
NGĀTI REHUA-NGĀTIWAI KI AOTEA TRUST BOARD 

TRUSTEES’ HUI #36,  Wed 10 June, 2020 ZOOM Hui 

 AGENDA 

1. Karakia  

By:  Tavake Afeaki 

2. Mihimihi  

3. Attendances  

TA, BD, VT, JW, KK, AE. 

 

Tavake- I want to touch on a couple of matters. One was about this process that we are 

engaged in over here at this Zui, and the hui yesterday with Election Services. And the 

matters that arose from that. It’s a fairly complicated process of course, which is why we 

had engaged Election Services to help us with that professional application and 

implementation of the steps to be taken and how we are going to do that; what that 

entails and practical matters arising from that. And I also raise other issues that we had 

discussed on a number of other occasions. What, if any further information from 

yesterday and from the emails subsequently have you received Aperahama?  

 

Aperahama- I have received the emails but I haven’t received any other sort of 

information other than what’s come through by way of email.  

 

Tavake- So there was an updated copy of the application (beneficiary registration) form. 

A copy of the task list taken from the whiteboard at Election Services.  

 

Aperahama- What are some of the key decisions that we need to make in this meeting? 

 

Tavake- I wanted to come back to yourself Jason, and yourself Bruce about the things 

that have now been sent by the defendants’ lawyers. Were you party to that or did you 

want to raise those matters that have been raised by them or do you want me to raise 

them for you? 

 

Bruce- Are these the ones that have come back in terms of (plaintiff lawyer Richard) 

Harrison’s conversation? 

 

Tavake- There was a letter sent last night by Sarah and Chris which raised 14 points. 

Have you received this everybody? 

 

Everybody- Yes we received it. 

 

Tavake- So Richard copied back this letter to everybody, and he responded to each of the 

14 different paragraphs and then there was a responding letter from Sarah in response to 

him in anticipation of the meeting that is going to happen today (after this ZUI).  

 

Tavake shows onscreen the letter from Sarah to Richard. 

 



Tavake- para 1 Retention of documents. I have no problem with that. Paragraph 2, We as 

trustees have discussed this a number of times. It turns out that Election Services, when 

we had sent them those resolutions from last week from our meeting, they put this clause 

two in with those little check boxes in from those various tupuna because they thought 

that that was the instruction. Where in fact the instruction was not to put in the check 

boxes, it was only to put in the whakapapa box. The whakapapa clause in the application 

which is now clause 8. Which refines the qualification of the tipuna to be Ranginui, son 

of Hikihiki. Rehua son of Mataahu and Te Kura and Te Awe son of Te Whaiti. The topic 

was reopened yesterday, we had a discussion about it.  

 

Aperahama- Was this the mistake at the end of Election Services? Is that what you’re 

saying? 

 

Tavake- Yes. Then the opportunity was seized upon to have the check box to choose one 

or the other of the 3 tipuna reinstated in which I’m not really comfortable with because 

we had already discussed this and after those debates we had agreed not to have the 

check box in. Then the compromise was proposed by inserting “if known”. This is 

because it’s pretty hard for most people to know whether or not they whakapapa to 

either, Ranginui, Rehua or Te Awe in particular. Jason you said that they can just find 

out. But we were thinking about people who didn’t have access to, or the blessing or 

benefit of that kind of knowledge.  

 

Valmaine - I didn’t realise the ‘tick boxes’ had been put back in. I thought that it would be 

just whakapapa to the three tupuna.  

 

Tavake- That is what the instruction was to Election Services but they got the instruction 

wrong. So when we sent this instruction to them, following our two hui to set that down, 

then they had mistakenly thought that resolution 1.b meant that they change clause 2 and 

clause 8. I had a discussion with them about it. Anyway it has come back into contention 

now because we had already discussed this in December, February and March and it took 

ages. Now it’s really up to you guys, because I am not going to be held to task by anyone 

for making any more issues for you. 

 

- Trustees’ discussion about the defendants’ lawyers not wanting Tavake on the board. 

 

Tavake- Maybe it might be easier if I take us from this letter (of defendants’ lawyer, 

Sarah Wroe’s) to the response email from Richard in which he responded to Sarah and 

then I can fill you in. [Tavake shares the letter] If we look here at paragraph two. The 

question was posed by Sarah, “We don’t accept the addition of the words ‘if known.” So 

there’s not a requirement to complete tupuna identification up to 200 years ago, it will be 

known and it will be dealt with by the kaumatua.  

 

Valmain- Why can’t we go back to what we agreed as a trust before when we sent the 

instructions to Election Services?  

 

Tavake- We had already agreed on this exact point but when it came up in the hui 

yesterday, people were jumping to say, “Yes that’s the tikanga, that’s how it should be.”  

 



Jason - Can you show a resolution where we voted on the subject? As I recall, we had a 

conversation it was you, myself, Bruce and Valmaine. Bruce and I wanted the tick box put 

in. Valmaine didn’t. Tavake argued that it shouldn’t be in there. 

 

Tavake- And here’s the resolution [shows the resolution on screen]: - reproduced here 

from Board Hui #35 on 3 June:  

 

TRUST APPLICATION FORM AMENDMENTS 
 

1. Resolution 1A: The Board instruct Election Services to amend the application for 

registration form as follows – for clause 4:  

 

“To be eligible to register with the Ngati Rehua-Ngatiwai ki Aotea Trust, you must be 

able to whakapapa or tatai to the founding tupuna by virtue of being descended from 

one or more of the following: 

a. Ranginui, the son of Hikihiki; and/or 

b. Rehua, the son of Mataahu and Te Kura; and/or 

c. Te Awe, the son of Te Whaiti. 

 

The Combined Kaumatua Validation Committee will make a decision to either accept 

your registration, ask you for more information or decline your application.” 

 

AND ALSO Resolution 1B:  

 

“The Board instruct Election Services to also amend the personal details section of 

the application form to reflect that applicants must provide official identification such 

as a birth certificate, a passport, a driver’s licence or any other acceptable form.  

 

Those amendments to the March 2020 application form will then become the new 

June 2020 application form to be updated on the Election Services NRNWTB link 

and on the Trust Board website, with a link posted on the Trust Board Facebook 

page.” 

 

Tavake- This is what we resolved to change. Resolution 1.A that we have those tipuna. 

And the other Resolution 1.Bwas to require applicants to have I.D. That was all we sent 

them. We did not resolve to have the ‘tick box’ put in. This was the most important thing 

here, was to make sure that the applicants were told that they had to descend from one 

(or more) of those particular tipuna. Then we checked it again from the Friday Meeting 

on the Monday ZUI then we sent it to Election Services on that day. This was all we 

instructed.  

 

Jason- You’re missing the point, Bruce and I wanted it on there. Only Valmaine voted 

against it. 

 

Valmaine - I remember Aperahama at the beginning re-worded that to not have the tick 

boxes. I thought it was resolved, my apologies I didn’t see the reformatted registration 

form.  

 

Aperahama- Who instructed Election Services to do that? 



 

Tavake- I asked them that very question. And they said when we received this, it referred 

to clause 4 so they thought it referred to both that and now what has become clause 8 on 

the new form. 

 

Aperahama- Can they rectify it and change it back? 

 

Tavake- Apparently its going to court by the sound of what the lawyers said. Its my 

recollection that we sorted it out and we decided that rather than having two layers of 

that requirement for your tipuna, that we have one. We should go to point three.  

 

Aperahama- I’m confused because we have discussed this so many times, we came to a 

compromise, and we agreed on what was to be concluded. Now what we’re hearing is that 

that was misunderstood by Election Services and they’ve reverted back to something we 

did not want.  

 

Tavake- I was baffled by it yesterday which is why I raised it later again with Election 

Services, and in the meantime it has now become another plank of contention for us to 

spend another 3 months wasting time on it.  

 

Aperahama- So what’s the best way through this so that it doesn’t steer us away from 

getting to our AGM? 

 

Tavake- There are two words to be inserted in the application form in the tipuna clause, 

‘if known’ - so that the sentence would end with the words ‘if known’. Regardless of what 

I say, it appears that the lawyers will do their own thing.  

 

Aperahama- So is there some objection to having the words ‘if known.’ 

 

Tavake- There is now, that’s what Sarah is saying. 

 

Aperahama- So should we just remove the words ‘if known’? 

 

Tavake- No because the issue was, if you’re selecting your tupuna, isn’t it imputed that if 

you do not select your tupuna, then your application will be declined.  

 

Aperahama- The whakapapa information required doesn’t take the applicant right back 

to those tupuna anyway. So they could tick anything on there. There’s no requirement for 

them to (inaudible min 36.49) right back for them to be verified. So I just say remove ‘if 

known’ so they can tick as they understand it. As I understand it, if you’re going to apply, 

you have to be a descendant or uri of one of those tupuna. So the fact that you’re filing 

out that form is a given that you are an uri. If the words are left in then it’s going to be 

drawn out, in my view, just take it out because there is no requirement for the applicant 

to articulate their individual whakapapa all the way back to those 3 tupuna anyway. So 

there’s no mechanism there to verify what they’ve ticked off.  

 

Valmaine - I realise now that the reason why they stuck the ‘if known’ in there, is because 

they have the ‘tick boxes’ there.  



 

Tavake- Correct. The ‘if known’ was inserted because it became contentious during our 

Hui with the lawyers and Election Services on Monday. 

 

Valmaine - We shouldn’t have the ‘if known’ or the ‘tick boxes’ in. 

 

Aperahama- I think the easiest step it to remove the ‘if known.’ 

 

Jason- The way I read Sarah’s response is that they [the defendant’s lawyers] accept the 

‘if known’ and to move things along. So it’s already resolved in their conversation.  

 

Bruce- Because in the form’s whakapapa chart you only go back 4 generations. The fact is 

all they’re asking on number 2 is which descendant do you come from? If you don’t know 

then you can’t answer it.  

 

Aperahama- There’s nothing there to verify. So they’re just ticking for the sake of ticking.  

 

Tavake- So let’s move to point three [in the lawyers’ letters], the issue was, 43 new 

members apparently accepted by the previous kaumatua committee. I’m reading to you 

from Sarah Wroe’s letter, we believe that the Maori Trustee must have the record so 

they’ve written and asked them for it. Now in response to paragraph 3, Richard Harrison 

says “I expected they were approved by the previous kaumatua committee convened by 

the Maori Trustee. If this is the case, it would seem appropriate that these would go on 

the 1600 list without issue.” Sarah has come back and said, “the number of applications 

approved under Jamie Tuuta [the former Maori Trustee] was 62 and not 46 as per his 

attached report.” So there’s a report there attached to the letter from Jamie Tuuta.  

 

Valmaine - But that’s not what Election Services has sent us.  

 

Tavake- So we were only entitled to rely on what we had which was what we got from 

Election Services. In paragraph 3 of Sarah Wroe’s letter she says “Some of the defendants 

kaumatua who are at the validation committee have checked the list of names and 

confirmed that this is not the list of people who were approved. The list of 46 is a list of 

people who are not registered members who’ve formed part of a proxy list presented by 

Ngaroimata Reid at the AGM in May 2017 chaired by Kieran Raftery.”  

Now this is news to me. Because when we had our meeting last July 2019, which was 

when we received the two boxes of information from ElectioNZ and the two electronic 

databases. One had 1622 names on it, the other had 46 names on it. The 46 names was 

entitled ‘Approved Names.’ So that’s all I had to go on. And all of us trustees looked at 

that together. So it is news to me - what is in that paragraph 3 letter response.  

 

Let’s move on. Because what we are identifying are gaps in our information and things 

that are not what they appear to be. Paragraph 5 of the letter is about the names of the 

people who have passed away, beneficiaries. I think that they should be kept in a separate 

list and the incoming board can deal with them. Its not wiping them from the record, it is 

just about looking after them and acknowledging who they are and keeping them 

separate [from living beneficiaries]. But obviously Election Services cannot write letters 

to them and can’t be sending voting packs to them.  



At paragraph number 6, Sarah in her letter wrote: “after the 345 applications are 

compared with the existing database, any applicants who are not previous members shall 

receive a letter from the trust.” And then she suggests wording.  

Richard in paragraph 6 comes back and says “This is not agreed, nor is it compliant with 

the settlement agreement from the mediation. The agreement is that Election Services is 

to continue the registration process on the existing registration form with proof of 

identity. In the case of those who have registered on the current form, they only need to 

be asked for ID if it has not already been provided.”  

And you can see Sarah’s response here, “additional information in relation to tupuna will 

assist the validation committee. There is a risk that applicants who cannot provide it end 

up in the list of applicants to be considered by an arbitrator. They should be given an 

opportunity to identify their founding tupuna and know that this is important to 

minimise this risk.” So do you know what list it’s talking about guys? The 345 list? 

 

Aperahama- Sorry Tavake I’m a bit confused as to what’s going on here.  

 

Tavake- The 345 List is the people who have applied using the new registration form 

since the 1st of March 2020.  

 

Aperahama- All right so the new list that we’ve created and the other list that they 

referred to is that the earlier excel spread sheet of 1622 names that has no source 

documents? And the other thing that you mentioned, the proxy forms? And there were 

some completed registration forms that accompanied that in one of the boxes that we 

opened together as trustees. And there were no source documents. 

 

Tavake- And in there were different application forms, and there were no other source 

documents to that database. There were two database spreadsheets you recall. One had 

1622 names on it, the other had 46 names on it. And that was entitled… The heading on it 

sent to us by ElectioNZ, was “Agreed Names”, it contains 46 names. But it’s just a list of 

names. Can I also confide in you all again what I’ve also been able to understand, and 

this was partly why we had agreed, at the time, to ask for all your people to re-register. I 

am talking about in July last year [2019]. It was because not all of the information on 

that 1622 list is complete. Many of them don’t have birthdates and it has turned out from 

lots of people who are trying to contact Election Services now, that the birthdate that is 

listed there in the 1622 list is incorrect for them. These are people who can verify by their 

giving over the phone their earlier addresses and their name and their date of birth. So 

their name might be correct, the address is correct but their date of birth is not correct, 

what has happened is somehow, the database is incorrect.  

I was not here at that time [when it was complied], so I had nothing to do with that. All I 

did was receive the database, pass it onto you then we passed it on to Election Services. 

 

Aperahama- Essentially though Tavake, this is why we were insisting on creating a new 

database because there were these concerns that that spreadsheet was compromised.  

 

Jason- The defendants and plaintiffs lawyers have had the mediation and they’ve made 

the decision on that. So it’s pointless us ‘re-going’ over it because it’s not going anywhere.  

 



Tavake- Sure, but what you still have the duty of as a trustee, regardless of whatever else 

is going on - is to make sure that the process that we’re involved in now has integrity. 

And that the staging, sequencing, the milestoning of the registration process, the forms 

used, the ID and the inviting of all those people - is all done in a manner which gives the 

best possible register integrous and is really robust for beneficiaries to do nominations 

for trustees and then hold elections with.  

 

Jason- But we started this in July last year, calling for whanau to re-register. 

 

Tavake- To be fair to you Jason you weren’t there.  

 

Jason- Is that when you started doing it? 

 

Tavake- No July is when we received the database, it took from February to July for me 

to ask everyone and to find where the database was and then to have it delivered to us.  

 

Jason- What timeframe are we talking for the calling of re-registrations? How long has 

that been going for? 

 

Tavake- Well we had yet to engage with Election Services, which we started in August 

and that took us into December, January. We worked to design the forms in February 

and into March and then we launched them in March, and now its June.  

 

Jason- Three months. In three months we’ve had 300 people come forward. 

 

Tavake- Yes, it’s been about 10 weeks. So I wanted to raise another issue with you, which 

Richard Harrison also raised and we had earlier discussed it as well. And all those details 

about the different lists, that has to be dealt with and decided upon. And letters written 

to people who have already registered and all that has happened too.  

What I also need to tell you about is that the judgment is still afoot. Justice Palmer’s 

judgment of 12 December 2018 is still alive until he either dismisses the case or it’s won, 

or it’s withdrawn. Therefore you, trustees and I are still in place until at least the 30th of 

June. I want to get this done properly. In the meantime we have to get this over the line. 

Now one of the issues is that the original trust deed, which was done in the late 80’s was 

reconfirmed in the 90’s and as of lately was about 3 years ago. Richard does point out 

that AGM under the voting process, that a decision has to be made about the voting 

process. So it used to be done by a vote of hands at the AGM and by proxy votes at it. It is 

my understanding that that used to happen but one of the problems with the proxy votes 

is that, this is only what I heard from Bruce, again I wasn’t here, - but somebody turned 

up with 200 proxy votes and wanted them processed that day at the AGM and then the 

venue for the AGM was only hired until lunchtime, the organiser told the hui the venue 

hire could not be extended - had to be vacated and then the AGM was shut down. Is that 

correct?  

 

Aperahama- Yeah there were a lot of proxy votes, different parties with proxy votes and it 

used up a lot of time.  

 



They’re only allowed to submit the proxy votes that morning prior to the meeting. And 

the meeting did have an ability to go on, the hall could have been used for longer.  

 

Valmaine - Yes you’re right but it was closed down early. 

 

Aperahama- It was shut down early.  

 

Aperahama- Essentially where we are at Tavake, are you saying to make a decision 

around the actual voting process? Whether it’s still valid or whether it includes proxies 

then voting off the floor? 

 

Tavake- Yeah because it’s my recollection that we decided as an interim trust board to 

have a voting process which was done by mail so we could firstly get the register done, 

know where everybody lived, get them all confirmed and validated then post them all, 

voting forms.  

 

Aperahama- What’s your view on that Jason? 

 

Jason- Well I thought what Election Services had to say the other day was a good idea by 

sending the packs out via mail and accepting the response back online. 

 

Tavake- Yes, there are two options, you can vote by postal envelope or they can send out 

the same voting stuff and voter can do it either by filling out the voting paper and posting 

that back or by going online to do it. But that seemed to me a good option because then 

people could do it either online or by post.  

 

Jason- So they spoke about having a certain timeframe for online responses and an extra 

5 days for mail responses which is a bit of a mystery now because of COVID. The post 

office is running behind schedule so that was the other concern.  

 

Valmaine- I think the overarching concern is the trust deed doesn’t actually provide for 

postal voting. If we were to agree to proceed with the postal voting I don’t know whether 

you would have to make an application to the court to accept that. 

 

Tavake- To vary the trustee we have to seek Justice Palmer’s consent to vary it to put in 

place a postal voting option because it’s not present in the database. And he has the 

inherent jurisdiction to do so. But we have to ask him. And if so, we have to resolve that 

and kick that in and make that application to him pronto.  

 

Bruce- If there was a postal vote, like they’re suggesting, and an online voting where you 

can do it straight on the internet once you’ve received your number. That would quickly 

put to rest the proxy voting problem and people that have to hand write things. 

Everybody of that 600 would get their voting papers prior to that. 

 

Aperahama- What about voting from the floor, given there’s a provision for proxies, just 

have a deadline prior to the meeting for proxies to be in and processed- (interrupted). 

 



Bruce- I don’t think we should have proxies, that’s the whole thing. I’m suggesting what 

we do now is take up Tavake’s suggestion.  

 

Aperahama- But the concern though Bruce is given there is no provision for that process. 

 

Bruce- By going back to the High Court judge that would rectify it. 

 

Tavake- I have to call off this meeting, because we all have to attend this other ZUI 

meeting with Election Services and the lawyers. What do you guys want?  

 

Valmaine - I think we need to talk about it. Because postal elections are expensive, 

proxies are much cheaper for us that’s a practical point for us there. I don’t mind which 

way whether it’s proxy or whether it’s postal. What I’m interested in is pursuing the 

avenue that will result in the minimum amount of fraud. 

 

Tavake- I think that would be what we are offered, postal with the two types of voting. 

That comes back to a sound registration process done properly and I think that is what 

you guys will have to voice to our hui right now. 

 

Hui concluded.  


