





Leisure and recreation activities offered in 1981 included visits to Marae, camping,
sports and cultural pursuits, swimming, hiking, listening to music, dancing, watching
TV.24%  Girls also received training in sewing, art and craft.>**® In 1982 a special
needs programme was approved for a resident with special needs. 2457 |n 1983
Maori classes were also offered.***® Special activities such as attendlng courses in
the community were made available “as and when the need arises.**** Discos were
also regularly held. %

In 1983 a visitor remarked that the living conditions and recreational opportunities at
Miramar were very good 24!

An adventure camp was held in 1983%**2 and “successful’ camps were held again in
1984 and 1985. Camps were conS|dered an important part of the programme to
prepare girls to return to the community.**** School staff also assisted at camps

In 1985 the camp programme was under review due to staffing pressures

Work and training ’

It was reported in 1981 that older residents — who had left school but did not have
jobs — helged out with laundry, sewing and other chores wh|Ie the younger girls went
to school. Residents helped in the preparation of meals®**® and other domestic
tasks such as washing their clothes?**

It appeared that work was used at times as a pumshment for absconding.*® In
1983 a wsntor noted that a work programme was used in conjunction with secure
care.*

According to a Principal’s report in 1973, gils were occasionally given the
opportunity to work out3|de the Home, but this was usually limited to a short trial
period prior o placement

2435 Annual Report 1981 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 3.

243 Annual Report 1981 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 3.

2437 Annual Report 1982 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 9.

2438 Report by D.H Greenwood, Social Welfare Cadet to Principal, Miramar 17/2/83, Miramar Reports
F5000002186504, p 3.

2439 A J Morrison to the Director, Wellington 10/4/85, Miramar Profile F50000021865083.

2440 g6 Contact with Community section.

241 Report by D.H Gresnwood, Social Welfare Cadet to Principal 17/2/83, Miramar Reports
F5000002186504, p 3.

242 Annual Report 1983 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 3.

243 Annual Report 1984 Miramar Reports F5000002186503, p 2.

244 Annual Report 1985 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 3.

2445 Annual Report 1984 Aurora School Report, Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 3.

2448 iy \Waaka, Senior Residential Social Worker to Principal 2/11/85, Miramar Profile F5000002186503.
2447 «A homestead for mind clearing”, The Dominion 20/2/81, Miramar Profile F5000003771104.

2448 \iramar Prospectus 1983 Section C-D, author unknown, Miramar Reports F5000002186504.
249 wThg girls say Miramar home is a good place”, Eastem Suburbs News 1/6/83, Miramar Profite
F5000002186504.

2450 A ) Morrison, Principal to Director and J.A Blair, Senior Institutions Officer, Wellington 7/12/83 Miramar
Reports, F5000001615646.

2451 Report by D.H Greenwood, Social Welfare Cadet to Principal 17/2/83, Miramar Reports
F5000002186504, p 3.

2452 5 T Ryan, Principal memo to contributing districts 12/7/73, Miramar Profile F5000001594224.
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A prospectus for Miramar stated one of the aims of the Home was to give clients
access to basic employment knowledge, work skills and work experience in order to
obtain a level of independence.?*

In 1981 a visiting psychologist undertook specialised group work, a feature of which
was vocational training.245 In 1982 the vocational programme was revised and
three stages were identified. The first stage involved training on seeking
employment and interview preparation.”*** In the second stage residents entered
the work programme, and an individualised programme was created for the
resident. Once in the work programme, board payments were deducted from the
resident's wages, and a standard amount of pocket money was set, which was
periodically reviewed. Working girls had first priority of entry into the Hostel. 2%

In the third stage of the vocational programme, residents who were over 16 and
from the Wellington area could move into a flatting situation, subject to the approval
of the work training supervisor and field social worker. Responsibility for the
resident was to be handed over from the work training supervisor to the field social
W(ljlré(‘g; after three weeks, at which point the resident was removed from the Miramar
roll.

The Principal reported in 1982 that a vocation skills programme had been
successful — at one stage nine girls were employed in the factory next to the
residence.”**® In the same year a visitor to Miramar commented on the positive
direction of vocational training.?*%° According to the visitor, “the fact that many girls
will not go back to school but will have to go out to find jobs with little qualification
has realistically been faced” 246

A pre-employment and “work exploration programme” continued to be offered at
Miramar in 1987.2%

The Hostel assisted in the extension of the work training programme and aimed to
provide independence for working girls.2*%? Despite the fact that the hostel was
reported to have been “successful’ in 1982 and 1983,2%6® the unit was closed in
1984 due to administrative difficulties, a decrease in job opportunities and delays in
placing girls in suitable accommodation.?4%

2453 Miramar Prospectus 1983 Section B Objective 5, author unknown, Miramar Reports F5000002186504
24%* Annual Report 1981 Miramar Reports F50000016156486, p 3.

2% VVocational Programme memo, D. Manley, Assistant Principal to Principal 14/10/80 revised 31/7/82.
Miramar Education file F5000003771104.

2% Vocational Programme memo, D. Manley, Assistant Principal to Principal 14/10/80 revised 31/7/82.
Miramar Education file F5000003771104.

257 \Jocational Programme memo, D. Manley, Assistant Principal to Principal 14/10/80 revised 31/7/82.
Miramar Education file F5000003771104.

24% Annual Report 1982 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 9.

% Report by D.H Greenwood, Social Welfare Cadet to Principal, Miramar 17/2/83, Miramar Reports
F5000002186504, p 5.

4% Report by D.H Greenwood, Social Welfare Cadet to Principal, Miramar 17/2/83, Miramar Reports
F5000002186504, p 5.

24 Discussion paper, A Whitmore, Principal 15/6/87, Miramar Admissions F5000003771098.

242 Annual Report 1982 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 8-9.

2% Annual Report 1982 Miramar Reports F50000016156486, p 8. See also Annual Report 1983 Miramar
Reports F5000001615646.

24 Annual Report 1984 Miramar Reports F5000002186503, p 2.
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Resident-to-resident issues :

No information relating to specific incidents between residents was found.
Health and medication
Medical

The Principal remarked in 1981 that medical and health were a high priority within
the overall programme. Some difficulties were experienced in the dental care area
because often girls leave before planned treatment was completed

An information booklet given to girls on admission advised that they would have a
full medical exammation shortly after their arrival, to ascertain whether medical help
was required.?*®® It was reported in 1981 that staff suggested to older girls on
admission that they visit the venereal disease clinic for a check.?

In 1982 two doctors from the Health Department visited the Home to assist
residents “in the all important task of understanding themselves”. 88 |n the same
year, the Visitng Committee investigated medical procedures at Miramar (in
response to issues hlghhghted in the 1982 Human Rights Commission Report) and
found no reason for criticism.

According to a 1983 prospectus, an objective of staff was “to promote the wellbeing
of each girl, by quality health care and education” and “to ensure that each resident
is in general physical health and that any emotlonal and mental needs and stresses
are provided for by professional guidance”®*

It was also noted professional dental care in the community was available and a
general practitioner was on call 24 hours. Initial examinations for any physical or
mental health problems were to be carried out by a GP, who could then referred
residents to a specialist. The document also stated that no resident was subject to
compulsory medical examination and residents were to be prepared for any
examination by counsellmg Prescribed medication was given out by resident
medical personnel 2**

It was noted in 1983 by a visiting Social Welfare cadet that the girls were well fed
and encouraged to keep a high level of personal hygiene.?

2485 Annual Report 1981 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 3.

2466 1 tormation booklet for new admissions, date and author unknown, Miramar Profile F5000001594224.
2467 «p homestead for mind clearing”, The Dominion 20/2/81, Miramar Profile F5000003771104.

2488 Annual Report 1982 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 10.

2489 \/isiting Committee Annual Report to March 1983, Dept of Education file, Miramar Reports, p 4.

2470 \tiramar Prospectus 1983 Section D Objective 4, author unknown, Miramar Reports F5000002186504.
2471 \tiramar Prospectus 1983 Section D Objective 4, author unknown, Miramar Reports F5000002186504.
2472 Report by D.H Greenwood, Social Welfare Cadet to Principal, Miramar 17/2/83, Miramar Reports
F5000002186504, p 3.
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In 1985 a doctor visited the Girls' Home twice a week to ensure that residents were
medically fit, and psychiatric referrals were available if needed.?*® In 1986, all girls
on admission were medically examined by the Home’s doctor, and where
necessary, appointments were made to attend the women’s clinic at Wellington
Hospital.*** The staff member commented that “only a small percentage” of girls
admitted had venereal disease and “all medical precautions were taken”.?*"®

In 1984 a weekly health programme was run on topics such as sex education,
drugs, body care, growth and development etc?”® A sex and health education
programme was still in operation at Miramar in 1987.24”" The objective of this
programme was “to provide young women with basic information about personal
health, hygiene, sexual identity, sexual behaviour, and how to access a variety of
health care services” 248

Psychological services/counselling

According to a 1973 memo from the Principal, a psychologist visited the home
weekly but “only sees one girl” and if assessment was necessary, there “may be a
delay of some weeks”. *’® A doctor provided weekly psychiatric assessment and
ongoing counselling if needed, and it was noted that all behaviour modification was
supervised by the doctor, 2%

In 1977 a Senior Social Worker emphasised the importance of providing relevant
information when girls were admitted, especially those likely to be referred to a
psychologist or psychiatrist?**' The memo stated that lack of information about
psychological or psychiatric referrals in the past had resulted in the work of
specialists at the Home being “duplicated”.4%2

The Principal reported in 1982 that a psychologist from the Education Department
assisted at the school, and undertook staff training as well as clinical duties.?*®® In
the same year a visitor to Miramar confirmed that psychological assessment was
available if needed.?*®*

The Visiting Committee noted in 1983 that while some psychological assessment
was available, there was not as much as the Committee would have liked. %8° A
part-time assistant psychologist was employed in 1983.24%  |n 1984 a regional

2473 A J Morison to the Director, Wellington 10/4/85, Miramar Profile F5000002186503.

247\ Whittaker, Senior Residential Social Worker to Principal and Assistant Principal 20/11/86, Miramar
Complaints S/92 MSD.

#75 \/ Whittaker, Senior Residential Social Worker to Principal and Assistant Principal 20/11/86, Miramar
Complaints 8/92 MSD.

247 Annual Report 1984 Aurora School Report, Miramar Reports 5000001615646, p 3.

2477 Discussion paper, A Whitmore, Principal 15/6/87, Miramar Admissions, F5000003771098,

2478 Discussion paper, A Whitmore, Principal 15/6/87, Miramar Admissions F5000003771098.

278 3 T Ryan, Principal memo to contributing disfricts 12/7/73, Miramar Profile F5000001594224,

2% T Ryan, Principal memo to contributing districts 12/7/73, Miramar Profile F5000001594224.

% Memo R.G Letham, Senior Social Worker to Contributing Districts 23/8/77, Miramar Staffing
F5000001594224.

242 Memo R.G Letham, Senior Social Worker to Contributing Districts 23/8/77, Miramar Staffing
F5000001594224.

2% Annual Report 1982 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 10.

#%* Report by D.H Greenwood, Social Welfare Cadet to Principal, Miramar 17/2/83, Miramar Reports
F5000002186504, p 2.

2% P_F Boshier, Chairman of the Visiting Committee to V. Young, Minister of Social Welfare 23/11/83,
Visiting Committee F5000005659655.

24% Annual Report 1983 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 4.
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Section 29 (1)(a) Privacy Act 1993 -Affairs of another

psychologist was also appointed.**®” |t was noted in 1985 that the educational

psychologist spent one dag a week at the school and the regional psychologist was
regularla/ in attendance.?*®® A counsellor was also added to the specialist staff in
1985 24%° ~

at any “disturbed children” at Miramar had
received the appropriate specialised psychological or psychiatric help required. A
particular case was noted in which a resident had been taken to Kimberleg Hospital,
although she was later considered inappropriately placed in the hospital *°

in 1983 the Principal commented th

A 1984 report from Aurora school noted that teachers were having some input into
the instigation of psychological referrals, although follow-up discussion between
institution staff and teachers tended/to be informal and haphazard and “usually
occurs over lunch”**’

Psychiatric hospital placement

A former social worker working in the Wellington region during 1960s and 1970s
recalled that a lot of girls were in Porirua Hospital. She believed many of the girls
were from Miramar, and felt that the manager of the Home may have had a role in
sending them. It was also noted that concern was expressed by CWOs regarding
the type of treatment (EEGs and EGT) given there.”**?

Staffing

Relationship between staff and residents

According to a Miramar prospectus, an aim of the institution was to encourage warm
and supportive interaction between residents and staff, to create a “relaxed and
homely resident environment”. 2493 |t was expected that staff members be seen by
residents as “mother — father figures”.

A 1981 newspaper article quoted a resident who said “the staff are good to us.
Sometimes they're too good. They let us go on outings if they trust us. Last week
we went to the movies and | was the only one who came back”. 2495

A social welfare cadet visiting in 1982 noted that the major function of staff was to
offer residents counselling, support, motivation and a ‘“realistic view of their

287 Annual Report 1984 Miramar Reports F5000002186503, p 3.

288 Annual Report 1985 Miramar Reports F50000016156486, p 3.

289 p_j Morrison to the Director, Wellington 10/4/85, Miramar Profile F5000002186503.
29 A J Morrison, Principal to Chief Medical Officer, Head Office 11/4/83, Miramar Health
F5000002186504.
291 Annual Report 1984 Aurora School Report, Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 6.
292 Telephone conversation with 30/6/06, Miramar Staffing.

2453 p firamar Prospectus 1983 Aurora School Objectives, author unknown, Miramar Reports
F5000002186504.

2494 ) firamar Prospectus 1983 Aurora School Objectives, author unknown, Miramar Reports

F5000002186504.
2495 «p homestead for mind clearing”, The Dominion 20/2/81, Miramar Profile F5000003771104.
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\Section 9(2)(a) Official Information Act 1982 -Privacy of natural persons\

situation”***® He observed that respect had been established towards staff and
their relationships with residents were generally healthy, although staff were
criticised for not listening to residents enough in some cases. In a report to the
Principal, the cadet also voiced concern about an inconsistency of policy across
staff shifts and a lack of communication between staff, which resulted in residents
becoming confused regarding the rules of the institution.2*”

The 1983 Annual Report commented that staff and residents held a “successful’
end-of-year dinner together, in which staff served residents in a formal setting.2*%®
The dinner was also held successfully in 1984.24%°

Staff to resident incidents

In 1984 the Visiting Committee put forward a suggestion to extend their role into
mediating complaints between residents and staff, as they believed the decisions
about complaints were made at “an unnecessarily high level’?® |t appears the
Committee wished to address the degree of distrust that had resulted from a past
incident in which their involvement in the complaints process had had negative
consequences.”®”' In response to the suggestion, the |Principal noted that while the
Committee may hear about complaints between staff and residents, the Department
guidelines would be followed for all discipline matters.?®*®> The District Director
further noted that he was the first to deal with complaints by girls against staff
members, and added that complaints by staff against girls were not frequent, and
usually involved matters which were “largely part of the normal process of discipline
and control within the institution” *** The Director noted in the case of a staff
member laying a formal complaint it may become a Police matter. 2°%*

In Februarylllll a resident

I - tte mpted to strangle a supervisor. A doctor’s report noted that the staff
member had subsequently suffered an anxiety state that prevented her returning to
work.>** A residential social worker requested that the resident’s “deprivation” be
taken into account before the staff member proceeded with any action.?®” It is
unclear if legal action was taken by the staff member. The Acting Principal noted
that a number of actions and communications regarding the resident and the
decision to hold her in secure had preceded the incident. 2>

2% Report by D.H Greenwood, Social Welfare Cadet to Principal 17/2/83, Miramar Reports
F5000002186504, p 1.

297 Report by D.H Greenwood, Social Welfare Cadet to Principal 17/2/83, Miramar Reports
F5000002186504, p 3.

24% Apnual Report 1983 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 4.

24 Apnual Report 1984 Miramar Reports F5000002186503, p 2.

2% Visiting Committee Annual Report June 1984, Visiting Committee F5000005659655, p 11,

20 visiting Commiittee Annual Report June 1984, Visiting Committee F5000005659655, p 11.

2592 A.J Morrison, Principal to Director, Wellington 6/7/84, Visiting Committee F5000005659655, p2.
2% . Lambie, District Director to Director-General 12/7/84, Visiting Committee F5000005659655.
2604, Lambie, District Director to Director-General 12/7/84, Visiting Committee F5000005659655.

2% Report P.J O'Sullivan, Supervisor Il Miramar incidents F

% 7B Cork, Visiting Medical Officer, to M. Doolan, Director of Residential Services [ Miramar
incidents F5000002186501.

%97 ), O'Kane, Relieving ARSW to D.J Manley, Acting Principal, T Viramar Girls' Home Incidents
F5000002186501.

*%® Handwritten note from D.J Manley, Acting Principal on memo from J. O'Kane, Relieving ARSW.
I Viramar Girls' Home Incidents F5000002186501. For more details see D.J Manley, Assistant
Principal for the Principal to Director, Wellington [Jlll Miramar incidents F5000002186501. See also
Miramar Secure section.
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in March 1986, a Social Worker complained about the care of a particular resident,
and the problems she and the resident had experienced in her interaction with Girls’
Home staff. It was noted that for a period the resident had no residential
caseworker, had insufficient clothing, and no contact had been made with field
social workers. It was reported that resident, who had been in secure care a
number of times, “didn’t mind being in secure as she felt safer there than upstairs” in
the residential area.®*® It was also claimed that the placement of the resident at the
institution was “racist’. The Principal commented the resident was a “major
disturbance” and should have been placed at Kingslea. The resident was
eventually taken out of the Home as it was believed she had become a
“scapegoat”®'® A memo from the District office in response to the allegations
acknowledged general management problems and remarked that there appeared to
be “some inconsistencies” with planning”2*"!

In 1988 a social worker expressed concern about events leading to the transferral of
two residents from Miramar to Weymouth.”*'?  One resident absconded while at
Miramar, and before being placed in the secure unit on her return, it was alleged
that she had been required to strip instead of being frisked. She was later given
sedatives after aftempting to self-harm, and before travelling to Weymouth.2513
According to the social worker, similar events appeared to have happened to a
second resident, and the circumstances surrounding the use of sedatives and
stripping were questioned. %"

Management

There were five staff vacancies in 1981, and periods between appointments varied
from 1-6 months. %" In 1981 the Principal remarked that staff and management at
Miramar “lacked the expertise necessary to compile files and carry out clerical
functions adequa’tely’.2516 This a5p§>eared to be remedied by the employment of
part-time clerical support in 1982.2°"" This position was made fulltime in 198428

In 1982, supervisor Miss Tucker retired after 25 years at the Girls” Home. 519 The
same year Miramar was criticised by a Head Office inspector for failing to follow
planning procedures. The inspector was concerned about the amount of work for
individual staff work in the form of planning and casework, and noted staff felt they
worked in isolation and that this meant “the best interests of the child were not being
met’. The inspector also commented on the “incredible” lack of recorded
information, and requested Department planning policy be implemented.2520

250 b Crowley, Social Worker to Director, Porirua 12/3/86, Miramar Contact F5000003771099. For more
details see Miramar Staffing and Contact with Field Social Workers sections.

219 p_Crowley, Social Worker to Director, Porirua 12/3/86, Miramar Contact F5000003771099.
25" \Memo B. Hay, Assistant Director Social Work 1/4/86, Miramar Contact F5000003771099.

212 1K | yness, Social Worker to the Assistant Director, Social Services 23/2/88. Miramar Incidents
F5000005659654.

2513 K |yness, Social Worker to the Assistant Director, Social Services 23/2/88. Miramar Incidents
F5000005659654.

5% KK Lyness, Social Worker to the Assistant Director, Social Services 23/2/88. Miramar
IncidentsF5000005659654.

2515 Annual Report 1981 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 3.

%516 Annual Report 1981 Miramar Reports F5000001615648, p 4.

517 Annual Reports 1982 and 1983 Miramar Reports F5000001615646.

5% Annual Report 1984 Miramar Reports F5000002186503, p 1.

2519 Annual Report 1982 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 6.

2520 A E Corcoran, for Director-General to District Directors and the Principal, Miramar Girls' Home
25/11/82, Miramar Staffing F5000003771104.
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A visiting social welfare cadet in 1982 noted that procedure was dictated by the
residential social workers manual, but staff had a degree of flexibility and could
initiate_changes to improve efficiency, which was praised by inspectors to the
home ' The visitor observed that staff carried out their jobs “with a realistic and
positive frame of mind” for the benefit of the residents.?%

In 1983 the Visiting Committee commented on the impact of the 1982 Human
Rights Commission Report on staff morale.*®*® The Committee reported that the
criticisms in this document were not relevant to Miramar and this was conveyed to
staff**** In May 1983 the Director-General acknowledged the publicity following the
Human Rights Commission and Archbishop Johnston reports six month prior. In
response to these reports, the Director-General made reference to broad
instituti<32nal changes that intended to ease the work of staff and improve the
service.

Staffing remained stable until 1985, when the number of admissions reached a
“zenith”, and the Principal officially requested “a more realistic number of staff’ to
cope with greater numbers of residents.?®? According to a Code of Practice
document detailing the management structure at Miramar, in 1985 the Girls’ Home
employed 14 residential staff, 2 night attendants and 6 domestic staff, 2

In 1985 staff proposed strike action over the lack of additional staffing resources. In
August 1985 the Visiting Committee released a press statement linking the strain on
staff to greater admission numbers and increased use of the secure unit, which had
been ‘used to quite some extent’. The Committee commented that staff
themselves had not placed the welfare of girls at risk, but there was “an urgent case
for the review of resources.” 2°%®

By the end of August 1985, the Home was facing staffing “crisis”. According to the
Principal, staff work loads had become “almost unbearable’ due to significant
increases in casework responsibilities.®®*° Senior residential staff also noted the
difficulties experienced by staff moving from a “custodial regimental approach” to a
social work model***® According to staff, it had been “the norm” for some time for
the staff/client supervision ratio to be 1 staff member to 20+ girls on occasions. It
Wf??t gcsaﬁuested that 2 additional residential social work staff be appointed in each
shift.

In September 1985, the Visiting Committee reiterated their concerns about the
stress levels of Miramar staff to both the District Director’®*? and the Minister. 2%
The Committee commented that “intolerable strain” at the Girls Home had resulted

22! Report by D.H Greenwood, Social Welfare Cadet to Principal, Miramar 17/2/83, Miramar Reports
F5000002186504, p 3.

2522 Report by D.H Greenwood, Social Welfare Cadet to Principal, Miramar Girls’ Home 17 February 1983,
Miramar Reports F5000002186504, p 5.

223 Visiting Committee Annual Report to March 1983, Dept of Education file, Miramar Reports, p4.

2524 Visiting Committee Annual Report to March 1983, Dept of Education file, Miramar Reports, p 4.

2% )W Grant, Director-General to A. Marrison, Principal 16.5.83 Miramar Reports F5000002186504.

2528 Annual Report 1985 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 4.

2527 A J Morrison to Director, Wellington 10/4/85, Miramar Profile F5000002186503.

2%2% Press Statement by Visiting Committee, circa August 1985, Miramar Staffing F5000002186503.

2529 A J Morrison, Principal to Director, Wellington 28/9/85, Miramar Staffing F5000002186503.

2% 0y Waaka, Senior Residential Social Worker to Principal 2/11/85, Miramar Profile E5000002186503.
2531 D Waaka, Senior Residential Social Worker to Principal 2/11/85, Miramar Profile F5000002186503.
*%%2 pF Boshier, Chairman Miramar Visiting Committee to J. Lambie, Director, Wellington 25/9/85, Miramar
Staffing F5000002186503.

#% Report from Visiting Committee, Miramar Girls’ Home to Minister 31/10/85, Miramar Visiting Committee
F5000005659655, p 4.
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in resignations and staff taking recuperation leave. The Committee directly
attributed this to the requirement to remand young women into secure care WhICh
was seen to have had “increasing severity and effect on staffing resources”. * No
information was found regarding the outcome of the staffing issue.

Changes to casework and programmes in February 1988 divided social workers
into 3 shift teams and 3 casework teams. It was noted that from 6.45am and 10pm
every day, residents had someone they could approach.”**®

In 1987 social workers in the region expressed their concern over the appointment
of a male social worker into a senior practitioner position at the Girls’ Home. The
description of role and the appropnateness of a male working with sexually abused
young women were questioned. 5% The Regional Director later defended the
decision and informed reglonal staff of the appointment of another male into a senior
position at the Girls’ Home.®

According to the 1987/1988 management plan for the closure of the Home, staff
were to be systematlcally reduced over 6 monthly periods from January 1988 to
March 1989. %* In March 1988, due to industrial action staff availability was
restricted to emergency work only.2539

Staff training

In 1981 it was noted that staff supervision, casework supervision, staff training and
team meetings were carried out regularly, and all available training courses for staff
had been utilised.?®*® However, lack of release time for staff training was an
ongoing difficulty. :

In a response fo a query from Head Office in 1983 regarding staff training,?**' the
Principal reported that in-house training sessions and team meetings were held
weekly, and every effort was made for staff to attend external training courses
although the time constraints and other factors made this difficult. The Principal
noted that DSW courses relevant to the work at the Home were decreasing, and it
was “difficult’ to be included in Social Work courses. **? This issue was also raised
by the Visiting Committee in 1984, who noted that residential social workers were
“often under great trme pressure” and it appeared that training had not always been
“readily available” >

In 1985, a senior residential staff member stated that staff training was “nonexistent”
and any training that was available did “very little to enhance or provide skills

2534 Report from Visiting Committee, Miramar Girls' Home to Minister 31/10/85, Miramar Visiting Committee
F5000005659655, p 4. See also J. Lambie, Director Wellington, to M. Doolan, Head Office 3/10/85,
Miramar Staffing F5000005659655.

2% | Hartley, Senior Social Worker to District Office social work staff 5/2/88. Miramar Admissions
F5000001594224,

25% | i Kinley, Meredity Osmond and Lynn Blake-Palmer, Senior Social Workers to Assistant Director
Social Worker, Porirua 19/8/87, Miramar Staffing F5000003771100.

2537 R H Wood, Regional Director 18/9/87, Miramar Staffing F5000003771098.

2538 Waellington Girls' Home 1988/89 Management Plan, Miramar Profile F5000001594224.

259 1y Manley, Assistant Principal 4/3/88, Miramar Profile F5000006089634.

2540 Annual Report 1981 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 3.

2541 ) A Blair, for the Director General to Director, Wellington 5/08/83 Miramar Reports, F5000001615646.
2542 A_J Morrison, Principal to Director and J.A Blair, Senior Institutions Officer, Wellington 7/12/83 Miramar
Reports, F5000001615646, see also Annual Report 1983 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 2.

542 vfisiting Committee Annual Report June 1984, Visiting Committee F5000005659655, p 5.
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training or social work evaluation”. 2* It was noted that while a training scheme

existed, it was constantly interrupted by client needs.?%*®

Despite time pressures, staff did sporadically attend external training courses and
undertake university study.”>*® The residence also continued to assist in regional
training and other agencies.®®* In 1986 it was noted that Miramar had been closed
for one week to facilitate a staff training workshop.?*®

According to the management plan for the closure of the Girls’ Home, staff retraining
was scheduled to take place in 1988.2*° A bi-cultural policy was also identified in
this plan, in which a member of the Maori community was to be invited to become a
member of the management team. A marae visit and an interchange with staff of a
Kohanga Reo were planned for early 1988.2%%°

In 1973 Aurora school had 2 teachers, and a “basically remedial programme”.2%"

In 1981, it was noted that the school programme had been hampered by the
departure of the Assistant Teacher, who was relieved by 2 untrained teachers until a
trained teacher was employed.*** An individualised programme was in operation,
with close co-operation from residential social workers.?5%®

In 1982, the Principal commented that the schooling needs of the girls needed to be
met in “a more positive way”. A team of pse/chologists were used to establish a
“base line” which the school could work from.2>**

According to the 1983 Annual Report, the philosophy of the school was to provide a
warm, supportive environment in which to effect an attitudinal change to education
and to authority figures, and to enhance social interaction skills. In this report the
school was described as an autonomous resource, working towards the successful
placement of each student.?**® Objectives of the school included devising individual
study programmes of a “nonfail character” while offering challenges and
encouraging progress. 2°°® Another objective of the school was to provide remedial
work, as well as teaching and resources relevant to entering the work force.2%”

asln} Waaka, Senior Residential Social Worker to Principal 2/11/85, Miramar Profile F5000002186503.
5 1, Waaka, Senior Residential Social Worker to Principal 2/11/85, Miramar Profile F5000002186503.
256 Annual Report 1984 Miramar Reports F5000002186503, p 1. See also Annual Report 1985 Miramar
Reports F5 000001615646.

2547 Annual Report 1984 Miramar Reports F5000002186503, p 1.

2545 \fisiting Committee Annual Reports 1986, Miramar Profile, F5000006661405.

259 Wellington Girls' Home 1988/89 Management Plan, Miramar Profile F5000001594224.

5% \Wellington Girls' Home 1988/89 Management Plan, Miramar Profile F5000001594224.

2551 0.T Ryan, Principal memo to contributing districts 12/7/73, Miramar Profile F5000001594224.

252 Annual Report 1981 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 2.

25% Annual Report 1981 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 2.

2554 Annual Report 1982 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 8.

2555 Annual Report 1983 Aurora School Report, Miramar Reports F5000001615646, Annexure

%% Miramar Prospectus 1983 Aurora School Objectives, author unknown, Miramar Reports
F5000002186504.

57 Miramar Prospectus 1983 Aurora School Objectives, author unknown, Miramar Reports
F5000002186504.
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A new Senior Teacher was employed in 1983%°%® along with an additional teacher
and part-time teaching assistant. %9 The school developed a “team teaching”
approach in which teachers took turns fo teach a subject while the other teacher
gave individual attention to students”®® Each student was interviewed on
admission to develop an individualised programme, which was considered to be
effective.®®! A visitor to the school noted that teachers and residential social
workers made an effort to work together.?°%

The individualised system continued in 1983 and allowed students to choose their
areas of study, and learn about time management, with positive results.?*** In 1984
the school was divided into two classrooms and the daily routine comprised of both
individual and group work. >

Later documents also highlight the practice of individual assessment and the
involvement of the student in their education?*®® Following assessment, the
resident might attend Aurora school or a community school. If the resident was over
15, the school was “invited to offer a suitable programme”, or she sought work
experience in the community. 2%

Activities offered at the school included outings, PE, school magazine, visitors from
the community, cooking and elective options such as business administration,
drama,®® typing, music and art.. A weekly health programme was also offered.?*®®

A leaving certificate was designed in 1983 to acknowledge student’s achievements,
and report forms were designed to record student’s progress and to aid future
educational placement.2569 In 1984 a comprehensive pre-employment skills
programme was developed but failed to be successfully implemented due to a “lack
of communication and/or understanding”.**°

In 1983%7! and 198477, the average stay at the school was 35 days, and students
ranged from form 2 to form 5. In 1983 the majority of girls leaving the school were
placed in either mainstream education or long term institutions, while others went
into work experience, Correspondence School, activity centres.”®’

it was noted in 1986 that if a resident’s parents were unable to afford a school
uniform, it was to be provided by the Social Welfare Department.”*"

2558 Annual Report 1983 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 2.

2559 Annual Report 1983 Aurora School Report, Miramar Reports F5000001615646, Annexure.
2560 Repart by D.H Greenwood, Social Welfare Cadet to Principal 17/2/83, Miramar Reports
F5000002186504, p 5.

2561 Annual Report 1983 Aurora School Report, Miramar Reports F5000001615646, Annexure.
2562 Report by D.H Greenwood, Social Welfare Cadet to Principal 17/2/83, Miramar Reports
F5000002186504, p 5.

2563 Annual Report 1983 Aurora School Report, Miramar Reports F5000001615646, Annexure.
2564 Annual Report 1984 Aurora School Report, Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 2.

2585 A ] Morrison to the Director, Wellington 10/4/85, Miramar Profile F5000002186503. See also
Discussion paper, A Whitmore, Principal 15/6/87, Miramar Admissions F5000003771098.

2566 A J Morrison to the Director, Wellington 10/4/85, Miramar Profile F5000002186503.

257 Annual Report 1983 Aurora School Report, Miramar Reports F5000001615646, Annexure.
2568 Annual Report 1984 Aurcra School Report, Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 3.

2569 Annual Report 1983 Aurora School Report, Miramar Reports F5000001615646, Annexure. See also
Annual Report 1984 Aurora School Repart, Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 3.

2570 Annual Report 1984 Aurora School Report, Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 4.

27 Annual Report 1983 Aurora School Report, Miramar Reports F5000001615646, Annexure.
2572 Annual Report 1984 Aurora School Report, Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 1.

2573 Annual Report 1983 Aurora School Report, Miramar Reports F5000001615646, Annexure.
2574\ Whittaker, Senior Residential Social Worker to Principal and Assistant Principal 20/11/86, Miramar
Complaints S/92 MSD.
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Staffing and attendance rates

In 1983, the Visiting Committee remarked that the shared administration of the
school by the Department of Education and Department of Social Welfare was “not
entirely satisfactory”. The Department of Education was criticised for lack of regard
for the “sensitive needs” of the Home, and the slow appointment of teachers to the
school *® I a later report, the Committee recommended the school be brought
under the control of the DSW as residents were seen to have “very special needs”
which were partly educational and partly psychological. The Committee noted that
teachers spent considerable time assisting girls in areas that fell outside their
training as teachers. The Committee also recommended greater integration of the
school curriculum into the Home 257

In July 1983 an inspector recommended that the teacher-pupil ratio at Aurora
School be set at 1:9; therefore 18 girls could be accommodated at that time 2"
The Principal noted that due to high numbers of eligible pupils, several residents
were being denied schooling, and requested that a part time teacher be employed
when the ratio was exceeded®”® In August 1983 the Assistant Director of Social
Work expressed concern regarding two residents not receiving schooling, and
suggested the provision of additional teaching staff*”® The 1983 Annual Report
stated approximately 15% of residents eligible to attend school did not*®° This
trend continued in 1984251

In 1983%°° and 1984 these concerns were reiterated by the Visiting Committee who
commented that absconding partly resulted from girls being unable to attend school.
%% It was noted that the pupillteacher ratio meant some residents — including a
number under 15 years — did not attend school, and spent their days “merely filling
in time” and doing “menial chores around the Home”, a situation they described as
“unsatisfactory” and “disgraceful”. 2584

From 1983 to 1985 the Girls' Home and Aurora School campaigned for additional
teachers. Over this time, correspondence and meetings between Miramar, the
Visiting Committee, the Deg)artment of Education and Department of Social Welfare
failed to resolve the issue.”®®® In October 1984, Head Office outlined the reasons
additional funding was refused, and remarked that the school was appropriately

2575 Visiting Committee Annual Report to March 1983, Dept of Education, Miramar Reports, p 5.

2978 Visiting Committee Annual Report 1985, Visiting Committee F5000005659655, p 6.

2577 A.J Morrison, Principal to Director, Wellington 29/7/83. Miramar Education F5000002186504.

%78 A ) Morrison, Principal to Director, Wellington 29/7/83. Miramar Education F5000002186504.

#7° p_B Dickens, Assistant Director (SW) to Director, Wellington 19/8/83. Miramar Education
F5000002186504.

2580 Annual Report 1983 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, Appendix E.

2587 A.J Morrison, Principal to Director, Wellington 13/6/84, Miramar Education F5000002186500.

#% V. Young, Minister of Social Welfare to P.F Boshier, Chairman of the Visiting Committee 20/10/83,
Miramar Visiting Committee, F5000005659655.

2% Visiting Committee Annual Report June 1984, Visiing Committee F5000005659655, p 8.

2% Visiting Committee Annual Report June 1984, Visiting Commitiee F5000005659655, p 9.

2% See A.J Momison, Principal to Director, Wellington 13/6/84, Miramar Education F5000002186500; J.A.
Blair, for the Director General to the Director, Wellington, 21/2/84 Miramar Reports. F5000002186500; J.A.
Blair for the Director-General to Director Wellington 12/9/84 Miramar Reports F5000002186500; B.M
Manchester, for Director-General to Director, Wellington 24/8/84 and M.P Doolan for Director-General to
Director, Wellington 29/6/84, Miramar Education F5000002186500; A.J Morrison, Principal to Director,
Wellington 29/8/84, Miramar Education F5000002186500.
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staﬁeg!sa%ompared to other national institutions, and given its average occupancy
rates.

In the third term of 1984 a teaching assistant was employed, allowing 24 additional
girls to attend,?*®" although the teacher to student ratio remained at 1:12 despite
efforts to formalise a 1:9 ratio.?®® In 1985, the Visitihng Committee noted that a
“satisfactory compromise” had been reached. A ratio of 1:12 was adopted and a full
time teacher aid was employed.2589 The Committee reported that while occasionally
girls were “hanging around in the Home” during the day unable to attend school, the
situation was much improved.?®*

It was noted that the Senior Teacher was excluded (except by invitation or request)
to senior staff meetings in the latter part of 1984 due to time pressures,2591 although
weekly meetings with senior staff were subsequently set up. **  The Senior
Teacher expressed frustration that teachers were not sufficiently involved in case
planning and case conference meetings regarding the placement of students, due
to minimal teacher release time.?*

In 1985, the Principal commended the service of the teachers of Aurora and noted
that the teachers had developed a comprehensive School Scheme*** Both
teachers left at the end of 1985.2%° Little information about the school programme
was found after 1985.

Absconding ‘ :

The number of absconding incidents gradually decreased over the early 1980s from
a high of 166 incidents in 1979 to a low of 68 in 1982.°* 1984 saw an increase in
abscondings®®’ and a Department report the same year noted that Miramar was
considered to have a high absconding rate.?®® In 1985 absconding incidents
increased to a high of 196 incidents.2**

Annual Reports from the Girls' Home included detailed analyses of absconding
figures.®®  According to the Principal's 1981 report, absconding rates at the
institution were considered high, and this was attributed to a high number of

2585 Report to the Minster of Social Welfare from J.W Grant, Director-General 3/10/84, Miramar Education
F5000002186500.

2587 Annual Report 1984 Miramar Reports F5000002186503, p 2.

2588 Annual Report 1984 Aurora School Report, Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 3.

2583 \/jsiting Committee Annual Report June 1985, Visiting Committee F5000005659655, p 3.

259 \jisiting Committee Annual Report June 1985, Visiting Committee F5000005659655, p 3.

291 Annual Report 1984 Aurora School Report, Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 3.

2592 Annual Report 1984 Aurora School Report, Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 6.

2593 Annual Report 1984 Aurora School Report, Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 5.

2% Annual Report 1985 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 3.

29 Annual Report 1985 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 3.

25% A dmissions, Absondings, Nominal Roll and Occupied Beds figures for all institutions, undated, author
unknown, Miramar Admissions F5000002388341. See also Analysis of abscondings 1979-1983, DSW
institutions, undated, author unknown. Miramar Incidents F5000002186500.

2597 Annual Report 1984 Miramar Reports F5000002186503, Appendix B.

259 |nstitutional Statistics 1984 Report, M.P Doolan, Director Residential Services 4/1184, Miramar
Admissions F5000002186501.

2% Annual Report 1985 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 3.

200 560 Annual Reports from 1981, 1982, 1983, 1984. Miramar Reporis F5000001615646.
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admissions with a history of absconding.”®®" It was noted in 1981 that a third of girls
who absconded did so whilst in the community, and in many cases incidents
involved girls who ran away more than once.?%%

In 1982 the Principal noted that better communication between the Home and
districts, a decrease in residents inclined to run awayzeos, and the introduction of a
different programme for absconders had seen a decrease in abscondings. ™ The
programme involved designating a number of days “free of absconding” and girls
who absconded during that period were placed on a work programme, releasing
other residents from some of their daily chores.?*® An informal “contractual system”
was also identified in 1982 as a means of encouraging residents not to abscond.2%%

In 1983, an article in the local newspaper noted that the Home had two main rules —
“be good, and stay”. **”" The article reported a number of reasons for absconding
including homesickness, missing a boyfriend, or fighting with other residents.*°® An
earlier article noted another reason for absconding was girls under 15 wanting to

smoke. 2%

In 1983, the Visiting Committee asserted that abscondings were a direct
consequence of unrest caused by delays in placement, and provided examples of
residents who had experienced “unacceptably long” delays.?®'® In the Committee’s
1984 report, the Department. was accused of being “dilatory’ in arranging
transfers.”®""  The District Director noted that delays were “a perennial problem”
resulting from a number of factors. 2"

In 1984 the Visiting Committee questioned the categorisation of all absences as
“abscondments”, stating that the different status of residents meant that-some girls
were “very much influenced by others”?*"® The Committee also questioned the
“tendency to place far too much attention on the statistics of and consequential
discipline of absconders””®™  They remarked that some girls were ‘“true
absconders” and should have be placed in secure, although noted that secure was

259" Annual Report 1981 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 2.

252 Annual Report 1981 Miramar Reports F50000016156486, p 2.

#5% A.J Morrison, Principal to Director and J.A Blair, Senior Institutions Officer, Wellington 7/12/83 Miramar
Reports, F5000001615646.

2% Annual Report 1982 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 7.

2% A.J Morrison, Principal o Director and J.A Blair, Senior Institutions Officer, Wellington 7/12/83 Miramar
Reports, F5000001615646.

2% Annual Report 1982 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 8. For more information on the “contract
system” see Miramar Secure section.

%597 “The girls say Miramar home is a good place”, Eastem Suburbs News 1/6/83, Miramar Profile
F5000002186504.

09 “The giris say Miramar home is a good place”, Eastem Suburbs News 1/6/83, Miramar Profile
F5000002186504.

26% A homestead for mind clearing”, The Dominion 20/2/81, Miramar Profile F5000003771104.

2" p_F Boshier, Chairman of the Visiting Committee to V. Young, Minister of Social Welfare 23/11/83,
Visiting Committee F5000005659655.

2" Visiting Committee Annual Report June 1984, Miramar Visiting Committee F5000005659655, p 5.

#912 . Lambie, District Director to Director-General 12/7/84, Miramar Visiting Committee F5000005659655.
See also response from the Principal to the District Director 6/7/84, Miramar Visiting Committee
F5000005659655.

#" Visiting Committee Annual Report June 1984, Miramar Visiting Committee F5000005659655, p5.The
Report noted that “abscondment” was the official term used by the Department for “an unauthorised
absence from a Home and when such absence is of more then two hours duration”.

%' Visiting Committee Annual Report June 1984, Miramar Visiting Committee F5000005659655, ps5.
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» 2615 |0 1985 the Committee were advised that the matter was

used “sparingly”.
2616 although it is unclear if any changes were made

being discussed with Principals,
as aresult.

In 1986, senior staff noted that when girls absconded it was standard procedure to
notify Wellington Police who distributed the information to all districts.?®

Secure care

According to an undated document outlining the role and functions of the Girls’
Home, one function was to “provide for the secure custody for young people and
children in exceptional circumstances, where such custody is recommended by a
court, or is necessary for the safe custody, control and well-being of the child or
young person”.2*"®

In 1973, the Principal stated it was likely new admissions would spend the first few
days in security, and the length of stay would depend on the girls’ behaviour and
progress.

From 1979 to 1983 the number of secure admissions at Miramar decreased from
393 admissions in 1979 to 148 admissions in 1983. The average length of stay in
secure remained around 2 days from 1979 to 1982, decreasing to 1.4 days in
1983.2%%°

According to the 1981 Annual Report “approxmately 50% of all girls are admitted to
the House” possibly implying that the remaining 50% were admitted to secure. It
was also noted girls who remained in secure on admission were considered by
social workers or Police to be likely to abscond.®

In a 1981 newspaper art|c|e a resident noted that the secure unit was somewhere
she could “sleep in peace According to the article, the Principal disliked “the
necessity” of the secure wing and kept its use to a minimum.  The reporter noted
that the secure rooms were “empty more often than they are occupied”? 22 A
similar newspaper article published in 1983 quoted a resident saying “we have a
secure block and a time-out room....that's where you go when you just come in, or
when you've run away”.2%%

2615 \/isiing Committee Annual Report June 1984, Miramar Visiting Committee F5000005659655, p 5. For
responses to this issue from the District Director and Principal, see J. Lambie, District Director to Director-

General 12/7/84, Miramar Visiting Committee F5000005659655. A.J Morrison, Principal to Director,

Wellington 6/7/84, Miramar Visiting Committee F5000005659655.

2618 \jisiting Committee Annual Report June 1985, Miramar Visiting Committee F5000005659655, p2.
2617 \/ Whittaker, Senior Residential Social Worker to Principal and Assistant Principal 20/11/86, Miramar
Complaints, $/92 MSD.

218 \Wellington Girls' Home — Role and Functions, undated, author unknown, Miramar Profile
F5000002368864.

1% 5 T Ryan, Principal memo to contributing districts 12/7/73, Miramar Profile F5000001594224.

2620 Analysis of Secure Care Appendix, undated, author unknown, Miramar Secure F5000002186500.
2621 Annual Report 1981 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 2.

2622 up homestead for mind clearing”, The Dominion 20/2/81, Miramar Profile F5000003771104.

2623 Thg girls say Miramar home is a good place”, Eastem Suburbs News 1/6/83, Miramar Profile
F5000002186504.
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According to 1982 guidelines “close custody” was used only for cases of “proven
need for the purposes of containment, observation and treatment”.?** In the same
year it was reported that 30% of new admissions were put into secure. A decrease
in the length of time spent in secure in 1982 was attributed to staffing and the
development of individualised programmes.®®*® The Principal later clarified that no
resident was “automatically admitted” into secure and there were “very strict
procedures” for admitting a girl to secure.26%

In 1982 Girls’ Home management noted that secure care was not useful in all
absconding cases. " Instead a “contractual system” was used to obtain the
resident's cooperation on their admission to the Home.?**® In response to enquiries
from Head Office,®* the verbal contract was explained as residents giving
assurance they would “stay and be good”.”®* This was intended to encourage
residents to take responsibility for their actions.?5*! If residents refused to agree to
this system, it was considered by the staff that they had chosen to “lock themselves
up” and they were placed in secure.?*% '

In 1983 the Visiting Committee noted the “temptation” for staff to place the resident
— especially if they arrived in the evening — in secure at least until the following
morning to “g)lay safe”, especially if little background information had been provided
by Police.?®** Visiting Committee reports noted that they checked the secure unit at
Miramar regularly.?®* In 1984, the Committee’s “close observation” of secure
indicated that it was “used sparingly” to isolate girls for up to 3 days who were “in
clear need of isolation”. 26%°

In their March 1983 report, the Visiting Committee made reference to the Johnson
Report that stated usage of the secure unit should be “absolutely minimal”. While
the Committee saw no problem with holding remandees in secure, they questioned
the appropriateness of placing Wards of State in secure, as they were considered to
be in a similar position to girls in a foster home, or in their own home. 2% The
Committee observed that while use of secure was exercised with “great Erudence”
they suggested firm guidelines be set around the use of secure.?®® These
guidelines were subsequently developed by Miramar management in April 1983.
%8 Similar documents outlining policies around the use of secure were published
in 1983°**° and 1984%%%°. The later internal document set out rules around
admission procedures, length of stay, smoking, schooling, visitors, recreation, work
etc in the secure unit. 2

2924 Annual Report 1982 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 4.

2925 Annual Report 1982 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 8.

2625 A J Morrison, Principal to Director and J.A Blair, Senior Institutions Officer, Wellington 7/12/83 Miramar
Reports, F5000001615646.

2527 Annual Report 1982 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 8.

2928 Annual Report 1982 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 8.

229 J.A Blair, for the Director General to Director, Wellington 5/08/83 Miramar Reports, F5000001615648.
2530 Annual Report 1982 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 8.

#5%! A.J Morrison, Principal to Director and J.A Blair, Senior Institutions Officer, Wellington 7/12/83 Miramar
Reports, F5000001615646.

%2 A.J Morrison, Principal to Director and J.A Blair, Senior Institutions Officer, Wellington 7/12/83 Miramar
Reports, F5000001615646.

2% Visiing Committee Annual Report to March 1983, Dept of Education, Miramar Reports, p 5.

2% Department summary of Visiting Committee Annual Reports 1986, Miramar Profile, F50000006661405.
%535 \fisiting Committee Annual Report June 1984, Visiting Committee F5000005659655, p 5.

2% Visiting Committee Annual Report to March 1983, Dept of Education, Miramar Reports, p7.

27 Visiting Committee Annual Report to March 1983, Dept of Education, Miramar Reports, p 8.

2638 & J Morrison, Principal 27/4/83, Miramar Secure F5000002186504.

29 Miramar Prospectus 1983 Section C Objective 4, author unknown, Miramar Reports F5000002186504.
2540 Miramar Girls' Home Secure Care, author unknown, 16/1/84, Miramar Reports F5000002186500.

284 Miramar Girls’ Home Secure Care, author unknown, 16/1/84, Miramar Reports F5000002186500.
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According to a 1983 prospectus Miramar deplored “the use of conﬁnement as a
remedy for behaviour modification”. 242 However, a visiting social welfare cadet
commented that while the secure unit was “little used”, it was sometimes used as a
form of punishment for securing a girl who had absconded. According to the visitor,
the length of time in secure was stipulated by the senior on duty, and reviewed
every 24 hours, and a work programme was used in conjunction with secure care.
The visitor also remarked that the public had a negative and misinformed perception
of the secure unit, which had led to misunderstanding as “proven” by newspaper
reports in 1982.2%%°

In 1984 surveiliance “blind spots” around the secure unit were identified. Although
2 female night staff supervised the residential sleeping area and the security wing, it
was considered unsafe for staff to check outside due to the isolated nature of the
grounds. A security upgrade was recommended to “further deter break-ins” (no
details of any incidences given).®* This was approved in May 1984.%%*° It was
also noted that Police were frequently in the area, and were notified in the event of
prowlers, unwelcome guests and any suspicious vehicles. ?

In 1985, the Visiting Committee remarked that the secure unit had received
“consistent use” in previous months, although the Committee clarified that this did
not mean residents were “confined in the secure unit on a solitary basis for any
period of time”. They commented that it was not always clear whether girls had
been admitted to the secure unit as punishment, or whether this had been done as
a protective measure for the girls involved, other residents or staff. %

In. 1985 the Visiting Committee expressed concern regarding the legal requirement
o hold remandees in secure care, as it was noted that remanding girls in secure
had already strained staffing resources. 2648 The Wellington Director agreed that the
withdrawal of discretion from Principals to hold young people in secure facilities was
an issue.?®*® The Committee later raised the matter with the Minister and noted that
a Miramar resident charged with property offences had been held in secure for 2-3
weeks because of “Judge’s notation”, while other residents appearing on serious
violence changes were held in the open house.?

In February 1986, a resident assaulted a staff member after being held in secure for
16 days. The incident was reported as an attempt by the resident to leave the
secure unit.2%’

2842 \ firamar Prospecius 1983 Section C Objective 3, author unknown, Miramar Reports F5000002186504.
2843 Report by D.H Greenwood, Social Welfare Cadet to Principal 17/2/83, Miramar Reports
F5000002186504, p 5.

264 B, J Manley, Assistant Principal and A.J Morrison, Principal to Director, Wellington 14/5/84 Miramar
Profile F5000002186500.

2645 Memo M.P Doolan, for the Director-General to the Director, Wellington 29/5/84, Miramar Profile
F5000002186500. For more information about the security issue see Physical Description section.

2845 1y J Manley, Assistant Principal and A.J Morrison, Principal to Director, Wellington 14/5/84 Miramar
Profile F5000002186500.

2847 \jisiting Committee Annual Report 1985, Miramar Visiting Committee F5000005659655, p 5.

268 \jisiting Commiittee Report to Minister 31/10/85, Miramar Visiting Committee F5000005659655, p 4.
For more information on staffing issues over this period see Staffing section.

249§ | ambie, Director Wellington, to M. Doolan, Head Office 3/10/85, Miramar Visiting Committee
F5000005659655.

8% \/isiting Committee Report to Minister 31/10/85, Miramar Visiting Committee, F5000005659655, p 3.
251 ) O'Kane, Relieving ARSW to D.J Manley, Acting Principal, 13/2/86, Miramar Girls' Home Incidents
F5000002186501.
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Discipline v

According to a Girls’ Home prospectus, the general approach to discipline involved
positive reinforcement, counselling and discipline appropriate to the situation.
Specific objectives included not degrading, humiliating or reprimanding residents in
front of their peers, encouraging residents to share their problems with staff and
using praise.?°%2

Reference was made to a “time out” room in the home in a 1981 newspaper article,
in which it was offered as means for preventing absconding.”**® Girls were offered
the time out room, which had no lock, as a place to “stop and think“.2%** In 1982, the
use of time out was identified as the preferred method of dealing with distress or
behaviour difficulties, rather than admission to secure,?*®® although the Principal
later noted that time out was not a substitute for secure. 2°°® Suggested time out
activities included using the “time out room”, going for a walk, having a cup of tea,
jumping on the trampoline etc.?®*

In a 1983 report, a visiting social welfare cadet remarked that discipline was “not
always obvious but always present?®*® and generally took the form of talking to the
girl and establishing a reason for her behaviour, sometimes followed by extra work
as punishment.?®%

In November 1986 a complaint made by a resident's parents resulted in a Ministerial
inquiry. 2680 A number of issues were raised in correspondence from the resident’s
parents (unsighted) relating to discipline policies in operation at the Girls’ Home. In
response, a senior staff member stated that swearing and using informal names for
staff were not acceptable at Miramar, and bullying or physical abuse by residents or
staff was not condoned. It was also noted that verbal arguments occurred at times,
but were monitored by staff to prevent unnecessary physical confrontation, although
sometimes it was “in the girl’s best interest for very little staff intervention” and that
“experienced staff know when it is appropriate to intervene”. 2! In response to the
criticism regarding a lack of discipline levelled at the Girls’ Home, the Principal
agreed that some staff were “overly permissive” and presented as “poor role
models” 2%%?

22 Miramar Prospectus 1983 Section C Objective 3, author unknown, Miramar Reports F5000002186504.
265 «A homestead for mind clearing’, The Dominion 20/2/81, Miramar Profile F5000003771104.
2654 “p homestead for mind clearing”, The Dominion 20/2/81, Miramar Profile F5000003771104.
25% Annual Report 1982 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 9.

%% A.J Morrison, Principal to Director and J.A Blair, Senior Institutions Officer, Wellington 7/12/83 Miramar
Reports, F5000001615646.
%57 A.J Morrison, Principal to Director and J.A Blair, Senior Institutions Officer, Wellington 7/12/83 Miramar
Reports, F5000001615646.
#%% Report by D.H Greenwood, Social Welfare Cadet to Principal, Miramar 17/2/83, Miramar Reports
F5000002186504, p 2.
2% Report by D.H Greenwood, Social Welfare Cadet to Principal, Miramar 17/2/83, Miramar Reports
F5000002186504, p 3.
2%\ Whittaker, Senior Residential Social Worker to Principal and Assistant Principal 20/11/86, Miramar
Complaints /92 MSD.
2%%1 v Whittaker, Senior Residential Social Worker to Principal and Assistant Principal 20/11/86, Miramar
Complaints $/92 MSD.
2552 A Whitmore, Principal to Regional Director, Lower Hutt 11/12/86, Miramar Complaints S/92 MSD,
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Physical Punishment

No specific reference was made to physical punishment, except for the use of extra
work as punishment (see Miramar Discipline section, above).

Drugs, alcohol and tattoos ,

In a 1981 newspaper article the Principal stated drug and alcohol problems at
Miramar were “not as bad as you'd expect’ although occasionally there were
incidences of “petrol sniffing or pills” by a minority of older girls. 2663

In 1984 the Visitng Committee was concerned that that some girls who had
absconded had returned “uncontrollably” under the influence of drugs and/or &Iue,

and the behaviour of some girls towards staff was seen to be “unacceptable”. %

In June 1984, the Principal reported that there were no recorded incidents of glue
sniffing/solvent abuse at the home.?*®® He observed that 60% of admissions for
April 1984 were known to have been involved in glue sniffing/solvent abuse, and
difficulties occasionally arose when residents returned after weekend leave, and
attempted to bring sniffing materials into the Home. According to the Principal, staff
vigilance and custody of likely materials minimized sniffing opportunities, and staff
training 6programmes included sessions on the topic of glue sniffing/solvent
abuse.”®®

According to guidelines set out in the 1983 prospectus, smoking was allowed in
clearly defined areas and at designated times for girls over 15.°*’_The enforcement
of this rule was observed by a social welfare cadet the same year.?**®

An undated information booklet given to residents on admission stated girls over 15
“may be allowed to smoke”. Those under 15 were not allowed to smoke and it was
considered to be “a very serious rule”. 2%

2663 A homestead for mind clearing”, The Dominion 20/2/81, Miramar Profile F5000003771104.

%84 \fisiting Committee Annual Report June 1984, Miramar Visiting Committee F5000005659655, p 5. For
Principal's response see A.J Marrison, Principal to Director, Wellington 6/7/84, Miramar Visiting Committee
F5000005659655.

2665 A Morrison, Principal to Director, Wellington 21/6/84, Miramar Drugs/Smoking F5000002186500.

2665 A Morrison, Principal to Director, Wellington 21/6/84, Miramar Drugs/Smoking F5000002186500.

2867 Miramar Prospectus 1983 Section B Objective 3, author unknown, Miramar Reports F5000002186504.
2688 Raport by D.H Greenwood, Social Welfare Cadet to Principal, Miramar 17/2/83, Miramar Reports
F5000002186504, p 3.

2669 | tormation booklet for new admissions, date and author unknown, Miramar Profile F5000001594224.
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In a 1986 memorandum, it was stated that under normal circumstances, staff must
request written approval by parents or guardians for any child under the age of 15
years to smoke at Miramar. Smoking was regarded as a privilege, and could be
revoked by senior staff as punishment if residents committed misdemeanours. 2"
Girls could purchase cigarettes using their weekly pocket money. 27!

Contact with field social workers

In 1977 a memorandum was sent to Districts advising on the documentation that
needed to be supplied to the Girls’ Home when a girl was admitted. This included
medical, psychological and psychiatric reports, Court reports, school reports and
incident reports.?®

In 1981, the Principal stated that residential social workers combined with field
social workers in a “team approach” to residents’ casework, and it was noted social
workers visited the girls as regularly as possible. **”> The 1981 Annual Report also
commented that the residence received their first visit from Head Office, which
resulted in a confidential report covering their social work activities. 2

In 1982 the Wellington District office relinquished its liaison role, and a system of
direct liaison was implemented between contributing districts and the Girls’
Home.*”® In 1983 a senior social worker commended the new system for reducing
delays in admissions.?"®

In 1983 the Principal expressed concern regarding the lack of involvement from field
social workers and the difficulty of identifying the person with the “primary
responsibility for casework””*”” It was noted that residential social workers were
undertaking much of the casework®™"® and needed to remind field social workers
about a number of administrative responsibilites such as arranging family
conferences.”®®  The Principal remarked that girls who were readmitted often
commented on the lack of contact with their social worker.2®® A response from the

%70V Whittaker, Senior Residential Social Worker to Principal and Assistant Principal 20/11/86, Miramar
Complaints, 8/92 MSD. See also A Whitmore, Principal to Regional Director, Lower Hutt 11/12/86, Miramar
Complaints $/92 MSD.

%71 V Whittaker, Senior Residential Social Worker to Principal and Assistant Principal 20/11/86, Miramar
Complaints, $/92 MSD.

%72 R.G Letham, Senior Social Worker to Contributing Districts 23/8/77, Miramar Admissions
F5000001594224.

2578 Annual Report 1981 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 3.

%57 Annual Report 1981 Miramar Reports F5000001615648, p 3.

267 Gircutar memo from J. Lambie, Director, Wellington to the Director, Hastings 25/8/82, Miramar Profile
F5000001594224.

2576 p_Mauga, Senior Social Worker to Director, Porirua 21/2/83, Miramar Admissions F5000003771104.
%77 A.J Morrison, Principal to Director, Wellington 8/7/83, Miramar Contact with Field Social Workers
F5000002186504.

%678 A.J Morrison, Principal to Director, Wellington 8/7/83, Miramar Contact with Field Social Workers
F5000002186504.

279 Annual Report 1983 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 3.

#6% A.J Morrison, Principal to Director, Wellington 8/7/83, Miramar Contact with Field Social Workers
F5000002186504.
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Head Office noted that the difficulties had been aired with the social workers, and it
was anticipated the service would be improved.?*®'

In 1984 the Visiting Committee remarked that delays in transferring residents could
in part result from time pressures on field social workers, and noted they had many
comments from girls that they had “simply not seen their field social workers for a
long long time”.2%%2 Districts were also criticised for not communicating important
details about residents, for example results of court hearings or changes in
status.”®®

In 1984 field social workers expressed concern that Miramar was at times unable to
admit young people needing short-term institutional accommodation. It was noted
that residential social workers wished to avoid the institution being used as a “stop
gap measure”, which at times created difficulties for field staff.>***

In March 1986, a Social Worker complained about the lack of specialist residential
care resources in the Wellington area, the standard of care for young persons, and
the liaison between institutions and field social workers. The complaint invoived a
particular case in which the social worker alleged staff were “working against” her
and her client, and problems in communication between the field social worker and
residential staff were highlighted.?**°

A 1986 memo from a senior staff member noted that if any resident was to take
overnight leave away from the institution, it was “normal policy” to inform the field
social worker.2%%

Contact with community T '

There appeared to be a reasonable amount of contact with the community at
Miramar, especially in the area of recreational and vocational activities. In 1981 the
Principal remarked that community involvement was expanding in activities such as
Marae visits, fund-raising and community work.2**’ In 1982 it was noted that a large
number of sgorts, social events and cultural trips continued to involve the
community.?*®®  External trainees, cadets, nurses, police and teachers also visited
the Home for training purposes.”®®

The Girls’ Home used recreation facilities in the community, and in 1983 the
Principal requested funding for a new gymnasium complex, noting that the

2681 J A. Blair for the Director-General to Director Wellington 12/9/84. Miramar

Reports F5000002186500.

2882 \fisiting Committes Annual Report June 1984, Visiting Committee F5000005659655, p 6.

2883 Annual Report 1985 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 3.

2684 j R Cody, Social Work Advisor to Director, Wanganui and Wellington Principals, circa 18/5/84, Miramar
Admissions F5000002186500.

2885 p_Crowley, Social Worker to Director, Porirua 12/3/86, Miramar Contact with Field Soctal Workers
F5000003771099. For more details see Staffing — staff to resident incidents, above.

2686 \/ \Whittaker, Senior Residential Social Worker to Principal and Assistant Principal 20/11/86, Miramar
Complaints, S/92 MSD.

2687 Annual Report 1981 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 3.

2688 Annual Report 1982 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 9.

268 Annual Report 1982 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 6.
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commugxsi&/ were keen to assist in funding a gymnasium.?® This request was later
denied.

According to a 1983 prospectus regular socialising was provided in the form of
discos within the residence and community.?®® In 1985 several discos were held
and boys from Kohitere took part.**® A senior staff member remarked in 1986 that
it was “normal practise” to invite Epuni Boys Home to attend the discos held at
Miramar, which was considered to be “in accordance with Social Welfare policy”.2%%

In 1983 a fashion parade was held at the home with clothes provided by community
retail outlets, with residents as models.**** In the same year, an end-of-year concert
was held for the first time in which girls performed to staff, residents, teachers and
community members.”**® This was repeated successfully in 1984.26%

In 1983 Aurora School commented that contact with mainstream schools improved
in 1983, and monthly meetings with Epuni Boy's Home School were set up to
provide an exchange of ideas and information.”**® These meetings continued,
although in @ more “erratic and ill-planned” way in 1984,26%°

In 1985 the Minister visited the Girls’ Home, and it was noted that the programme of
the visit was arranged and carried out by the girls with minimum staff intervention.
The Minister also invited the girls to visit her at the Beehive.?’®

In August 1987 staff invited community organisations to a hui at the Girls” Home to
request their assistance in the development of community orientated, multicultural
programmes at Miramar.?”"

Media/publicity

In September 1982 a Human Rights Commission Report was released, sparking
widespread debate regarding social welfare institutions.”’*® Despite the “the media
criticism” the Principal noted that the Dominion and Evening Post newspapers wrote
about the Girls’ Home in a positive manner. The Visiting committee also assisted
the Home in a radio broadcast during the publicity surround the Human Rights
Report.?"%

In 1983 the Eastern Suburbs News featured an article on the residence.2® It was
noted in the article that the Principal had invited those involved in community affairs

26% A J Morrison, Principal to Director, Wellington 3/5/83, Miramar Profile F5000002186504.

%91 Memo from G.A Grainger for the Director-General to the Director, Wellington 16/9/83, Miramar Profile
F5000002186504.

2%%2 Miramar Prospectus 1983 Section B Objective 4, author unknown, Miramar Reports F5000002186504.
29% Annual Report 1985 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 3.

2%\ Whittaker, Senior Residential Social Worker to Principal and Assistant Principal 20/11/86, Miramar
Complaints, $/92 MSD.

2% Miramar Prospectus 1983 Section D Objective 3, author unknown, Miramar Reports F5000002186504.
26% Annual Report 1983 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 3.

297 Annual Report 1984 Miramar Reports F5000002186503, p 2.

25% Annual Report 1983 Aurora School Report, Miramar Reports F5000001615646, Annexure.

2%% Annual Report 1984 Aurora School Report, Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 5.

27% Annual Report 1985 Miramar Reports 5000001615646, p 3.

27%! Memorandum from D Waaka, for the Principal 26/8/87, Miramar Education F5000003771098.

#7%2 This report led to the Johnson Report and the passing of the Children and Young Person’s Amendment
Act 1982, Visiting Committee Report to Minister of Social Welfare 31/3/1983, Miramar Reports, Department
of Education file.

2793 Annual Report 1982 Miramar Reports F50000016156486, p 10.

#7% Annual Report 1983 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 4.
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to hold their liaison meeting at the Girls' Home, and were invited to look around the
residence after the meeting”’® The same year the Evening Post published
residents’ poems as well as an article on the school.?’®

Visiting committees E

An undated document summarising the guidelines for Visiting Committee members
stated that the Committee was required to visit the residence at least once every
three months. 2"’

In 1981 a new Visiting Committee was appointed.”’*® The Principal commended
the Committee in 1982 for their support, and remarked that the Committee met
regularly as a group, attended a monthly formal meeting with the Principal, and
informally visit the Girls’ Home as a group or individually. 799 1t was noted that the
Girls’ Home was “one institution where the Visiting Committee are involved in the
Home and their input is very beneficial” 2"

In 1983 the Visiting Committee continued to meet regularly and visit the Home as a
group and as well as numerous individual visits. The Chairman of the Committee
also met with the Principal on several occasions. Information recorded by the
Visiting Committee on their visits included the number of girls held in secure and
their length of stay, the number of abscondments and the apparent reason for them
and any issues raised by the Principal. At this time, the Committee commented that
they had spent time “fixing boundaries” to avoid becoming too familiar with staff, so
as to not compromise the interest of the residents.*’"'

In 1983 the Visiting Committee asserted that the Girls’ Home “bore little
resemblance to the criticisms” made in the 1982 Human Rights Commission Report
and issued a statement praising the Principal and staff. In a meeting convened with
staff the Committee made it clear they had no criticism of the Home, and it was
thought this contributed “in some way to maintaining morale”** Despite this, the
Committee noted general criticism in the 1982 Report, and subsequently spoke to
residents about medical procedures, sanitary conditions, admission procedures,
secure unit usage, discipline and race and culture 2"

in 1983 the Principal commented that matters the Visiting Committee saw as
important were “taken up with the appropriate authority”. He made special mention
of the Committee’s efforts to emphasise the need for all residents to receive
education whilst in the Home.?™ In 1984 the Committee reported positively on their
contact with management at Miramar, and noted at times they were involved in

2705 «Thg girls say Miramar home is a good place”, Eastem Suburbs News 1/6/83, Miramar Profile
F5000002186504.

27 Reported in the Annual Report 1983 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 4. Actual article and
published poems not included in documentation.

2107 \/isiting Committee Guidelines for Members, undated, author unknown, Miramar Girls' Home Visiting
Committee F5000005659655.

2708 Annual Report 1981 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 3.

2703 Apnual Report 1982 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 7.

2710 g handwritten note, author unknown, Annual Report 1982 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 7.
211 Vjisiting Committee Annual Report to March 1983, Dept of Education file, Miramar Reports, p 2-3.
2712 \jisifing Committee Annual Report to March 1983, Dept of Education file, Miramar Reports, p 4.

2713 \/isiting Committee Annual Report to March 1983, Dept of Education file, Miramar Reports, p 5.

214 Annual Report 1983 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 2.
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discussions regarding admissions and secure care. The report added that “most
times” agreement was reached.?'°

In 1983 the Visiting Committee had a 1polioy that each new admission would be
contacted by a Committee member””"® and were given a weekly list of new
residents by the Home. Given the short-term nature of the Home, the Committee
attempted to make contact with as many residents as possible, although the time
commitments of Committee members made this difficult.>’'” In 1984 it was noted
that the roster served more as a weekly guide to movements at the Home (including
absczcg?adings) and acted as a way of keeping up weekly contact without having to
visit.

The Committee felt there should be a document setting out the r;ghts of residents
and providing information on the role of the Visiting Committee.?”'® While it was
noted that a large information card was present in the foyer of the Home, few
residents (except for those contacted by Committee members) knew about the
Committee.** This was an ongoing issue and despite repeatedly requesting the
Department to produce such a handout’®", in 1985 material had still not been
produced.?’?

In 1984 the Visiting Committee continued to visit the Home regularly, although visits
by individual Committee members were seen to be more effective than group
visits?**  The Committee later asserted that they concentrated on the idea of
“overall care” rather than “looking at physical day to day conditions in the institution”
which could only be undertaken in “a relatively superficial fashion”. 2> During this
time the Visiting Committee was reduced to two people®®® although according to
the Principal this did not curtail the involvement of the remaining two members 228

In 1985 the Visiting Committee were reappointed until the “new arrangements” were |
brought into force. >’*” The Principal remarked that the Committee were “most ‘
helpful’2?® " In 1985 the Committee again met regularly and made regular formal

and individual visits to the Home.?"?°

2719 Visiting Committee Annual Report June 1984, Visiting Committee F5000005659655, p 3-4.

#"'® V.. Young, Minister of Social Welfare to P.F Boshier, Chairman of the Visiting Committee 20/1 0/83,
Miramar Girls’ Home Visiting Committee, F5000005659655.

2717\ﬁsiting Committee Annual Report June 1984, Visiting Committee F5000005659655, p 4. See also letter
from P.F Boshier, Chaiman of the Visiting Committee, to V. Young, Minister of Social Welfare 23/1 1/83,
Miramar Girls' Home Visiting Committee F5000005659655.

2""®V/isiting Committee Annual Report June 1984, Visiting Commitiee F5000005659655, p 4.

2719V, Young, Minister of Social Welfare to P.F Boshier, Chairman of the Visiting Committes 20/10/83,
Miramar Girls' Home Visiting Committee, F5000005659655.

#%0 Vfisiting Committee Annual Report June 1984, Visiting Committee F5000005659655, p7.

221 b F Boshier to the Principal, Miramar Girls’ Home 27/11/85, Miramar Girls' Home Visiting Committee
F5000005659655.

222 \/isiting Committee Annual Report June 1985, Visiting Committee F5000005659655.

2723 Visiting Committee Annual Report June 1984, Visiting Committee F5000005659655, p1.

2724 \fisiting Committee Annual Report 1985, Visiting Committee F5000005659655, p 7.

#72% Annual Report 1984 Miramar Reports F5000002186503, p 2. See also Visiting Commitiee Annual
Report June 1985, Miramar Girls’ Home Visiing Committee, F5000005659655.

226 Annual Report 1984 Miramar Reports F5000002186503, p 2.

#727 Annual Report 1985 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 3. See also D. Hutchinson, for Director-
General to Director, Wellington 19/12/85 Miramar Girls’ Home Visiting Committee, F5000005659655.
2726 Annual Report 1985 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 3.

#72% Viisiting Committee Annual Report June 1985, Miramar Girls' Home Visiting Committee,
F5000005659655.
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In 1986 it was reported that the Visiting Committee’s activities included checking the
secure unit regularly. It appears the role of the Commitiee at thls tlme had shifted to
responding to difficulties rather than conducting formalised visits.?’

No report was received from the Committee in 1987.%"'

Contact with families ,

According to a 1983 prospectus, an objective of staff at Miramar was to ‘maintain
and improve a girls contact with her family and significant others”. 732 The
prospectus stated that girls were to be allowed to make and receive telephone calls
from family, and bg prearranged discussions with the social worker in the case of
friends/relatives.?

A 1973 memorandum advised that visits to Miramar were restricted to immediate
family, and where possible, limited to an hour and a half on Sunday nights, although
alternative arrangements could be made. It was noted that families from outlying
districts could visit “when it suits” as long as the Girls’ Home was forewarned, and
families would “probably be allowed to take their daughter out for the day”. Only
under exceptional circumstances would non-family members be allowed to visit. >
Accordmg to the 1981 Annual Report, visitors were “as frequent as can be
arranged”® A 1983 prospectus stated that visits from parents, family and
approved relatives or friends were welcome, although presents of money or
cigarettes were not acceptable. 213 A booklet given to new admissions informed
them that it was usual for the Police or the DSW to notify their parents or guardians
that they had arrived at the Home. 2%

Girls from outlying districts could return home for a visit only after spending 6-8
weeks at Miramar. Visits home were dependent on the girl’s behaviour, and their
ability to travel alone. It was noted that the girls should have the chance to see their
social worker while visiting their home. ?

Information given to girls on arrival at the Home encouraged residents to write
letters to their parents and re3|dents were able to receive letters from their
parents/guardians or friends.2*® A 1983 prospectus stipulated that mail was to be
opened by the client themselves, or under supervision if staff suspected contraband.
Mail was to be screened if staff had been advised that the person sending mail
could have detrimental effect on the resident.?*°

In 1986 a resident's parents complained about the care of their daughter and the
lack of information they received from her caseworker at Miramar2*' | n a response

2% \jisiting Committee Annual Reports 1986, Miramar Profile, F5000006661405.

2734 visiting Committee Annual Reports 1987, Miramar Profile, F5000006661404.

2732 Miramar Prospectus 1983, Section A, author unknown, Miramar Reports F5000002186504.

2133 pMiramar Prospectus 1983, Section B Objective 3, author unknown, Miramar Reports F5000002186504.
2% 5. T Ryan, Principal memo to contributing districts 12/7/73, Miramar Profile F5000001594224.

2135 Annual Report 1981 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 3.

2738 \iramar Prospectus 1983, Section B Objective 3, author unknown, Miramar Reports F5000002186504.
2737 |nformation booklet for new admissions, date and author unknown, Miramar Profile F5000001594224.
2138 5 T Ryan, Principal memo to contributing districts 12/7/73, Miramar Profile F5000001594224.

2739 |nformation booklet for new admissions, date and author unknown, Miramar Profile F5000001594224.
2740 \iramar Prospectus 1983, Section B Objective 3, author unknown, Miramar Reports F5000002186504.
2141 A \Whitmore, Principal to Regional Director, Lower Hutt 11/12/86, Miramar Complaints $/92 MSD.
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to the complaint, senior staff noted that it was Miramar policy for residential social
workers to approach the parent or guardian of new admissions to see if contact
could be maintained.”’* It was also noted that while it was not policy to take a girl
to her home or home of relations while on an outing, it may happen if the girl is near
her home and requests to staff to visit. /4

Family conferences

According to the 1981 Annual Report family conferences had become a feature at
the Girls' Home.?** In 1982 family conferences were noted to have enhanced
casework and provided an opportunity to speak with all parties concerned. When
convenient, residential social workers were involved in the conferences®’*® and at
times teachers also contributed.?”*¢

In 1983 the Principal commented on the difficulty of getting social workers to
arrange family conferences, and proposed that a specific day be set aside for family
conferences, in order to assist staff and residential social workers who sometimes
had to attend conferences in their own time. It was also noted that in some cases,
the caseworker and resident travelled to their home district to attend a family
conference 4

A 1988 memorandum set out casework policies at the Girls’ Home, and mentioned
that staff at Miramar believed most of the residents were “acting out their family’s
distress”. According to this memo, residential staff therefore preferred to work with
the resident’s whole family, which also necessitated a close liaison with the district
social workers.2"4®

Preparation for discharge and after care arrangements

An updated information booklet given to girls on their arrival explained the possible
places they may be placed on discharge, such as a foster home, family home,
boarding, a flat, Weymouth, Kingslea, a group home, or a borstal.?*® According to
1979 statistics, placements for residents ranged from long-term care to boarding
schools to reception centres or returning home. 2'*°

According to a 1983 prospectus, the objective for discharge was to “steer our clients
towards security, independence and maturity” by a team work approach involvinﬁg
family, the social worker, the school, professional aid and community resources.?’

In 1981 pre-placement programmes included “programming girls” on home leave,

2142 / Whittaker, Senior Residential Social Worker to Principal and Assistant Principal 20/11/86, Miramar
Complaints $/92 MSD.

1%\ Whittaker, Senior Residential Social Worker to Principal and Assistant Principal 20/11/86, Miramar
Complaints $/92 MSD.

274 Annual Report 1981 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 3.

2745 Annual Report 1982 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 7.

2748 Annual Report 1983 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 2.

2747 Annual Report 1983 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 3.

27% | Hartley, Senior Social Worker to District Office social work staff 5/2/88. Miramar Admissions
F5000001594224.

2" Information booklet for new admissions, date and author unknown, Miramar Profile F5000001594224.
#7% Miramar Girls’ Home admission statistics, author unknown, Feb 1979, Miramar Admissions
F5000003771104

%% Miramar Prospectus 1983 Section C Objective 2, author unknown, Miramar Reports F5000002186504.

244



outings with relations or friends, and preparing girls for placement.”*> Extended
supervision — often in the form of extended work programmes — were offered to girls
who had left the institution before passing them over completely to the field social
worker.?’%®

A document outlining the admission, liaison and discharge procedures (circa
1980’s) stated that discharges were to be arranged between the Principal or
Assistant Principal and the liaison person in the contributing district. 2754

After a 1983 meeting between Head Office, District staff and Girls’ Home staff to
discuss delays in transfers and areas of responsibility after discharge, it was
decided that field social workers would continue to take responsibility for the c7;irl
upon discharge, although residential social workers could provide assistance.”"®®
However, in April 1983 the role of residential social workers was again questioned
after a particular case in which an ex-resident continued to receive support from a
RSW but was not assigned a district case worker. Concern was expressed over the
lack of documentation and planning in this case.’®® While it was noted that ongoing
contact with RSW's could be beneficial and Girls’ Home staff were commended for
their leve! of commitment, it was stated the responsibility for non-residents lay with
the district social worker.2”®’

The issue was agéin raised by the Visiting Committee in October 1983, who
commented that delays in transferring girls to other institutions added to
gys%nagement problems at Miramar.?"®® It appears this issue remained unresolved.

2752 pnnual Report 1981 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 3.

283 pnnual Report 1981 Miramar Reports F5000001615646, p 3.

2754 \iramar Girls’ Home Admiission, Liaison and Discharge Procedures, undated, author unknown,
Miramar Admissions F5000003771104.

2755 Meeting Minutes of 21/3/83, M.C Ashdown, Secretary, Miramar Contact F5000002186504.

2756 p B Dickens, Assistant Director Social Work to Director, Wellington 19/4/83, Miramar Contact
F5000002186504.

257 p B Dickens, Assistant Director Social Work to Director, Wellington 19/4/83, Miramar Contact
F5000002186504.

2758 \1, Young, Minister of Social Welfare to P.F Boshier, Chairman of the Visiting Committee 20/10/83,
Miramar Girls' Home Visiting Committee, F5000005659655.

2759 \jisiting Committee Annual Report June 1985, Visiting Committee F5000005659655.
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