
















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. 

Page 47 of 79

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82







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. 

Page 59 of 79

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82







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. 

Page 62 of 79

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82













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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