
I TE RŌPU WHAKAMANA 
I TE TIRITI O WAITANGI 

WAI 2500  
WAI 682 

WAI 1464/1546 

KEI RARO I TE MANA o te ture o te Tiriti o Waitangi 1975

I TE TAKE O te pakirehua, Military Veterans Kaupapa Inquiry 
(Wai 2500)  

Ā 

I TE TAKE O  he kerēme nā Rewiti Paraone rātou ko Erima 
Henare, ko Pita Tipene, ko Waihoroi Shortland, 
ko Rowena Tana mō Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Hine 
hei māngai mō ngā uri o Torongare raua kō 
Hauhaua (Wai 682) 

Ā 

I TE TAKE O he kerēme nā Te Riwhi Whao Reti rātou ko Hau 
Hereora, ko Romana Tarau, ko Karen Herbert, ko 
Edward Cook, ko Pearl Reti hei māngai mō Te 
Kapotai (Wai 1464/1546) 

HE WHAKARĀPOPOTOTANGA O NGĀ TAPAETANGA WHAKAKAPI 
MO NGĀTI HINE ME TE KAPOTAI 

Summary of Closings Submissions for Ngāti Hine and Te Kapotai 

I tēnei rā, i te 17 o Pipiri 2026 

 Ngā rōia 

Dr Season-Mary Downs 
Chelsea Terei-Tipene 
Heather Jamieson-Takoko 

Wai 2500, #3.3.87(b)

Heaven-Leigh Teofilo
New Stamp

Heaven-Leigh Teofilo
New Stamp

Heaven-Leigh Teofilo
Text Box
17 Jun 26



1 
 

TĒNĀ, E TE RŌPŪ WHAKAMANA I TE TIRITI O WAITANGI: 
 
 
1.0 HEI TĪMATATANGA: NOT AN INDIVIDUAL STORY 

1.1 For Ngāti Hine and Te Kapotai, the central issue is not only that Māori 

served within Crown military structures.  They did, and they did so 

across generations, with courage, discipline, skill, and a deep sense 

of obligation.  This inquiry must assess whether the Crown systems 

within which they served recognised and protected them as Māori: as 

members of whānau, hapū and iwi; as holders of whakapapa, tikanga 

and reo; and as people whose service had consequences extending 

well beyond the individual veteran. 

1.2 Māori participation was welcomed and relied upon, but Māori identity, 

tikanga, collective wellbeing, and Māori authority remained 

inadequately recognised and insufficiently protected.  Military service 

occurred within institutions that were Crown-controlled, integrationist 

in design, and historically organised around Crown authority and 

military hierarchy, rather than Tiriti partnership or Māori 

rangatiratanga. 

1.3 These submissions proceed from a simple proposition: the Crown’s 

military and veterans’ systems must be assessed by how they were 

formally designed and by how they operated in practice, how they were 

experienced by Māori, and whether they gave meaningful expression 

to the Tiriti relationship within institutions operating under near-total 

Crown control.  Viewed through the evidence of Ngāti Hine and Te 

Kapotai, those systems overlooked Māori as Māori, individualised 

collective harm, and provided support that was delayed, culturally 

inadequate, or inequitable. 

1.4 The relief sought is directed to those structural failures: recognition of 

the distinct histories and effects experienced by Ngāti Hine and Te 

Kapotai, and structural change to ensure that future military and 

veterans’ systems are Tiriti-consistent. 
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2.0 NGĀTI HINE AND TE KAPOTAI: DISTINCT HISTORIES, SHARED 
STAGE ONE ISSUES 

2.1 These submissions are filed jointly, but Ngāti Hine and Te Kapotai 

come to this inquiry from distinct whakapapa, rohe, histories and 

evidence.  Ngāti Hine brings an iwi-wide military legacy held through 

whakapapa, kōrero tuku iho, commemorative practice, service records 

and whānau memory.1  Te Kapotai’s evidence begins from a hapū 

history in which Crown military power was first experienced as force 

against the hapū, and continues through contemporary evidence about 

service, return, injury, Māoritanga, whānau support and post-service 

barriers.   

2.2 For both claimant groups, the Stage One issues concern whether 

Crown military and veterans’ systems recognised and protected Māori 

identity, tikanga, wellbeing and collective interests. 

3.0 HISTORICAL AND MILITARY CONTEXT: THE CROWN 
FRAMEWORK WITHIN WHICH MĀORI SERVED 

3.1 NZDF deployments occurred across a broad spectrum of operational 

environments, including armed conflict and conditions where risks 

could escalate rapidly.2  For Ngāti Hine and Te Kapotai, the critical 

point is that Māori service personnel were repeatedly placed into 

Crown-directed environments, often across generations, in 

circumstances where the Crown controlled both the conditions of 

service and the systems of later recognition and support. 

3.2 The Crown accepts that the post-war NZDF inherited and perpetuated 

an “integrationist approach” to Māori.3  Cleaver describes the same 

system: integration promised equality of treatment but gave little scope 

for Māori autonomy within the services.4  The Chief of Defence Force 

 
1 Wai 2500, #B26, Brief of Evidence of Pita Tipene [6 Whiringa-ā-nuku 2023], at [2]-[4], 
[8]-[11], [34]-[35]; Wai 2500, #B22(a), Brief of Evidence of Waihoroi Paraone Shortland 
[3 Whiringa-ā-nuku 2023], at [7]-[12], [38]-[40], [62]-[64]. 
2 Wai 2500, #E7, Brief of Evidence of Tony Davies [5 February 2025], at [36]-[39].  See 
also: Wai 2500, #E13, Brief of Evidence of Steven Loveridge in relation to Report on 
Aspects of the New Zealand Armed Forces Overseas Deployments and the 
Employment of Māori Servicepeople, 1948-2024 [February 2025], at [22], [25], [27]-[33]. 
3 Wai 2500, #E7, Brief of Evidence of Tony Davies [5 February 2025], at [57].   
4 Wai 2500, #A250, Philip Cleaver, Māori Military Service for the Crown 1946-2017 [28 
August 2018], at 6-7. 
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also acknowledges that, historically, “too little attention was paid to 

protecting taonga, in particular tikanga Māori”.5 

3.3 Veterans’ support systems also developed late and unevenly.  Prior to 

1974 there was no accident compensation regime, and later support 

remained fragmented across ACC, Defence Health, the public health 

system and VANZ.  Meaningful incorporation of Māori health 

frameworks, including Te Whare Tapa Whā and kaupapa Māori 

approaches, has occurred only recently.6 

4.0 NGĀ KŌRERO TAUNAKI MĀ NGĀ KAIKERĒME: “WHAT IS ON 
PAPER AND WHAT IS IN THEIR HEARTS AND MINDS”7 

4.1 The claimant evidence did more than recount individual experiences 

of military service, it brought the Tribunal into direct contact with the 

lived reality of service across generations - pride, silence, dislocation, 

whānau burden, and the long struggle for recognition and support. 

4.2 Once enlisted, Māori personnel were absorbed into a system in which 

Māori identity was often required to yield to military conformity.  Cheyla 

Shortland explained that, during her father’s service, speaking te reo 

Māori was “frowned upon”; he and his friends would kōrero “in private”; 

and when he was reassigned, he lost that way of connecting to his ao 

Māori and “had no choice but to adjust.8   

 
5 Wai 2500, #E7, Brief of Evidence of Tony Davies [5 February 2025], at [57].  See also: 
Wai 2500, #B45, Brief of Evidence of Kataraina Embling-Thompson [13 Whiringa-ā-
rangi 2023], at [33]-[37]; Wai 2500, #E7, Brief of Evidence of Tony Davies [5 February 
2025], at [56]-[58]; Wai 2500, #E22, Brief of Evidence of Steven Loveridge in relation to 
Report on the Enlistment and Employment of Māori Servicepeople in the New Zealand 
Armed Forces, 1949 to 1975 [February 2025], at [8]-[13], [16]-[22].  See also: Wai 2500, 
#3.3.78, Generic Closing Submissions on Tikanga Māori [8 May 2026]; at [48]-[49]; Wai 
2500, #3.3.83, Generic Closing Submissions on Discrimination in the New Zealand 
Military [19 May 2026], at [42], [49], [166]-[167].  See also: Wai 2500, #1.3.1, Crown 
Statement of Response as at 31 May 2023 in relation to Parts III, IV and V of the 
Tribunal’s Statement of Issues [31 Mei 2023], at 1-3. 
6 Wai 2500, #E7, Brief of Evidence of Tony Davies [5 February 2025], at [48]-[50], [59]-
[60].  See also: Wai 2500, #A251, Kesaia Walker, Māori Military Service for the Crown 
1845-present [31 August 2018], at 12, 15-18. 
7 Wai 2500, #4.1.10, Hearing Week 2 Transcript [26-29 February 2024], at 16-17. 
8 Wai 2500, #B25, Brief of Evidence of Cheyla Shortland [3 Whiringa-ā-nuku 2023], at 
[12].  See also: Wai 2500, #B45, Brief of Evidence of Kataraina Embling-Thompson [13 
Whiringa-ā-rangi 2023], at [33]-[37]. 
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4.3 Te Kapotai evidence emphasised that the impacts of military service 

must be understood at a collective level.  In opening, counsel 

described Te Kapotai’s claim as concerning the treatment of veterans 

during active service and return, and their ability to access and walk in 

their Māoritanga within the military, the barriers experienced post-

service, and the effects on the hapū.9  That included impacts on those 

who served, those who remained at home to maintain whānau and 

hapū function, the hapū as a whole, and continuing intergenerational 

impact.  As Kara George explained, the Tribunal must look “through a 

hapū lens”10 - one that recognises the veteran who served, and the 

whānau and hapū who carried the consequences of that service. 

5.0 TE TIRITI, CROWN AUTHORITY, AND MILITARY SERVICE 

5.1 Ngāti Hine and Te Kapotai maintain that rangatira did not cede 

sovereignty in 1840.  Authority was to be shared, with each party 

exercising it within its own sphere.11  The NZDF sits within the Crown’s 

sphere.  It is designed, directed, and controlled by the Crown.  The 

Crown accepts that the NZDF must act consistently with te Tiriti and 

as a good treaty partner.12  Where Māori enter that system, the 

Crown’s Tiriti obligations arise in full and remain engaged throughout 

the course of service.  They do not reduce because service is voluntary 

or because it occurs within a military structure.  The more complete the 

Crown’s control over the environment, the more direct its responsibility 

to protect Māori interests within that environment. 

5.2 The question is therefore whether Māori could serve as Māori.  The 

principle of options required institutional pathways that upheld tikanga, 

reo, whānau obligations and Māori identity.13  Te Tiriti also required the 

Crown to recognise and respect tikanga Māori, yet the Crown accepts 

 
9 Wai 2500, #4.1.10, Hearing Week 2 Transcript [26-29 February 2024], at 236-237. 
10 Wai 2500, #B44, Brief of Evidence of Kara George [14 o Whiringa-ā-rangi 2023], at 
[10], [13]-[14]; Wai 2500, #4.1.10, Hearing Week 2 Transcript [26-29 February 2024], at 
237-238. 
11 Waitangi Tribunal, He Whakaputanga me te Tiriti: The Declaration and the Treaty 
(Wai 1040, October 2014), xxii, 529. 
12 Wai 2500, #E7, Brief of Evidence of Tony Davies [5 February 2025], at [12]. 
13 See: Wai 2500, #3.3.78, Generic Closing Submissions on Tikanga Māori [8 May 
2026]; at [31]-[33]; Wai 2500, #3.3.82, Generic Closing Submissions: TSOI Part Five 
Veterans’ Support Act 2014 [18 May 2026], at [8]. 
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that, for much of the relevant period, tikanga was not given sufficient 

weight.14  The claimant evidence gives concrete expression to that 

failure, describing environments where Māori identity and language 

were discouraged or set aside.15 

5.3 Equity is not satisfied by formal equality alone.16  It requires the Crown 

to recognise Māori-specific circumstances, including collective 

responsibility, tikanga-based understandings of health and wellbeing, 

Māori participation patterns, and the long-term impacts of service on 

whānau and hapū.17 

5.4 The treaty breach lies in the Crown’s reliance on Māori service within 

systems that failed to recognise Māori authority, protect tikanga and 

identity, provide equitable support, or respond to the collective 

consequences borne by whānau, hapū, and iwi. 

6.0 TECHNICAL EVIDENCE: EQUALITY IN FORM, CONSTRAINT IN 
PRACTICE 

6.1 The reports of Philip Cleaver, Terry Hearn and Kesaia Walker describe 

Māori military service within systems structured around integration, 

formal equality, centralised Crown control, and limited recognition of 

Māori identity and wellbeing.18 

6.2 Key findings include: 

 
14 Waitangi Tribunal, Tino Rangatiratanga me te Kāwanatanga: The Report on Stage 2 
of the Te Paparahi o Te Raki Inquiry, Part I (Wai 1040, 22 December 2022), at 78, 81, 
85. 
15 For instance, see: Wai 2500, #B25, Brief of Evidence of Cheyla Shortland [3 
Whiringa-ā-nuku 2023], at [12]; Wai 2500, #B23, Kōrero Taunaki ō Epsom Shelters 
(Naki) Cooper [3 Whiringa-ā-nuku 2023], at [49]-[52]; Wai 2500, #B29, Kōrero Taunaki ō 
Lulu, Natline, Jay Cooper and Leigh Ngawati [6 Whiringa-ā-nuku 2023], at [12]-[15], 
[24]-[27]. 
16 See: Wai 2500, #3.3.83, Generic Closing Submissions on Discrimination in the New 
Zealand Military [19 May 2026], at [42], [49], [166]-[167]; Wai 2500, #3.3.79, Generic 
Closing Submissions regarding Social and Economic Rehabilitation [13 May 2026], at 
[12]-[13], [29], [54]. 
17 Waitangi Tribunal, Tino Rangatiratanga me te Kāwanatanga: The Report on Stage 2 
of the Te Paparahi o Te Raki Inquiry, Part I (Wai 1040, 22 December 2022), at 82. 
18 Wai 2500, #A250, Philip Cleaver, Māori Military Service for the Crown 1946-2017 [28 
August 2018], at 6-7; Wai 2500, #A248, T.J. Hearn, The economic rehabilitation of 
Māori military veterans [15 May 2018] at 4-6, 749; Wai 2500, #A251, Kesaia Walker, 
Health and Social Impacts of Māori Military Service for the Crown 1845-present [31 
August 2018], at 12, 15-18. 
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(a) Integration was the defining policy framework for post-war 

Māori service, but integration did not mean partnership or Māori 

authority;19 

(b) Formal equality of access to rehabilitation and support did not 

necessarily produce substantive equality of provision, outcome, 

practical benefit, or Māori autonomy;20 

(c) Māori participation became substantial, particularly in the Army 

and Navy, but Māori remained underrepresented in 

commissioned leadership;21 

(d) Māori culture was recognised late and unevenly, with formal 

support before 1990 largely confined to cultural performance 

rather than deeper institutional recognition of tikanga or te 

reo;22 

(e) The health and social consequences of service extended 

beyond individual veterans and into whānau, including 

partners, tamariki and mokopuna;23 and 

(f) The Crown’s records and responses often failed to identify 

Māori-specific impacts, reinforcing the importance of claimant 

evidence.24 

 
19 Wai 2500, #A250, Philip Cleaver, Māori Military Service for the Crown 1946-2017 [28 
August 2018], at 6-7, 16, 287-290. 
20 Wai 2500, #A248, T.J. Hearn, The economic rehabilitation of Māori military veterans 
[15 May 2018], at 4-7, 448-450, 758-761. 
21 Wai 2500, #A250, Philip Cleaver, Māori Military Service for the Crown 1946-2017 [28 
August 2018], at 102, 291-294. 
22 Wai 2500, #A250, Philip Cleaver, Māori Military Service for the Crown 1946-2017 [28 
August 2018], at 276-295.  See also: Wai 2500, #B18, Anna Rogers, The Bicultural 
Journey of the New Zealand Defence Force Te Ope Kātua o Aotearoa [8 June 2023], at 
18-25, 67-70. 
23 Wai 2500, #A251, Kesaia Walker, Health and Social Impacts of Māori Military Service 
for the Crown 1845-present [31 August 2018], at 12, 17-18. 396-409, 410-427, 431-433. 
24 Wai 2500, #A250, Philip Cleaver, Māori Military Service for the Crown 1946-2017 [28 
August 2018], at 6-7, 760-761; Wai 2500, #A251, Kesaia Walker, Health and Social 
Impacts of Māori Military Service for the Crown 1845-present [31 August 2018], at 389. 
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7.0 LAW, POLICY, AND CROWN CONTROL 

7.1 For the purposes of Stage One, the relevant law and policy framework 

is the post-war and contemporary framework through which Māori 

were enlisted, trained, deployed, supported, discharged, and provided 

with veterans’ support.  It evolved over time, but remained 

characterised by centralised Crown control, standardised 

administrative systems, and limited provision for Māori-specific needs 

or circumstances.25  Equality in form risked becoming invisibility in 

practice.26 

8.0 A SYSTEM DESCRIBED AND A SYSTEM LIVED 

8.1 The difference between the claimant and Crown positions reflects a 

fundamental difference in how Māori military service is understood.  

The Crown evidence describes institutional structures, functions, 

policies, deployments, health support and transition processes.27  That 

evidence is important, but it is an account of system design and 

present intention.  It does not, by itself, answer the lived experience 

evidence.28 

8.2 The Tribunal’s questioning during the Motatau hearing week identified 

the importance of equity.  Dr Phillipson asked how active protection 

and equity apply where Māori and Pākehā may both be exposed to the 

same toxic environment.29  The issue is not answered by asking 

whether Māori and Pākehā were exposed to the same risk.  The 

question is whether the Crown’s systems recognised and responded 

to Māori-specific interests. 

 
25 The claimant evidence describes military service within highly structured systems in 
which Māori personnel were expected to conform to prevailing military norms, and 
where Māori identity, tikanga, and te reo were not embedded or protected (For instance, 
see: Wai 2500, #B23, Kōrero Taunaki ō Epsom Shelters (Naki) Cooper [3 Whiringa-ā-
nuku 2023], at [13], [53]-[58]). 
26 Wai 2500, #B40, Steven Loveridge, The Enlistment and Employment of Maori 
Servicepeople in the New Zealand Armed Forces, 1949 to 1975 [16 July 2025], at 9-10. 
27 Wai 2500, #3.3.76, Crown Opening Submissions in respect of Stage 1 [10 March 
2025], at [7]-[11].  See also: Wai 2500, #E7, Brief of Evidence of Tony Davies [5 
February 2025]; Wai 2500, #E8, Brief of Evidence of Martin John Angus Dransfield [5 
February 2025]. 
28 Wai 2500, #4.1.14, Hearing Week 5 Transcript [24-28 March 2025], at 2-3. 
29 Wai 2500, #4.1.10, Hearing Week 2 Transcript [26-29 February 2024], at 26. 
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8.3 The Tribunal’s task is therefore to compare the system described with 

the system lived.  Where divergence exists, the claimants say the lived 

experience evidence should be afforded significant weight because it 

speaks directly to how Crown systems operated on Māori veterans, 

whānau and hapū. 

9.0 CROWN-DIRECTED DEPLOYMENT AND OPERATIONAL RISK 

9.1 Vietnam provides the clearest example of the relationship between 

Crown-directed deployment, exposure to risk and delayed recognition 

of harm.30  Naki Cooper described Agent Orange as important 

because of “the impact it has had on Veterans and their whānau” and 

the lack of real acknowledgement of the link between Agent Orange 

and the deaths and health issues many veterans and whānau live with.  

For the claimants, Agent Orange is a question of exposure and of 

uncertainty, intergenerational harm, and the burden placed on 

veterans and whānau to seek answers. 

10.0 RETURN, WHĀNAU SUPPORT, AND SYSTEM NAVIGATION 

10.1 Eve Shepherd’s evidence demonstrates that transition was an ongoing 

whānau reality, marked by injury, mental health, role change and 

unsupported return.  She also expressed the simple reciprocity that 

was missing from the system: “I loved the whole military pathway. … 

But I think the Military needs to love them the same way when they 

come out.”31 

10.2 The claimant evidence shows that access to support often depended 

on persistence, advocacy, and the ability to navigate complex 

administrative systems.  The Cooper whānau evidence illustrates how 

the burden of system navigation shifted from the veteran to family 

members acting as carers, advocates and administrators.32 

 
30 Wai 2500, #F5, John Crawford, When and what did the Crown know about the 
possible adverse health effects associated with the use of Agent Orange and other 
herbicides in South Vietnam? [28 April 2025], at 22-24, 30-31, 42-43, 137-139; Wai 
2500, #4.1.15, Hearing Week 6 Transcript [19-23 May 2025], at 168-175. 
31 Wai 2500, #4.1.10, Hearing Week 2 Transcript [26–29 February 2024], at 329. 
32 Wai 2500, #B29, Joint Brief of Evidence of Lulu Cooper, Natline Cooper, Jay Cooper 
and Leigh Ngawati [6 Whiringa-ā-nuku 2023], at [21]-[27], [29]-[35]. 
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10.3 Waina Albert’s evidence shows how that burden was sustained over 

time by wives and partners.  Speaking as the wife of a soldier exposed 

to Agent Orange, she explained: “We are considered the ambulances 

because we are the ones who get the papers away to ensure parity 

and continued argument.  I have done this for years.”33  Whānau 

support was often the mechanism through which recognition was 

pursued, paperwork completed, assessments attended, and the 

Crown system kept moving.  The burden of proving and maintaining 

entitlement sat heavily with those already living with the consequences 

of service. 

11.0 PREJUDICE: WHAT SERVICE COST, AND WHO CARRIED IT 

11.1 For Ngāti Hine and Te Kapotai, the prejudice lies in what Māori service 

required, what it cost, and who was left to carry that cost. 

11.2 That prejudice began within service itself.  Māori served in Crown-

controlled systems not designed around Māori identity, tikanga, reo, 

whakapapa, whānau responsibility or hapū impact.  It was 

compounded by Crown-directed operational risk and by post-service 

systems of proof, eligibility and support.  Māori personnel did not 

control the environments into which they were deployed, the hazards 

they faced, or the records later available to prove harm.34 

11.3 The effects of service came home through whānau relationships, 

silence, partial stories, unanswered questions, and the daily work of 

care and advocacy.  For Te Kapotai, that prejudice must be assessed 

at hapū level.  For Ngāti Hine, military service became embedded 

within whakapapa, memory, commemorations, whānau kōrero, marae 

and whenua. 

 
33 Wai 2500, #B27, Brief of Evidence of Waina Hilda Albert [6 Whiringa-ā-nuku 2023], at 
[10]. 
34 Wai 2500, #A251, Kesaia Walker, Health and Social Impacts of Māori Military Service 
for the Crown 1845-present [31 August 2018], at 12. 
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11.4 Prejudice must be assessed cumulatively.35  The evidence reveals a 

consistent pattern: Māori service occurred within Crown systems that 

relied on Māori participation but failed to recognise, protect or support 

Māori as Māori. 

12.0 RELIEF: RECOGNITION, ACCOUNTABILITY, AND STRUCTURAL 
CHANGE 

12.1 Ngāti Hine and Te Kapotai seek findings that: 

(a) Māori military service during the Stage One period occurred 

within Crown-controlled systems of enlistment, training, 

deployment, command, health support, transition and veterans’ 

support; 

(b) The Crown’s integrationist approach to Māori military service 

did not adequately recognise or protect Māori autonomy, 

identity, tikanga, reo, whakapapa, whānau responsibility or 

hapū impact;36 

(c) The Crown failed to adequately recognise and respond to the 

physical, psychological, cultural, spiritual, collective and 

intergenerational impacts of military service on Māori veterans, 

whānau, hapū and iwi;37 

(d) The Crown’s post-service support systems were too 

individualised, technical and fragmented to respond adequately 

to the way Māori experienced service-related harm;38 and 

(e) The prejudice identified in this inquiry was experienced and 

remembered within the distinct whakapapa, whānau, hapū, iwi 

 
35 The Crown said there was no need for the Tribunal to determine whether ill-health 
effects were caused by specific aspects of military service, and that the key focus is 
what the Crown knew or ought to have known about risks and what it did in response.  
See: Wai 2500, #3.1.629, Initial Crown Statement of Response [12 March 2021], at 11-
12.   
36 See: Wai 2500, #A250, Philip Cleaver, Māori Military Service for the Crown 1946-
2017 [28 August 2018], at 6, 287-288. 
37 See: Wai 2500, #A251, Kesaia Walker, Health and Social Impacts of Māori Military 
Service for the Crown 1845-present [31 August 2018], at 12, 17-18. 
38 See: Wai 2500, #A248, T J Hearn, The Economic Rehabilitation of Māori Military 
Veterans [May 2018], at 4-6. 
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and historical contexts of Ngāti Hine and Te Kapotai and 

therefore warrants findings directed specifically to those 

claimants. 

12.2 The claimants seek recommendations that the Crown: 

(a) Provide a formal acknowledgement and apology to Ngāti Hine 

and Te Kapotai, not limited to general recognition of Māori 

service, but addressing the specific histories, service, harm, 

and intergenerational effects identified in their evidence;39 

(b) Develop a funded local implementation plan with Ngāti Hine 

and Te Kapotai, including Māori-led veteran support pathways, 

kanohi ki te kanohi assistance with VANZ, ACC, MSD and 

health system navigation, support for whānau, carers and 

advocates, marae-based wānanga, and regular reporting back; 

(c) Embed tikanga, te reo Māori, whakanoa, wairua, taha whānau 

and Māori models of wellbeing within military transition, 

veterans’ support, rehabilitation and commemoration;40 and 

(d) Review DFO 3, Kia Eke and related NZDF Māori policy 

frameworks in partnership with Māori, including Ngāti Hine and 

Te Kapotai, to ensure that Māori policy is tikanga-informed, 

funded, monitored, independently reviewed and linked to 

accountability.41 

 
39 Wai 2500, #3.3.49, Opening Submissions [4 December 2023], at [1.8]-[1.16]; Wai 
2500, #B23, Kōrero Taunaki ō Epsom Shelters (Naki) Cooper [3 Whiringa-ā-nuku 2023], 
at [1]-[3]; Wai 2500, #B44, Brief of Evidence of Kara George [14 o Whiringa-ā-rangi 
2023], at [3]-[17], [22]-[25]. 
40 Wai 2500, #A251, Kesaia Walker, Health and Social Impacts of Māori Military Service 
for the Crown 1845-present [31 August 2018], at 15–18, 429-440; Wai 2500, #A250, 
Philip Cleaver, Māori Military Service for the Crown 1946-2017 [28 August 2018], at 
287-295.  See also: Wai 2500, #4.1.15, Hearing Week 6 Transcript [19-23 May 2025], 
89-94; Wai 2500, #4.1.16, Hearing Week 7 Transcript [4-8 August 2025], at 537-540, 
561-562. 
41 Wai 2500, #3.3.78, Generic Closing Submissions on Tikanga Māori [8 May 2026]; at 
[241]-[246]; Wai 2500, #A250, Philip Cleaver, Māori Military Service for the Crown 1946-
2017 [28 August 2018], at 288.  See also: Wai 2500, #B18, Anna Rogers, The Bicultural 
Journey of the New Zealand Defence Force Te Ope Kātua o Aotearoa [8 June 2023], at 
27-29. 87-89; Wai 2500, #4.1.15, Hearing Week 6 Transcript [19-23 May 2025], at 134-
135. 
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13.0 HEI WHAKAKAPI: “TAKAHIA TE RIRI KI RARO I OU WAEWAE” 

13.1 These submissions began with the proposition that this is not an 

individual story, but a collective account of military service as 

experienced by Ngāti Hine and Te Kapotai: service retained through 

whakapapa, whānau, whenua and hapū, and through the lives of those 

who served and those who waited, cared, remembered, and carried 

the consequences. 

13.2 The Crown’s military system is not proved Tiriti-consistent because it 

can be described.  It must be tested against how it operated in practice.  

Recent reforms may assist future change, but they do not answer the 

gap between the system described and the system lived.  Present 

intention does not cure past failure. 

13.3 On the evidence before this Tribunal, the claimants say the Crown 

failed to protect Māori as Māori within the military and veterans’ 

systems it controlled.  The task now is to recognise that failure and 

relieve future generations of that burden. 

 

I TĒNEI RĀ, i Tūranganui-ā-Kiwa, te 17 o Pipiri 2026 

 

 

____________________________  
Dr Season-Mary Downs/Chelsea Terei-Tipene/Heather Jamieson-Takoko  
Rōia mo Ngāti Hine me Te Kapotai 
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