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MAY IT PLEASE THE TRIBUNAL 

INTRODUCTION 

1. These closing submissions are filed on behalf of Wai 1623, a claim by Turoa Karatea for 

and on behalf of himself and his whānau (the Ngāti Rangatahi Kei Rangitikei claim) (“the 

Claimants”).  

2. Mr Karatea, a Māori veteran, makes a claim regarding the neglect he suffered upon his 

return from Vietnam. The failure of the Crown to adequately assist with the health issues 

he experienced as a result of his service, and to support his transition from military to 

civilian life, has caused incalculable harm. Such support would be referred to as 

“historically complex and daunting”.1 That harm has left Mr Karatea as the last of his 

whakapapa line, unwilling to risk passing on the trauma and health consequences of his 

service, and carrying the pain of a decision never to have children. This hurt remains with 

Mr Karatea today and has become a nightmare that continues to haunt him. 

3. This claim tells a lived story of service, sacrifice, exposure, inadequate protection, lack of 

support, and enduring prejudice that followed Mr Karatea during and beyond his time in 

uniform. Mr Karatea seeks the Tribunal to make findings on the Crown’s failures through 

the lens of his own lived experiences and to recognise that the prejudice he has suffered 

is significant, ongoing and intergenerational. His claim stands as a testament to the 

personal cost of service when the obligations owed to those who served, particularly 

Māori veterans, were not met under the principles of Te Tiriti O Waitangi (“Te Tiriti”).  

BACKGROUND 

The Claimant 

4. Mr Karatea served the Crown as a member of the Royal New Zealand Army in 1969. His 

evidence provides a compelling account of the long term consequences of his service. His 

lived experience is significant not only because it records his journey, but because it 

reflects the experiences of many Māori veterans who served and who returned from 

service carrying physical injuries, psychological trauma and scars that remained silent and 

not acknowledged. His evidence shows inadequate protection during service, delayed 

 
1 Wai 2500, #D30(a) at 4. 
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rehabilitation, and the Crown's failure to provide meaningful post-service support caused 

lasting prejudice extending to whānau and future generations. 

5. Mr Karatea’s submission is heartfelt, honest, and grounded in a lifetime of lived 

experience and trauma. It is the story of a man who served his country with commitment, 

only to find that the consequences of his service followed him home and continued to 

affect him, his whānau, and future generations.  

Military Service 

6. In 1970, Mr Karatea was deployed to Vietnam, serving with the 161 Battery Depot Unit 

at the ANZAC base Nui Dat, in Phuoc Tuy Province, South Vietnam. He later served with 

the First Battalion in Singapore for two years, undertook further training in Malaysia, and 

with the First Royal New Zealand Infantry Regiment in 1972, before returning home to 

Aotearoa in 1975. Like many brave Māori veterans who answered the call to serve, 

Mr Karatea trusted that the Crown would act in his best interests, properly inform him of 

known risks, and provide the protection and care expected of those sent into service. He 

relied upon the Crown’s judgement and expertise, entrusting not only his health and 

safety, but also his future, his whānau, and the life he hoped to return to. 

7. That trust remained with Mr Karatea throughout his service. In return for that service, he 

was entitled to expect that the Crown would take reasonable steps to protect him from 

foreseeable harm, keep him informed of risks that could have impacted his health, 

respond appropriately when concerns arose, and provide meaningful rehabilitation and 

support upon his return home. Those obligations lie at the heart of this claim. Instead, 

Mr Karatea returned home with wounds that could not always be seen, experiences that 

remained with him long after he served, and conditions that shaped his life. The young 

man who left Aotearoa at 23 was not the same man who returned in 1975. In the years 

that followed, he struggled to rebuild his life while living with the lasting consequences 

of his service, without the care, acknowledgement, and support he believed should have 

been provided to him. Mr Karatea did not choose the conditions in which he served, or 

the risks to which he was exposed. The failure to adequately protect him, to respond to 

the consequences of that service, and to provide meaningful support upon his return, 

forms the foundation of the prejudice alleged in this claim and engages the obligations 

owed to Māori veterans under the principles of te Tiriti. 
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Harm 

8. The physical and mental trauma Mr Karatea experienced during service remains with him, 

significantly affecting his daily life. One of the most enduring harms has been to his 

physical health. Mr Karatea gave evidence that after leaving Vietnam he developed a 

serious skin infection that caused his skin to peel and left him in constant discomfort.2 

Despite numerous consultations with doctors and attempts to obtain answers over many 

years, the condition remains unresolved.3 The ongoing nature of this prejudice is 

reflected in the supporting material filed with his evidence, which states that more than 

fifty years after his service: 

“when the itch comes back, the only way he gets relief is to scratch until he bleeds 

and just couldn’t stop rubbing and scratching it. It was everywhere”.4 

9. There has been a significant psychological impact on Mr Karatea resulting from his 

military service. Mr Karatea explained that when veterans returned home from war, “we 

were not the same, and that the war changed the way we behaved, the way we thought”.5 

He spoke of  the difficulties of transitioning from military life to civilian life and the reality 

that many veterans carried experiences which were not easily understood by those 

around them. Mr Karatea further gave evidence that “post-traumatic stress disorder 

(“PTSD”) is real, and that it harms the people you love mentally and physically”.6 He 

recalled that when he eventually married, his wife became “a recipient of mental abuse, 

and that it was only after their relationship ended that he realised something was not 

right with how he acted”.7 

10. Mr Karatea recalled that the people who best understood what he had experienced were 

“with other veterans”8 because they could often only turn to each other for support when 

they got home. His evidence reflects the isolation experienced by many returning 

veterans and the absence of meaningful Crown support during their transition back into 

civilian life. 

 
2 Wai 2500, #A51(a) at [24] and #D30 at [24].  
3 Wai 2500, #D30 at [24].  
4 Wai 2500, #D30(a) at 2.  
5 Wai 2500, #D30 at [29].  
6 Wai 2500, #D30 at [30]. 
7 Wai 2500, #D30 at [31].  
8 Wai 2500, #D30 at [30]. 
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11. While aspects of the Crown's conduct have since been acknowledged, the prejudice 

experienced by Mr Karatea remains unresolved. The physical effects of service continue, 

the psychological impacts remain, and the consequences for his personal relationships 

cannot be undone. 

PART A: TE TIRITI O WAITANGI 

“The Treaty cannot be read as a contract to build a house or buy a car. It was an agreement 

to forge a working relationship between two peoples, and it must be seen in light of the 

parties’ objectives. The principles of the Treaty are ventilated by both the document itself 

and the surrounding experience”.9 

Duties owed 

12. Te Tiriti, the founding document of government in Aotearoa,10 required the Crown to 

exercise its governing powers in a manner that “protected Māori interests”,11 and “gave 

effect to the rights and guarantees”12 affirmed to Māori under Te Tiriti. Those Māori 

interests include the Crown’s duties to protect and support Māori soldiers who served 

“whilst undertaking military service on [the Crown’s] behalf”.13 Accordingly, Mr Karatea, 

having served the Crown and represented Aotearoa, was owed obligations arising under 

the principles of active protection, partnership, good faith, and equitable outcomes. As 

recognised in New Zealand Māori Council v Attorney General [1987] (“Lands case”), where 

such a duty is breached, “at any time, the duty of the court will be to insist that it be 

honoured”.14 

13. Those obligations required the Crown to take reasonable steps to ensure that Māori 

service personnel were promptly informed of any risks associated with exposure to Agent 

Orange and other toxic chemicals, to respond appropriately when concerns about their 

health and wellbeing were raised, to protect and support them following such exposure, 

and to ensure that veterans and their whānau received timely and meaningful support 

 
9 Waitangi Tribunal Muriwhenua Land Report (Wai 45, 1997) at 386.  
10 Waitangi Tribunal Ngā Mātāpono The Principles: The Interim Report of the Tomokia Ngā Tatau o Matangireia – the Constitutional 
Kaupapa Inquiry Panel on the Crown’s Treaty Principles Bill and Treaty Clause Review Policies (Wai 3300, 2024) Pre-publication 
version at 137.  
11 Waitangi Tribunal Ngā Mātāpono The Principles: The Interim Report of the Tomokia Ngā Tatau o Matangireia – the Constitutional 
Kaupapa Inquiry Panel on the Crown’s Treaty Principles Bill and Treaty Clause Review Policies (Wai 3300, 2024) Pre-publication 
version at 26.  
12 Waitangi Tribunal Ngā Mātāpono The Principles: The Interim Report of the Tomokia Ngā Tatau o Matangireia – the Constitutional 
Kaupapa Inquiry Panel on the Crown’s Treaty Principles Bill and Treaty Clause Review Policies (Wai 3300, 2024) Pre-publication 
version at 72.  
13 Josh King Crown Assistance to Māori Ex-Servicepeople 1950-2014 (Wai 2500, 2025) at 43-44. 
14 New Zealand Māori Council v Attorney-General [1987] 1 NZLR 641 at 44.  
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and rehabilitation upon their return from service. These obligations were ongoing and 

continued beyond Mr Karatea’s service, requiring an effective Crown response. 

Duties breached 

Active Protection 

14. As recognised by President Cooke in the Court of Appeal’s Lands case, the Crown’s duty 

of active protection is “no light one”.15 The Waitangi Tribunal, in the Muriwhenua Fishing 

Report 1988, explained that “the cession by Māori sovereignty to the Crown was 

exchanged for the Crown’s commitment to actively protect Māori rangatiratanga”.16 In 

light of that reciprocal obligation, Mr Karatea felt that the Crown should have taken 

reasonable steps to safeguard the health and wellbeing of him, and other Māori veterans.  

15. Mr Karatea's evidence demonstrates that he was deployed into environments where he 

observed spraying operations, widespread deforestation, and conditions later associated 

with concerns regarding toxic exposure. Despite this, he was never informed of any 

potential risks arising from those conditions or provided with information that would 

have helped him to make informed decisions about his own health and safety. As referred 

to by the Tribunal, “active protection requires honourable conduct by, and fair processes 

from the Crown”.17 

Partnership 

16. In addition, Te Tiriti signifies a partnership, requiring the Crown to engage with Māori 

veterans in a manner consistent with mutual respect, utmost good faith,18 and ongoing 

responsibility. Meaningful partnership required the Crown to listen to veterans' 

experiences, take their concerns seriously, and work collaboratively to address the 

consequences of their service. Mr Karatea’s evidence demonstrates that the Crown failed 

to meet those obligations. For many years, veterans raised concerns regarding their 

health, exposure, and post-service experiences, yet those concerns were met with delay, 

 
15 Waitangi Tribunal Ngā Mātāpono The Principles: The Interim Report of the Tomokia Ngā Tatau o Matangireia – the Constitutional 
Kaupapa Inquiry Panel on the Crown’s Treaty Principles Bill and Treaty Clause Review Policies (Wai 3300, 2024) Pre-publication 
version at 61.  
16 Waitangi Tribunal The Ngāi Tahu Report (Wai 27, 1991) vol 1 at 77.  
17 Waitangi Tribunal Ngā Mātāpono The Principles: The Interim Report of the Tomokia Ngā Tatau o Matangireia – the Constitutional 
Kaupapa Inquiry Panel on the Crown’s Treaty Principles Bill and Treaty Clause Review Policies (Wai 3300, 2024) Pre-publication 
version at 77.  
18 Waitangi Tribunal The Ngāi Tahu Report (Wai 27, 1991) vol 2 at 242.  
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scepticism, or inadequate responses rather than meaningful engagement. As the Tribunal 

observed in the Whanganui River Report, where the relationship of partnership is not 

maintained, “matters could rapidly sour”.19 The Crown’s failure to maintain that 

relationship was inconsistent with the principle of partnership. 

Good Faith 

17. The principle of acting in good faith is “essential if the Treaty partnership and the Crown’s 

own honour are to be restored”.20 This means that the Crown should “remedy Treaty 

breaches and the prejudice that arises from them”.21 Acting in good faith required the 

Crown to deal honestly, transparently, and responsibly with Māori veterans. Mr Karatea 

was not informed of the potential risks associated with the environments in which he 

served and was left to navigate the consequences of his service without adequate 

information or support for many years. Good faith required the Crown to be open about 

known or reasonably foreseeable risks and to respond promptly and meaningfully when 

veterans later raised concerns regarding their health and wellbeing. Instead, those 

concerns were met with prolonged delay and inadequate action. The Crown’s failure to 

acknowledge and address those concerns in a timely manner is inconsistent with the 

standard of conduct required by the principle of good faith. 

Equitable treatment 

“For the Crown to satisfy its obligations under equity, it must not only reasonably 

ensure Māori do not suffer inequity but also actively inform itself of the occurrence 

of inequity. Thus, the Crown is obliged by the principle of active protection to 

actively protect Māori health and wellbeing, in order to pursue actively the 

achievement of equitable treatment for Māori”.22  

18. The Crown’s obligation to achieve equitable outcomes required it to ensure that Māori 

veterans could access support, rehabilitation, and assistance in a way that addressed fair 

and equitable outcomes. This obligation extended beyond Mr Karatea’s uniform services 

and required the Crown to identify and respond to the barriers and disadvantages 

 
19 Waitangi Tribunal The Whanganui River Report (Wai 167, 1999) at 109.  
20 Waitangi Tribunal Tino Rangatiratanga me te Kāwanatanga – The Report on Stage 2 of the Te Paparahi o Te Raki Inquiry 
(Wai 1040, 2023) vol 1 at 30. 
21 Waitangi Tribunal Tino Rangatiratanga me te Kāwanatanga – The Report on Stage 2 of the Te Paparahi o Te Raki Inquiry 
(Wai 1040, 2023) vol 1 at 52. 
22 Waitangi Tribunal Hauora: Report on Stage One of the Health Services and Outcomes Kaupapa Inquiry (Wai 2575, 2023) at 34.  
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experienced by him. Mr Karatea’s evidence demonstrates that the Crown failed to meet 

this obligation. Despite the significant physical, psychological, and intergenerational 

impacts arising from his service, he experienced prolonged difficulty obtaining 

recognition of his conditions and meaningful assistance, leaving him to bear the 

consequences of his service for many years before meaningful support became available. 

By that stage, the harm had already been done, resulting in lasting and painful prejudice 

to Mr Karatea, his whānau, and his whakapapa. 

19. The principle of equity required the Crown to do more than make services available with 

the same services available to non-Māori. It required the Crown to ensure that 

rehabilitation, health care, and post-service support were designed and delivered in a 

manner capable of achieving equitable outcomes for Māori veterans. As recognised by 

the Waitangi Tribunal in the Hauora: Report on Stage One of the Health Services and 

Outcomes Kaupapa Inquiry, the principles of active protection and equity require the 

Crown to ensure that such services are “equitably accessible and funded”.23 Mr Karatea’s 

experience demonstrates that this obligation was not fulfilled. The failure to provide 

timely and effective support resulted in enduring prejudice.  

PART B: THE CROWN’S FAILURE TO PROTECT MAORI SOLDIERS FROM EFFECTS OF EXPOSURE 

TO AGENT ORANGE 

Generic Submission Adopted 

20. The claimant adopts and relies upon the generic closing submissions on toxic 

environments filed by Daniel Watkins on behalf of participating claimants in this inquiry.24 

In particular, the claimant adopts those submissions insofar as they address the use of 

Agent Orange and other toxic chemicals in Vietnam; the exposure of New Zealand service 

personnel to toxic environments;25 the Crown's knowledge of, and response to, those 

risks;26 the scientific and historical evidence concerning the health consequences of toxic 

exposure; the prolonged efforts of veterans and their whānau to obtain recognition and 

support; and the Crown's failures to adequately inform, protect, monitor, and assist 

veterans affected by those exposures.27  

 
23 Waitangi Tribunal Hauora: Report on Stage One of the Health Services and Outcomes Kaupapa Inquiry (Wai 2575, 2023) at 34. 
24 Wai 2500, #3.3.80.  
25 Wai 2500, #3.3.80 at [72]–[91]. 
26 Wai 2500, #3.3.80 at [107]–[115]. 
27 Wai 2500, #3.3.80 at [141]–[153]. 
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21. The claimant relies upon those submissions as providing the broader historical, scientific, 

and evidential context within which Mr Karatea’s experiences and the issues raised in this 

claim should be understood. Moreover, Mr Karatea’s evidence is consistent with, and 

exemplifies, the broader patterns of Crown conduct and resulting prejudice identified in 

the generic toxic environments submissions and the evidence heard throughout this 

inquiry. 

The Claimant’s Evidence 

22. While deployed in operational areas of Phuoc Tuy Province,28 Mr Karatea observed 

aircraft spraying chemicals over surrounding areas, which was an ongoing occurrence.29 

When he enquired about the spraying, he was told that it was for the purpose of “spraying 

mosquitoes”.30 He also saw visible deforestation31 in areas where military operations 

were undertaken. During field operations, soldiers routinely relied upon creeks for 

drinking water,32 with purification limited to the use of paludrine tablets.33 At no stage 

before or during his deployment was Mr Karatea informed that Agent Orange or other 

toxic chemicals were being used, or was he warned of any associated health risks.34 

23. Mr Karatea’s evidence raises a fundamental issue of Crown obligation. Veterans were 

entitled to be informed of known or foreseeable risks associated with the environments 

in which they served and to take reasonable steps to protect themselves. That 

opportunity was denied to them. 

Technical evidence 

24. According to Dr Kesaia Walker, more than 76 million litres of herbicides were sprayed 

over Vietnam, including in Phuoc Tuy province where New Zealand forces were based.35 

Dr Walker further notes that the New Zealand Defence Force identified 350 occasions 

where New Zealand personnel: 

 
28 Wai 2500, #A51(a) at [13]. 
29 Wai 2500, #D30 at [13]. 
30 Wai 2500, #A51(a) at [14]. 
31 Wai 2500, #D30 at [17]. 
32 Wai 2500, #D30 at [15]. 
33 Wai 2500, #A51(a) at [21]. 
34 Wai 2500, #D30(c), see Appendix C, clearer version of the map of Phuoc Tuy Provinces filed with the Brief of Evidence of Mr Turoa 
Karatea. 
35 Kesaia Walker Health and Social Impacts of Māori Military Service for the Crown 1845 – present report (Wai 2500, #A251, 2023) at 

351.  
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“were exposed to aerially delivered herbicide, including Agent Orange. The 

exposure was either by direct contact when the herbicide was aerially sprayed, or 

through environmental contamination”.36 

25. Importantly, Dr Walker identifies that a major concern for Vietnam veterans was that 

they were unaware of the potential health effects associated with exposure to Agent 

Orange and other chemicals at the time of their service. This evidence is consistent with 

Mr Karatea’s account that he was never informed of the risks associated with the 

environments in which he served. He also referred to maps located by the late Colonel 

John Masters, which identified spray patterns in operational areas of Phuoc Tuy Province. 

He explained that these maps reinforced concerns long held by veterans regarding the 

environments in which they served and contributed to the eventual recognition that New 

Zealand personnel had operated in areas affected by herbicide spraying. 

Crown response and delayed recognition 

26. The Crown’s evidence before the Tribunal further shows that concerns regarding Agent 

Orange and its potential health effects persisted for many years before meaningful 

acknowledgement occurred. Dr Michael O’Reilly acknowledged that comprehensive 

scientific reviews into Agent Orange arose as a result of “persistent concerns raised by 

veterans and their families with regard to the health effects of Agent Orange”.37 

27. Despite those concerns, Mr Karatea’s evidence was that meaningful recognition came 

only after decades of advocacy by veterans and their families. As he stated during Hearing 

Week 4, “it took them 40 years to get recognition that they had actually got sprayed”.38 

The issue is not merely that acknowledgement was eventually provided, but that it was 

provided only after many veterans had already lived with the consequences of service for 

decades. Veterans, including Mr Karatea were left to navigate concerns regarding their 

health and wellbeing without clear answers regarding the risks they may have faced 

during service. 

 

 
36 Wai 2500, #A251 at 351. 
37 Wai 2500, #4.1.15 at 178.  
38 Wai 2500, #4.1.13 at 464. 
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Analysis 

28. Counsel submit that the central issue raised by Mr Karatea’s evidence is not whether he 

can scientifically prove the precise extent of his exposure to Agent Orange. The issue is 

whether Māori veterans were adequately informed of known or foreseeable risks 

associated with the environments in which they served. Mr Karatea was deployed into 

areas where spraying operations occurred, where widespread defoliation was visible, and 

where military personnel regularly relied upon local waterways while undertaking 

operations. Despite this, he was never informed that Agent Orange or other herbicides 

had been used, nor warned of any potential health consequences arising from exposure. 

29. Veterans could not make informed choices or take reasonable steps to protect 

themselves when information essential to their health and wellbeing was withheld from 

them. Whether or not the precise extent of individual exposure can now be scientifically 

established, the evidence clearly shows that veterans such as Mr Karatea were denied 

the opportunity to understand the risks associated with the environments in which they 

served. We, therefore, submit that the Crown failed to adequately inform and protect 

Māori veterans from foreseeable risks arising from their service, contrary to its 

obligations under te Tiriti. 

PART C: THE CROWN’S FAILURE TO PROPERLY SUPPORT MAORI SOLDIERS POST-SERVICE 

The Claimant’s evidence 

30. This claim further concerns the failure of the Crown to properly assist Mr Karatea with 

post-service rehabilitation and adequate support. Mr Karatea experienced great difficulty 

during the point of transition from military to civilian life, at a time when meaningful 

support was either unavailable or inaccessible. Meaningful assistance was not available 

when the consequences of service first emerged. By the time meaningful psychiatric 

assistance was obtained, the harm had already affected his relationship, his wife and his 

wider life. 

31. Mr Karatea lived for many years with unresolved physical and psychological issues arising 

from his service. He gave evidence that he eventually sought psychiatric assistance at his 

own expense and that it was only after receiving that support that he came to understand 

the extent to which service related trauma had affected his life and relationships. By that 
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stage, significant harm had already occurred. He explained that PTSD affected not only 

himself but also the “people he love, mentally and physically”,39 and acknowledged that 

the impacts of his trauma contributed to the breakdown of his marriage. 

32. Mr Karatea believed support would be available to help him rebuild his life. Instead, he 

found that the only people who truly understood what he was carrying were the men he 

had served beside. He recalled that veterans often relied upon “the mates he fought 

alongside in Vietnam, [because they] could only turn to each other for support when they 

got home”.40 

Technical evidence in support 

33. The technical and historical evidence before the Tribunal supports Mr Karatea’s claim. 

Courtney Powell’s research concerning the rehabilitation of veterans records that post-

service rehabilitation systems frequently relied upon veterans being aware of available 

entitlements and actively pursuing assistance themselves.41 The report further identifies 

ongoing concerns regarding awareness of entitlements, access to services, and the 

effectiveness of rehabilitation measures available to returned service personnel.42 

34. Ms Wendy Maddocks’ evidence regarding the development of military psychological 

services outlines that psychological support systems evolved gradually over time and 

were not always available to veterans who returned from earlier conflicts and 

deployments.43 This is important context for Mr Karatea’s experience of navigating the 

consequences of service without timely psychological support. Mr Karatea submits that 

his experiences are consistent with those broader patterns identified throughout the 

inquiry. 

 
39 Wai 2500, #D30 at [30].  
40 Wai 2500, #D30(a) at 6. 
41 Wai 2500, #B59(a) at [19]. 
42 Wai 2500, #B59(a) at [159].  
43 Wai 2500, #E6(a) at [16].  
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Crown evidence 

35. While the Crown has pointed to the support and entitlements now available through 

Veterans’ Affairs New Zealand, the claimant submits that those measures cannot remedy 

the prejudice suffered by Mr Karatea. By the time meaningful assistance became 

available, decades had passed, and significant harm had already occurred. The existence 

of present day services cannot undo the consequences of years during which veterans 

were left to navigate the physical and psychological impacts of their service without 

adequate support. 

PART D: ONGOING PREJUDICE 

Effects of service on whānau of Māori veterans 

36. The  pain experienced by Mr Karatea was not borne by him alone. The consequences of 

service were also carried by those closest to him. Mr Karatea gave evidence that the 

impacts of untreated trauma contributed to the breakdown of his first marriage and 

affected those he loved. In his reply evidence, he further explained that by the time 

support became available, significant harm had already occurred and that those burdens 

had been carried not only by him, but also by his former wife, partner, and whānau.  The 

prejudice caused by untreated trauma did not stop with Mr Karatea. It was carried by 

those closest to him, demonstrating that the consequences of military service extended 

beyond the individual veteran and into whānau life. 

CONCLUSION 

Findings sought 

37. Counsel respectfully submits that the evidence before the Tribunal supports the following 

findings: 

(a) The Crown failed to adequately protect Māori veterans from foreseeable risks 

associated with their military service. 

(b) The Crown failed to provide Māori veterans with adequate information, 

protection, monitoring, and support in relation to toxic exposure and its potential 

consequences. 
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(c) The Crown failed to adequately support Māori veterans upon their return from 

service, including through appropriate health, welfare, and rehabilitative 

assistance. 

(d) The Crown's actions and omissions were inconsistent with its obligations under 

Te Tiriti, including the principles of active protection, partnership, good faith, and 

equity. 

(e) As a consequence of those failures, Mr Karatea has suffered significant and 

enduring prejudice. 

(f) The prejudice experienced by Mr Karatea extends beyond physical injury and 

includes psychological, social, and intergenerational consequences. 

(g) The prejudice suffered by Mr Karatea includes the loss of future generations 

through the interruption of whakapapa. 

(h) The effects of that prejudice continue to be experienced today and remain 

unresolved. 

(i) The Crown’s acknowledgements and responses to date have not adequately 

remedied the harm suffered by Mr Karatea and other Māori veterans. 

(j) Meaningful redress remains necessary to address the ongoing consequences of 

those failures. 

(k) Mr Karatea’s experience demonstrates that the prejudice he suffered was not 

unique but formed part of a broader pattern of Crown failures affecting Māori 

Vietnam veterans, who were not adequately informed, protected, rehabilitated, 

or supported during and after their service. 

38. While aspects of the Crown’s conduct have since been acknowledged, acknowledgement 

alone cannot remedy prejudice that remains ongoing. The claimant therefore respectfully 

submits that the Tribunal should find that the Crown breached its obligations under the 

Treaty, and that those breaches have resulted in significant and continuing prejudice. 
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39. For those reasons, the claimants respectfully seeks leave that the Tribunal, pursuant to 

its jurisdiction under section 6 of the Treaty of Waitangi Act 1975,44 to find that the 

Wai 1623 claim is well founded and to make such findings and recommendations as it 

considers appropriate to remedy the prejudice suffered by Mr Karatea and to give effect 

to the principles of te Tiriti.   

 

DATED this 11th day of June 2026 

  

Chris Beaumont  Tekih Veikoso 
Counsel for the Claimants Counsel for the Claimants  
 

 
44 Treaty of Waitangi Act 1975, s 6.  




