
































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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