


Many Hapū, whānau, 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 Hapū level
A mandate of this scale cannot proceed without demonstrable Hapū 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. 
Hapū processes require: 
• Time for kōrero and hui
• Space for whānau discussion
• Careful consideration of intergenerational impacts 
Deadlines imposed by Crown processes should not override Hapū tikanga or authority. 

4. Risk of Permanent Extinguishment of Hapū Rights 
There is serious concern that the proposed mandate and settlement framework risks permanently extinguishing Hapū authority and rangatiratanga, 
particularly through so-called “full and final” settlement clauses. 
These decisions would: 
• Bind future generations 
• Remove the ability of Hapū to revisit grievances
• Lock in Crown-designed governance structures 
Such outcomes cannot be justified without explicit Hapū approval. 

5. Crown-Designed Structures Undermine Hapū Authority 
The proposed mandate holder and governance structures: 
• Do not clearly reflect Hapū whakapapa and tikanga 
• Appear aligned to Crown legal and administrative frameworks 
• Risk reducing Hapū to advisory or symbolic roles 
Hapū authority does not derive from Crown recognition and should not be reshaped to fit Crown convenience. 

6. History of Hapū Opposition Has Been Ignored 
Hapū have previously expressed clear opposition to similar approaches, including during the Tūhono process, where a majority of Hapū voted against the 
proposed mandate. 
Ignoring this history: 
• Repeats known failures
• Disregards longstanding Hapū positions 
• Further erodes trust 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 
Hapū and whānau 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 Hapū rangatiratanga. 
Advancing a mandate without: 
• Clear Hapū consent
• Adequate engagement
• Proper timeframes 
fails to meet this responsibility and risks causing further harm and division.

9  Rangatahi and Whānau Are Not Adequately Engaged 
There has been insufficient engagement with rangatahi, mokopuna, and wider whānau.
Decisions of this magnitude must: 
• Involve all generations
• Create safe and inclusive spaces for kōrero
• 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
3. Further Hapū-led hui are supported and resourced
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• Space for whānau discussion
• Careful consideration of intergenerational impacts 
Deadlines imposed by Crown processes should not override Hapū tikanga or authority. 

4. Risk of Permanent Extinguishment of Hapū Rights 
There is serious concern that the proposed mandate and settlement framework risks permanently extinguishing Hapū authority and rangatiratanga, 
particularly through so-called “full and final” settlement clauses. 
These decisions would: 
• Bind future generations 
• Remove the ability of Hapū to revisit grievances
• Lock in Crown-designed governance structures 
Such outcomes cannot be justified without explicit Hapū approval. 

5. Crown-Designed Structures Undermine Hapū Authority 
The proposed mandate holder and governance structures: 
• Do not clearly reflect Hapū whakapapa and tikanga 
• Appear aligned to Crown legal and administrative frameworks 
• Risk reducing Hapū to advisory or symbolic roles 
Hapū authority does not derive from Crown recognition and should not be reshaped to fit Crown convenience. 

6. History of Hapū Opposition Has Been Ignored 
Hapū have previously expressed clear opposition to similar approaches, including during the Tūhono process, where a majority of Hapū voted against the 
proposed mandate. 
Ignoring this history: 
• Repeats known failures
• Disregards longstanding Hapū positions 
• Further erodes trust 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 
Hapū and whānau 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 Hapū rangatiratanga. 
Advancing a mandate without: 
• Clear Hapū consent
• Adequate engagement
• Proper timeframes 
fails to meet this responsibility and risks causing further harm and division.

9. Rangatahi and Whānau Are Not Adequately Engaged 
There has been insufficient engagement w th rangatahi, mokopuna, and wider whānau.
Decisions of this magnitude must: 
• Involve all generations
• Create safe and inclusive spaces for kōrero
• 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
3. Further Hapū-led hui are supported and resourced
4. An independent review is undertaken to assess consent, process integrity, and alignment with Hapū authority

11  Support for Hapū-Led Alternatives 
Opposition to the current mandate does not mean opposition to dialogue or resolution. 
There is strong support for: 
• Hapū-led pathways 
• Tikanga-based governance models
• Processes grounded in whakapapa and mana motuhake 
Any future process must be designed by Hapū, for Hapū, not imposed by Crown frameworks.

12. Closing Statement 
The protection of Hapū 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 Hapū authority. 
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• Space for whānau discussion
• Careful consideration of intergenerational impacts 
Deadlines imposed by Crown processes should not override Hapū tikanga or authority. 

4. Risk of Permanent Extinguishment of Hapū Rights 
There is serious concern that the proposed mandate and settlement framework risks permanently extinguishing Hapū authority and rangatiratanga, 
particularly through so-called “full and final” settlement clauses. 
These decisions would: 
• Bind future generations 
• Remove the ability of Hapū to revisit grievances
• Lock in Crown-designed governance structures 
Such outcomes cannot be justified without explicit Hapū approval. 

5. Crown-Designed Structures Undermine Hapū Authority 
The proposed mandate holder and governance structures: 
• Do not clearly reflect Hapū whakapapa and tikanga 
• Appear aligned to Crown legal and administrative frameworks 
• Risk reducing Hapū to advisory or symbolic roles 
Hapū authority does not derive from Crown recognition and should not be reshaped to fit Crown convenience. 

6. History of Hapū Opposition Has Been Ignored 
Hapū have previously expressed clear opposition to similar approaches, including during the Tūhono process, where a majority of Hapū voted against the 
proposed mandate. 
Ignoring this history: 
• Repeats known failures
• Disregards longstanding Hapū positions 
• Further erodes trust 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 
Hapū and whānau 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 Hapū rangatiratanga. 
Advancing a mandate without: 
• Clear Hapū consent
• Adequate engagement
• Proper timeframes 
fails to meet this responsibility and risks causing further harm and division.

9. Rangatahi and Whānau Are Not Adequately Engaged 
There has been insufficient engagement w th rangatahi, mokopuna, and wider whānau.
Decisions of this magnitude must: 
• Involve all generations
• Create safe and inclusive spaces for kōrero
• 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
3. Further Hapū-led hui are supported and resourced
4. An independent review is undertaken to assess consent, process integrity, and alignment with Hapū authority

11  Support for Hapū-Led Alternatives 
Opposition to the current mandate does not mean opposition to dialogue or resolution. 
There is strong support for: 
• Hapū-led pathways 
• Tikanga-based governance models
• Processes grounded in whakapapa and mana motuhake 
Any future process must be designed by Hapū, for Hapū, not imposed by Crown frameworks.

12. Closing Statement 
The protection of Hapū 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 Hapū authority. 
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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. 
Hapū processes require: 
• Time for kōrero and hui
• Space for whānau discussion
• Careful consideration of intergenerational impacts 
Deadlines imposed by Crown processes should not override Hapū tikanga or authority. 

4. Risk of Permanent Extinguishment of Hapū Rights 
There is serious concern that the proposed mandate and settlement framework risks permanently extinguishing Hapū authority and rangatiratanga, 
particularly through so-called “full and final” settlement clauses. 
These decisions would: 
• Bind future generations 
• Remove the ability of Hapū to revisit grievances
• Lock in Crown-designed governance structures 
Such outcomes cannot be justified without explicit Hapū approval. 

5. Crown-Designed Structures Undermine Hapū Authority 
The proposed mandate holder and governance structures: 
• Do not clearly reflect Hapū whakapapa and tikanga 
• Appear aligned to Crown legal and administrative frameworks 
• Risk reducing Hapū to advisory or symbolic roles 
Hapū authority does not derive from Crown recognition and should not be reshaped to fit Crown convenience. 

6. History of Hapū Opposition Has Been Ignored 
Hapū have previously expressed clear opposition to similar approaches, including during the Tūhono process, where a majority of Hapū voted against the 
proposed mandate. 
Ignoring this history: 
• Repeats known failures
• Disregards longstanding Hapū positions 
• Further erodes trust 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 
Hapū and whānau 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 Hapū rangatiratanga. 
Advancing a mandate without: 
• Clear Hapū consent
• Adequate engagement
• Proper timeframes 
fails to meet this responsibility and risks causing further harm and division.

9. Rangatahi and Whānau Are Not Adequately Engaged 
There has been insufficient engagement with rangatahi, mokopuna, and wider whānau.
Decisions of this magnitude must: 
• Involve all generations
• Create safe a d inclusive spaces for kōrero
• 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
3. Further Hapū-led hui are supported and resourced
4. An independent review is undertaken to assess consent, process integrity, and alignment with Hapū authority
11. Support for Hapū-Led Alternatives 
Opposition to the current mandate does not mean opposition to dialogue or resolution. 
There is strong support for: 
• Hapū-led pathways 
• Tikanga-based governance models
• Processes grounded in whakapapa and mana motuhake 
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hapū want to see.

6  Do you have any other feedback?

Any other feedback?:

I want to thank Whangaroa Papa Hapū for all the work they have done over the years for Whangaroa. I know they are people who care for Whangaroa
and the people here. They are dedicated, hardworking and wish to see better for Whangaroa in the near future, but must sit by and watch as other iwi
gain from the grievances produced before the Waitangi Tribunal. They simply want what Whangaroa are entitled to, so that Whangaroa will be a thriving,
healthy, productive place to live.

Being angry at the Crown for such a crap process is putting it mildly. I see our people not only in Whangaroa but all over Tai Tokerau changing to an
angry, down trodden, unkind people, where once all I knew of Whangaroa, Tai Tokerau was kindness. However, we are not fooled. Mandate strategies are
not of Māori. It is solely a government process that once again, we must follow if we are to receive redress, compensation, lands returned, or whatever
term it is these days to describe "give us back our land, and pay us for what you've had for free all these years".

You allow us to put in words to this Mandate Strategy, but the structure is the Crown's. "Do it this way or you won't get anything." It's all we ever hear.
When are you going to hear us?

You need to do better.

You must allow us to put together our own strategy without input from the Crown. Without your words. The Crown must also agree with our processes
within a different mandate strategy. One that is Whangaroa hapū led.

I would just like to add that Whangaroa Papa Hapū did not want to become the mandated rōpū. They intended Ngā Takenga Mai to be the opening
korero for Whangaroa hapū to begin looking at a mandate strategy for Whangaroa. I believe they have ach eved this goal. I thank them for this also.

Tino nui te mihi mana me te aroha ki a Whangaroa Papa Hapū.
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Taemāro and our wider diaspora will be properly informed, enrolled, and supported to vote, especially those who are not already on any register. 
​

For Waimahana Marae to support the voting process, we would need to see: 

A clear commitment that information about mandate hui and all voting options will be directly targeted to Ngāti Aukiwa / Waimahana whānau (for
example through marae‑based pānui, hui‑ā‑marae, and tailored communication, not just general Whangaroa channels). 

Explicit recognition in the final strategy that hapū may choose specific voting methods in line with their tikanga, and that Waimahana Marae can design a
process (e.g. hui‑ā‑marae with secret ballot plus remote options) that best fits our whānau circumstances. 
​

Strong assurance that special votes and registration at the point of voting will be easy and well‑explained so that Ngāti Aukiwa whānau who are not yet
on any register are not excluded from having their say on the mandate. 

Until these matters are strengthened and clarified in the final mandate strategy, Waimahana Marae cannot state full support for the proposed voting
process.

6  Do you have any other feedback?

Any other feedback?:

Waimahana Marae/ Ngāti Aukiwa Hapu opposes recognition of the proposed mandate because it fails to protect our hapū rangatiratanga in a manner
consistent with previous mandate inquiry findings.
In the Ngāpuhi, Ngātiwai and Whakatōhea mandate inquiries, the Waitangi Tribunal found that the Crown breached Te Tiriti when it recognised mandates
that (1) lacked clear hapū‑level consent, (2) did not give hapū real control over how and by whom they were represented, and (3) offered no practical,
tikanga‑consistent way for dissenting hapū to stay out or withdraw. The Whangaroa Papa Hapū / Māpuna proposal repeats these defects in relation to
Ngāti Aukiwa.
Our hapū has not been included and therefore not participated in designing the mandate, has not been provided with a robust hapū‑level decision
process, and is offered no simple, guaranteed withdrawal mechanism if we do not support decisions made in our name.
Proceeding to recognise this mandate over or around Ngāti Aukiwa would therefore continue our lived experience of decisions being made “without real
hapu consent” refer (as in the Ngati Kahu ki Whangaroa Wai 116 settlement) and would mirror the Treaty breaches already identified by the Tribunal in
those earlier mandate inquiries.
Progressing would be inconsistent with the Crown’s obligation to actively protect hapū authority.
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Any other feedback?:

I will not condone Whangaroa Papa Hapu steal whenua that does NOT belong to them
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I do not support the proposed representative structure set out in the draft mandate strategy.
The current approach treats all hapū as though they are one collective group, when in reality we are many distinct hapū, each with our own whakapapa,
histories, responsibilities, and relationships to whenua. A single submission or central structure cannot accurately represent the voices, needs, or
sovereignty of each hapū.
True representation must be grounded in the authority of each hapū to speak for itself. Our lands are not one continuous area, and our people are not
one homogenous group. Each hapū holds its own mana and decision-making rights. Any mandate process must recognise this and allow for individual
hapū to engage, decide, and submit independently.
Without this, the proposed structure lacks genuine representation and risks undermining hapū sovereignty rather than upholding it.

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

Do support the vote?:

I do not support the proposed voting process set out in the draft mandate strategy.
The voting process appears to rely on a single, collective approach that does not reflect the realities of our hapū. It assumes that one system can fairly
represent all voices, when in fact each hapū holds its own mana, authority, and decision-making rights.
By placing all hapū into one voting structure, the process risks silencing smaller or less resourced hapū and overrides the right of each hapū to determine
its own position. This undermines hapū sovereignty and fails to recognise that we are not one people, and our lands are not one area.
For a voting process to be fair and legitimate, each hapū must be able to decide independently, according to its own tikanga and processes, rather than
being bound by a single collective vote.

6  Do you have any other feedback?

Any other feedback?:

It is important that this process moves at the pace of the people, not at the pace of institutions. Many whānau and hapū need more time, clear
information, and genuine opportunities to understand what is being proposed and how it may affect them.
Engagement must be kanohi ki te kanohi, not only through written documents or online processes. Our people deserve to ask questions, to be heard, and
to have space to decide without pressure.
Transparency is also essential. All information, decision-making processes, and outcomes should be shared openly and in ways that are accessible to all
whānau.
Most importantly, this process must honour the mana, rangatiratanga, and tino sovereignty of each hapū. Without this, any mandate will lack legitimacy
and the trust of the people it claims to represent
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Yes.
In addition to concerns about the voting process, I believe the draft mandate strategy requires further work to ensure it genuinely reflects tikanga Māori
and protects the mana of all hapū involved.
Firstly, there needs to be clearer recognition of whakapapa as the foundation of participation and decision-making. Mandate should not be rushed or
driven by administrative timelines. Taking the time for hapū to kōrero kanohi ki te kanohi, lay out their whakapapa, and address overlaps or disputes
openly is essential to building trust and unity.
Secondly, the strategy would benefit from stronger dispute resolution pathways grounded in tikanga, rather than defaulting to external or overly legalistic
processes. Clear, agreed-upon steps for resolving disagreements before escalation would help prevent long-term division.
Thirdly, communication with whānau needs to be improved. Information should be shared early, clearly, and in accessible ways, ensuring kaumātua,
whānau living away from home, and those less digitally connected are not excluded.
Lastly, I encourage a pause to reflect on the long-term implications of mandate decisions. Once set, these structures are difficult to undo. Getting it right
— even if it takes longer — is far more important than moving quickly. The ultimate goal should be kotahitanga, manaakitanga, and outcomes that
honour our tūpuna and future generations.
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Yes.
In addition to concerns about the voting process, I believe the draft mandate strategy requires further work to ensure it genuinely reflects tikanga Māori
and protects the mana of all hapū involved.
Firstly, there needs to be clearer recognition of whakapapa as the foundation of participation and decision-making. Mandate should not be rushed or
driven by administrative timelines. Taking the time for hapū to kōrero kanohi ki te kanohi, lay out their whakapapa, and address overlaps or disputes
openly is essential to building trust and unity.
Secondly, the strategy would benefit from stronger dispute resolution pathways grounded in tikanga, rather than defaulting to external or overly legalistic
processes. Clear, agreed-upon steps for resolving disagreements before escalation would help prevent long-term division.
Thirdly, communication with whānau needs to be improved. Information should be shared early, clearly, and in accessible ways, ensuring kaumātua,
whānau living away from home, and those less digitally connected are not excluded.
Lastly, I encourage a pause to reflect on the long-term implications of mandate decisions. Once set, these structures are difficult to undo. Getting it right
— even if it takes longer — is far more important than moving quickly. The ultimate goal should be kotahitanga, manaakitanga, and outcomes that
honour our tūpuna and future generations
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Any other feedback?:

Yes.
In addition to concerns about the voting process, I believe the draft mandate strategy requires further work to ensure it genuinely reflects tikanga Māori
and protects the mana of all hapū involved.
Firstly, there needs to be clearer recognition of whakapapa as the foundation of participation and decision-making. Mandate should not be rushed or
driven by administrative timelines. Taking the time for hapū to kōrero kanohi ki te kanohi, lay out their whakapapa, and address overlaps or disputes
openly is essential to building trust and unity.
Secondly, the strategy would benefit from stronger dispute resolution pathways grounded in tikanga, rather than defaulting to external or overly legalistic
processes. Clear, agreed-upon steps for resolving disagreements before escalation would help prevent long-term division.
Thirdly, communication with whānau needs to be improved. Information should be shared early, clearly, and in accessible ways, ensuring kaumātua,
whānau living away from home, and those less digitally connected are not excluded.
Lastly, I encourage a pause to reflect on the long-term implications of mandate decisions. Once set, these structures are difficult to undo. Getting it right
— even if it takes longer — is far more important than moving quickly. The ultimate goal should be kotahitanga, manaakitanga, and outcomes that
honour our tūpuna and future generations.
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4. Risk of Permanent Extinguishment of Hapū Rights
There is serious concern that the proposed mandate and settlement framework
risks permanently extinguishing Hapū authority and rangatiratanga, particularly
through so-called “full and final” settlement clauses.
These decisions would:

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

Such outcomes cannot be justified without explicit Hapū approval.
 
5. Crown-Designed Structures Undermine Hapū Authority
The proposed mandate holder and governance structures:

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

Hapū authority does not derive from Crown recognition and should not be reshaped to
fit Crown convenience.
 
6. History of Hapū Opposition Has Been Ignored
Hapū have previously expressed clear opposition to similar approaches, including during
the Tūhono process, where a majority of Hapū voted against the proposed mandate.
Ignoring this history:

•           Repeats known failures
•           Disregards longstanding Hapū positions
•           Further erodes trust 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

Hapū and whānau 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 Hapū rangatiratanga.
Advancing a mandate without:

•           Clear Hapū consent
•           Adequate engagement
•           Proper timeframes

fails to meet this responsibility and risks causing further harm and division.
 
9. Rangatahi and Whānau Are Not Adequately Engaged
There has been insufficient engagement with rangatahi, mokopuna, and wider
whānau.
Decisions of this magnitude must:

•           Involve all generations
•           Create safe and inclusive spaces for kōrero
•           Reflect long-term collective aspirations

 
10. Call for an Immediate Pause and Review
I/we formally request that:
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Our processes come from whakapapa, tikanga, and the lived relationships within our people and our environment — not from externally imposed
structures, individuals, or timelines. When we move, we move together, in our own time, with the guidance of our rangatira and the collective strength of
our whānau and hapū. 

That is our way. That is our right. That is our rangatiratanga.
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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 Hapū level

A mandate of this scale cannot proceed without demonstrable Hapū 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. 

Hapū processes require: 

• Time for kōrero and hui

• Space for whānau discussion

• Careful consideration of intergenerational impacts

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

4. Risk of Permanent Extinguishment of Hapū Rights

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

These decisions would: 

• Bind future generations

• Remove the ability of Hapū to revisit grievances

• Lock in Crown-designed governance structures

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

The proposed mandate holder and governance structures: 

• Do not clearly reflect Hapū whakapapa and tikanga

• Appear aligned to Crown legal and administrative frameworks

• Risk reducing Hapū to advisory or symbolic roles

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

6. History of Hapū Opposition Has Been Ignored

Hapū have previously expressed clear opposition to similar approaches, including 
during the Tūhono process, where a majority of Hapū voted against the proposed 
mandate. 

Ignoring this history: 

• Repeats known failures

• Disregards longstanding Hapū positions

• Further erodes trust 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

Hapū and whānau 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 Hapū rangatiratanga. 

Advancing a mandate without: 

• Clear Hapū consent

• Adequate engagement

• Proper timeframes

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

9. Rangatahi and Whānau Are Not Adequately
Engaged

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

Decisions of this magnitude must: 

• Involve all generations

• Create safe and inclusive spaces for kōrero

• 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

3. Further Hapū-led hui are supported and resourced

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

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

There is strong support for: 

• Hapū-led pathways

• Tikanga-based governance models

• Processes grounded in whakapapa and mana motuhake

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

12. Closing Statement

The protection of Hapū 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 Hapū authority. 

Nāku / Nā mātou noa, 

 9(2)(a)
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Deadlines imposed by Crown processes should not override Hapū tikanga or authority. 
 
4. Risk of Permanent Extinguishment of Hapū Rights 
There is serious concern that the proposed mandate and settlement framework risks permanently extinguishing Hapū authority and rangatiratanga,
particularly through so-called “full and final” settlement clauses. 
These decisions would: 
• Bind future generations 
• Remove the ability of Hapū to revisit grievances 
• Lock in Crown-designed governance structures 
Such outcomes cannot be justified without explicit Hapū approval. 
 
5. Crown-Designed Structures Undermine Hapū Authority 
The proposed mandate holder and governance structures: 
• Do not clearly reflect Hapū whakapapa and tikanga 
• Appear aligned to Crown legal and administrative frameworks 
• Risk reducing Hapū to advisory or symbolic roles 
Hapū authority does not derive from Crown recognition and should not be reshaped to fit Crown convenience. 
 
6. History of Hapū Opposition Has Been Ignored 
Hapū have previously expressed clear opposition to similar approaches, including during the Tūhono process, where a majority of Hapū voted against the
proposed mandate. 
Ignoring this history: 
• Repeats known failures 
• Disregards longstanding Hapū positions 
• Further erodes trust 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 
Hapū and whānau 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 Hapū rangatiratanga. 
Advancing a mandate without: 
• Clear Hapū consent 
• Adequate engagement 
• Proper timeframes 
fails to meet this responsibility and risks causing further harm and division. 
 
9. Rangatahi and Whānau Are Not Adequately Engaged 
There has been insufficient engagement with rangatahi, mokopuna, and wider whānau. 
Decisions of this magnitude must: 
• Involve all generations 
• Create safe and inclusive spaces for kōrero 
• 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 
3. Further Hapū-led hui are supported and resourced 
4. An independent review is undertaken to assess consent, process integrity, and alignment with Hapū authority 
 
11. Support for Hapū-Led Alternatives 
Opposition to the current mandate does not mean opposition to dialogue or resolution. 
There is strong support for: 
• Hapū-led pathways 
• Tikanga-based governance models 
• Processes grounded in whakapapa and mana motuhake 
Any future process must be designed by Hapū, for Hapū, not imposed by Crown frameworks. 
 
12. Closing Statement 
The protection of Hapū 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 Hapū.
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Hapū processes require: 
• Time for kōrero and hui
• Space for whānau discussion
• Careful consideration of intergenerational impacts 
Deadlines imposed by Crown processes should not override Hapū tikanga or authority. 

4. Risk of Permanent Extinguishment of Hapū Rights 
There is serious concern that the proposed mandate and settlement framework risks permanently extinguishing Hapū authority and rangatiratanga, 
particularly through so-called “full and final” settlement clauses. 
These decisions would: 
• Bind future generations 
• Remove the ability of Hapū to revisit grievances
• Lock in Crown-designed governance structures 
Such outcomes cannot be justified without explicit Hapū approval. 

5. Crown-Designed Structures Undermine Hapū Authority 
The proposed mandate holder and governance structures: 
• Do not clearly reflect Hapū whakapapa and tikanga 
• Appear aligned to Crown legal and administrative frameworks 
• Risk reducing Hapū to advisory or symbolic roles 
Hapū authority does not derive from Crown recognition and should not be reshaped to fit Crown convenience. 

6. History of Hapū Opposition Has Been Ignored 
Hapū have previously expressed clear opposition to similar approaches, including during the Tūhono process, where a majority of Hapū voted against the 
proposed mandate. 
Ignoring this history: 
• Repeats known failures
• Disregards longstanding Hapū positions 
• Further erodes trust 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 
Hapū and whānau 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 Hapū rangatiratanga. 
Advancing a mandate without: 
• Clear Hapū consent
• Adequate engagement
• Proper timeframes 
fails to meet this responsibility and risks causing further harm and division.

9. Rangatahi and Whānau Are Not Adequately Engaged 
There has been insufficient engagement with rangatahi, mokopuna, and wider whānau.
Decisions of this magnitude must: 
• Involve all generations
• Create safe and inclusive spaces for kōrero
• 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
3  Further Hapū-led hui are supported and resourced
4. An independent review is undertaken to assess consent, process integrity, and alignment with Hapū authority

11. Support for Hapū-Led Alternatives 
Opposition to the current mandate does not mean opposition to dialogue or resolution. 
There is strong support for: 
• Hapū-led pathways 
• Tikanga-based governance models
• Processes grounded in whakapapa and mana motuhake 
Any future process must be designed by Hapū, for Hapū, not imposed by Crown frameworks.

12. Closing Statement
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There is serious concern that the proposed mandate and settlement framework risks permanently extinguishing Hapū authority and rangatiratanga, 
particularly through so-called "full and final" settlement clauses. 
These decisions would: 
• Bind future generations 
• Remove the ability of Hapū to revisit grievances
• Lock in Crown-designed governance structures 
Such outcomes cannot be justified without explicit Hapū approval. 

5. Crown-Designed Structures Undermine Hapū Authority 
The proposed mandate holder and governance structures: 
• Do not clearly reflect Hapū whakapapa and tikanga 
• Appear aligned to Crown legal and administrative frameworks 
• Risk reducing Hapū to advisory or symbolic roles 
Hapū authority does not derive from Crown recognition and should not be reshaped to fit Crown convenience. 

6. History of Hapū Opposition Has Been Ignored 
Hapū have previously expressed clear opposition to similar approaches, including during the Tūhono process, where a majority of Hapū voted against the 
proposed mandate. 
Ignoring this history: 
• Repeats known failures
• Disregards longstanding Hapū positions 
• Further erodes trust in the process

7. Lack of Transparency and Failure to Provide Full Information 
Key concerns remain regarding: 
• Limited access to full documents 
• Unclear legal consequences
• Complex Crown language not explained in plain terms 
Hapū and whānau cannot make informed decisions without full transparency, including access to info mation 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 Hapū rangatiratanga. 
Advancing a mandate without: 
• Clear Hapū consent
• Adequate engagement
• Proper timeframes 
fails to meet this responsibility and risks causing further harm and division.

9. Rangatahi and Whānau Are Not Adequately Engaged 
There has been insufficient engagement with rangatahi, mokopuna, and wider whānau.
Decisions of this magnitude must: 
• Involve all generations
• Create safe and inclusive spaces for kōrero
• Reflect long-term collective aspirations 

10. Predetermination of Outcome 
There is concern that the outcome of this process has been predetermined, with the mandate strategy appearing designed to reach a foregone 
conclusion rather than genuinely seeking Hapū direction. 
A process that predetermines its outcome cannot claim to be consultation or meaningful engagement. 

11. Call for an Immediate Pause and Review
I formally request that: 
1. The current mandating process is paused immediately
2. Submission deadlines are extended
3. Further Hapū-led hui are supported and resourced
4. An independent review is undertaken to assess consent, process integrity, and alignment with Hapū authority 
A mandate obtained through a defective process cannot cure its own defects. Proceeding would compound the breach, not resolve it.

12. Support for Hapū-Led Alternatives 
Opposition to the current mandate does not mean opposition to dialogue or resolution. 
There is strong support for: 
• Hapū-led pathways 
• Tikanga-based governance models
• Processes grounded in whakapapa and mana motuhake 
Any future process must be designed by Hapū, for Hapū, not imposed by Crown frameworks.

13. Closing Statement 
The protection of Hapū rangatiratanga is an intergenerational responsibility. Decisions made now will shape the futures of our tamariki and mokopuna. 
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There is serious concern that the proposed mandate and settlement framework risks permanently extinguishing Hapū authority and rangatiratanga, 
particularly through so-called "full and final" settlement clauses. 
These decisions would: 
• Bind future generations. 
• Remove the ability of Hapū to revisit grievances. 
• Lock in Crown-designed governance structures. 
Such outcomes cannot be justified without explicit Hapū approval. 
 
5. Crown-Designed Structures Undermine Hapū Authority 
The proposed mandate holder and governance structures: 
• Do not clearly reflect Hapū whakapapa and tikanga. 
• Appear aligned to Crown legal and administrative frameworks. 
• Risk reducing Hapū to advisory or symbolic roles. 
Hapū authority does not derive from Crown recognition and should not be reshaped to fit Crown convenience. 
 
6. History of Hapū Opposition Has Been Ignored 
Hapū have previously expressed clear opposition to similar approaches, including during the Tūhono process, where a majority of Hapū voted against the 
proposed mandate. 
Ignoring this history: 
• Repeats known failures. 
• Disregards longstanding Hapū positions. 
• Further erodes trust in the process. 
 
7. Lack of Transparency and Failure to Provide Full Information 
Key concerns remain regarding: 
• Limited access to full documents. 
• Unclear legal consequences. 
• Complex Crown language not explained in plain terms. 
Hapū and whānau cannot make informed decisions without full transparency, including access to info mation 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 Hapū rangatiratanga. 
Advancing a mandate without: 
• Clear Hapū consent. 
• Adequate engagement. 
• Proper timeframes. 
fails to meet this responsibility and risks causing further harm and division. 
 
9. Rangatahi and Whānau Are Not Adequately Engaged 
There has been insufficient engagement with rangatahi, mokopuna, and wider whānau. 
Decisions of this magnitude must: 
• Involve all generations. 
• Create safe and inclusive spaces for kōrero. 
• Reflect long-term collective aspirations. 
 
10. Predetermination of Outcome 
There is concern that the outcome of this process has been predetermined, with the mandate strategy appearing designed to reach a foregone 
conclusion rather than genuinely seeking Hapū direction. 
A process that predetermines its outcome cannot claim to be consultation or meaningful engagement. 
 
11. Call for an Immediate Pause and Review 
I formally request that: 
1. The current mandating process is paused immediately. 
2. Submission deadlines are extended. 
3. Further Hapū-led hui are supported and resourced. 
4. An independent review is undertaken to assess consent, process integrity, and alignment with Hapū authority. 
A mandate obtained through a defective process cannot cure its own defects. Proceeding would compound the breach, not resolve it. 
 
12. Support for Hapū-Led Alternatives 
Opposition to the current mandate does not mean opposition to dialogue or resolution. 
There is strong support for: 
• Hapū-led pathways. 
• Tikanga-based governance models. 
• Processes grounded in whakapapa and mana Motuhake. 
Any future process must be designed by Hapū, for Hapū, not imposed by Crown frameworks. 
 
13. Closing Statement 
The protection of Hapū rangatiratanga is an intergenerational responsibility. Decisions made now will shape the futures of our tamariki and mokopuna. 
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particularly through so-called "full and final" settlement clauses. 
These decisions would: 
• Bind future generations 
• Remove the ability of Hapū to revisit grievances 
• Lock in Crown-designed governance structures 
Such outcomes cannot be justified without explicit Hapū approval. 
 
5. Crown-Designed Structures Undermine Hapū Authority 
The proposed mandate holder and governance structures: 
• Do not clearly reflect Hapū whakapapa and tikanga 
• Appear aligned to Crown legal and administrative frameworks 
• Risk reducing Hapū to advisory or symbolic roles 
Hapū authority does not derive from Crown recognition and should not be reshaped to fit Crown convenience. 
 
6. History of Hapū Opposition Has Been Ignored 
Hapū have previously expressed clear opposition to similar approaches, including during the Tūhono process, where a majority of Hapū voted against the 
proposed mandate. 
Ignoring this history: 
• Repeats known failures 
• Disregards longstanding Hapū positions 
• Further erodes trust in the process 
 
7. Lack of Transparency and Failure to Provide Full Information 
Key concerns remain regarding: 
• Limited access to full documents 
• Unclear legal consequences 
• Complex Crown language not explained in plain terms 
Hapū and whānau 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 Hapū rangatiratanga. 
Advancing a mandate without: 
• Clear Hapū consent 
• Adequate engagement 
• Proper timeframes 
fails to meet this responsibility and risks causing further harm and division. 
 
9. Rangatahi and Whānau Are Not Adequately Engaged 
There has been insufficient engagement with rangatahi, mokopuna, and wider whānau. 
Decisions of this magnitude must: 
• Involve all generations 
• Create safe and inclusive spaces for kōrero 
• Reflect long-term collective aspirations 
 
10. Predetermination of Outcome 
There is concern that the outcome of this process has been predetermined, with the mandate strategy appearing designed to reach a foregone 
conclusion rather than genuinely seeking Hapū direction. 
A process that predetermines its outcome cannot claim to be consultation or meaningful engagement. 
 
11. Call for an Immediate Pause and Review 
I formally request that: 
1. The current mandating process is paused immediately 
2. Submission deadlines are extended 
3. Further Hapū-led hui are supported and resourced 
4. An independent review is undertaken to assess consent, process integrity, and alignment with Hapū authority 
A mandate obtained through a defective process cannot cure its own defects. Proceeding would compound the breach, not resolve it. 
 
12  Support for Hapū-Led Alternatives 
Opposition to the current mandate does not mean opposition to dialogue or resolution. 
There is strong support for: 
• Hapū-led pathways 
• Tikanga-based governance models 
• Processes grounded in whakapapa and mana motuhake 
Any future process must be designed by Hapū, for Hapū, not imposed by Crown frameworks. 
 
13. Closing Statement 
The protection of Hapū rangatiratanga is an intergenerational responsibility. Decisions made now will shape the futures of our tamariki and mokopuna. 
For these reasons, I urge the Crown and all parties involved to pause, listen, and reset this process in a way that truly honours Hapū authority. 
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particularly through so-called "full and final" settlement clauses. 
These decisions would: 
• Bind future generations 
• Remove the ability of Hapū to revisit grievances
• Lock in Crown-designed governance structures 
Such outcomes cannot be justified without explicit Hapū approval. 

5. Crown-Designed Structures Undermine Hapū Authority 
The proposed mandate holder and governance structures: 
• Do not clearly reflect Hapū whakapapa and tikanga 
• Appear aligned to Crown legal and administrative frameworks 
• Risk reducing Hapū to advisory or symbolic roles 
Hapū authority does not derive from Crown recognition and should not be reshaped to fit Crown convenience. 

6. History of Hapū Opposition Has Been Ignored 
Hapū have previously expressed clear opposition to similar approaches, including during the Tūhono process, where a majority of Hapū voted against the 
proposed mandate. 
Ignoring this history: 
• Repeats known failures
• Disregards longstanding Hapū positions 
• Further erodes trust in the process

7. Lack of Transparency and Failure to Provide Full Information 
Key concerns remain regarding: 
• Limited access to full documents 
• Unclear legal consequences
• Complex Crown language not explained in plain terms 
Hapū and whānau 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 Hapū rangatiratanga. 
Advancing a mandate without: 
• Clear Hapū consent
• Adequate engagement
• Proper timeframes 
fails to meet this responsibility and risks causing further harm and division.

9. Rangatahi and Whānau Are Not Adequately Engaged 
There has been insufficient engagement with rangatahi, mokopuna, and wider whānau.
Decisions of this magnitude must: 
• Involve all generations
• Create safe and inclusive spaces for kōrero
• Reflect long-term collective aspirations 

10. Predetermination of Outcome 
There is concern that the outcome of this process has been predetermined, with the mandate strategy appearing designed to reach a foregone 
conclusion rather than genuinely seeking Hapū direction. 
A process that predetermines its outcome cannot claim to be consultation or meaningful engagement. 

11. Call for an Immediate Pause and Review
I formally request that: 
1. The current mandating process is paused immediately
2. Submission deadlines are extended
3. Further Hapū-led hui are supported and resourced
4. An independent review is undertaken to assess consent, process integrity, and alignment with Hapū authority 
A mandate obtained through a defective process cannot cure its own defects. Proceeding would compound the breach, not resolve it.

12  Support for Hapū-Led Alternatives 
Opposition to the current mandate does not mean opposition to dialogue or resolution. 
There is strong support for: 
• Hapū-led pathways 
• Tikanga-based governance models
• Processes grounded in whakapapa and mana motuhake 
Any future process must be designed by Hapū, for Hapū, not imposed by Crown frameworks.

13. Closing Statement 
The protection of Hapū rangatiratanga is an intergenerational responsibility. Decisions made now will shape the futures of our tamariki and mokopuna. 
For these reasons, I urge the Crown and all parties involved to pause, listen, and reset this process in a way that truly honours Hapū authority. 
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There is serious concern that the proposed mandate and settlement framework risks permanently extinguishing Hapū authority and rangatiratanga, 
particularly through so-called "full and final" settlement clauses. 
These decisions would: 
• Bind future generations 
• Remove the ability of Hapū to revisit grievances 
• Lock in Crown-designed governance structures 
Such outcomes cannot be justified without explicit Hapū approval. 
 
5. Crown-Designed Structures Undermine Hapū Authority 
The proposed mandate holder and governance structures: 
• Do not clearly reflect Hapū whakapapa and tikanga 
• Appear aligned to Crown legal and administrative frameworks 
• Risk reducing Hapū to advisory or symbolic roles 
Hapū authority does not derive from Crown recognition and should not be reshaped to fit Crown convenience. 
 
6. History of Hapū Opposition Has Been Ignored 
Hapū have previously expressed clear opposition to similar approaches, including during the Tūhono process, where a majority of Hapū voted against the 
proposed mandate. 
Ignoring this history: 
• Repeats known failures 
• Disregards longstanding Hapū positions 
• Further erodes trust in the process 
 
7. Lack of Transparency and Failure to Provide Full Information 
Key concerns remain regarding: 
• Limited access to full documents 
• Unclear legal consequences 
• Complex Crown language not explained in plain terms 
Hapū and whānau cannot make informed decisions without full transparency, including access to info mation 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 Hapū rangatiratanga. 
Advancing a mandate without: 
• Clear Hapū consent 
• Adequate engagement 
• Proper timeframes 
fails to meet this responsibility and risks causing further harm and division. 
 
9. Rangatahi and Whānau Are Not Adequately Engaged 
There has been insufficient engagement with rangatahi, mokopuna, and wider whānau. 
Decisions of this magnitude must: 
• Involve all generations 
• Create safe and inclusive spaces for kōrero 
• Reflect long-term collective aspirations 
 
10. Predetermination of Outcome 
There is concern that the outcome of this process has been predetermined, with the mandate strategy appearing designed to reach a foregone 
conclusion rather than genuinely seeking Hapū direction. 
A process that predetermines its outcome cannot claim to be consultation or meaningful engagement. 
 
11. Call for an Immediate Pause and Review 
I formally request that: 
1. The current mandating process is paused immediately 
2. Submission deadlines are extended 
3. Further Hapū-led hui are supported and resourced 
4. An independent review is undertaken to assess consent, process integrity, and alignment with Hapū authority 
A mandate obtained through a defective process cannot cure its own defects. Proceeding would compound the breach, not resolve it. 
 
12. Support for Hapū-Led Alternatives 
Opposition to the current mandate does not mean opposition to dialogue or resolution. 
There is strong support for: 
• Hapū-led pathways 
• Tikanga-based governance models 
• Processes grounded in whakapapa and mana motuhake 
Any future process must be designed by Hapū, for Hapū, not imposed by Crown frameworks. 
 
13. Closing Statement 
The protection of Hapū rangatiratanga is an intergenerational responsibility. Decisions made now will shape the futures of our tamariki and mokopuna. 
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4. Risk of Permanent Extinguishment of Hapū Rights 
There is serious concern that the proposed mandate and settlement framework risks permanently extinguishing Hapū authority and rangatiratinga, 
particularly through so-called "full and final" settlement clauses. 
These decisions would: 
• Bind future generations 
• Remove the ability of Hapū to revisit grievances
• Lock in Crown-designed governance structures 
Such outcomes cannot be justified without explicit Hapū approval. 
________________________________________ 
5. Crown-Designed Structures Undermine Hapū Authority 
The proposed mandate holder and governance structures: 
• Do not clearly reflect Hapū whakapapa and tikanga 
• Appear aligned to Crown legal and administrative frameworks 
• Risk reducing Hapū to advisory or symbolic roles 
Hapū authority does not derive from Crown recognition and should not be reshaped to fit Crown convenience. 
________________________________________ 
6. History of Hapū Opposition Has Been Ignored 
Hapū have previously expressed clear opposition to similar approaches, including during the Tūhono process, where a majority of Hapū voted against the 
proposed mandate. 
Ignoring this history: 
• Repeats known failures
• Disregards longstanding Hapū positions 
• Further erodes trust in the process 
________________________________________
7. Lack of Transparency and Failure to Provide Full Information 
Key concerns remain regarding: 
• Limited access to full documents 
• Unclear legal consequences
• Complex Crown language not explained in plain terms 
Hapū and whānau 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 Hapū rangatiratanga. 
Advancing a mandate without: 
• Clear Hapū consent
• Adequate engagement
• Proper timeframes 
fails to meet this responsibility and risks causing further harm and division.
________________________________________ 
9. Rangatahi and Whānau Are Not Adequately Engaged 
There has been insufficient engagement with rangatahi, mokopuna, and wider whānau.
Decisions of this magnitude must: 
• Involve all generations
• Create safe and inclusive spaces for kōrero
• Reflect long-term collective aspirations 
________________________________________ 
10. Predetermination of Outcome 
There is concern that the outcome of this process has been predetermined, with the mandate strategy appearing designed to reach a foregone 
conclusion rather than genuinely seeking Hapū direction. 
A process that predetermines its outcome cannot claim to be consultation or meaningful engagement. 
_____________________ __ ___________ 
11. Call for an Imm diate Pause and Review
I formally request that: 
1. The current mandating process is paused immediately
2. Submission deadlines are extended
3. Further Hapū-led hui are supported and resourced
4  An independent review is undertaken to assess consent, process integrity, and alignment with Hapū authority 
A mandate obtained through a defective process cannot cure its own defects. Proceeding would compound the breach, not resolve it.
________________________________________ 
12. Support for Hapū-Led Alternatives 
Opposition to the current mandate does not mean opposition to dialogue or resolution. 
There is strong support for: 
• Hapū-led pathways 
• Tikanga-based governance models
• Processes grounded in whakapapa and mana motuhake 
Any future process must be designed by Hapū, for Hapū, not imposed by Crown frameworks.
________________________________________ 
13. Closing Statement
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Deadlines imposed by Crown processes should not override Hapū tikanga or authority. 
________________________________________ 
4. Risk of Permanent Extinguishment of Hapū Rights 
There is serious concern that the proposed mandate and settlement framework risks permanently extinguishing Hapū authority and rangatiratinga, 
particularly through so-called "full and final" settlement clauses. 
These decisions would: 
• Bind future generations 
• Remove the ability of Hapū to revisit grievances 
• Lock in Crown-designed governance structures 
Such outcomes cannot be justified without explicit Hapū approval. 
________________________________________ 
5. Crown-Designed Structures Undermine Hapū Authority 
The proposed mandate holder and governance structures: 
• Do not clearly reflect Hapū whakapapa and tikanga 
• Appear aligned to Crown legal and administrative frameworks 
• Risk reducing Hapū to advisory or symbolic roles 
Hapū authority does not derive from Crown recognition and should not be reshaped to fit Crown convenience. 
________________________________________ 
6. History of Hapū Opposition Has Been Ignored 
Hapū have previously expressed clear opposition to similar approaches, including during the Tūhono process, where a majority of Hapū voted against the 
proposed mandate. 
Ignoring this history: 
• Repeats known failures 
• Disregards longstanding Hapū positions 
• Further erodes trust in the process 
________________________________________ 
7. Lack of Transparency and Failure to Provide Full Information 
Key concerns remain regarding: 
• Limited access to full documents 
• Unclear legal consequences 
• Complex Crown language not explained in plain terms 
Hapū and whānau 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 Hapū rangatiratanga. 
Advancing a mandate without: 
• Clear Hapū consent 
• Adequate engagement 
• Proper timeframes 
fails to meet this responsibility and risks causing further harm and division. 
________________________________________ 
9. Rangatahi and Whānau Are Not Adequately Engaged 
There has been insufficient engagement with rangatahi, mokopuna, and wider whānau. 
Decisions of this magnitude must: 
• Involve all generations 
• Create safe and inclusive spaces for kōrero 
• Reflect long-term collective aspirations 
______________________________________ _ 
10. Predetermination of Outcome 
There is concern that the outcome of this process has been predetermined, with the mandate strategy appearing designed to reach a foregone 
conclusion rather than genuinely seeking Hapū direction. 
A process that predetermines its outcome cannot claim to be consultation or meaningful engagement. 
________________ ______________________ 
11. Call for an mmediate Pause and Review 
I formally request that: 
1. The c rrent mandating process is paused immediately 
2  Submission deadlines are extended 
3. Further Hapū-led hui are supported and resourced 
4. An independent review is undertaken to assess consent, process integrity, and alignment with Hapū authority 
A mandate obtained through a defective process cannot cure its own defects. Proceeding would compound the breach, not resolve it. 
________________________________________ 
12. Support for Hapū-Led Alternatives 
Opposition to the current mandate does not mean opposition to dialogue or resolution. 
There is strong support for: 
• Hapū-led pathways 
• Tikanga-based governance models 
• Processes grounded in whakapapa and mana motuhake 
Any future process must be designed by Hapū, for Hapū, not imposed by Crown frameworks. 
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4. Risk of Permanent Extinguishment of Hapū Rights 
There is serious concern that the proposed mandate and settlement framework risks permanently extinguishing Hapū authority and rangatiratanga, 
particularly through so-called "full and final" settlement clauses. 
These decisions would: 
• Bind future generations 
• Remove the ability of Hapū to revisit grievances
• Lock in Crown-designed governance structures 
Such outcomes cannot be justified without explicit Hapū approval. 
________________________________________ 
5. Crown-Designed Structures Undermine Hapū Authority 
The proposed mandate holder and governance structures: 
• Do not clearly reflect Hapū whakapapa and tikanga 
• Appear aligned to Crown legal and administrative frameworks 
• Risk reducing Hapū to advisory or symbolic roles 
Hapū authority does not derive from Crown recognition and should not be reshaped to fit Crown convenience. 
________________________________________ 
6. History of Hapū Opposition Has Been Ignored 
Hapū have previously expressed clear opposition to similar approaches, including during the Tūhono process, where a majority of Hapū voted against the 
proposed mandate. 
Ignoring this history: 
• Repeats known failures
• Disregards longstanding Hapū positions 
• Further erodes trust in the process 
________________________________________
7. Lack of Transparency and Failure to Provide Full Information 
Key concerns remain regarding: 
• Limited access to full documents 
• Unclear legal consequences
• Complex Crown language not explained in plain terms 
Hapū and whānau 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 Hapū rangatiratanga. 
Advancing a mandate without: 
• Clear Hapū consent
• Adequate engagement
• Proper timeframes 
fails to meet this responsibility and risks causing further harm and division.
________________________________________ 
9. Rangatahi and Whānau Are Not Adequately Engaged 
There has been insufficient engagement with rangatahi, mokopuna, and wider whānau.
Decisions of this magnitude must: 
• Involve all generations
• Create safe and inclusive spaces for kōrero
• Reflect long-term collective aspirations 
________________________________________ 
10. Predetermination of Outcome 
There is concern that the outcome of this process has been predetermined, with the mandate strategy appearing designed to reach a foregone 
conclusion rather than genuinely seeking Hapū direction. 
A process that predetermines its outcome cannot claim to be consultation or meaningful engagement. 
_____________________ __ ___________ 
11. Call for an Imm diate Pause and Review
I formally request that: 
1. The current mandating process is paused immediately
2. Submission deadlines are extended
3. Further Hapū-led hui are supported and resourced
4  An independent review is undertaken to assess consent, process integrity, and alignment with Hapū authority 
A mandate obtained through a defective process cannot cure its own defects. Proceeding would compound the breach, not resolve it.
________________________________________ 
12. Support for Hapū-Led Alternatives 
Opposition to the current mandate does not mean opposition to dialogue or resolution. 
There is strong support for: 
• Hapū-led pathways 
• Tikanga-based governance models
• Processes grounded in whakapapa and mana motuhake 
Any future process must be designed by Hapū, for Hapū, not imposed by Crown frameworks.
________________________________________ 
13. Closing Statement
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4. Risk of Permanent Extinguishment of Hapū Rights 
There is serious concern that the proposed mandate and settlement framework risks permanently extinguishing Hapū authority and rangatiratinga, 
particularly through so-called "full and final" settlement clauses. 
These decisions would: 
• Bind future generations 
• Remove the ability of Hapū to revisit grievances 
• Lock in Crown-designed governance structures 
Such outcomes cannot be justified without explicit Hapū approval. 
________________________________________ 
5. Crown-Designed Structures Undermine Hapū Authority 
The proposed mandate holder and governance structures: 
• Do not clearly reflect Hapū whakapapa and tikanga 
• Appear aligned to Crown legal and administrative frameworks 
• Risk reducing Hapū to advisory or symbolic roles 
Hapū authority does not derive from Crown recognition and should not be reshaped to fit Crown convenience. 
________________________________________ 
6. History of Hapū Opposition Has Been Ignored 
Hapū have previously expressed clear opposition to similar approaches, including during the Tūhono process, where a majority of Hapū voted against the 
proposed mandate. 
Ignoring this history: 
• Repeats known failures 
• Disregards longstanding Hapū positions 
• Further erodes trust in the process 
________________________________________ 
7. Lack of Transparency and Failure to Provide Full Information 
Key concerns remain regarding: 
• Limited access to full documents 
• Unclear legal consequences 
• Complex Crown language not explained in plain terms 
Hapū and whānau 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 Hapū rangatiratanga. 
Advancing a mandate without: 
• Clear Hapū consent 
• Adequate engagement 
• Proper timeframes 
fails to meet this responsibility and risks causing further harm and division. 
________________________________________ 
9. Rangatahi and Whānau Are Not Adequately Engaged 
There has been insufficient engagement with rangatahi, mokopuna, and wider whānau. 
Decisions of this magnitude must: 
• Involve all generations 
• Create safe and inclusive spaces for kōrero 
• Reflect long-term collective aspirations 
________________________________________ 
10. Predetermination of Outcome 
There is concern that the outcome of this process has been predetermined, with the mandate strategy appearing designed to reach a foregone 
conclusion rather than genuinely seeking Hapū direction. 
A process that predetermines its outcome cannot claim to be consultation or meaningful engagement. 
_____________________ __ ___________ 
11. Call for an Imm diate Pause and Review 
I formally request that: 
1. The current mandating process is paused immediately 
2. Submission deadlines are extended 
3. Further Hapū-led hui are supported and resourced 
4  An independent review is undertaken to assess consent, process integrity, and alignment with Hapū authority 
A mandate obtained through a defective process cannot cure its own defects. Proceeding would compound the breach, not resolve it. 
________________________________________ 
12. Support for Hapū-Led Alternatives 
Opposition to the current mandate does not mean opposition to dialogue or resolution. 
There is strong support for: 
• Hapū-led pathways 
• Tikanga-based governance models 
• Processes grounded in whakapapa and mana motuhake 
Any future process must be designed by Hapū, for Hapū, not imposed by Crown frameworks. 
________________________________________ 
13. Closing Statement 
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There is serious concern that the proposed mandate and settlement framework risks permanently extinguishing Hapū authority and rangatiratanga, 
particularly through so-called "full and final" settlement clauses. 
These decisions would: 
• Bind future generations 
• Remove the ability of Hapū to revisit grievances
• Lock in Crown-designed governance structures 
Such outcomes cannot be justified without explicit Hapū approval. 

5. Crown-Designed Structures Undermine Hapū Authority 
The proposed mandate holder and governance structures: 
• Do not clearly reflect Hapū whakapapa and tikanga 
• Appear aligned to Crown legal and administrative frameworks 
• Risk reducing Hapū to advisory or symbolic roles 
Hapū authority does not derive from Crown recognition and should not be reshaped to fit Crown convenience. 

6. History of Hapū Opposition Has Been Ignored 
Hapū have previously expressed clear opposition to similar approaches, including during the Tūhono process, where a majority of Hapū voted against the 
proposed mandate. 
Ignoring this history: 
• Repeats known failures
• Disregards longstanding Hapū positions 
• Further erodes trust in the process

7. Lack of Transparency and Failure to Provide Full Information 
Key concerns remain regarding: 
• Limited access to full documents 
• Unclear legal consequences
• Complex Crown language not explained in plain terms 
Hapū and whānau cannot make informed decisions without full transparency, including access to info mation 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 Hapū rangatiratanga. 
Advancing a mandate without: 
• Clear Hapū consent
• Adequate engagement
• Proper timeframes 
fails to meet this responsibility and risks causing further harm and division.

9. Rangatahi and Whānau Are Not Adequately Engaged 
There has been insufficient engagement with rangatahi, mokopuna, and wider whānau.
Decisions of this magnitude must: 
• Involve all generations
• Create safe and inclusive spaces for kōrero
• Reflect long-term collective aspirations 

10. Predetermination of Outcome 
There is concern that the outcome of this process has been predetermined, with the mandate strategy appearing designed to reach a foregone 
conclusion rather than genuinely seeking Hapū direction. 
A process that predetermines its outcome cannot claim to be consultation or meaningful engagement. 

11. Call for an Immediate Pause and Review
I formally request that: 
1. The current mandating process is paused immediately
2. Submission deadlines are extended
3. Further Hapū-led hui are supported and resourced
4. An independent review is undertaken to assess consent, process integrity, and alignment with Hapū authority 
A mandate obtained through a defective process cannot cure its own defects. Proceeding would compound the breach, not resolve it.

12. Support for Hapū-Led Alternatives 
Opposition to the current mandate does not mean opposition to dialogue or resolution. 
There is strong support for: 
• Hapū-led pathways 
• Tikanga-based governance models
• Processes grounded in whakapapa and mana motuhake 
Any future process must be designed by Hapū, for Hapū, not imposed by Crown frameworks.

13. Closing Statement 
The protection of Hapū rangatiratanga is an intergenerational responsibility. Decisions made now will shape the futures of our tamariki and mokopuna. 
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These decisions would: 
• Bind future generations. 
• Remove the ability of Hapū to revisit grievances. 
• Lock in Crown-designed governance structures. 
Such outcomes cannot be justified without explicit Hapū approval. 
 
5. Crown-Designed Structures Undermine Hapū Authority 
The proposed mandate holder and governance structures: 
• Do not clearly reflect Hapū whakapapa and tikanga. 
• Appear aligned to Crown legal and administrative frameworks. 
• Risk reducing Hapū to advisory or symbolic roles. 
Hapū authority does not derive from Crown recognition and should not be reshaped to fit Crown convenience. 
 
6. History of Hapū Opposition Has Been Ignored 
Hapū have previously expressed clear opposition to similar approaches, including during the Tūhono process, where a majority of Hapū voted against the 
proposed mandate. 
Ignoring this history: 
• Repeats known failures. 
• Disregards longstanding Hapū positions. 
• Further erodes trust in the process. 
 
7. Lack of Transparency and Failure to Provide Full Information 
Key concerns remain regarding: 
• Limited access to full documents. 
• Unclear legal consequences. 
• Complex Crown language not explained in plain terms. 
Hapū and whānau cannot make informed decisions without full transparency, including access to info mation 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 Hapū rangatiratanga. 
Advancing a mandate without: 
• Clear Hapū consent. 
• Adequate engagement. 
• Proper timeframes. 
fails to meet this responsibility and risks causing further harm and division. 
 
9. Rangatahi and Whānau Are Not Adequately Engaged 
There has been insufficient engagement with rangatahi, mokopuna, and wider whānau. 
Decisions of this magnitude must: 
• Involve all generations. 
• Create safe and inclusive spaces for kōrero. 
• Reflect long-term collective aspirations. 
 
10. Predetermination of Outcome 
There is concern that the outcome of this process has been predetermined, with the mandate strategy appearing designed to reach a foregone 
conclusion rather than genuinely seek ng Hapū direction. 
A process that predetermines its outcome cannot claim to be consultation or meaningful engagement. 
 
11. Call for an Immediate Pause and Review 
I formally request that: 
1. The current mandating process is paused immediately. 
2. Submission deadlines are extended. 
3. Further Hapū-led hui are supported and resourced. 
4. An independent review is undertaken to assess consent, process integrity, and alignment with Hapū authority. 
A mandate obtained through a defective process cannot cure its own defects. Proceeding would compound the breach, not resolve it. 
 
12. Support for Hapū-Led Alternatives 
Opposition to the current mandate does not mean opposition to dialogue or resolution. 
There is strong support for: 
• Hapū-led pathways. 
• Tikanga-based governance models. 
• Processes grounded in whakapapa and mana Motuhake. 
Any future process must be designed by Hapū, for Hapū, not imposed by Crown frameworks. 
 
13. Closing Statement 
The protection of Hapū rangatiratanga is an intergenerational responsibility. Decisions made now will shape the futures of our tamariki and mokopuna. 
For these reasons, I urge the Crown and all parties involved to pause, listen, and reset this process in a way that truly honours Hapū authority. 
Given these unresolved procedural defects, we submit that the Crown cannot lawfully rely on this process and must pause or restart it. 
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There is serious concern that the proposed mandate and settlement framework risks permanently extinguishing Hapū authority and rangatiratanga, 
particularly through so-called "full and final" settlement clauses. 
These decisions would: 
• Bind future generations. 
• Remove the ability of Hapū to revisit grievances.
• Lock in Crown-designed governance structures. 
Such outcomes cannot be justified without explicit Hapū approval. 

5. Crown-Designed Structures Undermine Hapū Authority 
The proposed mandate holder and governance structures: 
• Do not clearly reflect Hapū whakapapa and tikanga. 
• Appear aligned to Crown legal and administrative frameworks. 
• Risk reducing Hapū to advisory or symbolic roles. 
Hapū authority does not derive from Crown recognition and should not be reshaped to fit Crown convenience. 

6. History of Hapū Opposition Has Been Ignored 
Hapū have previously expressed clear opposition to similar approaches, including during the Tūhono process, where a majority of Hapū voted against the 
proposed mandate. 
Ignoring this history: 
• Repeats known failures.
• Disregards longstanding Hapū positions. 
• Further erodes trust in the process.

7. Lack of Transparency and Failure to Provide Full Information 
Key concerns remain regarding: 
• Limited access to full documents.
• Unclear legal consequences.
• Complex Crown language not explained in plain terms. 
Hapū and whānau cannot make informed decisions without full transparency, including access to info mation 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 Hapū rangatiratanga. 
Advancing a mandate without: 
• Clear Hapū consent.
• Adequate engagement.
• Proper timeframes. 
fails to meet this responsibility and risks causing further harm and division.

9. Rangatahi and Whānau Are Not Adequately Engaged 
There has been insufficient engagement with rangatahi, mokopuna, and wider whānau.
Decisions of this magnitude must: 
• Involve all generations.
• Create safe and inclusive spaces for kōrero.
• Reflect long-term collective aspirations. 

10. Predetermination of Outcome 
There is concern that the outcome of this process has been predetermined, with the mandate strategy appearing designed to reach a foregone 
conclusion rather than genuinely seeking Hapū direction. 
A process that predetermines its outcome cannot claim to be consultation or meaningful engagement. 

11. Call for an Immediate Pause and Review
I formally request that: 
1. The current mandating process is paused immediately.
2. Submission deadlines are extended.
3. Further Hapū-led hui are supported and resourced.
4. An independent review is undertaken to assess consent, process integrity, and alignment with Hapū authority. 
A mandate obtained through a defective process cannot cure its own defects. Proceeding would compound the breach, not resolve it.

12. Support for Hapū-Led Alternatives 
Opposition to the current mandate does not mean opposition to dialogue or resolution. 
There is strong support for: 
• Hapū-led pathways. 
• Tikanga-based governance models.
• Processes grounded in whakapapa and mana Motuhake. 
Any future process must be designed by Hapū, for Hapū, not imposed by Crown frameworks.

13. Closing Statement 
The protection of Hapū rangatiratanga is an intergenerational responsibility. Decisions made now will shape the futures of our tamariki and mokopuna. 
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Lastly, I encourage a pause to reflect on the long-term implications of mandate decisions. Once set, these structures are difficult to undo. Getting it right 
— even if it takes longer — is far more important than moving quickly. The ultimate goal should be kotahitanga, manaakitanga, and outcomes that 
honour our tūpuna and future generations
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Ngāti Hao is a distinct Ngāpuhi hapū with a clearly recognised rohe. Rahiri is the home of our hapū. Ngāti Hao holds long-standing responsibilities as
kaitiaki of this whenua and its ngahere, including most of Puketī Ngahere, the Waihou Valley, and Whakanekeneke, extending east toward Lake Ōmāpere
and west to the borders of the Hokianga. These responsibilities continue today, with many Ngāti Hao whānau actively engaged in the protection and
preservation of our ngahere and whenua. 

While it is acknowledged that Whangaroa hapū may hold interests in overlapping boundaries, the area of interest described in the draft mandate strategy
extends well beyond any reasonable or historically supported boundary and significantly into Ngāti Hao rohe. The maps accompanying the draft mandate
clearly illustrate this overreach. 

Ngāti Hao does not consent to the inclusion of its rohe within the Whangaroa Papa Hapū mandate, area of interest, representative structure, or voting
process. Any such inclusion must be clearly identified as overlapping and contested, and must not be relied upon by the Crown or any mandated body as
evidence of agreement, acquiescence, or shared authority. 

This submission is not intended to prevent Whangaroa Papa Hapū from pursuing redress for historical grievances within its own rohe. However, that
process must not prejudice the mana whenua, rangatiratanga, or future negotiating position of Ngāti Hao. I expect that the Crown will require
clarification and exclusion of Ngāti Hao rohe before progressing any assessment of mandate adequacy. 

It is acknowledged that other Ngāti Hao submissions will provide more detailed mātauranga and historical evidence. This submission is intended to
support that wider hapū position and to ensure that Ngāti Hao opposition is clearly and formally recorded.
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Response ID ANON-8Z8U-FQMB-5

Submitted to Submissions for Whangaroa Papa Hapū draft mandate strategy
Submitted on 2026-01-26 15:58:43

Share your feedback

1  What is your name?

Share your feedback:

What's your email?:

2  Please describe your connection to ngā hapū o Whangaroa.

What is your whakapapa?:

3  How did you hear about this submissions process?

How did you hear about the submissions process?:

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

Do you support?:

No

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

Do support the vote?:

No

6  Do you have any other feedback?

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

Any other feedback?:

I support a pause to the current mandating process so whānau and hapū have adequate time, information, and resourcing to properly consider what is
being proposed. Decisions of this scale carry permanent and intergenerational consequences and should not be progressed under time pressure or
administrative deadlines.

Meaningful consent requires more than consultation documents and online submissions. It requires accessible information, open hui, hapū-led wānanga,
and the opportunity for whānau to ask questions, express disagreement, and explore alternatives without fear that silence or limited participation will be
interpreted as support.

I encourage those leading this process to prioritise trust, transparency, and tikanga over speed. A process that is genuinely hapū-led must allow space for
debate, reflection, and collective decision making, even when that takes time.

A pause is not a rejection of settlement or collective progress. It is a request to slow down, ensure integrity of process, and uphold the rangatiratanga of
hapū so that any future decisions are made with confidence, clarity, and unity.
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A mandate of this scale cannot proceed without demonstrable Hapū 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. 
Hapū processes require: 
• Time for kōrero and hui 
• Space for whānau discussion 
• Careful consideration of intergenerational impacts 
Deadlines imposed by Crown processes should not override Hapū tikanga or authority. 

4. Risk of Permanent Extinguishment of Hapū Rights 
There is serious concern that the proposed mandate and settlement framework risks permanently extinguishing Hapū authority and rangatiratanga, 
particularly through so-called “full and final” settlement clauses. 
These decisions would: 
• Bind future generations 
• Remove the ability of Hapū to revisit grievances 
• Lock in Crown-designed governance structures 
Such outcomes cannot be justified without explicit Hapū approval. 

5. Crown-Designed Structures Undermine Hapū Authority 
The proposed mandate holder and governance structures: 
• Do not clearly reflect Hapū whakapapa and tikanga 
• Appear aligned to Crown legal and administrative frameworks 
• Risk reducing Hapū to advisory or symbolic roles 
Hapū authority does not derive from Crown recognition and should not be reshaped to fit Crown convenience. 
6. History of Hapū Opposition Has Been Ignored 
Hapū have previously expressed clear opposition to similar approaches, including during the Tūhono process, where a majority of Hapū voted against the 
proposed mandate. 
Ignoring this history: 
• Repeats known failures 
• Disregards longstanding Hapū positions 
• Further erodes trust 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 
Hapū and whānau 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 Hapū rangatiratanga. 
Advancing a mandate without: 
• Clear Hapū consent 
• Adequate engagement 
• Proper timeframes 
fails to meet this responsibility and risks causing further harm and division. 

9. Tai Tamariki and Whānau Are Not Adequately Engaged 
There has been insufficient engagement with Tai Tamariki, mokopuna, and wider whānau. 
Decisions of this magnitude must: 
• Involve all generations 
• Create safe and inclusive spaces for kōrero 
• Reflect long-term collective aspirations 

10. Call for an Immediate Pause and Review 
I formally request that: 

1. The current mandating process is paused immediately 
2. Submission deadlines are extended 
3. Further Hapū-led hui are supported and resourced 
4. An independent review is undertaken to assess consent, process integrity, and alignment with Hapū authority 

11. Support for Hapū-Led Alternatives 
Opposition to the current mandate does not mean opposition to dialogue or resolution. 
There is strong support for: 
• Hapū-led pathways 
• Tikanga-based governance models 
• Processes grounded in whakapapa and mana motuhake 
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Any future process must be designed by Hapū, for Hapū, not imposed by Crown frameworks. 

12. Closing Statement 
The protection of Hapū rangatiratanga is an intergenerational responsibility. 
Decisions made now will shape the futures of our tamariki and mokopuna. 
For these reasons, I urge the Crown and all parties involved to pause, listen, and reset this process in a way that truly honours Hapū authority. 
Further to this I oppose the use of the name Te Wakaminenga by the proposed draft. I see the use of this name as an insult to our tupuna that declared
their sovereignty and independence to the world through the He Whakaputanga Declaration. 
This Treaty settlement process is the exact opposite of what He Whakaputanga stands for and represents. 

Nāku noa, 

Signature: 
Name:  
Hapū: Ngati Uru / Te Whānau Pani 
Marae: Te Huia Marae
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and voiced my own opinion on it! 

I avoid making too many "I" statements but have been a part of that World for so many Years that there are more people behind me then it seems in
front and that too is a sad indictment. 

My Koros, My Uncle's, My Dad, our Kuia, Our Aunty's , our Mum's have all "stood on the line" , I need no reminder of "what is right", I know the difference!
so now I "fight for my children and now our Mokopuna, and will not put up with anyone's take on the "cost of that"..My whanau have paid that price in
spades! literally we have! as have I fought the fight both offshore and at home...My brother was an "Original" of Nga Tamatoa, my Dad, Uncle's, Koro's
fought in Wars not of their making, I have fought in lesser campaigns, worked in trying circumstances in different Country's I don't require the lecture on
"The Price of Citizenship and Sacrifice", I would much rather some people just shut their mouths. 

As Uri o Houwawe ( Tuakana o Hongi Hika), me Tupe Tupe o Matangirau, I guess we have always been strong minded and opinionated, we possess the
ability to think for ourselves and not loosely! 

I will not support the "Nay or Yayy sayers without more information made to peruse through, information that must be made transparent to all
"stakeholders" and not held in some vault with a "key holder!" and a note attached "For your eyes only" no I won't. I've shared that remark with Mike as
sometime ago I put his name out there as someone who we needed ( at least I felt that way) to be on the panel of people who would act as Kaikorero for
any process going forward, if even in an independent advisory capacity. 

I'm not sure whether or not the finalisation of "representative Hapu Kaikorero has even been determined yet? so I don't know who they are if that has
infact been done? 

I do believe going back some time ago that was part of a process? 

I guess what I am sharing is that there are still wide open voids out there and not all the stakeholders let along the claimants are not "privvy to all the
information! and all the stakeholders and not just claimants need to be! if they are going to vote for or aga nst ae?
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 (Ngati Toro, Te Kai Kūkupa, Te Popoto, Te Honihoni) 
Uri to Ngāti Toro) 

 (Ngati Toro, Te Kai Kūkupa) 
 (Ngati Toro, Te Kai Kūkupa) 
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 (Ngāti Kurī, Muriwhenua, Ngāti Toro) 

 (Ngāti Toro, Ngāti Hao) 
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 (Ngati Toro, Te Kai Kūkupa, Te Popoto, Te Honihoni) 
 (Ngati Toro, Te Kai Kūkupa, Te Popoto, Te Honihoni) 
 (Ngati Toro, Te Kai Kūkupa, Te Popoto, Te Honihoni) 

 (Ngāti Toro) 
 (Ngāti Toro) 

 (Ngati Toro, Te Kai Kūkupa, Te Popoto, Te Honihoni) 
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 (Ngāti Toro) 
 (Ngāti Toro) 

 (Ngāti Toro) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 (Ngāti Toro) 
 (Ngāti Toro) 

 (Ngati Toro, Te Kai Kūkupa, Te Popoto  Te Honihoni) 
 (Ngāti Toro) 

 (Ngāti Toro) 
 (Ngāti Toro) 
 (Ngāti Toro) 

 (Ngāti Toro) 
 (Ngāti Toro) 

 (Ngāti Toro) 
 (Ngāti Toro) 

 (Ngāti Toro) 
 (Ngāti Toro) 

 (Ngati Toro) 
 (Ngāti Toro) 

 (Ngāti Toro) 
 (Ngāti Toro) 

 (Ngāti Hao) 
 (Ngāti Toro) 

 (Ngati Toro, Te Kai Kūkupa, Te Popoto, Te Honihoni) 
 (Ngāti Toro) 

 (Ngāti Toro) 
 (Ngāti Toro) 

 (Ngāti Toro) 
 (Ngāti Toro) 

 (Ngati Toro, Te Kai Kūkupa, Te Popoto, Te Honihoni) 
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 We question when and how Whangaroa Papa Hapū obtained authority to transition
from claimant coordination into mandate and settlement preparation on behalf of
hapū and marae.

 The current timeline has not allowed Waimahana Marae to receive full, accessible
information in a timely way, convene dedicated hui and wānanga on the marae, or
make an informed decision through our marae governance structures according to
our tikanga.

The inclusion of Waimahana Marae within the mandate documentation is 
therefore premature and not based on explicit marae consent.

2.2 Weak Dispute Resolution and Withdrawal 
Mechanisms
The Draft Mandate Strategy does not provide adequate protection for hapū and marae 
autonomy:

 It makes it difficult for hapū, marae or claimants to withdraw if they lose confidence
in the process.

 It does not provide independent, tikanga-aligned dispute resolution mechanisms.

 The proposed entity is not clearly accountable to individual marae such as
Waimahana.

Waimahana Marae cannot support a structure that may bind our marae to decisions we no 
longer support and gives us no practical pathway out. We need clarity on:

 How Waimahana Marae would hold negotiators to account.

 How information will flow back to marae in a timely, transparent way.

 What happens if Waimahana Marae withdraws support mid-process.

2.3 Crown-Driven Process and Tino 
Rangatiratanga Concerns
Waimahana Marae affirms that Tino rangatiratanga was never ceded to the Crown 
and remains the foundation of our relationship with the Crown and with other entities in 
Whangaroa. This position is reinforced by:

 He Whakaputanga, which declared and affirmed Māori authority.

 Te Tiriti o Waitangi in te reo Māori, which guarantees Tino rangatiratanga rather than
surrendering it.

 The Te Paparahi o Te Raki inquiry findings that Rangatira did not agree to cede
sovereignty.

 The position the Waimahana Marae took in terms of Wa1 116 as it was not a party to
the settlement because the mandate and ratification were usurped by Ngātikahu ki
Whangaroa (via the Trust Board/Kahukuraariki Trust), and Waimahana Marae
neither participated in nor collectively ratified that mandate or the resulting deed of
settlement.
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 The Draft Mandate Proposal operates inside the Crown's pre-designed
settlement model (the 'Red Book' framework), which:

 Predetermines outcomes in terms of money, land parcels and fixed "full and final"
clauses.

 Frames negotiations around Crown affordability rather than Whangaroa and
Waimahana justice or restoration.

 Drives the timeline and process rather than allowing hapū and marae-led self-
determination.

Waimahana Marae does not agree that our rights, grievances and futures should be 
constrained by this Crown template.

2.4 "Full and Final Settlement" and 
Extinguishment of Claims
Waimahana Marae is deeply concerned that:

 "Full and final settlement" language hides the reality that the Crown seeks to
extinguish claims and close off future legal avenues.

 One generation is being asked to sign away rights and claims on behalf of mokopuna
and those not yet born.

 This is inconsistent with the assertion that Tino rangatiratanga was never ceded and
cannot be permanently surrendered.

Any mandate or settlement structure that results in extinguishment of claims or limits on 
Tino rangatiratanga conflicts with the fundamental principles affirmed by He Whakaputanga 
and Te Tiriti o Waitangi.

2.5 Risk to Whanaungatanga and Marae Cohesion
Past Crown-driven mandate processes have divided whānau and hapū. Waimahana Marae is 
mindful that:

 The current proposal risks repeating these harms within and between marae, hapu
and whanau as it has since the Crown settled Wai 116.

 The preservation of whanaungatanga, whakapapa relationships and marae integrity
must come before the speed or convenience of any settlement process.

 The process is rushed and does not allow time for kōrero, hui and wānanga according
to Whangaroa and Waimahana tikanga.

The structure risks damaging relationships and does not adequately safeguard the mana 
Motuhake of Waimahana Marae for current and future generations.

2.6 Hapu included or not included.

Exclusion of Ngati Aukiwa in three practical ways, even though it does not name Ngati 
Aukiwa directly:
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1. The claimant group:  Is defined as “nga Hapu o Whangaroa” and then illustrated
with a list of specific Whangaroa Hapu; this list does not include Ngati Aukiwa as a
named Hapu.

2. The Strategy: Is framed around Whangaroa-based hapu who historical claims have
not already been settled, while Ngati Aukiwa’s primary historical claims were taken
into, and are treated in law as settled through, the Ngatikahu ki Whangaroa
(Wai116/Taemaro and related) settlement package and Claims Settlement Act 2017

3. Separate:  There is no separate Ngati Aukiwa section or representation pathway in
the draft governance and voting arrangements; unless Ngati Aukiwa is expressly
added by amendment, the proposed mandate and entity Mapuna would not treat
Ngati Aukiwa as one of the hapu who historical claims they are authorised to
negotiate and settle.

4. Ngapuhi Mandate Inquiry:  Required the Crown must actively protect hapu
rangatiratanga and needs clear evidence of hapu support before recognising a
mandate.

5. The Crown and Te Tari Whakatau should not recognise the current Draft Mandate
Proposal as having the support of Waimahana Marae.

3. What changes would you like to see?
Waimahana Marae requests the following changes and actions:

6. Non-recognition of current mandate: The Crown and Te Tari Whakatau should
not recognise the current Draft Mandate Proposal as having the support of
Waimahana Marae.

7. Pause the process: The mandate process should be paused to allow genuine
tikanga-based engagement at marae and hapū level across Whangaroa. This pause
must provide sufficient time for:

• Comprehensive information sharing in accessible formats.

• Hui and wānanga on marae according to local tikanga

• Proper consideration and decision-making through marae governance
structures

8 Marae and hapū-led process: Any future mandate discussions must begin with a
marae- and hapū-led process, not with a pre-determined Crown template. The
process must be driven by hapū and marae self-determination, not Crown timelines
and frameworks.

9. Strengthen withdrawal and dispute resolution: Any future structure must
include:

• Clear, simple withdrawal rights for marae and hapū at any stage

• Independent dispute resolution mechanisms aligned with tikanga.

• Clear accountability of the mandated entity to individual marae
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