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1.

My name is Quentin Parr, | am the son of the named claimant, Larry Parr,
and | provide this brief of evidence on behalf of Wai 113J for te Tinihanga o
Nga Matapono o te Tiriti / the Treaty Principles Reform Urgent Inquiry on
behalf of the Ngati Hikitanga hapi of Ngati Raukawa ki te Tonga. | have
previously participated in the Wai 2200: Porirua ki Manawatd District Inquiry

where | have given evidence about Ngati Hikitanga.

| am an active member of our hapl and iwi, and on our behalf, engage with
Crown agencies and local bodies in our rohe in the Manawata. My brief of
evidence is therefore focused on those experiences. | am currently also
studying for my law degree at Te Herenga Waka—Victoria University of

Wellington, which also informs my whakaaro on this particular kaupapa.

Roading Projects in Our Rohe

Ngati Hikitanga is currently one of the partner in the Otaki to North of Levin
(O2NL) project. This is an ongoing roading project with the goal of improving
the safety and resilience of the transport network connecting Otaki and

Levin and is delivered by the New Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA).

In my view, this partnership’s foundation is based on the Crown’s duty of
active protection of taonga, as required by section 4 of the Land Transport
Management Act 2003 (LTMA) to “take appropriate account of the
principles of the Treaty of Waitangi”. But it also based on our hapi and iwi
obligations to the exercise of kaitiakitanga over our ancestral lands that

were previously stolen.

If the Crown unilaterally decides to narrow the operative provisions of Acts
such as the LTMA, NZTA’s legal obligation to provide "active protection", to
Ngati Hikitanga’s cultural sites (which are currently being identified within
the O2NL corridor) is severely weakened. That worries us most as hapi of an

iwi that has not yet reached settlement with the Crown.

Not only does the reform threaten to remove our safeguards, but it also

places us in administrative uncertainty. We have had such a positive

PAR030/2_1538582



relationship with those working on the ground of the O2NL project because
of the fact we have a seat at the decision-making table, as is the legitimate
expectation of a “partnership” process. Redefining these principles mid-
stream is an act of administrative bad faith, effectively changing the rules of
engagement after the hapi has committed its limited resources and

intellectual property to the project.

Horowhenua District Council

Ngati Hikitanga’s agreements with the Horowhenua District Council (HDC)—
including involvement in the Waiwiri Whaitua, Arawhata Wetlands and
environmental policy—rely on the Local Government Act 2002 (LGA). The
LGA requires councils to maintain processes to provide opportunities for
Maori to contribute to decision-making, as set out by section 4, which puts
an obligation on the Crown to “take appropriate account of the principles of

the Treaty of Waitangi”.

Again, | strongly believe that redefining these provisions will at the national
level creates a "trickle-down" effect that provides a legislative excuse for
local councils to downgrade hapt from Treaty Partners to

mere "stakeholders". For a hapi like Ngati Hikitanga, which is still landless
and lacks a marae, our standing in HDC processes is our only current
mechanism for protecting our wahi tapu and environmental interests. To
put another way, it is the only legal platform available to us to assert mana
whenua at a local level that is at least somewhat consistent. It will deeply
prejudice our hapi to lose such standing simply because the Crown wants

“legislative consistency”.

A Violation of the "Doctrine of Legitimate Expectation"

10.

In New Zealand law, we have the doctrine of legitimate expectation, which
prevents the Government from acting in a way that is inconsistent with a

previous promise or established practice.

Over the course of the last five decades, the New Zealand legal system (via
the Lands case, subsequent jurisprudence and the Waitangi Tribunal forum)

has established and developed the principles of te Tiriti o Waitangi / the
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Treaty of Waitangi. This includes partnership, reciprocity, and redress. Ngati
Hikitanga has built its entire 45-year strategy of re-emergence on these

established legal norms.

11. So, the Crown’s attempt to unilaterally redefine the relationship of these
principles within the Crown-Maori engagement framework, again, is in my
view, a breach of this doctrine. It creates a state of legal instability where a
hapl can no longer trust the longevity of any agreement signed with a
Crown agency or local authority. Furthermore, the fact that there was
absolutely no transparency when it came to these proposed reforms, in
itself, already damaging and destabilising our hap relationship with Crown

agencies and local authorities.
Modern "Pene Raupatu": Legislative Bad Faith

12. This is re-traumatisation for Ngati Hikitanga. | am reminded of the 1873 that
the Horowhenua Judgment which was declared he ture rikahu (bad law)
because it was driven by political expediency rather than natural justice.
Ngati Hikitanga sees these current “urgent” reforms that are intended to
pass before the Parliamentary term is over is a mirror image of this historical

failure.

13. To limit hapi and iwi voices to the Select Committee stage of the process,
is, in my view, the Crown denying Ngati Hikitanga its right to natural justice —
as expected under the doctrine of legitimate expectation, and as guaranteed
by te Tiriti o Waitangi through Article 1 and 2. We have the right to be heard
on a matter that directly affects us, especially where those matters are of

constitutional significance, like these reforms.

14. As already stated, as an unsettled hapi, Ngati Hikitanga is in a state of high
vulnerability. Settlement is still some time away for us, our claims are still
active in the Waitangi Tribunal. | see this as an attempt by the Crown to
effectively rewrite its accountability mechanisms so that the Tribunal, Ngati
Hikitanga, and all other hapi and iwi that are part of this process can no

longer properly assess the Crown’s liability and hold it to account.

Conclusion: The Constitutional Risk
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15. Our history is replete with examples of the Crown’s attempt to manipulate
the legislative process for its own political purposes, refusing to
acknowledge that our warriors are also scholars, and that law and justice go
hand in hand. It resulted in our absolute social ruin. We are still rebuilding
ourselves after many years as dormant hapi. The agreements with NZTA
and HDC are the first legal “weapons” Ngati Hikitanga has had to rebuild our

people.

16. If the Crown persists with these reformes, it is not merely "clarifying" the
engagement process, it is repudiating the contract established by te Tiriti o
Waitangi itself. Ngati Hikitanga views this as an absolute breach of that
covenant agreed to by Maori and settler government in 1840. The negative
impact is the total destruction of the certainty required for any future
settlement. Without truly honouring the principles of te Tiriti, there can be

no lasting peace (rangimarie) and no true justice (tika).

Dated at Levin this 18" day of May 2026

Quentin Parr
On behalf of Wai 113)
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