YWCA SUBMISSION ON THE 

FORESHORE AND SEABED BILL


introduction TO The YWCA OF AOTEAROA-NEW ZEALAND

A.
The YWCA OF AOTEAROA-NEW ZEALAND welcomes the opportunity to make a submission on the Foreshore and Seabed Bill and would like to make an oral submission to the Select Committee.

B.
The YWCA is a non-profit organisation run by a partnership of paid staff and volunteers. It is one of a wide range of organisations that form and work in the voluntary sector.  This is distinct from the government and business sectors, acting as a balance to the profit-making and bureaucratic arms of society.  The voluntary sector has an important role providing social services and developing social policy that takes account of all sections of society. It ensures that the rights and concerns of powerless and minority groups are heard and that government and other decision-makers take action.

C. Thousands of New Zealand women have given voluntary time to the YWCA, working in a variety of ways: 

· Involvement in campaigns to improve conditions for women and children 

· Selling in the Nearly New Shops 

· Being office holders on the National Executive, 

· Representing the YWCA concerns at international events.

D.
The YWCA OF AOTEAROA-NEW ZEALAND has the following purpose:

The YWCA OF AOTEAROA-NEW ZEALAND works to empower women, especially young women, by enhancing their spiritual, physical, mental and cultural well being. We acknowledge our Christian and women's heritage and commit ourselves to Te Tiriti O Waitangi and to addressing all forms of oppression, so that women may together attain social and economic justice.

As part of an international organisation linking 25 million women in over 100 countries, we share a common vision and mission with our sister organisations throughout the world – each planning their objectives and programmes to meet the particular needs of the young women in their own countries.

The YWCA is a leading voice for women in New Zealand providing advocacy as well as successful programmes that improve the lives of women. While we have embraced new ways of working and are tackling contemporary social issues, we continue to focus on empowering women and girls to lead social change.  Each year we witness the positive impact of our focus on women’s leadership. Women are leading long term sustainable change in their local communities, and developing effective responses to issues such as unemployment, disenfranchisement, mental health problems, and dis-connectedness. 

This is what the YWCA is about. We help women and girls develop into leaders who work for change in their communities, often in difficult and challenging conditions.  Our development philosophy emphasises women centred, sustainable and participatory processes, and works to achieve justice, peace, health human dignity, freedom and care for the environment.

The YWCA has been part of every major change for women since the Dunedin YWCA was established in 1878 as the first YWCA of the Southern Hemisphere. Countless women leaders over the last century owe their leadership training to The YWCA OF AOTEAROA-NEW ZEALAND.

The National Office services the local associations with resources, information, training, organises national meetings, coordinates the national working parties and the National Executive and has a key advocate role for the rights of women and young women at a national level and international level.

Our vision is of a fully inclusive world where divisions based on gender, age, race, ethnicity, culture and religion no longer exist and in which justice, peace health, human dignity and care for the environment are promoted and sustained.
The YWCA of Aotearoa-New Zealand is committed to six core values for which we are accountable to young women, volunteers and the nine local associations their community and our key stake holders.  These are the things we value and which guide our objectives and actions.

· Integrity and accountability

· Women’s empowerment

· Community

· Relevance

· Wairua ( Spirituality)

· Fun

The Treaty of Waitangi

It is our obligation to work with the indigenous peoples of Aotearoa-New Zealand we are committed to a journey of bi-culturalism in accordance with Te Tiriti.  

The Treaty of Waitangi is the founding document of New Zealand.  

Wahine o Wairua.

The YWCA of Aotearoa –New Zealand is committed to working in partnership with  tangata wheuna.  Our commitment to this journey is clearly stated in the work we do with Wahine o Wairua (WOW).  Wahine o Wairua is an active working committee that works to empower Maori women to enhance spiritual, physical, mental and cultural well being.  WOW’s primary objective is to encourage the priniciple of whanaungatanga among our Maori and young women members, volunteers, staff.  

“If war is the absence of peace, the war has never ended in Taranaki, because that essential pre-requisite for peace among peoples, that each should be able to live with dignity on their own lands, is still absent and the protest over land rights continues to be made…Through war protest and petition, the single thread that most illuminates the historical fabric of Maori and Pakeha contact has been the Maori determination to maintain Maori autonomy and the governments desire to destroy it.  The irony is that the need for mutual recognition had been seen at the foundation of the State, when the Treaty of Waitangi was signed”.  Watiangi Tribunal, In the Taranaki Report, WAI 143. On the ongoing process of colonisation.
Foreshore and seabed Bill: general comments

1. The YWCA of Aotearoa-New Zealand as a predominantly tauiwi organisation is strongly opposed to the Foreshore and Seabed Bill.  In consultation with Wahine o Wairua (WOW) we feel that the Foreshore and Seabed Bill should not proceed.  We would like to see the government take time to address this issue in a just way.  We feel that this piece of legislation is unfair, unjust and unnecessary.

2. The YWCA of Aotearoa-New Zealand and Wahine o Wairua believe that the only positive way forward in the implementation of any Foreshore and Seabed Policy is that it be situated within a broad-based process of constitutional change whereby the government negotiates with Iwi and Hapu as EQUAL parties to the Treaty of Waitangi.

3. With respect to our tupuna the YWCA of Aotearoa believes this Bill affects women in a way that perpetuates the inequities that are apparent in our modern world.  For Maori women, our concern is for our children and our grandchildren and that the denial of access to the foreshore and seabed will affect the future of our people.  This is an important aspect of our acknowledgement of the environment and to Papatuanuku.  We are the nurturers and the carers in our world, now and in the future.  We come from an earth centred belief system and it is handed down from generation to generation.  Thus leading to sense of belonging to the land, rather than owning or controlling it.

4. Women are known to have empathy with the environment and with other members of society, especially those less able, weak and disenfranchised.

5. For the purposes of this submission our key concerns revolve around:
· Crown Ownership & Public Access

· Ancestral Connection

· Customary rights

· Territorial Rights

· The breaches of Article I &II of the Treaty of Waitangi

· The violation of human rights protected in domestic legislation

· The violation of human rights protected by international standards and conventions

· The continuation of historical injustices through the confiscation of the Foreshore and Seabed from Maori and how this effects our wahine Maori and the future generations of wahine Maori, taiohi and rangatahi in Aotearoa.

Crown ownership

6. Clause 3 (a):  “vests the full legal and beneficial ownership of the foreshore and seabed in the Crown to ensure that the public foreshore and seabed is preserved in perpetuity for the people of New Zealand”.
· The Bill vests the interest of the Foreshore and Seabed in the Crown and allows it to be sold by an act of Parliament.  In doing this, the Bill extinguishes Maori customary title and replaces it with what is a meaningless set of new ‘rights’ which will restrict and make ‘customary title’ difficult to prove.

· The Bill extinguishes Maori rights in tikanga and the common law by replacing them with full Crown title.

· In referring to the ‘public foreshore’ the Bill excludes areas that are already privately owned.  (Much of this land is owned by non-Maori).

· This clause therefore means that the rights of Maori are taken away while the property rights of non-Maori are still protected.

· The burden of proving these rights will fall upon Iwi, Hapu and whanau and any right that is not documented by 2015 will cease to be recognised.

· The vesting of the Foreshore and Seabed with the Crown is clearly another raupatu (confiscation).  This is in breach of Article II of the Treaty of Waitangi and common law rules. This Bill confiscates the foreshore and seabed from Maori and is no different than the confiscations inflicted by colonial administrations in the nineteenth century.

· The protection of non-Maori rights over the rights of the tangata whenua is also a serious breach of human rights in particular the UN Convention on the Elimination for All Forms of Racial Discrimination.
7. Clause 12 states that “no part of the public foreshore and seabed may alienated or otherwise disposed of (except) by an Act of Parliament”.
· The Foreshore and Seabed Bill is about Crown ownership and the Crown’s control of resources.  The Crown assumed it controlled the property rights of the Foreshore and Seabed and based its assumptions on legal rulings such as ‘Re: Ninety Mile Beach, 1963’.   The government has applied British Common law to state that on assuming sovereignty of NZ the Crown can claim ownership of the foreshore and seabed regardless of existing property rights.  
· In 2003 the Court of Appeal found that:
· these legal rulings were contrary to other established interpretations of common law in relation to customary title

· native property rights established through customary use cannot be extinguished without the consent of the owners

· there is no legal reason why the foreshore and seabed would be any different
· these rights had not been extinguished
· in relation to customary rights to the foreshore and seabed Maori should be able to take their case to the Maori Land Court, to get full property rights under Crown Law. (Danny Butt, 2004).

· Through tikanga and the laws that govern Maori, land can “never be sold or alienated under a customary rights regime”. (Moana Jackson, 2004).
· The vast majority of land areas and foreshore areas fronting the foreshore and seabed that is owned by private owners has in fact been sold by the Crown through Acts of Parliament.
· Access to these areas is not blocked by Maori but by the private owners, the Crown and the local councils.
· This Bill does not take ownership from any existing property rights to the foreshore and seabed (Port Companies, the Auckland Viaduct or Gulf Harbour Marinas).  The only property the Crown takes control of is the property ‘customarily owned by Maori’.
· This is a racist law, as the only people who are affected are Maori and the future generations of Maori.
· This is also a breach of human rights as Maori are also denied the right to due process through the Court system.  This is highlighted by the following statement by Leon Penney, (sighted by Danny Butt, 2004) “Firstly the Crown fought Maori through the court process and when it lost in the Court of Appeal it has decided to introduce legislation to overrule the Court decision.  Secondly, the Bill denies Maori the ability to use accepted court process to gain title.  This has been described by one retired Maori Land Court judge as similar to what happened in Zimbabwe”.
Ancestral connection

8. Clause 3 (c): “acknowledges the expression of kaitiakitanga by recognising the ancestral connection of Maori with the public foreshore and seabed”.

9. Section 39: “is satisfied that the order will apply to an established and identifiable group of Maori.   A) whose members are whanaungatanga and B) that has had since 1840, and continues to have ancestral connection to the area of public foreshore and seabed specified in the application”.
· Maori will have to prove connection and gain an ‘ancestral connection order’ in order to participate in local government decision-making under the Resource Management Act (RMA).
· An Ancestral Connection Order is meant to lead to improved participation for the holder under the RMA.

· This does not lead to ancestral rights or title determined by tikanga or common law.  All it does is give lip service to a participative decision-making process.

· There is no practical use or value associated with these Orders.
· It duplicates the current consultative processes already outlined in the RMA.
· There is no recognition of Maori rights and title.
· It does not respect or acknowledge whakapapa in its relationship to rangatiratanga.
· There is no benefit to Maori in this legislation at all. The only group who will benefit from this will be local government.  As this is not a recognition of Maori rights and title.  It therefore gives more power to local government as they are the one agency that can establish ‘ancestral connection’ by the legislative nature of the organisational set-up.  This makes aff of the law.

Customary title

10. Clause 28: Territorial customary rights means a collection of rights that until, the commencement of this Act – a) would have been recognised as a customary rights, customary title, aboriginal rights, aboriginal title, or as rights or titles of a similar kind: and b) would have amounted at common law to a right to exclusive occupation and possession of a particular area that is included in the public foreshore and seabed.

11. Clause 29: The High Court may, on the application of a group, make a finding that the group (or members of that group) would but for the vesting of the full legal and beneficial ownership of public foreshore and seabed in the Crown by section 11, have held territorial customary rights to a particular area of the public and foreshore and seabed at common law.

12. Clause 31: (1) in considering an application under section 29, the Court may without limitation, take the following matters into account: a) orders issued by the Maori Land Court to recognise ancestral connection and to recognise ongoing customary rights to undertake particular activities.  B) evidence about customary fishing activity, including evidence of how any customary fishing activity is now being undertaken in accordance with the Fisheries Act 1996 and regulations under that Act:  c) any other evidence that it considers relevant to enable it to assess the applicant groups overall territorial association with and exclusive occupation and possession of the area.

(2) Despite section 10 of the Treaty of Waitangi (Fisheries Claims) Settlement Act 1992, evidence of customary fishing activity can be given to the High Court in Support of applications for territorial customary rights.

13. Clause 35: Jurisdication of the Maori Land Court

14. Clause 42: 1)a) the order applies to an established and identifiable group of Maori whose members are whanaunga; and b) the activity, use or practice for which the applicant seeks a customary rights order - i) is, and has been since 1840, integral to tikanga Maori in relation to the group of Maori; and ii) has been carried on, exercised, or followed in a substantially uninterrupted manner since 1840 in accordance with tikanga Maori, in the area of the public foreshore and seabed specified in the application; and iii) continues to be carried on, or exercised, or followed in the same area of the public foreshore and seabed in accordance with tikanga Maori; and iv) is not prohibited by any enactment or rule of law; and c) the right to carry on, exercise, or follow the activity, use, or practice has not been extinguished as a matter of law." (section 42). 

· There is jurisdiction for both the Maori Land Court and the High Court to hear and determine applications for customary rights.

· However in the case of a customary rights order made by the Maori Land Court, the Crown may lodge and appeal, if there is a decision that it is ‘dissatisfied with’.

· The Bill takes away ‘the right of Maori to due process for hearing tikanga-based or common law claims to customary title to the foreshore and seabed’ (Moana Jackson, 2004).

· It denies the right of development for Maori, in education, the protection of our taonga, whanaungatanga and Maori cultural practices.

· There are no restrictions on non-Maori whose property rights are being developed, in regards to customary rights.

· Section 42 then goes on to elaborate ways in which an activity, use or practice may have been prevented from being carried out "in a substantially uninterrupted manner".  If any of these apply, the activity, use or practice is not only excluded from consideration by the Court, but deemed to have been legally extinguished. The ways in which a group has been prevented from carrying out an activity, use or practice are primarily to do with past governments actions - ie confiscation, seizure, reclamation of a coastal area, or the vesting of the title in someone else. So for example, if land was unjustly confiscated in the past, the Bill will prevent the whanau, hapu or iwi thus affected from pursuing any customary rights order.  This can only be described as heaping and injustice on an injustice.

· This restricts the rights to traditional activities, such as taking of hangi stones

· It diminishes the status of the Treaty of Waitangi, as it ‘separates the new rights from the ancestral connection of whakapapa’.

· Non-Maori also have access to the new ‘customary title’ as well as the protections under normal property rights.

territorial customary rights declararion

15.  Clause 28:  The group (or any members of that group) would, but for the vesting of  the full legal and beneficial ownership of the public foreshore and seabed in the Crown by section 11, have held territorial customary rights to a particular area of the public foreshore and seabed at common law." The test to be applied by the Court is that it is a "collection of rights that, until the commencement of this Act, - a) would have been recognised at common law as customary rights, customary title, aboriginal rights, aboriginal title, or as rights or titles of a similar kind; and b) would have amounted at common law to a right to exclusive occupation and possession of a particular area that is included in the public foreshore and seabed.

· If the High Court makes such a finding, it must refer the finding to the Attorney-General and Minister of Maori Affairs, who must enter into discussions with the relevant group to consider any redress that the Crown ‘may’ give. There is no avenue for appeal should an application for a declaration be declined by the High Court; and no means of guaranteeing that any redress will be given. 
· This somewhat bizarre provision is a metaphor for the whole Bill - a surreal pretence of protection of ‘rights’, which on examination is only about legislating to take away from Maori what is rightfully theirs. 

· Maori rights to the foreshore and seabed were never extinguished.

· The Bill confiscates what little Maori have left.

The Bill and the Treaty of Waitangi

· The legislation is a serious breach of Articles II and III of the Treaty of Waitangi which reaffirms to Iwi and hapu the Tino Rangatiratanga of their lands all possesions and everything they hold precious.

· The Bill  places a tremendous burden on iwi and hapu in terms of time, effort and money to prove that they have ‘rights’ which are substantially less than those held by them for centuries before 1840 and which were guaranteed to them in the Treaty. 

· The Waitangi Tribunal Report on the Urgent Hearings into the Crown's Foreshore and Seabed Policy (WAI 1071) stated that the policy breaches the Treaty of Waitangi in "fundamental and serious" ways that give rise to "serious prejudice". 

· In relation to Article II, the Tribunal concluded that historically the Crown's assumption of ownership and failure to deal with Maori claims to ownership of the foreshore and seabed was in breach of the Treaty; and the proposed new regime removes the means whereby property rights can be declared and in effect removes the rights themselves. There is no overriding need for the foreshore and seabed policy. 

· In relation to Article III the Tribunal found that the policy fails to treat Maori and non-Maori citizens equally because the only property rights abolished by the policy are those of Maori; and that the removal of the ability of the courts to further define, articulate, and award property rights to the foreshore and seabed is a violation of the rule of law, the protection of which was guaranteed to Maori. 

· They also found that ... "the policy fails in terms of wider norms of domestic and international law that underpin good government in a modern, democratic state. These include the rule of law, and the principles of fairness and non-discrimination." 

· The Tribunal did not seek "to suggest changes to the details of the policy, as we think changes to details would not redeem it." Their "primary and strong" recommendation to the government was that they should "go back to the drawing board and engage in proper negotiations [with Maori] about the way forward". 

Violation of Human Rights in Domestic Legislation

· This legislation violates basic human rights including the right of access to, and protection of, the law; the right to own property and not be arbitrarily deprived of it; the right to freedom from racial discrimination; the right to enjoy one's own culture; the right to development; and the right to self-determination. 

· It is a violation of domestic law including the Bill of Rights Act and Human Rights Act; and of international human rights standards and conventions including the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination and the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. 

· The Bill is clearly racially discriminatory as it affects Maori only. It privileges one form of ownership above another, and treats the associated rights very differently

·  Non-Maori who currently have private title to areas of the foreshore and seabed will not be affected by the Bill, and there has been talk of moving their property into Crown ownership in the future through negotiation and compensation. In contrast, the approach to customary title is confiscation and extinguishment. 

· Negotiation is the usual way one party to a Treaty behaves towards the other, and yet private owners get this treatment while iwi and hapu do not. 

Violation of Human rights protected international standards and conventions

· Among the human rights protected by international standards and conventions which are violated by the Bill are those articulated in the 1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR), the International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination (ICERD) ratified by NZ in 1972, and the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (CCPR) ratified by NZ in 1978. 

· This Bill does not protect the rights of the indigenous people, the YWCA of Aotearoa would like to remind the select committee of the preamble that proceeds the UDHR, "Whereas it is essential, if man is not to be compelled to have recourse, as a last resort, to rebellion against tyranny and oppression, that human rights should be protected by the rule of law".
· It is not acceptable to provide certainty of a majority at the expense of an indigenous minority; 

· decisions directly relating to indigenous peoples rights and interests should not be taken without their informed consent;

· solutions must be found which are acceptable to indigenous peoples; 

· current developments must be considered in the context of historical inequities; 

· cultural values and belief systems are as defined by those in a particular culture, not by others; and that protection for the traditional means of livelihood of indigenous peoples does not mean they are restricted to traditional ways of doing things, but also includes the use of modern technology. 

tHE bILL DOES NOT GUARANTEE PUBLIC ACCESS AND LOCAL OWNERSHIP

· By putting the foreshore and seabed into Crown ownership and providing for the sale of foreshore and seabed by an Act of Parliament, there is really no guarantee of public access nor local ownership. Governments have regularly permitted exploitative commercial enterprise and government agencies to block public access to foreshore and seabed areas. Governments have had no apparent difficulty in allowing the sale of foreshore and seabed, or the land adjacent to it, into private and foreign ownership in the past. 

· In contrast, iwi and hapu representatives at the government’s ‘consultation’ hui, the Waitangi Tribunal hearings, and in other forums, have said that covenants of access and non-saleability, consistent with tikanga, could be negotiated in their respective areas - what better way could there be to guarantee both public access and local ownership?
sUMMARY

It seems that when the government was putting this legislation together, they sought advice on the approach taken by governments overseas, in particular Canada and Australia. What they have put in the Bill goes beyond the least generous way in which ‘customary rights’ are codified and restricted in other jurisdictions. It is difficult to see how culture can ever be adequately defined by statute, or by politicians - culture is not owned by them in any instance; and certainly they have no authority to define tikanga Maori. 

Culture is constantly evolving; it is qualitative, not quantitative; it is not something that is amenable to codification. If the government is of the view that they simply must codify culture, then the current test in Te Ture Whenua Maori Act - “held in accordance with tikanga” - is surely adequate, and there is no need for further restrictive definition. 

The Bill freezes cultural practices in time 

The provision in the Bill that whanau, hapu and iwi will have to prove that a customary right existed in 1840 and continues substantially uninterrupted to the present day (regardless of whether or not the exercise of that right was actually prevented by confiscation or other unjust measures taken by others) is an unacceptable fossilising of rights, an archaic view of culture. 

Cultural beliefs, customs and practices do not freeze and remain unchanged through time. This kind of restrictive test would simply not be acceptable to, nor inflicted on, anyone else - try for a moment to imagine having your cultural beliefs, customs and practices all defined and restricted by legislation, and having the right to exercise them contingent on your proving their 1840 origins. It simply does not make sense. It is also contrary to Treaty and international human rights jurisprudence. 

The Bill repeats the mistakes of the past 

There is no doubt that this Bill amounts to a confiscation and is no different from the confiscations inflicted by colonial administrations in the past. Yet the harm caused by those past confiscations has been acknowledged in recent years, apologies have been made, and settlements have been negotiated in recognition of those historical injustices. It is beyond belief that the current government is set upon repeating the mistakes of the past in such a blatant manner. If this Bill is passed, a massive injustice will have been perpetrated, and a source of substantial conflict and justified grievance into the future will have been created. 

The Bill should not proceed 

· Given the substantial and serious problems with the Foreshore and Seabed Bill, the only sensible and fair recommendation to government is that the Bill should not proceed. 

· It is clear that a fair and durable resolution may take years, possibly decades to sort out - but that is not the problem. It is far better to take the time to sort this in a just way which will last, than to push through this unfair, unjust and unnecessary legislation. 

· It is equally clear that the implementation of any foreshore and seabed policy needs to be situated within a broad-based process of constitutional change in which the government negotiates with iwi and hapu as equal parties to the Treaty of Waitangi.  This really is the only positive way forward. 

Consultation:
Consultation has been said to occur, yet Maori response has been unfavourable to the direction of the discussions and the outcome of this legislation. If the Government is to work in a manner that wants to develop a cohesive and positive society it must seek new ways of work. One way is to discontinue the traditional patriarchal approach of top down decision making, where ‘experts’, with the power make decisions based on what they have 'heard' qualified by their own knowledge understanding and experiences. These 'executive' decisions are then imposed on the society or community that these ‘experts’ are said to represent. Through collaborative processes society can be actively involved in both the consultation, and the decision making. This requires the government to establish structures for facilitating communication; to make explicit team and/or group co-ordination, roles and responsibilities; to recognise the importance of organisational structures and support; to value commitment by diverse groups to a common mission; and  to understand  each other's strengths and valuing differences. (Behl, 2003). 

Through this process the voices that make up our society can be heard, whether young, old, male or female, Maori or tauiwi. Collaboration ensures effective and healthy relationships. The Government cannot claim it has ever had effective and healthy relationships with Maori, with women and children, because much legislation/policy is derived by ‘expert’ decision-makers. 

Our European history is one of an environment of winners and losers through practices of colonisation. Aotearoa has winners - mainly men, who are affluent tauiwi with influence and power by virtue of their occupation and education. Maori, Maori women and children are therefore, through the traditional model of decision-making the losers. This legislation, through its rejection is an opportunity for the Government to re-think and remodel a way that is beneficial for a much greater proportion of our society.

We would ask that the Government seriously reflects on its current process of decision-making and power-sharing and adopt the approach advocated by Bishop and Glynn (1999).  The government needs to be more accountable to the following questions: Who Initiated the Foreshore and Seabed Legislation? Who will benefit from the outcomes of this legislation?  Who will this legislation represent? What Representatives of Maori, Maori women and children are there on the decision-making group? What Legitimacy will the legislation have, if passed, amongst the different sectors in our society? And to whom will this legislation be accountable? Parliament? 

Or the People - Maori and Tauiwi?


references

1. The Waitangi Tribunal WAI 1071 Report on the Crown’s Foreshore and Seabed Policy.  January 2004.

2. Moana Jackson.  2004.  ‘A primer on the Foreshore and Seabed Bill’.

3. Moana Jackson.2004.  ‘The Crown Baselines for Legislation on the Foreshore and Seabed –An Analysis.  Peace Movement Aotearoa.

4. Peace Movement Aotearoa.  2004.  Submission on the Foreshore and Seabed Bill.  July 2004.  www.converge.org,nz/pma/fsbill.htm.

5. Danny Butt. 2004.  The 5 minute Foreshore and Seabed.  www.dannybutt.net.

6. Bishop and Glynn (1999).  Initiation, Benefits, Representation, Legitimacy and Accountability.







1
1
The YWCA of Aotearoa-New Zealand: Foreshore and Seabed Submission.  2004


