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Meeting pack – 3 August 2026

Redress and care Ministers – Crown Response to the Abuse in 

Care Inquiry 

Membership: 

• Hon Erica Stanford, Lead Coordination Minister for the Government’s Response
to the Royal Commission’s Report into Historical Abuse in State Care and in the
Care of Faith-based Institutions (Chair) and Minister of Education;

• Hon Louise Upston, Minister for Social Development and Employment and
Minister for Disability Issues;

• Hon Matt Doocey, Associate Minister of Health; and

• Hon Karen Chhour, Minister for Children and Minister for the Prevention of Family
and Sexual Violence.

Other Ministers in attendance: 

• Hon Mark Mitchell, Minister of Corrections and Minister of Police – for item 1; and

• Hon Casey Costello, Associate Minister of Health and Associate Minister of
Police.

Meeting pack: 

• Aide-memoire:  agenda and items for discussion

• Further advice on a process for responding to allegations of torture in care
settings other than Lake Alice (CRACI 26/074)

• Approach to managing increased redress demand (CRACI 26/078)

• A3 Progress against Crown Response Budget 2025 initiatives

• Cabinet paper – Implementing a cross-system care safety framework

o Appendix One – Cross-system care safety framework

o Appendix Two – Options for Implementing Cross-System Care Safety
Framework
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investigation if the circumstances require stronger investigative 
powers. 

2.  Approach to managing increased redress demand 

(Paper: Approach to managing increased redress demand - CRACI 
26/078) 

This item seeks your agreement to the Crown Response Office 
working with redress agencies to develop a funding request to 
address State redress demand pressures. 

The demand on redress claim intake services has proven 
significantly higher than forecast. Claims demand for FY25/26 is 
tracking 63 percent higher than was forecast in the Budget 2025 bid.   

This discrepancy between the resourcing to process claims and the 
number of claims being received means timeliness of claims 
handling is decreasing, while the claims backlog is increasing. This 
is despite best efforts from redress agencies which are expected to 
complete 1725 settlement offers in 2025/26 (175 more than funded). 

Impacts on claims processing and access to care records are 
emerging, and these will become more pronounced during 2026/27 
and beyond (including delays in service response times, 
confirmation of eligibility, and access to care records).  

This paper seeks your agreement for agencies to develop a request 
to bring forward outyears funding from the Redress Multi-Category 
Appropriation,  

 
 

 
 

 
 

     

15 

minutes  

3.  Proposed response to Recommendation 28 of Whanaketia, the 

final report of the Royal Commission of Inquiry into Abuse in 

Care 

Lead:  Hon Karen Chhour, Minister for Children 

Oral Item 

Recommendation 28 proposes amending section 284 of the Oranga 
Tamariki Act 1989 to ensure that offending by young people abused 
and/or neglected in care, where that offending occurred in response 
to that abuse or neglect, is not given undue weight as an 
aggravating factor at sentencing for later unrelated offending. The 
intent of the recommendation is to ensure that offending linked to 
abuse or neglect in care is not treated as evidence of inherent 

10 

minutes 

9(2)(f)(iv)

9(2)(f)(iv)
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criminality, nor contributes to greater consequences for later 
unrelated offending. 

Oranga Tamariki's preliminary view is that existing safeguards 
already address these concerns, including that: 

• the Youth Court can take previous abuse or neglect into 
account; 

• the Youth Court must impose the least restrictive outcome; 
and 

• the Youth Court must avoid giving undue weight to any matter 
it considers. 

The Government has previously declined a similar recommendation 
relating to the adult jurisdiction (Recommendation 27(c)). 

This item provides Ministers with an opportunity to discuss the 
proposed response and share views before a final decision is made. 

4.  Other business 

• (Paper: A3 – Progress against Crown Response Budget 2025 
initiatives) 

• Cabinet paper – Implementing a cross-system care safety 
framework proposed for consideration at Social Outcomes 
Committee on 19 August. 

10 

minutes  
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Further advice on a process for responding to allegations of 
torture in care settings other than Lake Alice 

Date: 22 July 2026 Priority: Medium 

Security 
classification: 

Tracking 
number: 

CRACI 26/074 

Action sought Deadline 

Hon Erica Stanford 
Lead Coordination Minister for 
the Government’s Response 
to the Royal Commission’s 
Report into Historical Abuse in 
State Care and in the Care of 
Faith-based Institutions 
Minister of Education 

Decisions relating to a common 
policy for the State redress 
system to improve the response 
to allegations of torture in care 
settings other than the Lake 
Alice Psychiatric Hospital Child 
and Adolescent Unit. 

3 August 2026 

Hon Chris Bishop 
Attorney-General 

Hon Louise Upston 
Minister for Social 
Development and Employment 

Hon Matt Doocey 
Associate Minister of Health 

Hon Karen Chhour 
Minister for Children 

Contact for telephone discussion (if required) 

Name Position Telephone 1st contact 

Rebecca Martin General Manager Strategy and 
Policy, Crown Response Office 

 

Regan Nathan Policy Manager, Crown Response 
Office 
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The following departments/agencies have been consulted 

Crown Law Office, Department of Corrections, Ministry of Education, Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs and Trade, Ministry of Health, Ministry of Justice, Ministry of Social Development, 
New Zealand Police, Oranga Tamariki, Public Service Commission, Te Puni Kōkiri. 
 
Minister’s office to complete:  Approved  Declined 

  Noted  Needs change 

  Seen  Overtaken by Events 

 
 
 

 See Minister’s Notes  Withdrawn 

 
Comments 

 

Proa
cti

ve
 re

lea
se

 - o
pe

n a
nd

 tra
ns

pa
ren

t g
ov

ern
men

t



 

 
Briefing  

 

[CRACI 26/074] 3  

Further advice on a process for responding to allegations of 
torture in care settings other than Lake Alice 

Date: 22 July 2026  Priority: Medium 

Security 
classification: 

 Tracking 
number: 

CRACI 26/074 

Purpose and Executive Summary 

1. The Royal Commission of Inquiry into Abuse in Care (the Royal Commission) 
made two recommendations for how the State should improve its response to 
allegations of torture in care. The intent of both recommendations has been 
accepted and the work outlined in this paper progresses that response. 

2. The paper provides further advice to Ministers on the development of a common 
policy for the State redress system that will improve the response to allegations of 
torture in care settings other than the Lake Alice Psychiatric Hospital Child and 
Adolescent Unit (Lake Alice). This follows consideration of a previous paper at the 
23 June Care and Redress Ministers’ meeting [CRACI 26/058 refers]. 

3. We have revised the proposed process for responding to torture allegations to 
address Ministerial feedback about the independence of the process and greater 
clarity about agency roles and responsibilities.  

4. Under the Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading 
Treatment or Punishment (the Convention) the State is obliged to ensure credible 
allegations of torture are promptly, impartially, and effectively investigated by 
competent authorities.  

5. The purpose of these investigations is to determine whether torture occurred and 
who was responsible for it. While a criminal investigation is the preferred course of 
action for investigating credible allegations, it will not always be possible and so the 
key decisions we are seeking from Ministers are how to respond in the situation 
where investigation by an entity other than the New Zealand Police is needed. 

6. If this situation eventuates, we propose the common policy require an impartial civil 
investigation to be undertaken where it is necessary to establish whether torture 
occurred. 

7. We propose the standard approach to impartial civil investigations should be to 
appoint an independent senior lawyer to undertake the investigation, but redress 
agencies, with the support of Crown Law, will be able to advise relevant Ministers 
and the Attorney-General if the circumstances require stronger investigative 
powers. 

8. Ensuring the support and safeguarding of survivors through this process is 
paramount and the paper sets out what support, oversight and assurance currently 
exists (or is in development).  
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Recommendations 

9. The Crown Response Office recommends you: 

a. note that the Crown Response Office is working with redress 
agencies and other relevant agencies to develop a common policy 
and guidance for the State redress system which sets out how 
redress agencies respond to allegations of torture in care settings;  

 

b. note that you considered advice on this work on 23 June 2026 
[CRACI 26/058 refers] and requested more information and advice 
about independent oversight and assurance of the process, support 
and safeguarding of survivors who make allegations of torture, and 
the Royal Commission recommendations on the response to torture;  

 

c. note that this paper contains a new outline of the proposed process 
for responding to torture allegations, as well as responses to the 
information and advice requested at the 23 June meeting; 

 

d. agree that if there is a credible allegation of torture in care that 
cannot be investigated or prosecuted by New Zealand Police, the 
common policy will require an impartial civil investigation of those 
allegations; 

 

Lead Coordination Minister for the Government’s 
Response to the Royal Commission’s Report into 
Historical Abuse in State Care and in the Care of 

Faith-based Institutions and Minister of Education 

Yes / No 

Attorney-General Yes / No 

Minister for Social Development and Employment Yes / No 

Associate Minister of Health Yes / No 

Minister for Children Yes / No 

If you agree to recommendation d. 
e. agree that under the common policy the standard approach to an 

impartial civil investigation will be to appoint an independent senior 
lawyer to undertake the investigation, noting redress agencies, with 
the support of Crown Law, will advise relevant Ministers and the 
Attorney-General of the approach to the investigation if the 
circumstances require stronger investigative powers;  

 

Lead Coordination Minister for the Government’s 
Response to the Royal Commission’s Report into 
Historical Abuse in State Care and in the Care of 

Faith-based Institutions and Minister of Education 

Yes / No 

Attorney-General Yes / No 

Proa
cti

ve
 re

lea
se

 - o
pe

n a
nd

 tra
ns

pa
ren

t g
ov

ern
men

t



Proa
cti

ve
 re

lea
se

 - o
pe

n a
nd

 tra
ns

pa
ren

t g
ov

ern
men

t



 

 
Briefing  

 

[CRACI 26/074] 6  

Background 

10. On 23 June 2026, Ministers considered advice on the response to torture 
allegations in care settings [CRACI 26/058 refers]. That paper provided an 
overview of the work to date on the response to torture allegations following the 
Royal Commission, set out the Crown’s international obligations to investigate 
torture, and advised Ministers that redress agencies do not have a consistent 
process to follow if they receive or become aware of an allegation. This briefing 
builds on that advice.  

11. At that meeting, Ministers requested further advice on: 
a. the Royal Commission recommendations regarding torture; 
b. how New Zealand Police (Police) are improving their response to torture 

allegations; 
c. how independent oversight, assurance and safeguarding would be built into 

the common policy; and  
d. further clarification on the roles and responsibilities of agencies in the 

proposed process.  

The Royal Commission made two recommendations in its final report about how 
the Crown should respond to torture allegations 

12. Recommendation 6 in Whanaketia is about ensuring Police conduct proper 
investigations into allegations of torture. Police has accepted the intent of this 
recommendation and have developed a training package for investigators on the 
offence of torture. The package will ensure investigators are familiar with the 
definition of torture and when to consider prosecution under the Crimes of Torture 
Act 1989. The training package will be rolled out to staff in August 2026. 

13. Recommendation 7 in Whanaketia is directed at all State (and non-State) care 
agencies and sets out expectations for how agencies should support the response 
to allegations of torture. This includes providing reasonable assistance to any 
Police investigation, taking all reasonable steps to ensure an impartial and 
independent investigation is carried out by an appropriate investigator, and 
ensuring redress is provided to survivors if there is credible evidence torture has 
occurred. The Government has accepted the intent of this recommendation. The 
common policy, including the proposed approach set out in this paper, progresses 
the intent of both recommendations. 

14. The full text of each recommendation is included in Appendix One. 

We have revised the process for responding to torture allegations 

15. The revised process addresses Ministerial feedback about the independence of the 
process and provides greater clarity about agency roles and responsibilities. 
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16. The revised process has three key steps:  
Step One – Redress agency assesses the credibility1 of a torture allegation; 
Step Two – Impartial investigation into credible allegation to determine whether 
torture occurred, with the investigation carried out by: 

a. Police and, where possible, prosecution by Police, and/or 
b. if Police cannot investigate or cannot prosecute, an impartial civil 

investigation by an independent senior lawyer (unless another form is 
determined to be appropriate); and 

Step Three – If torture is found to have occurred, decisions on acknowledgement 
of torture and provision of redress. 

17. A visual on the next page sets out the three steps of the process, with the 
obligations and legal advice underpinning each step set out at the top, and the 
oversight, assurance and support for survivors available at each stage set out at 
the bottom. 

18. The common policy will apply to new allegations of torture from the date of 
implementation, but we are also considering the approach to open claims.  

19. All agencies will continue to assess and close claims while this policy is being 
finalised. Once the common policy is in effect, agencies would be able to use it 
when they came to assess a claim which had been registered prior to the common 
policy taking effect but had not yet been assessed. This is because the obligation 
to respond to torture if an agency becomes aware of allegation already applies, 
and the common policy sets out an appropriate way for agencies to manage this 
obligation.  

20. The common policy does not establish any obligation on agencies to revisit closed 
claims and assess them for possible torture. A survivor with a closed claim would 
need to contact a redress agency and make an allegation of torture for this to 
occur.  

21. There are some distinct challenges when it comes to State redress claims that 
have been filed in court and are subject to a court order that prevents information 
sharing between agencies (including referrals to Police). The Crown Response 
Office will work with the Ministry of Social Development (which has the majority of 
filed claims) to determine how to approach these, as well as agree any transitional 
arrangements necessary for open claims received before the common policy is 
implemented.  

 
1 We use the term ‘credible’ in this paper as a shorthand to describe allegations which give rise to a duty 
to investigate under Article 12 (e.g. because there is ‘reasonable ground to believe that an act of torture 
has been committed’). 
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Step One – Redress agencies assess the credibility of an allegation 

22. Assessing the credibility will involve determining whether an allegation appears to 
meet the definition of torture, and if it does, whether there is some information to 
support the allegation. The common policy will include guidance on the definition of 
torture and what kinds of information should be sought to enable the assessment 
of the credibility of allegations.2  

23. Where possible, the assessment of an allegation would be undertaken alongside 
the assessment of the claim for ordinary redress, but the common policy would be 
clear that assessment of an allegation of torture should not delay the resolution of 
the survivor’s abuse in care claim.  

24. For allegations which appear to meet the definition of torture and have some 
information to support them, a decision needs to be taken on whether the 
allegation is credible, and there is a need to proceed to an impartial investigation. 
Crown Law’s advice can be sought at this stage to confirm whether an allegation 
meets this threshold.  

25. Whether the final decision on credibility is made by a single agency or by redress 
agencies collectively (reflecting a system approach) will be confirmed as part of 
finalising the common policy. The Crown Response Office will develop learning and 
training material to support agencies to do the assessment step. 

26. The publication of the policy could result in an increase in new allegations of torture 
being made to redress agencies, including numerous unspecific allegations. To 
address this, the policy will need to contain clear information about how specific the 
allegation needs to be before it can be assessed. 

27. As we advised in the previous paper, we expect the vast majority of torture 
allegations will not progress beyond the credibility assessment because of the 
highly specific nature of torture.3  

Step Two – Impartial investigation of the allegation  

28. If an allegation of torture is credible, the State is obliged under the Convention to 
ensure the allegation is promptly, impartially and effectively investigated by 
competent authorities. The Convention does not distinguish between criminal and 
civil proceedings, only requiring investigations to have sufficient power and 
adequate resources to make a finding of fact about what occurred, and if possible, 
to determine responsibility for torture.  

 
2 The type of information needed to support allegation will be set out in more detail in the common policy, 
however, agencies would not need to identify care records clearly supportive of the allegation to consider 
it credible. If the three elements of torture were present in the allegation, a lack of supporting information 
in records would not be on its own a reason to discount an allegation.  
3 Noting that the common policy is about what allegations the State (through redress agencies) needs to 
escalate to impartial investigation, which is where there is a reason to believe torture occurred. Survivors 
will always have the ability to bypass the credibility assessment step and go straight to the Police if they 
want an independent body to respond to their allegation. 
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29. Because an act of torture is a serious crime under international and domestic law, 
the most preferable course of action is for an allegation to be subject to a criminal 
investigation by Police, and if possible, prosecution. Nonetheless, in the case of 
historic torture allegations, the Police will often be unable to fully discharge the 
State’s duty to establish the facts of and responsibility for torture. This step of the 
process therefore needs to consider alternative methods of impartial investigation.  

30. It is proposed that the common policy set out the process for making referrals to 
Police, including guidance on the circumstances in which a referral to Police should 
be made. Police are considering appointing a key contact for referrals and from 
whom agencies can seek early guidance on whether a referral is appropriate or 
not. Agencies could also seek guidance from Crown Law at this stage if required. 
This will help to ensure that credible allegations are promptly escalated to the 
appropriate next step. 

Criminal investigation and prosecution by Police 

31. The Crimes of Torture Act 1989 is the only legal pathway for Police to prosecute an 
individual for torture. Under Section 12 of the Act, the Attorney-General’s consent 
is required to prosecute torture. Beyond this, there are several constraints on the 
ability to sufficiently discharge the State’s duty to investigate torture: 

a. Police can only conduct a criminal investigation into torture if the alleged act 
occurred after the Crimes of Torture Act came into effect on 13 November 
1989. They could investigate and prosecute acts associated with possible 
torture as other crimes, but this would not result in a finding of whether 
torture occurred (though could assist in establishing the facts); 

b. even after 1989, Police may choose not to prosecute an act as torture if an 
alternative offence is available with a similar or higher penalty and which is 
more likely to succeed at trial; 

c. while it is possible for Police to investigate an allegation if the alleged 
perpetrator is deceased, they generally will not because prosecution requires 
a living perpetrator; and 

d. Police require sufficient evidence to support prosecution, as well as meeting 
the public interest test for prosecution, which can be difficult bars to clear for 
historic allegations. 

If Police cannot investigate or prosecute, an impartial civil investigation into the credible 
allegation by another agency or body would be required  

32. If Police cannot investigate a credible allegation of torture (to the point where the 
facts of the matter are clear) or cannot successfully prosecute an individual 
perpetrator under the Crimes of Torture Act, the Crown must still take steps to 
determine whether torture occurred and/or whether redress needs to be provided.  
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The common policy will need to be clear that allegations of torture must be subject to a 
standard of investigation that is rigorous enough to provide a legal and factual basis on 
which Ministers/Cabinet can make decisions about whether torture occurred 

39. Given the nature of torture, it will be important to ensure that allegations are 
subjected to an appropriate standard of investigation, including criminal 
investigation wherever possible. The common policy would need to be clear that if 
a criminal investigation into torture is possible it should be pursued (unless there 
are good reasons not to). 

40. While the standard of proof for a civil investigation is lower than that of a criminal 
one, the civil investigation would still need to be rigorous enough to make findings 
of fact about what occurred. This is in contrast to the state redress system, 
whereby, to be trauma-informed, it does not subject claims for abuse in care to 
rigorous testing or make findings of fact.  

Step Three – If torture is found to have occurred, decisions on acknowledgement 
and the provision of redress  

41. If an impartial investigation finds that torture occurred, the common policy would 
require redress agencies with the support of Crown Law to brief the relevant 
portfolio minister(s) and the Attorney-General on the outcome of the investigation. 
While civil investigations can make findings of fact they are not binding on the 
Crown, and the decision to acknowledge torture would still need to be made by 
portfolio ministers and the Attorney-General, or potentially Cabinet.4 

42. When providing advice on a decision to acknowledge torture, redress agencies and 
Crown Law will also need to provide advice on any redress that would then follow, 
including how redress would be funded. There are three core elements of redress 
set out in the Convention, namely financial redress, an apology, and access to 
rehabilitation and support services.  

43. If a perpetrator was successfully prosecuted under the Crimes of Torture Act, the 
courts have made a finding of torture, so the Crown does not need to decide 
whether or not to acknowledge it. However, the matter of redress would need to be 
considered by the Attorney-General, as per New Zealand’s reservation to Article 14 
of the Convention and section 5 of the Crimes of Torture Act. 

44. Cases of torture being acknowledged will be rare and exceptional and it is 
important that the provision of redress is based on the individual circumstances of 
the case. For this reason, we do not propose adopting a specific framework for 
financial redress (e.g. a payment framework) in the common policy.  

45. While Lake Alice provides an example of torture redress that may be relevant, the 
unique and exceptional circumstances of Lake Alice (including the number of 
survivors, the contemporaneous complaints, and the delay in making an 
acknowledgement of torture) means it is likely to have little precedent value for any 
other acknowledgements that may be made.  

 
4 The decision to acknowledge torture at Lake Alice was made by Cabinet. 
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46. The common policy would set out key considerations to guide agencies on how to 
approach the matter of financial redress. Key matters are likely to consider include 
New Zealand’s international obligations, timeliness of the acknowledgement and 
provision of redress, treating like cases alike, and what redress (if any) has been 
provided for abuse in care relating to the same conduct. 

Safeguarding and oversight 

Support and safeguarding of survivors  

47. Survivors would be supported through step one (credibility assessment) of this 
process by their legal counsel (if represented), wellbeing support offered by 
redress agencies (if they were making a redress claim at the same time) and could 
also access the Survivor Experiences Service (if the survivor wanted to share their 
experience with the service, in which case they would have access to wraparound 
wellbeing support).  

48. The two main services to support survivors through the investigation step(s) would 
be their legal counsel (if represented) and Victim Support. Survivors could also be 
encouraged to contact the Victims Information Service which can connect victims 
of crime with relevant community support organisations.  

49. If torture was found to have occurred, additional support for survivors at this step 
would be considered as part of a proposed redress package for survivors, which 
would need to include a wellbeing and rehabilitative component as per the 
Convention.  

Oversight and assurance  

50. The two primary oversight mechanisms for step one would be the redress agency’s 
internal complaints process (governed by common complaints policy for the State 
redress system being developed), or the Ombudsman. Because this step involves 
the agency making a decision on credibility, the Ombudsman could assess whether 
the agency’s decision was reasonable or unreasonable under the common policy. 

51. Ensuring survivor trust and confidence in the Police’s response to allegations of 
torture is critical and, as with redress agencies, will require effective and 
independent oversight. The Royal Commission made findings about survivors’ 
distrust in Police and their record of responding to allegations, so for both a 
decision by Police not to investigate and for how they conduct their investigations, 
there needs to be appropriate levels of assurance.  

52. The primary oversight mechanisms for the criminal investigation of torture by Police 
would be the internal Police complaints process and the Independent Police 
Conduct Authority (IPCA).  

53. The IPCA has a primarily reactive, complaints-based focus, with limited powers to 
initiate own motion inquiries, meaning there are limitations in its ability to provide 
adequate oversight into Police’s decisions in relation to investigating or prosecuting 
torture. For example, the IPCA cannot direct Police to investigate any matters, and 
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62. The Crown Response Office will provide further advice to redress ministers and the 
Attorney-General on the time periods within scope of the common policy for the 
planned redress ministers’ meeting in September. 

Next steps 

63. Work is currently underway to consider and prioritise the outstanding components 
of the redress implementation plan. The timeframe for completion of the common 
policy discussed in this paper will be confirmed as part of thiswork.  

64. When decisions on the redress implementation plan, system-level arrangements, 
and the common policy for responding to torture have been completed, an update 
will be provided to redress ministers and the Attorney-General on which agency or 
agencies will be responsible for providing advice to relevant ministers if there is a 
credible allegation of torture that the Police cannot sufficiently investigate or cannot 
prosecute under the Crimes of Torture Act.  

65. At the same time, advice will be provided to redress ministers and the Attorney-
General on the impact of the 28 December 1978 cut-off date on the policy 
(including options to amend or remove this, if this approach is preferred by 
ministers).   

 

Appendices 

Appendix One: Royal Commission recommendations regarding the State’s 
response to torture allegations 
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Appendix One: Royal Commission recommendations regarding the State’s 
response to torture allegations 

From Whanaketia – Through pain and trauma, from darkness to light6 

Recommendation 6 

Where there are reasonable grounds to believe that torture or cruel, inhuman or 
degrading treatment or punishment have occurred in care directly or indirectly on behalf 
of the State or faith based entities, and the relevant allegations have not been 
investigated by NZ Police or credible new information has arisen since the allegations 
were investigated, NZ Police should: 

a) open or re-open independent and transparent criminal investigations into possible 
criminal offending  

b) proactively and widely advertise the intent to investigate and ongoing 
investigations  

c) provide appropriate assistance and support to survivors, their whānau and 
support networks who contact them in relation to the investigations. 

Recommendation 7 

Where there are reasonable grounds to believe that torture, or cruel, inhuman, or 
degrading treatment or punishment have occurred in care, the State, faith-based 
institutions and indirect care providers should: 

a) provide reasonable assistance to any NZ Police investigation 
b) take all reasonable steps to ensure an impartial and independent investigation is 

carried out by an appropriate investigator 
c) if there is credible evidence of breaches of the law (including breaches of human 

rights), ensure that appropriate redress is provided to the survivors, consistent 
with applicable domestic and / or international obligations 

d) use best endeavours to have the liability of every relevant institution in relation to 
such acts determined. This may include:  

i. seeking opinions from King’s Counsel, which are then shared with relevant 
survivors, on the nature of the conduct and the liability of relevant 
institutions, including as applicable under the New Zealand Bill of Rights Act 
1990. Consideration may also be given to seeking declaratory judgments 
from the courts. Survivors should be fully supported to take part in these 
initiatives, including with funding for legal and other expenses  

ii. not pleading limitation defences in cases brought by survivors, for as long 
as limitation defences remain available. 

 
6 https://www.abuseincare.org.nz/reports/whanaketia  
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Briefing  

Approach to managing increased redress demand 
 
Date: 27 July 2026 Priority: Medium 

Security 
classification: 

 Tracking 
number: 

CRACI 26/078 

 

Purpose  

1.  manage higher than 
forecast demand within the State redress system. 

Recommendations 

2. We recommend you: 

a. note the latest quarterly redress update for redress ministers shows 
redress demand is 60 percent higher than the Budget 2025 forecast;  
 

b.  
 

 
  

 

 

 

 

 

Lead Coordination Minister of the Government’s Response to the 
Royal Commission’s Report into Historical Abuse in State Care and 

in the Care of Faith-based Institutions 

Minister of Education 

Yes / No 

Minister for Social Development and Employment Yes / No 

Associate Minister of Health Yes / No 

Minister for Children Yes / No 

 

If you agree to recommendation b: 

 

  

3
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d.  
 

 

e. forward this briefing to the Minister of Finance. 

 
 

 
 
 

Lead Coordination Minister of the Government’s Response to the 
Royal Commission’s Report into Historical Abuse in State Care and 

in the Care of Faith-based Institutions 

Minister of Education 

Yes / No 

 
 

  

 

Delwyn Clement 

General Manager, Redress, 
Crown Response Office 

27 / 07 / 2026 

  

 

 

 

 

 

Hon Erica Stanford 

Lead Coordination Minister for the 
Crown Response to the Royal 
Commission’s Report into Historical 
Abuse in State Care and in the Care of 
Faith-based Institutions 

Minister for Education 

          /        /2026 

 

 

 

Hon Louise Upston 

Minister for Social Development  
and Employment  
          /        /2026 

 

 

  

 

 

Hon Matt Doocey   

Associate Minister of Health 

          /        /2026 

 

 

Hon Karen Chhour 

Minister for Children 
          /        /2026 
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Background 

3. Redress funding has unique arrangements. Given redress payments will discharge 
any legal liability in respect of a claim for abuse in State care and the inherent 
difficulties in estimating claim numbers, Cabinet made the decision to ring-fence 
redress funding and treat it as a common funding pool. This means that regardless of 
the funding allocations made to redress agencies during Budget 2025, Cabinet 
decided to: 

a. establish a dedicated redress Multi-Category Appropriation (MCA) for each 
redress agency and ring-fence redress funding within that MCA by applying 
transfer restrictions for funding from non-departmental categories to departmental 

categories unless jointly agreed by the Minister of Finance, relevant appropriation 
Minister and the Lead Coordination Minister; and  

b. delegate decision-making authority to the Minister of Finance and relevant 
appropriation Ministers to bring funding forward to earlier years or transfer funding 
to later years as necessary.  

4. Redress funding was split across eight votes (Social Development, Education, 
Health, Oranga Tamariki, Māori Development, Corrections, Public Service, and 
Internal Affairs) as a mix of appropriated and tagged contingency funding. 

5. In April 2026, the Lead Coordination Minister directed an independent review of 
redress costs. The review will provide an independent, robust, and system-wide 
assessment of the administrative and operational costs associated with delivering 
redress. The final report is expected in mid-August 2026. 

The State redress system has exceeded the capacity that was built into the 
system through Budget 2025 

6. In Budget 2025, $533 million over four years was invested into improving the State 
redress system. Of this $533 million, $31.6 million was invested into records 
provision and $92.2 million into case management personnel costs. 

7. This funding was intended to translate into a timely and responsive redress system 
through increasing system capacity. This was to be achieved through increasing the 
completion of settlement offers gradually over 2025/26 – 2027/8, as well as 
increasing the capacity of the system to provide survivors with timely access to their 

care records (noting that there are legislated timeframes under the Privacy Act 
2020).  

8. Given the uncertainties for calculating overall claims numbers and predicting redress 
volume, departmental funding was calculated based on increasing system capacity 
to complete a minimum of: 

• 1550 settlement offers in 2025/26 

• 2000 settlement offers in 2026/27 

• 2150 settlement offers in 2027/28. 

9. The completion of settlement offers has tracked at a higher rate than forecast with 
redress agencies completing 1,707 offers in 2025/26, which is 157 (around 10 
percent) more than the 1550 settlement offers they were funded to progress for 
2025/26.  

5
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10. The demand on redress claim intake services has proven significantly higher than 
anticipated. The Budget 2025 bid projection was based on 2,195 forecast eligible 
claims in 2025/26 and 2,671 in 2026/27, with the State redress system resourced to 
process 1,550 claims in 2025/26. The data shows that 3,517 eligible claims were 
received in 2025/26. This is 60 percent higher (1,322 more claims) than forecast in 
the bid projection. 

Impacts on backlogs, claims processing and access to care records are emerging 
and will become more pronounced during 2026/27 and beyond 

11. The discrepancy between resource to process claims and the number of claims 
being received means the timeliness of the redress system in responding to claims is 
decreasing, while the claims backlog is gradually but steadily increasing. 

12. There are limited indicators available to reliably predict the number of survivors who 
may come forward in future years, meaning recent demand trends remain the best 
available basis for estimation. As a result, the significant increase in demand 
experienced over the past 12 months was not reflected in earlier forecasts. 

13. The increase in claim registrations has required agencies to carefully balance 
resources across different parts of the redress system. Agencies have needed to 
ensure sufficient frontline capacity to provide survivors with a timely, empathetic and 
trauma-informed response, while also maintaining enough assessment and case 
management capability to progress existing claims through the system. 

14. Impacts of the demand pressure on the State redress system are starting to emerge, 
including: 

• Delays in the responsiveness of survivor servicing (e.g. the time it takes for a 
survivor’s phone call to be answered) resulting in increasing numbers of calls 
being abandoned before they are answered resulting in survivor frustrations 
and poor experience for survivors. 

• Delays in confirming eligibility for redress claims due to priority being given to 
a growing backlog of new registrations and limited capacity to undertake this 
work.  

• A reduction in agencies’ ability to provide support to survivors awaiting 
allocation of their claim for assessment due to the need to prioritise 
responding to new registrations.  

• Delays in agencies' ability to provide survivors with timely access to their care 
records. Demand remained high throughout 2025/26, with agencies receiving 
2,141 requests and fulfilling 1,701. Incoming requests exceeded fulfilled 
requests in every month, contributing to an increase in requests in progress 
from 266 at the end of July 2025 to 396 at the end of June 2026. This is 
placing sustained pressure on agency record retrieval and disclosure 
functions and increasing the risk of longer wait times for survivors. 

15. The claims backlog has increased from 4344 at the end of June 2025 to 6,654 at the 
end of June 2026, indicating a 53 percent increase in backlogged cases. This means 
there is an increase in the number of survivors who experience prolonged waits for 
settlement offers. This indicates that, despite progress in increasing settlement 

6
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activity, claims demand continues to outpace this progress. As a result, the number 
of claims on hand is increasing, presenting a key pressure point for the system.  

16. While agencies have largely managed these competing pressures during 2025/26, 
this has been challenging. As demand is forecast to continue to grow at current rates 
in 2026/27 and there is inherent uncertainty about future demand, these pressures 
are expected to become more pronounced during 2026/27 and beyond. Without 
additional resource, it is likely the timeliness and responsiveness of the State redress 
system will be impacted significantly. Longer wait times are likely to create frustration 
among survivors who will expect an improved service given the Government’s April 
2025 decisions to improve the State redress system. This could reduce public and 

survivor confidence in the State redress system.  

The increasing claims demand is requiring agencies to choose between the intake 
of claims versus the assessment of claims 

17. In April 2025, Cabinet agreed to introduce a single point of entry to ensure survivors 
receive a joined-up response and consistent service irrespective of which State 
agency was responsible for their care. This means survivors will not have to seek 
redress from multiple agencies and will have their claim managed through one point 
of contact. 

18. In Budget 2025, $92.2 million across four years was invested into case management 
personnel costs, including staff to receive claims.  

19. The establishment and operation of the Single Point of Entry into the redress system 
has highlighted the impact demand pressures are having on the processing of 
redress claims. Agencies have had to manage a difficult balance between sufficiently 
resourcing the intake of claims with the need to progress the assessment and 
conclusion of claims.  

 
 

 

20.

21.
 

22.

7
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•

•

•

23.

24.

 This advice will also take into account the findings of the independent
review of redress costs (due in mid-August 2026, and to be considered at the
15 September redress and care ministers meeting).

25. Longer-term funding requirements for delivering state redress can be considered
through the 2027 independent review and any subsequent Budget 2028 bids (if
invited).

1 The Single Point of Entry team is a centralised team hosted by the Ministry of Social Development on behalf of participating

agencies that provides a single point of contact for people seeking State redress. The service answers questions, helps people 
register a claim, explains what happens next, and connects them with the appropriate redress agency or agencies. It remains the 
person’s main point of contact while eligibility is assessed and until the claim is allocated to an agency, providing updates and 
helping coordinate communication where more than one agency is involved. Participating agencies remain responsible for assessing 
claims and delivering redress in their areas of responsibility. 

8

Page 9 withheld in full under s 9(2)(f)(iv).
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