Wai 3300, #2.6.75

TE ROPU WHAKAMANA | TE TIRITI O WAITANGI

Wai 3300
E PA ANA KI te Treaty of Waitangi Act 1975
CONCERNING
A, Tomokia nga tatau o Matangireia
AND — the Constitutional Kaupapa

Inquiry

HE PANUI WHAKAHAU A KAIWHAKAWA MATUA DR C L FOX

MEMORANDUM-DIRECTIONS OF CHIEF JUDGE DR C L FOX REGARDING
SUBMISSIONS ON BROADER INQUIRY PLANNING

31 Whiringa-a-nuku 2025



Heaven-Leigh Teofilo
New Stamp


Purpose

1.

This memorandum-directions addresses forward inquiry planning for Tomokia nga tatau o
Matangireia — the Constitutional Kaupapa Inquiry (Wai 3300).

Interlocutory phase and hearing allocation

Background

2.

On 2 July 2025, | issued the Waitangi Tribunal's Strategic Direction 2025-2035, which
sets the Tribunal’s strategic goals for delivering its inquiry work programme over the next
10 years. The Tribunal expects that the Wai 3300 inquiry will be completed by 2029, as
outlined in the Strategic Direction.!

On 20 August 2025, | indicated to parties that in order to achieve our target, it would be
necessary to begin the interlocutory process as soon as possible, and earlier than may
initially have been anticipated (Wai 3300, #2.6.63 at [10]).

| informed parties that this Tribunal has resourcing for a total of five hearing weeks with
which to complete our inquiry and that, given the number of participating claims, we would
need to adopt a prescriptive approach. (Wai 3300, #2.6.63 at [13]). | further clarify that
we will determine which of the witnesses who have filed evidence we wish to hear in
person and which will be taken as read with the opportunity for questions in writing. This
is to ensure we utilise our limited hearing resource most effectively.

Finally, | released a revised interlocutory timeline and invited parties to submit on the
proposal by no later than 18 September 2025 (Wai 3300, #2.6.63 at [14] & #2.6.63(b)).

Bennion Law joint memorandum

6.

10.

On 18 September 2025, the Tribunal received a joint memorandum filed by Tom Bennion,
Emma Whiley, and Kudrat on behalf of several counsel representing parties in this inquiry
(Wai 3300, #3.2.290 & #3.2.290(a)).

Counsel submit the allocation of five hearing weeks is ‘deeply concerning’ given the inquiry
covers ‘fundamental issues central to all kaupapa inquiries’ and includes nearly 300 claims
(Wai 3300, #3.2.290 at [2]-[3]).

Counsel further submit that the strategic goal of completing the inquiry before 2030, and
the resourcing constraints within that timeframe, must be balanced with the obligation
under section 6(2) of the Treaty of Waitangi Act 1975 (TOWA) that every claim submitted
to the Tribunal be inquired into (Wai 3300, #3.2.290 at [4]).

Counsel allege that when matters concerning the constitutional legitimacy of the Crown
come before the courts, the Crown ‘is quick to insist that the Tribunal is the appropriate
forum’, but the limited process now being proposed ‘cannot provide a proper determination
of the constitutional issues raised’, leaving the claimants in ‘jurisdictional limbo’ (Wai 3300,
#3.2.290 at [5]).

Counsel propose an alternative process which prioritises the five weeks of hearing time
for what are identified as the foundational ‘Stage 1’ issues which remain outstanding from
the historical district inquiry process (Wai 3300, #3.2.290 at [6]-[8]).

1 Te Ropld Whakamana i Te Tiriti o Waitangi | Waitangi Tribunal, Strategic Direction: 2025 — 2035
(2025), Strategic Direction 2025-2035.



11. The proposed foundational Stage 1 issues are (Wai 3300, #3.2.290 at [9]):
(a) When and how was the sovereignty that the Crown asserts it holds today acquired?

(b) What is the legitimacy of this asserted sovereignty in customary and international
law?

(c) If the legitimacy of the sovereignty that the Crown asserts it holds is at odds with
Maori customary and international law, what are the implications for contemporary
constitutional arrangements?

12. The proposed foundational Stage 1 issues would sit within the following preliminary
themes identified by the Tribunal:

(&8 Theme One: mana motuhake, tino rangatiratanga, autonomy and self-government,
tikanga; and

(b) Theme Two: kdwanatanga, constitutional legitimacy and sovereignty, Parliamentary
sovereignty and systems, nga ture Pakeha.

13. Stage 2 issues would then cover the remaining themes. Counsel submit it is difficult to
inquire into Stage 2 issues such as electoral rights and local government without inquiring
into and reporting on the proposed foundational Stage 1 issues (Wai 3300, #3.2.290 at
[11]-{13]).

14. Counsel further submit it is ‘paramount’ that the Crown’s position on Stage 1 issues is fully
understood as the Crown has previously maintained that te Tiriti is the instrument by which
it ‘gained all of the powers and interests making up its claimed sovereignty’, contrary to
the findings of the Te Paparahi o Te Raki (Northland) Inquiry (Wai 1040) Tribunal (Wai
3300, #3.2.290 at [14]).

15. Counsel observe that ‘given the gap between the parties’ positions is readily apparent and
‘highly unlikely to be narrowed’ by early engagement, a research programme and ‘carefully
sequenced process’ will be required to test the legal position in evidence as well as the
specific claims filed (Wai 3300, #3.2.290 at [15]).

16. Counsel further propose that research regarding Stage 1 issues be prioritised and
completed within ‘expedient timeframes’, followed by the Stage 2 research programme
occurring in parallel with Stage 1 hearings (Wai 3300, #3.2.290 at [16]).

17. Counsel suggest leading academics such as Professor Margaret Mutu, Dr Claire Charters,
Dr Carwyn Jones, Professor Jacinta Ruru, and Dr Ned Fletcher could be called as
witnesses within the prescriptive approach that has been indicated by the Tribunal,
provided this does not compromise the claimants’ ability to be heard (Wai 3300, #3.2.290
at [17]).

18. Counsel also provided an amended timetable for the interlocutory phase and affected
timing of hearing weeks (Wai 3300, #3.2.290 at [19]).

Submissions of the New Zealand Maori Council
19. On 18 September 2025, the Tribunal received a memorandum filed by Donna Hall and

Hilary Royds on behalf of the Constitutional (New Zealand Maori Council) (Wai 3352) claim
(Wai 3300, #3.2.291).



20.

21.

22.

Counsel acknowledge the allocated hearing time and ‘express concern as to the
insufficient amount of hearing weeks provided to complete such an important inquiry’ (Wai
3300, #3.2.291 at [3]-{4]).

Counsel disagree with the submission at [11] above that the five hearing weeks prioritise
the issue of cession of sovereignty. Counsel submit that other issues such as self-
government, electoral rights, and citizenship rights should take priority and be afforded
hearing time (Wai 3300, #3.2.291 at [5]-[6]).

The New Zealand Maori Council has further doubts that the cession of sovereignty should
form part of the Inquiry and suggest the Tribunal may wish to call for further submissions
on the matter (Wai 3300, #3.2.291 at [8]).

Submissions of Wai 1787, Wai 1092, Wai 3272, Wai 144, Wai 3418

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

On 18 September 2025, the Tribunal received a joint memorandum filed by Bryce Lyall,
Maithili Sreen, and Hannah Swedlund on behalf of the Rongopopoia Hapid (Wai 1787),
Upokorehe (Wai 1092), Housing System (Ratima) (Wai 3272), Ngati Ruapani (Wai 144),
and Waitaha (Rickus-Graham) (Wai 3418) claimants (Wai 3300, #3.2.292).

The claimants support the joint memorandum filed by Bennion Law at [6]-{18] above, and
seek to record their concern that only five hearing weeks have been allocated for this
inquiry (Wai 3300, #3.2.292 at [3]-[9]).

Counsel submit the Wai 3300 inquiry is inquiring into topics that are ‘inherently broad and
more complex than any other inquiry’. The five weeks of hearing cannot accommodate the
diversity of claimant evidence, expert withesses, and the Crown response that such an
inquiry requires (Wai 3300, #3.2.292 at [6]).

Counsel compare the five allocated hearing weeks with the 31 weeks of hearings held in
the Wai 1040 inquiry, and the 10 weeks of hearings held in Stage 2, Phase 1 of the Health
Services and Outcomes Kaupapa Inquiry (Wai 2575). Counsel submit that constitutional
issues span all sectors of government and are ‘far more demanding in scope and
evidence’ (Wai 3300, #3.2.292 at [7]).

Finally, counsel submit the Tribunal’s ‘legitimacy depends on claimants feeling their claims
are properly heard and justice is done’, and that natural justice requires that hearing time
be set in response to the needs of the claims, not fixed in advance (Wai 3300, #3.2.292 at

[8]).

Submissions of Wai 421, Wai 593, Wai 869, Wai 1383, Wai 1890, Wai 914, Wai 1536

28.

29.

On 18 September 2025, the Tribunal received a joint memorandum filed by Bryce Lyall,
Maithili Sreen, and Hannah Swedlund on behalf of the Puketotara Block (Wai 421), Taraire
1E2 Block (Wai 593), Inland Kerikeri (Wai 869), Kauwhata, Rangi, and Wharetotara (Wai
1383), Te Whiu and Kin Haptd (Wai 1890), Te Atatu Lands (Auckland) (Wai 914), and the
Descendants of Te Kemara Uri o Maikuku Raua Ko Hua (Wai 1536) claimants (Wai 3300,
Wai 3300. #3.2.293).

Counsel reiterate submissions at [24]-[27] above. Counsel further submit that the need
for additional time in this inquiry is heightened due to the Wai 1040 Tribunal directing the
claimants to the Wai 3300 inquiry as the necessary forum to resolve contemporary
sovereignty and constitutional questions that Wai 1040 left open (Wai 3300, #3.2.293 at

8.



30.

Counsel submit this makes the Wai 3300 inquiry ‘doubly significant’ for the claimants, as
it is both their opportunity to participate in a kaupapa inquiry of national importance, and
the ‘continuation of unfinished business’ from Wai 1040. To confine the inquiry to five
weeks ‘risks denying claimants a fair and reasonable opportunity to have these issues
heard’ (Wai 3300, #3.2.293 at [9]).

Submissions of Wai 3059 & Wai 3462

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

On 18 September 2025, the Tribunal received a memorandum filed by Linda Thornton on
behalf of the Environmental Protection Authority (Klink) (Wai 3059) claim and the
Constitutional (Owen Hape Kingi) (Wai 3462) claim (Wai 3300, #3.2.294).

The claimants support the submissions made in the joint memorandum filed by Bennion
Law at [6]-[18] above and submit that five weeks of hearing time is inadequate to hear the
entire Wai 3300 inquiry (Wai 3300, #3.2.294 at [2]-[3]).

The claimants note that Stage 1 of the Wai 1040 inquiry involved five hearing weeks which
included numerous tangata whenua witnesses and technical withesses presenting
evidence on the ‘relatively narrow’ matters around He Whakaputanga, te Tiriti, and the
political and cultural contexts (Wai 3300, #3.2.294 at [4]).

Counsel submit the effort which produced He Whakaputanga me Te Tiriti: The Declaration
and the Treaty: The Report on Stage 1 of the Te Paparahi o Te Raki Inquiry should form a
basis for going forward with the issue of sovereignty in the Wai 3300 inquiry.? They submit
that although the report covers only one inquiry district, it contains substantial material that
would appear to be applicable across the Wai 3300 inquiry (Wai 3300, #3.2.294 at [5]).

Counsel submit that the array of issues within the Wai 3300 inquiry suggest that they
should be identified and heard separately in stages. Counsel further submit that the
Crown’s claimed acquisition and exercise of sovereignty is foundational to other issues
within Wai 3300 and other inquiries, and cannot be heard in five weeks (Wai 3300,
#3.2.294 at [7]-[10]).

Counsel submit the Tribunal’s directions indicate that there are ‘budgetary and other
constraints to conduct in this inquiry’. Counsel question whether the prescriptive approach
to determining and rationing of witnesses will allow the entirety of the inquiry to be heard
within five weeks. If the inquiry is staged and ultimately has insufficient time to adequately
hear and report on all identified issues, the claimants would prefer to have the legitimacy
of exercised sovereignty heard and reported on than other issues (Wai 3300, #3.2.294 at
[111-[12]).

The claimants support the Stage 1 issues identified by Bennion Law at [11] above, with
the following additions, whether as separate or sub-issues (Wai 3300, #3.2.294 at [13]):

(a) What did the Crown do to protect Maori tino rangatiratanga from 1840 to the
present?

(b) What did Maori do to assert tino rangatiratanga from 1840 to the present?

(c) How did the Crown respond?

2 Waitangi Tribunal, He Whakaputanga me Te Tiriti: The Declaration and the Treaty: The Report on
Stage 1 of the Te Paparahi o Te Raki Inquiry (Wellington: 2014):
https://forms.justice.govt.nz/search/Documents/WT/wt DOC 85648980/Te%20Raki%20W.pdf .
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Submissions of Wai 3440, Wai 2377, Wai 762, Wai 2894, Wai 1716, Wai 2382, Wai 3131, Wai
1682, Wai 2604

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

On 18 September 2025, the Tribunal received a memorandum filed by Darrell Naden,
Tania Waikato, and Hugo Fletcher, on behalf of Toith Te Tiriti (Wai 3440), Ngati Pahaki
(Aldridge) (Wai 2377), Waimihia River Eel Fisheries (King Country) (Wai 762), Disability
and Rehabilitation Support Services (Kingi) (Wai 2894), Kerikeri Inlet and Lake Omapere
Waterways (Mitchell) (Wai 1716), Tahawai (Aldridge) (Wai 2382), Justice System (Griggs)
(Wai 3131), Tarau Whanau (Wai 1682), and Marine and Coastal Area (Takutai Moana) Act
(Te Ao) (Wai 2604) claimants (Wai 3300, #3.2.295).

The claimants emphasise their general support for the points made in the joint
memorandum of counsel filed by Bennion Law, namely (Wai 3300, #3.2.295 at [3]):

(a) deep concern at the allocation of five weeks of hearing time;

(b) the requirements of section 6(2) of the TOWA, that every claim submitted to the
Tribunal is inquired into;

(c) the allocation of Stage 1 and Stage 2 issues;
(d) the focus on Stage 1 issues in the initial stages of the inquiry; and
(e) the prioritisation of Stage 1 issues in the research programme.

Counsel submit five hearing weeks for Phase 1 will not be sufficient for hearing the
claimants’ case and that of the Crown. Counsel also submit there would be ‘grave injustice’
if claims were not properly inquired into due to limited hearing time (Wai 3300, #3.2.295
at [4]).

Counsel request the Tribunal set hearing weeks in accordance with the parties’ hearing
needs. Counsel ask that the Tribunal finalise the number of hearing weeks closer to the
time of hearing when there is a better understanding of all claimants’ needs for the full and
proper presentation of their claims. Counsel suggest an evidential evaluation could be
undertaken once the research programme has been set, and once claimant counsel are
able to accurately advise on the breadth and content of the tangata whenua evidence
filings they anticipate. The Crown could then indicate its hearing needs and the Tribunal
could allocate hearing time in accordance with the anticipated need. Another round of case
presentation estimates could be sought from the parties if a revision was later required
(Wai 3300, #3.2.295 at [9]).

Counsel submit it is ‘public knowledge’ that the Tribunal’s hearing capacity as an institution
is under ‘budgetary and even political constraints’. Counsel further submit that the
claimants have been working with the Tribunal in this regard for a number of years and
one measure taken by Presiding Officers has been to spread hearings across a number
of years. The Tribunal is asked to consider taking a similar approach with this inquiry. The
claimants would prefer a delayed Tribunal report as opposed to ‘foregoing the full and
proper presentation of their claims’. An additional approach may include combining the
evidential evaluation above with a hearing spread (Wai 3300, #3.2.295 at [6]-[7]).

Counsel note that Stage 1 of Wai 1040 ran for five hearing weeks and, although that
hearing concerned the signing and related events of He Whakaputanga me te Tiriti o
Waitangi, there were fewer claimants in that inquiry. The timespan covered in that inquiry
was shorter, and the extent of the Wai 3300 inquiry’s geographical hearing area is much
greater (Wai 3300, #3.2.295 at [8]).



44. The claimants allege that the Crown’s assumption of sovereignty is illegal because ‘an

45.

extreme form of militarism was used by the Crown to stake its claim’ for sovereignty.
Counsel refer to a body of case law which enunciates a test to determine the legality of a
‘revolutionary government’ which ‘assumed sovereignty in Aotearoa in 1840’, according to
which legality is determined to considerations of morality and justice in addition to
effectiveness. Counsel submit that in accordance with this test, the claimants claim is that
the Crown’s use of military force in conflicts in New Zealand was used to ‘evince the tacit
submission of Maori to coercion or fear or force’. The claimants wish to present technical
and tangata whenua evidence to support a finding of illegality. Counsel submit that, if there
are only five hearing weeks, ‘the prospect of a full and proper inquiry into militarism appear
to be dim’ (Wai 3300, #3.2.295 at [9]-[11]).

Counsel submit the claimants would wish to evidence further forms of oppressive conduct
by the Crown to acquire sovereignty, conducted from 1840 to 2025 to make out their claim
of illegality Counsel submit that this could not be accommodated in five hearing weeks
(Wai 3300, #3.2.295 at [12]-[13]).

Submissions of the Crown

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

On 18 September 2025 the Tribunal received a memorandum filed by the Crown (Wai
3300, #3.2.299).

The Crown suggests that it provides a general response to claims before a draft interim
statement of issues is prepared. The Crown submits this would assist in refining a list of
issues for the inquiry, and that there ‘ought to be a proper focus’ on the claims. The Crown
submits that the Tribunal’s function is to inquire into claims and while a statement of issues
can assist with that inquiry, issues should not replace claims and the claims should be the
touchstone for what any issues are (Wai 3300, #3.2.299 at [4]).

The Crown understands the Tribunal has a preliminary list of claims for this inquiry and
submits that this list could be finalised, and all statements of claim amended and/or
particularised before the Crown responds. This would have the benefit of allowing the
Crown to respond to the most updated claims and of informing a statement of issues and
research. The Crown adds that the sooner statements of claim are amended and
particularised, the sooner: all parties can plan for this inquiry the Crown can respond to
them, and any research can take those issues into account. The Crown submits that whilst
claims can always be filed under the Act, the practical issue is when and how the Tribunal
can take those claims into account. The Crown requests the Tribunal re-issue the most up
to date list of the Wai 3300 claims and confirm whether those claims have been assessed
as eligible for the inquiry (Wai 3300, #3.2.299 at [5]-[6]).

The Crown notes the draft inquiry plan schedules the wananga &-rohe report for
distribution of August 2026, after the draft statement of issues is prepared and after
research has commenced. The Crown submits it would be of great assistance if the
Tribunal could issue the report ahead of that date (Wai 3300, #3.2.299 at [7]).

The Crown suggests a potential adjustment of the inquiry milestones to support its
submissions above (Wai 3300, #3.2.299 at [10]).

Proposed research programme

Background

51.

In preparation for the substantive hearing phase of this inquiry, the panel has considered
what technical evidence it may require. In consultation with the Tribunal panel, | intend to



52.

commission three research reports. Tribunal staff will develop project briefs for these
reports, and the draft project briefs will be circulated to parties for consultation in the usual
way before being finalised. In brief, these reports are:

Report 1: Review and assess parliamentary sovereignty, parliamentary practices, and
constitutional convention.

Report 2: Review of the statutes associated with each inquiry theme to identify how
those statutes, if at all, reference the Treaty of Waitangi, or how these laws
provide for Maori.

Report 3: Review of electoral system from 1853 to present day, to assess structure,
representation, and provisions for Maori.

In addition to these commissioned reports, Tribunal staff will also prepare a list of material
relevant to the themes of the inquiry. In memorandum-directions dated 20 August 2025, |
invited parties to identify any material considered relevant for inclusion and the theme or
themes the material relates to by no later than 13 November 2025 (Wai 3300, #2.6.63 at

[7D.

Crown memorandum

53.

54.

In addition to the Crown’s submissions on inquiry planning at [45]-[48] above, the Crown
raises concerns regarding the Tribunal’s jurisdiction to commission research regarding
parliamentary sovereignty, parliamentary practices, and constitutional convention (Wai
#3.2.299 at [8]).

The Crown submits the Tribunal has jurisdiction to inquire into claims concerning the
matters set out in section 6(1) of TOWA and may also commission research to investigate
any matter relating to a claim under section 6. The matters set out in section 6(1) include
particular legislative instruments, Crown policies and acts done or omitted by or on behalf
of the Crown. The Crown submits it is not clear how parliamentary sovereignty,
parliamentary practices, and constitutional conventions fall within the subject range of
section 6(1) given the Crown says they are not Crown policies or acts. The Crown wishes
to signal now that it sees a problem with whether the Tribunal may properly commission
this research and inquire into these issues as claimants may want to address the point in
their submissions, due 13 November 2025 (Wai 3300, #3.2.299 at [9]).

Decision

Jurisdiction Issue

55.

56.

| begin by referring to our jurisdiction under section 6 of the Treaty of Waitangi Act 1975.
In Constitutional and Administrative Law, Phillip Joseph states that:?

The Crown is the ‘legal embodiment of government: The Crown is ‘present’ in each of the
branches of government: central government is carried on in the Queen’s name and on her
behalf (as Her Majesty’s Government), legislative sovereignty is exercised by the Queen in
Parliament, and the courts are the Queen’s courts administering justice in her name.

He also stated that logically the Crown embodies the legislative and judicial branches of
government, stating:*

3 Phillip Joseph, Joseph on Constitutional and Administrative Law (5th ed, Thomson Reuters,
Wellington, 2021) at [18.4.1].
4 At [18.4.9].



57.

58.

59.

The modern Crown is a ‘Holy Trinity’ that perpetuates the theoretical unity of the three
branches of government. The Crown literally embodies the State: the executive acts
through the legal person of the Crown, legislative sovereignty is exercised by the Queen in
Parliament, and justice is dispersed in the Queen’s courts on her behalf.

The Constitution Act 1986 defines the ‘Head of State’ in section 2 as the ‘Sovereign in right
of New Zealand’. Section 14(1) of the Constitution Act 1986 defines ‘Parliament’ as
consisting of ‘the Sovereign in right of New Zealand and the House of Representatives’.
Thus, the term the ‘Crown’ must include the Legislature. A similar definition is to be found
in the Public Finance Act 1989 which, in section 2 defines the ‘Crown’ or the ‘Sovereign’
as ‘the Sovereign in right of New Zealand, and states that the definition includes all
Ministers of the Crown and departments’. Notably the definition does not exclude the
Legislature or Parliament. Conversely, the Crown Proceedings Act 1950 in section 2
defines the ‘Sovereign’ or the ‘Crown’ as ‘the Sovereign in right of his or her Government
in New Zealand.’

This difference in approach, whether the Crown includes the Legislature or is confined to
the Executive was, in part, explained by Justice Baragwanath in his minority decision in
Attorney-General v Mair, where he considered whether the Waitangi Tribunal was itself
bound, as an extension of the Crown as part of the Judiciary, by the Treaty of Waitangi Act
1975. He stated in obiter:®

In some contexts the Crown connotes the Executive Government [...] But the jurisdiction
of the Treaty of Waitangi Act is not confined to the executive. By extending to any Act of
Parliament it embraces the legislature.

| find that we can commission research on the topics of parliamentary sovereignty,
parliamentary practices, and constitutional convention. Whether we make findings on
aspects of the claims that challenge any aspect of these topics will have to await the
evidence and final submissions from the parties. What can be stated at this time with
certainty is that the research will be important, even if it merely contributes to the
background or context for the issues to be heard during this inquiry.

Research Programme

60.

At this stage the three reports | proposed to commission in my directions of 20 August
2025 will be progressed (Wai 3300, #2.6.63). This does not exclude the possibility of
further research being added once we have considered all submissions.

Proposed interlocutory process

61.

The interlocutory process will proceed as outlined in my directions of 20 August 2025 (Wai
3300, #2.6.63).

Hearing time allocated

62.

Taking into account the submissions of counsel, we will discuss whether further hearing
weeks are needed at the first judicial conference scheduled for March 2026.

5 Attorney-General v Mair [2009] NZCA 625 at [86] — [87].



Waéananga a-rohe report

63. The draft inquiry plan released on 20 August 2025 indicated the wananga a-rohe report
will be distributed in August 2026. To enable parties to discuss the report at the first judicial
conference with the Tribunal, a draft wananga report will now be circulated two weeks
before the judicial conference in March 2026.

Me tuku atu te Kairéhita i tétehi kape o ténei whakahau ki éra ki te rarangi whakamaohio mo
Wai 3300, Tomokia nga tatau o Matangireia — the Constitutional Kaupapa Inquiry.

The Registrar is to send a copy of this direction to all those on the distribution list for Wai 3300,
Tomokia nga tatau o Matangireia — the Constitutional Kaupapa Inquiry.

WHAKAPUMAUTIA ki Te Whanganui-a-Tara i te 31 o te Whiringa-a-nuku 2025

Kaiwhakawa Matua Dr C L Fox
Tumuaki
TE ROPU WHAKAMANA | TE TIRITI O WAITANGI
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