A mandate of this scale cannot proceed without demonstrable Hapi consent. g%

&

3. The Process Is Being Rushed . O(\

The current timeframe — including the February 2 submission deadline — is widely
seen as unreasonable and inconsistent with tikanga-base ision-making.

HapU processes require: s\OK
. Time for korero and hui \Q

e Space for whanau discussion (b

<
e Careful consideration of interg@l impacts
Deadlines imposed by Crown proc@sxs

authority.
%,
4. Risk of Permanent Extinguishment of Hapi Rights

\

ould not override Hapu tikanga or

There is serious ¢ that the proposed mandate and settlement framework risks
permanently e ishing Hapu authority and rangatiratanga, particularly through
so-called “fu final” settlement clauses.

These c%ions would:
6® Bind future generations

Q(b' «  Remove the ability of Hapu to revisit grievances

e Lock in Crown-designed governance structures

2 Such outcomes cannot be justified without explicit Hapu approval.

Page 55 of 125



5. Crown-Designed Structures Undermine Hapu
Authority

The proposed mandate holder and governance structures:
« Do not clearly reflect Hapl whakapapa and tikanga
«  Appear aligned to Crown legal and administrative frameworks
«  Risk reducing Hapu to advisory or symbolic roles

Hapt authority does not derive from Crown recognition and shotld not be reshaped
to fit Crown convenience.

6. History of Hapua Opposition Has.Been Ignored

Hapu have previously expressed clear opposition‘to similar approaches, including
during the Tahono process, where a majority of Hapi voted against the proposed
mandate.

Ignoring this history:
«  Repeats known failures.
« Disregards longstanding Hapi positions

*  Further erodes, trust in the process

7. Lack of*Transparency and Full Information

Key coneerns remain regarding:
« Limited access to full documents
«  Unclear legal consequences

«  Complex Crown language not explained in plain terms
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Hapi and whanau cannot make informed decisions without full transparency,
including access to information through plain-language explanations and Official
Information Act disclosures where necessary.

8. Crown Obligations Are Not Being Met

The Crown has an obligation to actively protect Hapia rangatiratanga.
Advancing a mandate without:

«  Clear Hapi consent

«  Adequate engagement

*  Proper timeframes

fails to meet this responsibility and risks causing further harm and division.

9. Rangatahi and Whanau Arée/Not Adequately
Engaged

There has been insufficient engagement with rangatahi, mokopuna, and wider
whanau.

Decisions of this magnitude must:
« Involve all generations
«  Create safeé and inclusive spaces for korero

« Reflect long-term collective aspirations

10.-Call for an Immediate Pause and Review

l/we formally request that:
1. The current mandating process is paused immediately

2. Submission deadlines are extended
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3. Further Hapi-led hui are supported and resourced

4. An independent review is undertaken to assess consent, process integrity, and
alignment with HapQ authority

11. Support for Hapu-Led Alternatives

Opposition to the current mandate does not mean opposition to dialogue or
resolution.

There is strong support for:
*  Hapu-led pathways
«  Tikanga-based governance models
. Processes grounded in whakapapa and mana métuhake

Any future process must be designed by Hapu,for Hap, not imposed by Crown
frameworks.

12. Closing Statement

The protection of Hapi rangatiratanga is an intergenerational responsibility.
Decisions made now will shape‘the futures of our tamariki and mokopuna.

For these reasons, l/wegurge'the Crown and all parties involved to pause, listen, and
reset this process if a,way that truly honours Hapa authority.

Naku / Na matothnoa,

vere: I
Signature (if submitting in writing):
Hapd/'Whanau: Ngati Rehia / Te Uri Taniwha
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Response ID ANON-8Z8U-FQ51-V

Submitted to Submissions for Whangaroa Papa Hapu draft mandate strategy

Submitted on 2026-01-26 13:57:47
Share your feedback

1 What is your name?
Share your feedback:
(e

What's your email?:

I o(2)()

2 Please describe your connection to nga hapt o Whangaroa.

What is your whakapapa?:

He urged o Te Whanau Pani

3 How did you hear about this submissions process?
How did you hear about the submissions process?:

Hui ki te marae Te Watea o te Patunga

4 Do you support the proposed representative structure set out in the draft mandate strategy? Please provide further details.

Do you support?:

NG - na te mea horekau kia tautokohia te mana méotuhaketanga o nga hapt

5 Do you support the proposed voting process set out in the draft mandate strategy? Please provide further details.

Do support the vote?:

NG - na te mea horekau kia tautokohia te huarahi 6u t6 matou tikanga Maori

6 Do you have any other feedback?

Any other feedback?:

Koina taku korero
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Response ID ANON-8Z8U-FQ5Z-5

Submitted to Submissions for Whangaroa Papa Hapu draft mandate strategy

Submitted on 2026-01-26 14:18:09
Share your feedback

1 What is your name?
Share your feedback:
—— (>))

What's your email?:

I 0(2))

2 Please describe your connection to nga hapt o Whangaroa.

What is your whakapapa?:
He Heke nd Tahaawai
3 How did you hear about this submissions process?

How did you hear about the submissions process?:

Facebook

4 Do you support the proposed representative structure set out in the draft mandate strategy? Please provide further details.

Do you support?:

Not at this point, not nearly enough consultation

5 Do you support the proposed voting process set out in the draft mandate strategy? Please provide further details.

Do support the vote?:

Not at this point, not nearly enough consultation
6 Do you have any other feedback?

Any other feedback?:

Speak to hapu and whanau on the ground
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Response ID ANON-8Z8U-FQ5N-S

Submitted to Submissions for Whangaroa Papa Hapu draft mandate strategy
Submitted on 2026-01-26 14:18:57

Share your feedback

1 What is your name?
Share your feedback:
I o(2)(a)

What's your email?:

I ©(2)(2)

2 Please describe your connection to nga hapt o Whangaroa.

What is your whakapapa?:

He uri ahau

3 How did you hear about this submissions process?

How did you hear about the submissions process?:

Facebook

4 Do you support the proposed representative structure set out in the draft mandate strategy? Please provide further details.
Do you support?:

We need more time.

5 Do you support the proposed voting process set out in the draft mandate strategy? Please provide further details.
Do support the vote?:

We need more time

6 Do you have any other feedback?

Any other feedback?:

I'm not sure how all of this will impact our future mokepuna. I don't trust this coalition govt and don't think we should be making decisions while they are
in power.

Page 61 of 125



