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TENA E TE TARAIPIUNARA
MAY IT PLEASE THE TRIBUNAL

1. My name is Hayden Turoa. | am a named claimant for Wai 1618, a claim on
behalf of Nga Hapl o Himatangi — those being Ngati Tlranga, Ngati Te Au,
and Ngati Rakau. Wai 1618 is actively participating in the Wai 2200: Porirua

ki Manawata District Inquiry.

2. | provide this evidence in relation to the Crown’s plans to amend a wide
range of legislation to require agencies to merely “take into account” te Tiriti
o Waitangi, rather than “give effect to” it as is the case with a number of

Acts currently.

3. My concern is less about whether reform is needed at all—I personally think
we do need to review section 4 of the Resource Management Act 1991, as
the Government has never been able to manage this—and more about the
risk that the Crown is proposing to weaken or remove Treaty-based
obligations before genuinely addressing the underlying rights and interests
of our hapt. In many respects, our rights and relationships with the Crown
remain unresolved and are still actively being advanced through Tribunal

processes, direct engagement, and operational partnerships.

4, The Crown has never managed overlapping areas of interest through any
policy or guidance. Its approach to settlements within our rohe has
minimised our rights and interests, and driven competition for resources
from other iwi who seek economic opportunities within our rohe (something

we have fought hard to drive out).

5. A major concern for us is that these legislative reforms will prejudice our
hapt by removing the limited statutory mechanisms that currently compel
Crown agencies and local government to engage with us in a meaningful
way. While these clauses are often inconsistently applied, they still create an
important procedural and behavioural floor that agencies must operate
within. Without that, engagement risks reverting back to goodwill and

discretion rather than an enduring institutional obligation.

6. From our experience, there is a very real difference in how agencies behave

TUR010/2_1537016



10.

11.

depending on the operative wording of the relevant legislation. Where
legislation requires an agency to “give effect to” Treaty principles, there is
generally stronger engagement, earlier involvement, and greater willingness

to adapt decision making processes around iwi and hapu relationships.

In contrast, where agencies are required only to “take into account” those
principles, engagement often becomes more superficial, reactive, or framed
around consultation rather than partnership. In some cases, agencies
proceed with predetermined outcomes and seek Maori input only at the

margins.

| do want to be clear, however, that our position is not a defence of the
status quo. Both left- and right-wing governments have consistently
undermined out kawa and tikanga through Crown systems that remain

fundamentally Crown-centric in design.

In practice, many Treaty clauses have been interpreted narrowly,
inconsistently, or reduced to procedural box ticking. We have experienced
this directly through some applications of the Conservation Act 1987,
Resource Management Act processes, and cultural impact assessments,
where engagement can become highly performative and disconnected from

the actual constitutional relationship envisaged under te Tiriti o Waitangi.

However, our concern is that the current reforms appear to be focused on
removing Treaty obligations without first replacing them with stronger and
more authentic hapi-led models. This approach risks deepening the

imbalance in the Maori-Crown relationship rather than resolving it.

A contemporary example of this concern can be seen through the recent
issues at Pukepuke Lagoon. Pukepuke Lagoon is a dune lake ecosystem that
is located in our rohe of Himatangi, west of State Highway 1. The Lagoon
and the life that it sustains are a taonga, not just for our hapd, but for other
local iwi. Last month, the Lagoon dried out, leaving our ika, tuna and other
aquatic life stranded and dying. A rescue operation was launched as soon as
we were notified, but by then it was almost too late. We have managed to
rescue some tuna, but the fact remains that we have lost a lot of taonga

species over this one incident.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

| believe that if we have had a proper partnership with the Crown, as well as
the bodies it has delegated responsibilities to, this would not have
happened at all. We have called for an iwi-led investigation into the cause,
because we know for a fact that the Lagoon would not have dried up by
natural means. Surrounding farmland drainage systems have affected the
Lagoon, and had we been involved from the start and been able to
effectively manage the local environment, as is our obligation and right
under te Tiriti o Waitangi, we would have been able to pre-emptively

address those issues and prevent the Lagoon from draining.

In our view, this situation demonstrates what happens when Crown
agencies and wider environmental management systems continue to
operate without genuinely embedding hapi authority and relational

accountability into decision making.

The issue is not simply environmental management failure, but the ongoing
inability of Crown systems to properly recognise the enduring relationship
and responsibilities that hapl hold with these taonga environments.
Weakening Treaty obligations in this context risks reproducing the very

behaviours and failures that have caused these issues over generations.

Conversely, we also have practical examples where stronger partnership
approaches have delivered positive outcomes. The Otaki to North of Levin
project is probably the strongest example | have personally negotiated.
While not perfect, the project demonstrates that, where agencies are
required to genuinely engage and build enduring partnership models with
hap, outcomes improve significantly for all involved. Relationships become
more constructive, environmental and cultural issues are addressed earlier,

and delivery improves through co-design and shared accountability.

For our hapi, the concern is constitutional as much as it is operational. We
are worried that the Crown is attempting to reduce its Treaty obligations
before properly reconciling how kawa and tikanga are intended to sit within
the constitutional fabric under te Tiriti o Waitangi. Reform may indeed be
necessary, but it should strengthen genuine hapl authority and partnership,

not weaken the already limited mechanisms that currently restrain Crown
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behaviour.

Dated at Foxton this 18" day of May 2026
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Hayden Turoa
Named Claimant for Wai 1618
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