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Womens International League for Peace and Freedom AoteartbanSexs three branches
and it part of a much wider international organisation which warkpdace, justice, human
rights and the rights of indigenous peoples.

In Aotearoa we are a mainly Pakeha/Tauiwi organisation but we d® $@me Maori
members who are involved in our activities and support our aimsbhéNeve it is not
possible to have a peaceful world when there is injustice, oppressiphgitation and
inequality.

The Womens International League for Peace and Freedom (Wh&HR)ains the same the
viewpoint that has always held that the Foreshore and Seabed Act 200Bemrapealed
because it creates and imposes a massive injustice to Maetegislation is unfair, unjust,
discriminatory and unnecessary. The Act includes substantial breathes Tiriti o
Waitangi, of human rights protected in domestic legislation aernational law and
removes the possibility of recognition of the full extent of Mdtle and rights in the
foreshore and seabed.

WILPF supports the proposal in the Consultation document to repealbthshBre and
Seabed Act 2004, the restoration of rights which the Act triedrtove and the restoration
of due process.

The only option WILPF can support is the third - vesting ownershifhefforeshore and
seabed(except land in private title) in Maori, with a procesddtermining who would hold
ownership in any given area, and the rights of others.

Other proposals in this Consultation document do not provide a suldstantedy to the
Foreshore and Seabed Act and are unduly complicated.

The Crowns preferred option is conceptually flawed and limits thssilpiéity that any
resolution will actually promote an equality of rights.

The concept of no ownership or public domain will provide a new set ofgamsblin terms
of Pakeha law it revives the colonising doctrine of terra umllor empty land which
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allowed the colonisers to take indigenous land because there werendlypao people
there.

Our understanding is that as far as tangata whenua are condegrladd must belong to
someone otherwise it diminishes the relationship lwi and Hapu hi#dveh& land and with
their origins.

The concept of public domain implies Crown control. The No ownership corgtdo
problematic because it gives the Crown the right to determinéewdraMaori customary
rights might arise from the regime because they will of s&tyebe subject to, or have to be
exercised in relation to existing statutory bodies.

lwi and Hapu with customary rights and title have to guargoiééc access and they have
always agreed to do so. However the likely outcome is tistbmary rights and title would
be lesser rights than those enjoyed by others. Even if Iwi and #@ahave customary
rights and title there is still a fundamental inequality becalsers with freehold title to
land on the foreshore do not need to grant access, and this comprisestB8%@reshore.

WILPF does not consider it is helpful that the government tssdsthat if Maori do not
accept its preferred option the 2004 Act will remain in place.

WILPF has always supported the Waitangi Tribunals recommendhtibthere needs to be
a longer conversation, a proper dialogue between Maori and the Crboertonsultations
so far have not met this requirement. It is better to takénieeto get an outcome that is
satisfactory for all.

Joan Macdonald,
Secretary, WILPF Aotearoa
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