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Questions from Dr Grant Phillipson (Wai 2500, #2.6.46(a))

1. Page 228: Are you able to say what was meant by the ‘very low levels of
exposure to radiation’ referred to here? For example, was there a figure in
millisieverts?

The relevant source I relied on (Crawford) goes on to say ‘During the first two
tests, for instance, film badge analysis indicated exposure of less than 50
milliroentgens.”!

2. Page 238: ‘Notwithstanding this, the Crown has upgraded the status of
Operation Grapple service from routine to emergency service, thereby
enabling veterans’ claims for war pensions to be considered under less-
stringent criteria.” Does this mean that there were more stringent criteria for
those who had routine service prior to 1974? Please explain.

Prior to the change in status of Operation Grapple from routine to emergency
service in 1998, Operation Grapple veterans applying for entitlements under the
War Pensions Act 1954 were subject to a ‘less beneficial evidential standard” than
those with emergency or qualifying operational service.?

3. Page 239: “This follows a pattern ... Governments.” Please provide references
for this sentence. The United States is covered in Fig 39 but not the Australian
Government.

The reference for this sentence is the information set out in Figure 39. The
Australian Government’s response is set out in the final column of Figure 39 on
page 245.

4. Page 239: “This recommendation, however, was rejected...” Please provide a
reference or references for this sentence.

The source is ‘Minister’s response to Advisory Group's recommendations’
Hon Judith Collins, Minister of Veterans’ Affairs, to Professor John Campbell,
Chair, Ministerial Advisory Group on Veterans Health, 24 Feb 2011, available at

1 (C) Cable London to Wellington 00533 of 25 Jan 1988, 00569, 265m 1988, Def 12/1/1, Weapons
and Methods of Warfare General,, cited in John Crawford, ‘New Zealand Observers and
Indoctrinees at Nuclear Weapon Tests: 1956-1958’, NZDF 3320/4/2, VANZ, available at
https://www.veteransaffairs.mil.nz/assets/Research/Research-on-NZ-at-Nuclear-testing-1957-
1958.pdf., pp.24 & 44.

2 https://www.lawcom.govt.nz/assets/Publications/Reports/NZLC-R115.pdf p. 7. See also para
3.14, p. 58



https://www.veteransaffairs.mil.nz/assets/Research/Research%E2%80%90on%E2%80%90NZ%E2%80%90at%E2%80%90Nuclear%E2%80%90testing%E2%80%901957%E2%80%901958.pdf
https://www.veteransaffairs.mil.nz/assets/Research/Research%E2%80%90on%E2%80%90NZ%E2%80%90at%E2%80%90Nuclear%E2%80%90testing%E2%80%901957%E2%80%901958.pdf
https://www.lawcom.govt.nz/assets/Publications/Reports/NZLC-R115.pdf

https://www.veteransaffairs.mil.nz/assets/Research/6438b4ecd5/Minister-of-
Veterans-Affairs-to-Ministeral-Advisory-Group-on-Veterans-Health.pdf

5. Fig 39: Which of these are in your document bank, for example Neal Pearce’s
1998 correspondence?

The documents in Figure 39, including Neal Pearce’s 1998 correspondence, were
downloaded from the Veterans’ Affairs New Zealand website. I have checked
and these documents are still available to download - link below.

https://www.veteransaffairs.mil.nz/about-veterans-affairs/our-documents-and-
publications/research/research-about-new-zealands-nuclear-veterans/

6. Pages 234 and 253: What prompted the 2015 ESR Report? Was it the concerns
of Operation Pilaster veterans?

The 2015 ESR report was commissioned by Veterans Affairs New Zealand
(VANZ) at the request of the Hon Craig Foss, Minister of Veterans Affairs at the
time “with the aim of recording, to the most accurate extent possible, details of
any radiation exposure incurred by crews of HMNZS OTAGO and HMNZS
CANTERBURY during their “protest voyages” to Mururoa in 1973 under an
operation codenamed “PILASTER”.’3

A media release issued by the Muruoa Nuclear Veterans Group in 2016
indicates the report may have been commissioned as a result of discussions
between the group and the Minister of Veterans Affairs.*

7.Page 272: 5.9 percent of the population were Maori — are you able to say what
percentage of the general population was made up of Maori men?

Based on the inter-censal population figures (pp.22-23) in the 1951-52 official
yearbook, Maori men made up 3.1% of the total New Zealand population as at
31 December 1951.5

3K M Matthews, Institute of Environmental Science and Research (ESR), ‘The Pilaster Deployme
nt - Mururoa 1973 - A Radiological Review’, prepared for VANZ, 2015, p. 6.

4 Mururoa Nuclear Veterans Group Reply to Radiation Report’, 25 July 2016, Scoop,
https://www.scoop.co.nz/stories/PO1607/S00280/mururoa-nuclear-veterans-group-reply-to-
radiation-report.htm

5 Calculated by dividing the number of Maori males as at 31 Dec 1951 (60,634) by the mean total
NZ population as at 31 Dec 1951 (1,947,529). The New Zealand Official Yearbook, 1951-52,
available online via Stats NZ at
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8. Page 313: What is the reference or references for the text: ‘Many of these
veterans suffer from ... will be in their 70s.”?

The source is Towards a New Veterans” Entitlements Scheme: A Discussion Paper on
a Review of the War Pensions Act 1954 (Wellington: New Zealand Law
Commission, 2008), Wai 2500, A6(a), pp. 77-8.

9. Page 314: ‘psychiatric conditions were accepted for the purposes of
entitlement to war disablement pensions” under the 1954 Act — when did that
start? Was that the case from the beginning or has it been a more recent
development?

It appears that veterans with mental or psychological disabilities were eligible
for pensions under the 1954 Act from the start. However, psychiatric disabilities
or conditions were more commonly accepted following the Vietnam War and in
the 1980s when PTSD became a recognised condition. ¢

10. Page 320: Top bullet point — Do you think that is correct?
I am not able to say whether this is correct not. However, at the time I completed
my report in 2018, the large majority of research and studies I came across related
to pre-1990 conflicts.
11. Page 320, footnote 1550: Please file a copy of this article.
I have appended the article cited in footnote 1550 p.326 of my report:
Carol MacDonald, Kerry Chamberlain, and Nigel Long, ‘Race, Combat a
nd PTSD in a Community Sample of New Zealand Vietham War Veteran

s, in Journal of Traumatic Stress, vol 10, no. 1 (1997).

12. Page 346: How dangerous to human health was a 57 percentage
concentration of malathion or a 95 percent concentration?

I did not locate any information during the course of my research about the
health effects of different concentrations of malathion.

https://www3.stats.govt.nz/New Zealand Official Yearbooks/1951-52/NZOYB 1951-

52.html#idsectl 1 980

6 https://www.lawcom.govt.nz/assets/Publications/IssuesPapers/NZLC-IP7.pdf, pp.76, 226-227.
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https://www3.stats.govt.nz/New_Zealand_Official_Yearbooks/1951-52/NZOYB_1951-52.html#idsect1_1_980
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13. Page 355: Why was the evidence at this select committee ‘inconclusive’?
Surely this would have been possible to prove either way?

I did not examine the report of the committee in detail.”

14. Page 355-356: You have given us percentages of who participated in the six-
month pilot study. What was the overall number of participants? What
happened when the six months was up?

I was unable to locate this information.

15. Page 361: Is there any way of knowing what the uptake of assistance was
prior to 2008? Are there records available?

I was unable to locate this information.

16. Page 378: Were there Vietnam War protesters at Tribute '08? What did the
‘whakanoa ceremony’ consist of?

I was unable to locate information on whether there were Vietnam War
protestors at Tribute ‘08.

Re the second question regarding the whakanoa ceremony - see footnote 1814,
p. 377 of my report:

1814 According to information provided in the feedback on this report by
Wai 1877 claimant Freda Moffitt, the whakanoa rituals during the cerem
ony were performed by John Tahuparae, the Parliament Kaumatua, of W
hanganui, and Pou Temara. Whanganui tangata whenua were also supp
orting John Tahuparae. Letter of feedback from Freda Moffitt, April 2018.

17. Page 390: Have you assessed the result of Professor McBride’s survey of the
health of those who have served since 1990? Have the results been published?

I have not had a chance to assess the results. However, various news articles and
publications have been released since I completed my report:

7 ‘Report of the Foreign Affairs and Defence Committee on the inquiry into the manufacture of
Agent Orange by Ivon Watkins Dow in New Zealand During the Period of the Vietnam War’,
AJHR 1990, vol VII, I-5A pp. 1-14



e https://www.rnz.co.nz/news/national/415031/survey-points-to-
prevalence-of-ptsd-in-nz-military

e https://www.nzdoctor.co.nz/article/undoctored/otago-research-unravels-
insights-military-veterans-health

e https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC9134175/
e New Zealand military Veterans” perceptions on health and well-being: A
qualitative study

e Richardson, A., Gurung, G., Samaranayaka, A., Gardner, D., de Graaf, B.,
Wyeth, E. H., Derrett, S., ... McBride, D. (2020). Risk and protective factors
for post-traumatic stress among New Zealand military personnel: A cross
sectional study. PLoS ONE, 15(4), e0231460.

18. Page 391: ‘between June 2016 and January 2015’ — have you inverted these
dates or what are the correct dates?

The correct dates are June 2014 to January 2015.

19. Page 396: When you say the number of New Zealand personnel at
Singapore between 1989 and the end of the ANZUK force was ‘substantial’,
are you able to provide a more precise figure?

I was unable to locate this information.

20. Page 403: Were there any malaria cases in Bougainville? What about scrub
typhus?

I was unable to locate this information.

21. Page 406, footnote 1904: Can you explain why you think section 29(1)
exempts the NZDF from section 21(a)(vii)? Please explain further.

There is a typo in footnote 1904. The correct reference is to section 21(1)(h)(vii) of
the Human Rights Act 1993.

To answer the question, section 29(1) of the Act sets out exemptions to the
prohibited grounds of discrimination in relation to disability. ‘[T]he presence in
the body of organisms capable of causing illness’- see Section 21(1)(h)(vii) - was
a late addition to the Bill at the request of NZDF, who wanted to ensure that “The
NZDF should be able to discriminate in employment matters on the grounds of
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having in the body organisms [such as Hepatitis B, C and HIV/AIDS] that might
cause disease’.®

22. Page 408: What happened to the draft policy on alcohol after 1986? Was it
made final? What did it do?

I was unable to locate any further information on what happened to the policy
after 1986.

23. When did New Zealand servicepeople stop getting cigarettes issued to
them on deployment?

After the Vietnam War.°

24. Page 415: Is this ‘exemption under the Human Rights Act 1993 and a related
amendment’ in the Defence Act 1990’ still in force?

It appears that the exemption set out in section 34(1) ‘Regular forces” and the
amendment in the Defence Act 1990 (section 57A) is still in force.

25. Page 418: Please explain the paragraph under the heading ‘Veterans Affairs
New Zealand’. Does this paragraph relate to qualifying operational service?
At the time you wrote this, was VANZ still deciding claims filed before the
commencement of scheme 2? That seems to be what you suggest. And only 200
individuals from the post-Vietnam War era were receiving support from
VANZ - was that unusually low?

The discussion in the paragraph entitled “Veterans Affairs New Zealand’ on page
418 of my report relates to veterans with ‘qualifying service” which I explain on
page 416 under the heading ‘Who is a veteran?” as meaning ‘qualifying
operational service’ and ‘qualifying routine service’.

I was unable to locate any further information about whether, at the time I wrote
my report, VANZ was still deciding claims filed before the commencement of
Scheme 2.

Without a full and comprehensive data set, I cannot comment definitively on
whether 200 is low. However, it is possible that this number is low due to the

8 S F Teagle, Vice Admiral, Chief of Defence Force, to Minister of Defence, December 1992, NZDF
1461/12, 6635/1 Vol 2, New Zealand Defence Force Archives, Trentham.
? https://www.lawcom.govt.nz/assets/Publications/IssuesPapers/NZLC-IP7.pdf, p. 80.
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smaller numbers of personnel who have qualifying service in the post-1974
period. The younger age of post-1974 veterans may also be another factor. Many
current and former post-Vietham NZDF personnel with routine service would
likely be receiving support for any service-related health issues from ACC and
the general health system rather than VANZ.

Questions from D Watkins and M Johnson (Wai 1526) (Wai 2500, #3.2.407(b))

1. Counsel thanks Ms. Walker and the team of researchers she named in the
acknowledgements at page 2 of her report. Counsel also supports her
acknowledgments “..to the Claimants, Veterans, and their Whanau,
Counsel and others who provided information at the oral hearings for this

Inquiry in 2015 and 2016...”

2. Chapter 5 examines the history of New Zealand veterans’ possible
exposure to ionising radiation and outlines the issues concerning the
health and social impact of exposure to nuclear radiation, and the effects
it has had on Maori military veterans and whanau including their

descendants. Do you accept that?
Yes.

3. The New Zealand veterans you refer to in chapter 5 include: Those
deployed to Japan in Jayforce between 1946 — 1948; Those deployed to
assist with the United Kingdom’s nuclear testing program in the Pacific
named Operation Grapple between 1957 to 1958, Those deployed to
Moruroa in Operation Pilaster in 1973; and those deployed to McMurdo
Station in Antarctica to assist in the decommissioning of the McMurdo
bases nuclear power plant between 1973 and 1988. Are you able to confirm
that the deployments identified in [2] are the only deployments that saw

Zealand veterans deployed into zones where there was a possibility of



exposure to ionising radiation? If the answer is no, did New Zealand

deploy observers to the American nuclear testing in the Marshall Islands?

A small number of New Zealanders served at the tests at Maralinga, Nevada,

and Eniwetok Atoll (in the Marshall Islands).

4. You note at paragraph 2 of page 206 that New Zealand’s participation in
these operations marked the beginning of new types of stress, risk, and
danger, including the potentially hazardous effects of chemical and
nuclear warfare, and associated contaminates and you stated that: “...these
factors were different to traditional military service in world wars prior to
this period [1946]”. Can you clarify that the kind threat you are referring
to is ionising radiation emitted following the atmospheric detonation of
atomic bombs or in the case of McMurdo risk of exposure to ionising
radiation during the decommissioning of the McMurdo nuclear power
plant? Is the other chemical threat you are referring to, chemicals used in
theatres which include herbicide like Agent Orange and insecticide

repellants such as DFB discussed in Chapters 6 and 7 of the report?
Yes.

5. My next comment explores the New Zealand Governments duty owed to
armed-services personnel including Maori prior to the Government

sanction of these deployments and also during these deployments.

6. In the case of the Jayforce deployment, would it be fair to say that the
Government was aware of the destructive power of an atomic bomb given

that the first deployment occurred only seven months after the Americans

10 John Crawford, ‘New Zealand Observers and Indoctrinees at Nuclear Weapon Tests: 1956-
1958’, NZDF 3320/4/2, VANZ, available at
https://www.veteransaffairs.mil.nz/assets/Research/Research-on-NZ-at-Nuclear-testing-1957-

1958.pdf.

9
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had bombed the cities Hiroshima and Nagasaki? Would it be fair to say
that because these were nuclear bombs the government would have
known there would be residual ionizing radiation present after the

detonation.

The New Zealand Government at the time relied on the information
provided by the United States to determine whether it was safe to deploy
Jayforce troops following the bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki (see page

217 of my report).

. Your report indicates the Americans had sent a team to Japan to measure
radiation levels at both Hiroshima and Nagasaki prior to seeking help
from allies including New Zealand to assist with the clean up. The sites
that were checked were assessed as having low levels of radioactive
contamination. Can you tell us what a low level of contamination means?
Does a low level refer to a dose exposure Sievert, SV, or millisievert, mSv

radioactive level?
I was unable to locate this information.

In your report you noted that: “The results of those tests were that, apart
from low levels of residual radiation at the ground zero detonation sites
of, the Hiroshima and Nagasaki bombs, as well as the downwind areas
contaminated by nuclear fallout/rainout, there was very low or negligible

levels of radiation present elsewhere in the environment.

. From the evidence that you have seen, are you able to explain that
difference between a low level, very low level and a negligible level of

radiation.

10



10.

11.

12.

From the sources I examined, ‘low level’, ‘very low level’ and a ‘negligible
level” indicated levels of ionising radiation that were not considered to be

harmful to human health at the time.

When you talk about downwind sites, what distance are those sites from

ground zero?

I was unable to locate this information.

You also stated in your report that: “The conclusion was that there was no
danger to military forces from the residual radiation present in the
environment at Hiroshima, and this was presumably officially
communicated to the military authorities in charge of the British
Commonwealth Occupation Force, including the New Zealand military

authorities...”

Can you expand on what you mean by “presumably”? Was the testing

regime carried out at Hiroshima also adopted in the testing at Nagasaki?

I use the word presumably because I was not able to locate official
communication to the military authorities in charge of the British
Commonwealth Occupation Force, including the New Zealand military
authorities and/or New Zealand Government, conveying that there was no
danger to military forces from the residual radiation present in the

environment at Hiroshima (see page 217 of my report).
Yes, testing was conducted at both Hiroshima and Nagasaki.

Did your research uncover any official or general correspondence from the
American military authorities or the American Government to the New

Zealand Armed Services or to the New Zealand Government inviting an

11



13.

14.

official group from New Zealand was to be present when the testing was
undertaken. If the answer is affirmative, are you able to file a copy of that

information with the Tribunal.
No.

It would appear from your report that there is a lot of debris from
Hiroshima and Nagasaki had already been disposed of before the first
New Zealand deployment arrived in Japan. Did your research uncover any
information on how and where the debris was disposed of, and in
particular, what were the distances of those disposal sites from Port Kure
where the New Zealanders disembarked, and what was the distance from
the barracks at Etajima Island where they were housed whilst they were in

Japan, and particularly where they were housed for the first 2 months?
No

The port (Kure) where Jayforce disembarked is described in your report at
paragraph 1 at page 218 as being 10 miles from Hiroshima City and ground
zero. The first group were described as being stationed at Etajima Island
which was also 12 miles from Hiroshima city and ground zero. However,
at paragraph 1 of page 220, the distance between Etajima island and
Hiroshima city and ground zero as being within 10 miles of the city. Which

of these is the correct distance.
As I note in my report, Veterans Affairs New Zealand states that:

Parts of Eta Jima Island are within 10 miles [16 km] of the
Hiroshima’s city limits. This is significant as the US-government
definition of veterans exposed to harmful doses of ionising

radiation includes personnel that had official military duties within

12



10 miles [16 km] of the city limits of either Hiroshima or Nagasaki

commencing 6 August 1945 and ending 1 July 1946."

15. You also describe at paragraph 1 of 221, that D squadron remained at
Etajima island for several months before being moved to Yamaguchi and
Shimane prefecture, which is described on page 219 as 24 miles [as the

Crow flies] from Hiroshima. Can you explain what several months are?
Several months means between 2 and 3 months.

16. Having the New Zealand veterans located for 10 or 12 miles from
Hiroshima and Ground zero is rather close. In your research were you able
to identify why the New Zealand troops were relocated to the new location
that was 24 miles from Hiroshima and ground zero? Were the New
Zealand troops relocated due to concern for the possible danger to the
veterans from exposure to ionising radiation. Would you accept that the
risk could have been lessened if Jayforce veterans had been allowed to
disembark at a port that was further away from Hiroshima and ground
zero and also barracked from the beginning at the place they were later

moved to?

I was unable to locate any further information on this matter.

17. At paragraph 2 of page 218, you state that Jayforce personnel did not
undertake military operations within or very close to Hiroshima city,
however they did transit through Hiroshima and individuals conducted
site seeing trips to the ground detonation zero site whilst on leave. In the

same paragraph you refer to Brocklebank stating that Hiroshima was not

11 Emphasis added. https://www.veteransaffairs.mil.nz/about-veterans-affairs/our-documents-
and-publications/research/research-about-new-zealands-nuclear-veterans/ See also pages 218-

219 of my report.
13
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18.

19.

20.

21.

considered to be a dangerous place to visit, and no precautions were taken
against possible radiation poisoning. In the evidence that you viewed, did

you uncover any information on how long these site seeing tours lasted?
No.

At paragraph 3 of page 212 you state that approximately 12,000 New
Zealanders served in Japan between 1946 and 1948, but did you find any
evidence that might allow us to work out how many of these New

Zealanders took the site seeing tour to ground zero.
No, not that I can recall.

Of the 12,000 New Zealanders that served in Japan as part of Jayforce, you
state at page 212, paragraph 3, that, “... it is not known how many were
Maori”. However, on pages 214 and 215 figure 32 lists the names of Maori
who served in Jayforce who 28 Maori Battalion were not. There were 98
names. This accounts for less than 1% of the Jayforce population, which is
extremely low. Would you accept that the actual number of Maori who

served in Jay Force was likely to be much higher than this?
Yes.

On a percentage basis it is likely that Maori made up around 6.5 percent of
the Jayforce veterans. Would you accept that the number of Maori Jayforce

veterans is much higher than 98 as listed in your figure 32?
Yes that is likely.

You note at paragraph 1 of page 226 that there were 551 members of the
Royal New Zealand Navy on board the Pukaki and Rotoiti ships that

observed ten tests in Operation Grapple and at Figure 37 you name 43 who

14



22,

23.

24.

25.

were Maori. That would mean that Maori made up 7.8% of the armed

services personnel who were deployed, would you accept that?
Yes.

At paragraph 1 of page 250 of your report you note that around 500 naval
personnel were deployed in Operation Pilaster, but it is not known how

many of those were Maori.

In the 2015 and 2016 veteran evidence there was evidence that there were
Maori amongst those that were deployed in Operation Pilaster. Would you
accept that the number of Maori was likely to be between 30 to 40, not just

2 whose evidence you have summarised in pages 250 to 252?

Without further information I cannot say if there were more than 2 Maori

deployed to Operation Pilaster.

In terms of Operation Jay force, Operation Grapple, and Operation Pilaster
it is now accepted by Government that some personnel may have been
exposure to ionizing radiation and some of those veterans suffered latent
health problems that are probably linked to that exposure. Would you

accept that?
Crown policy changes generally support this so yes.

At page 206 of your report you suggest that: “At the same time, the
aftermath of this different kinds of service saw the beginning of a
relationship between veterans and the Crown that was characterised by a
lack of acknowledgement, and a failure on the part of the Crown to
adequately acknowledge and take concerns of nuclear test veterans
seriously”. At page 263 in your concluding summary at the end of chapter

5 you also state that: “The evidence located for this report indicates that

15



26.

the New Zealand Crown relied heavily on its allies, both the British and
the United States Governments, for expertise and information on these
risks and their impacts”. Question: Would you accept that while little was
understood about the dangers of ionising radiation, it would nevertheless,
be fair to suggest that the New Zealand Crown probably relied too heavily
on what its allies believed and that this was naive and a huge mistake of

judgement?

The issue is more that the scientific evidence was inconclusive — and did not
always support the link between possible exposure and nuclear veteran’s ill
health. And the Crown initially relied on these studies conducted by its allies.
It appears the Crown was therefore not compelled to act when scientific
studies were inconclusive. And this lead to delays, which further strained
relations with veterans, who continued to experience ill health, which they

believed was linked to their service.

Would you accept that the New Zealand Crown failed in its duty to
properly protect its armed services personnel deployed in Jayforce,
Operation Grapple, and Operation Pilaster and in doing so they comprised
the health of some of those veterans and the health of those veteran’s
children and grandchildren? Question: If your answer is in the affirmative,
would you also accept that the New Zealand Crown failed in it's duty to
actively protect Maori armed services personnel in Jayforce, Operation
Grapple and Operation Pilaster and the failure of that duty meant the
Crown breached the Treaty/ te Tiriti and the principles of the Treaty/ te

Tiriti?

During the course of research conducted for my report, I did not locate any

evidence that the Crown was aware of any overt danger (over and above

16



what was reasonable to expect in military service) to the health of the

personnel it deployed to these operations.

27. In paragraph 2 on page 207, you mention an organization called the United
Nations Scientific Committee of the Effects of Atomic Radiation
(UNSCEAR). This was established in 1955 to be an international
organisation for reporting on human exposure to radiation, as well as
assessing scientific literature on the effects of exposure to ionising
radiation. In your research were you able to determine how the
membership of this Committee is determined? Are you able to tell us
which countries are members of this organization and is there any
evidence to tell us how the organization is funded? Do you know whether
the New Zealand government contributes any financial support to

UNSCEAR?

According to UNSCEAR’s website, 31 UN member states, not including New
Zealand, are designated by the United Nations General Assembly as
members of the UNSCEAR. ‘Representatives and their alternates are
nominated by the States Members of Committee, on the basis of their

scientific qualifications, experience and expertise. 12

Regarding funding, their website states “The main sources of funding for
UNSCEAR is the UN regular budget. Since 2007 it is supplemented by an
UNSCEAR trust fund, with voluntary contributions from Member States.

Overall, the main contribution from Member States to the scientific work of

12https://www.unscear.org/unscear/en/about-us/member-
states.html#:~:text=The%20United %20Nations%20General %20Assembly,scientific%20qualificati
ons,%20experience%20and %20expertise.
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the Committee is through provision of in-kind experts, exchange of data (e.g.

monitoring data, global surveys) - mainly expertise sharing.”'3

I was unable to locate information on whether the New Zealand government

contributes any financial support to UNSCEAR.

28. In chapter 5, you make a significant number of statements that explain
how people can be exposed to and affected by ionising radiation both
externally and internally and the different effects the health issues this
exposure can cause. You also describe different levels of external exposure
and what the effects are. There are many effects and other informative facts
in your report that are sourced from UNSCEAR, and it is quite apparent
that this organization has made a significant contribution to our
knowledge of the effects of ionizing radiation. They have done this by
funding research projects publishing research articles in papers over many

years.

29. From the information you have recorded in your report from UNSCEAR
sources, that information identifies fundamental facts and medical
conditions that are strongly linked to exposure to ionising radiation and
one of the positive outcomes to come out of this is that many of these
fundamental facts are no longer challenged by the scientific community of
being caused by exposure to ionizing radiation. Would you accept that this
has been helpful in providing a set of facts which is now accepted? Many

of these facts are outlined in pages 207 to 211 of your report.

Yes.

13 How Does UNSCEAR maintain independence of its evaluations?
https://www.unscear.org/unscear/en/areas-of-work/fukushima-report-fag.html
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30.

31.

At pages 241 to 249 you outline a chronology of early research on the effects
of exposure to ionising radiation. The information also includes the names
of the research reports, the findings of that research and the organisation
that commissioned that research. In terms of the research on New Zealand
veterans, it appears that actual exposure levels of individuals to radiation
were never measured. This has made the task of drawing firm conclusions
difficult. One issue that arises in terms of the New Zealand studies is that
there have been almost no follow up studies on monitoring health
conditions for Jayforce veterans and Pilaster veterans, this also includes
studies of their children and grandchildren. Does it strike you as unusual
that there is a gap in the research in relation to operation Jayforce and

operation Pilaster veterans and their families?

[ understand, from the research conducted for my report, that there are some
difficulties in conducting studies on specific groups of New Zealand veterans
because of the small sample sizes, and that exposure levels during
deployments were never actually measured. I do not know for sure, but these
may be possible reasons for the lack of studies in relation to Jayforce and

Operation Pilaster veterans.

I acknowledge that on page 223, the War Pensions Medical Research Trust
Fund commissioned a research project in early 2003 that aimed to create a
historical database of the personnel records of 12,000 Jayforce Veterans
with a view to making the database available to future health researchers.
While you noted it was never completed by the researcher, is the data that
was collected available and if it is available, is it possible for the work to

be published?

As I recall, the data that was collected for the 2003 project (personnel files of

Jayforce veterans) is available from VANZ in digital format.
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32.

33.

34.

My final question relates to medical support for these veterans. For
Jayforce veterans it was 2007 before VANZ accepted that Jayforce veterans
may have been exposed to nuclear radiation and accepted a number of
conditions as service related. Veterans diagnosed with these conditions
would receive treatment and support managed through VANZ. For
Operation Grapple veterans medical support came earlier in 1998 when
deployment in Operation Grapple was recognised as an “emergency
service” and veterans were able to apply for a range of medical and health
support under the War Pensions Act 1954. For Operation Pilaster veterans
their deployment was declared as emergency service in June 2002 and

those veterans were able to access support through VANZ.

Given that it took 42 years for Operation Grapple veterans to get extra
medical support through VANZ, 51 years for Operation Jayforce veterans
to get extra medical support through VANZ and 29 years for Operation
Pilaster veterans to get extra medical support through VANZ, would it be
fair to suggest that the New Zealand Government has been far too slow in
providing proper medical support and services for the veterans involved

in these deployments?

As I set out in the conclusion on pages 263 to 265 of my report, veterans of
these operations have had a lengthy wait to receive support (and
recognition) and the stress and long wait involved remains an issue for

veterans and their whanau.

Have you seen any evidence in your research other than the veterans and
the whanau who presented evidence themselves that supports the position
that the government has been too slow in responding to these veteran’s

needs.
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The view that Crown has been too slow in its response is generally supported

by the wider Nuclear Test Veteran community in New Zealand.
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