





Section 29 (1)(a) Privacy Act 1993 -Affairs of another 249

The Head Teacher reported that girls sitting school certificate in 1980 received more
resources than those who were not in the position to sit exams. He stated * perhaps
we should concentrate our efforts and resources in more fruitful directions.” He
reiterated this pgint in 1984, commenting that “too big a slice of specialist facilities”
was required to cater for the one or two girls sitting exams.®

In 1981 the Head Teacher remarked that although he was opposed to granting
school exemptions (having given only three in seven years), he was also reaiistic.
He stated: “It js futile to expect some girls to go back to their home drstrrcts with the
expectation that they will be successful on returning to school. "2812 He also
commented that the school did not cater well for girls under 14 years old. %3 The
following year Kingslea created a class for younger residents, meanln% the school
could no lgnger offer a class for girls intending to sit examinations.” Kingslea
lacked maths and science teachers in 1982, and girls were drscouraged from taking

Teacher reported stretched resources again in 1983, and remarked that Social
Welfare/ continued to provide finance to some of the school's programmes.?

The Head Teacher commented that most decisions in 1984 were made by the
school staff and there were no regular visits or consultation with mspectors

a report noted that Department of Social Welfare staff (including Kingslea
Branch Manager P H Campbell) were unhappy with the schooling their residents
were receiving at the school. The school Principal provided the Department and the
school's Board of Trustees with a written answer to each of their concemns.

Absconding

In 1959 there was an incident where a young man was found in a resident’s room in
the Mabel Howard hostel. The resident's two roommates had absconded with the
young man’s friends. Residents of the hostel had been leaving a window open for
the men to gain access to the building.?®*® The absconders were found that night,
and three men were charged under the Child Welfare Act with having sexual
intercourse with inmates, and helping the girls to abscond. The Principal
commented that there had been a lot of trouble with boys and men entering the
grounds and that staff were afraid to walk between the units at night alone. She

210 iKingslea Annual Report 1980, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, appendix 1, p 3.
21 Kingslea Annual Report 1984, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, School Report, p 1.
2812 Kingslea Annual Report 1981, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, appendix 1, p 3.
2818 Kingslea Annual Report 1981, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, appendix I, p 3.
21 Kingslea Annual Report 1982, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, appendix I, p1.
8 Kingslea Annual Report 1982, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, appendix I, p 3.
2818 Kingslea Annual Report 1982, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, appendix I, p1.
217 Kingslea Annual Report 1983, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, appendix I, p 1.
28 Kingslea Annual Report 1984, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, School Report, p 2.

220 Memo from K J Ford, Principal to Superintendent, 20/1/59, Kingslea Incidents F021158/2003028572
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made inquiries as to whether the legislation could be amended in order that they
could more easily prosecute trespassers.?®*'

There were 14 absconders in September 1960. Principal K J Ford commented:
“Fortunately in nearly every case they have had a very cold uninteresting time while
they were out and they were all returned by the next day. This has been a good
thing as it discourages the other girls slightly.”2%%?

Incidents of absconding decreased sharply from 155 incidents in 1966 to 49 in
1969.2%° There was then, however, an increase to 97 incidents in 1970. The
Principal commented that the overall increase in 1970 was due to increasing number
of girls absconding from Scottford House, and noted that absconding had increased
in this unit due to very disturbed behaviour coupled with high numbers of staff
changes and the absence of the housemistress.”®** Absconding continued to
i1n90;262§§5 in 1971, when there were 133 incidents, but dropped to 84 incidents in

In 1972 girls returned from absconding were placed in secure. Before this year they
had been placed in Nightingale House and the Principal remarked it had been hard
for the House “to provide a good therapeutic atmosphere for its girls while it also has
the function of containing girls in isolation for varying periods.”2%?

Between 1972 and 1974 there was an absconding report form that was filled out
each time a resident absconded. Staff were required to record the name and date of
birth of the absconder; the date and time of the absconding; any other residents in
their company; make notes as to possible whereabouts or further remarks. They
were also required to record the time and method of notification of the Principal,
parents, police and the district office. When absconders were returned, staff were
required to record the time of return; who returned her; and notifications of the
return.28%’

Five girls absconded together from Kingslea in 1980. The incident occurred when
one staff member was left to supervise two units alone, due to staff shortages. A
staff member noted that staff were not blamed, and there had been no indication that
the girls would abscond. He offered the explanation that “the weather was very
warm and possibly the essences of spring were surging through their veins.”2628

In 1980 the Principal advised staff that when residents absconded, the primary
responsibility of the staff were the girls who remained behind, and that staff were not
to leave the unit to search for the missing girls as it would leave the other residents
poorly supervised. He also stated that from time to time it was necessary to restrain
a girl in the Residence to prevent her from harming herself or others, or to bring her
under control, but that staff were not to use any sort of force in public. If staff found
an absconder and could not persuade her to return, they were to inform the police as
the Principal did not want staff “struggling with girls in public’ or “manhandiing them
into cars” 282

521 Memo from K J Ford, Principal to Superintendent, 27/1/59, Kingslea Incidents F021158/2003028572.
2822 Memo from K J Ford, Principal to Superintendent, 4/10/60, Kingslea Staffing 2003028572/F021158.
2823 Kingslea Annual Report 1970, Kingslea Annual Reports 2005013670, p 35.

2824 Kingslea Annual Report 1970, Kingslea Annual Reports 2005013670, pp 9-10.

2825 Kingslea Annual Report 1972. Kingslea Annual Reports 2005013670, p 16.

282% Kingslea Annual Report 1972, Kingslea Annual Reports 2005013670, p 7.

%527 See file F5000005627899 for examples.

2628 B E G Pegler to Principal, 8/10/80, Kingslea Absconding 2005013475,

252¢ Kingslea Newsletter 1980/38, 21/11/80, Kingslea Absconding F5000005628258.
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The absconding rates of girls in short-term care decreased from 108 incidents
(involving 52 girls) in 1979 to 83 incidents (involving 39 girls) in 1982.** The
absconding rates of extended care girls, however, increased from 84 incidents
(involving 44 girls) in 1979 to 129 incidents (involving 51 girls) in 1982.2%*"

In 1983 the Assistant Principal commented that most incidents of absconding were
carefully planned and executed and there was little staff could so to prevent them.
He noted that at there had been a rumour circulating around Keller residents that
absconding led to discharge (following two incidents where this had occurred) and
that in order fo disgel this staff were emphasising that such decisions were based on
individual need.?®®

As of November 1983 Kingslea notified the parents of absconders directla/, rather
than through the field social workers as they had done previously.?® The
procedure following an absconding in 1984 was to search the house first, and then
inform the duty officer who would organise a search over the local area. The senior
residential worker of the girl’s unit would take over responsibility if the initial search
failed to turn up the girl, and would organise further searches and stay in contact with
the police. Kingslea would broadcast the missing girl’s name and publish photos
straight away if they believed she was in immediate danger, but otherwise would
wait two or three weeks before taking this step.?***

On average, one short-term resident absconded every 2.4 days in 1983, absconding
had increased from every 3.4 days in 1979. There was one extended care
abscozrggser every 1.4 days in 1983, which had increased from every 4.7 days in
1979.

The Principal commented that 1983 was an extraordinary year as “absconding
reached new and worrying levels; several periods of unrest amongst the girls bit
deeply into staff reserves of resourcefulness and the girls as a group were much
more demanding, disgruntled and challenging than has been our experience of them
in recent years.”***

In 1984 the New Zealand Times printed a letter (not on file) entitled “Treatment
Angers Mum”. Principal M E Judge responded in a letter to the Editor, stating that
Kingslea staff put a lot of time and energy into locating girls who had absconded, and
that staff had been told to “take the steps that they would want to see taken if the girl
was their own daughter.”?¥’

Between 1980 and 1986 staff were required to complete a ‘Multiple Absconding
Report’ following incidents of group absconding. They were required to record the
names of all absconders; the situation leading up to the absconding; the method of
absconding; staff on duty; and if and when the duty officer was informed.”®**® Head
Office required that these forms be provided to them if the girls were gone for periods

2830 Kingslea Annual Report 1982, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004608486, appendix II, p 3.
23 Kingslea Annual Report 1982, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, appendix Ill, p 2.
2832 \/ W Milner, Assistant Principal to Acting Director General, June 1983, Kingslea Absconding
F5000005133784.

2833 Memo from M P Doolan, Principal to Director General, 19/10/83, Kingslea Absconding
F5000005133784.

283\ E Judge, Principal to Director, Nelson, 11/6/64, Kingslea Absconding F5000005133784.
%35 Dgpartment of Social Welfare Insfitutions Analysis of Abscondings 1979-1983, date unknown circa
1984, Kingslea Abscondings F5000002186500, table D.

2836 Kingslea Annual Report 1983, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486 p 1.

2857 M E Judge to the Editor, New Zealand Times, 8/6/84, Kingslea Admissions F5000005133784.
2% See file F5000005133782 for examples.
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of more than two hours.?®*® One such form indicates that in 1986 Kingslea had a
policy of returning absconders into open units (rather than secure) if they returned
within a few hours and were not intoxicated.?®°

In 1985 a newspaper article read: “Rather than using fences and barriers to keep the
girls in, the staff want to make Kingslea a place where the girls will want to stay.
Those who do run away are not automatically punished.”24!

In the year ended June 1992, 88% of residents had absconded during their time at
Kingslea. This decreased to 73% the following year. 2342

By 1994 the ‘Absconding Notification Form’ had been updated. The residential
social worker had to complete the section regarding the personal details of the
absconder; the supervisor recorded the details of the absconding and commented
on the risk of danger to the community; and the Manager was re%uired to make an
assessment as to whether the incident could have been prevented.

Secure care ,

In 1965 there were violent outbreaks by some residents at Kingslea and, although
the outbreaks had been fairly common that year, the secure facility was inadequate
to cope with them. It was recommended to the Superintendent that the planned
maximum secure facility was built without delay.?#*

In 1970 and 1971 girls were admitted to Clinic for “persistent absconding, aggressive
behaviour and for being very disturbed.”®** The average length of stay in secure
was 29 days in 1970°®*° and 32 days in 1971.2%

In 1978 a newsletter reminded staff that when placing residents in secure the
emphasis was to be on the treatment of behaviour and the secure facility was not
merely to be used as a punitive or isolation facility.”**® The following week there was
an article in “The Star” criticising the use of secure at Kingslea.?*°

In 1979 the Kingslea secure unit was “opened” meaning that although the exterior
remained locked, girls’ rooms within the unit were left open. The Principal remarked
that girls in secure remained basically room-based and movement though the unit
had to be initiated by a staff member but girls could interact with other people in the
unit. Rooms were locked for a maximum of 15 minutes during day shift if a girl left
her room without permission or entered another gir's room. The Principal's
permission was required to lock residents in their room for any period longer than 15

#839 Kingslea Newsletter 1980/37, 6/11/80, Kingslea Absconding F5000005628258, p 3.
24 Multiple Absconding Report, 5/8/86, Kingslea Absconding F5000005133782.

41 «Kingslea the place where they make a fresh start’, David Wamer, Ashburton Guardian, 16/10/85,
Kingslea Profile F002640.

42 NZCYPS Residential Absconding and Admission Figures 1991 to 1993, Kingslea Admissions
F5000006021054.

243 See file F5000004607494 for examples.

284 Memo from D G Reilly to Superintendent, 21/10/65, Kingslea Stafing F021152.

245 Kingslea Annual Report 1970, Kingslea Annual Reports 2005013670, p 7; and Kingslea Annual Report
1971, Kingslea Annual Reports 2005013670, p 5.

*%8 Kingslea Annual Report 1970, Kingslea Annual Reports 2005013670, p 30.

7 Kingslea Annual Report 1971, Kingslea Annual Reports 2005013670, p 23.

8 Newsletter 1978/12, 12/04/78, Kingslea Secure F5000005133786, p 2.

49 Kingslea Newsletter 1978/13, 19/4/78, Kingslea Secure F5000005133786.
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minutes. The unit was opened to “de-emphasise the custodial (and punishment)
nature of secure unit care and to emphasise its therapeutic, interventive
possibilities.”?**°

Prior to the Strathmore House transfer it was decided that the new short-term care
unit should have the use of two time out rooms which could provide a secure setting
during the day The main secure unit would be used for girls who needed secure
care overnight. 2851 Following the transfer, the Principal commented that the time out
facilities in the short term care unit were used for very short periods of time but were
not used for secure care, as staff members felt they could not staff the area
adequately.?®? Accordingly the unit used the Clinic secure much more than had
been envisaged. The Principal commented that “the unit is simply not up to the task,
and increasingly, the remand function seems to be taking over” and that as a resull,
extended care girls who would have benefited from some time in secure were
“denied the opportunity”.?®

Principal M P Doolan commented in 1980 that changes had been made to the clinic
programme to protect residents’ individual rights and to create an environment
conducive to personal growth and behavioural change. Upon admission senior staff
were to decide the best way to manage a girl’s behaviour and whether she could
have her door unlocked or not. Her individual secure programme would be decided
upon as soon as possible, after dlscussmn with clinic staff, her own staff, and a
senior residential social worker.22%* Girls were not routinely locked in their rooms in
secure, “only when the hey demonstrate an inability to handle the relatively ‘oper
conditions of the unit.”®® At this point secure was used to accommodate girls who
needed to be contained or controlled due to the fact that they were security risks or
had violent outbursts; girls who required time out from their open unit; and girls who
need a long period in a secure setting because their problems were so severe that
intervention in an open unit was not “practicable, possible or even desirable.”

In 1980 the Principal wished to build up a team of staff members for secure who
would specialise in short term intervention.?®*’

Staff were reminded in 1980 that that due to the gravity of admitting a resident to
secure, only the Principal was authorised to do so. No other staff members were
entitled to admit, to decide to admit, or threaten fo admit a resident to secure.?

The secure unit was to have a quiet, 9peenceful atmosphere in contrast to the “noisy
boisterous activity in the open unit. "285% Girls who left their rooms without permission
were locked in their room for fifteen minutes which could be extended at the
discretion of the staff. Staff members could also decide to Iock a girl in her room if
she needed to be kept safe from injuring herself or others.?®

2850 wingslea Annual Report 1981, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, p 6.

25 Minutes of meeting held in Christchurch district office to discuss the closing of Strathmore Girls’ Home,
Femy Road, and Transfer of existing service to Kingslea, using Howard Hostel, 29/11/79, Kingslea
Complaints 2005033549.

2852 pMemo from M P Doolan, Principal, to Director General, 17/10/80, Kingslea Reports 2005013475, p 3.
2858 pMemo from M P Doolan, Principal, to Director General, 17/10/80, Kingslea Reports 2005013475, p 4.
2854 Newsletter 1980/3, 5/2/1980, Kingslea Secure F5000005628258.

2855 Kingslea Annual Report 1980, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, p 4.

28% ingslea Annual Report 1981, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, p 7.

2857 Wingslea Newsletter 1980/24, 16/7/80, Kingslea Secure F5000005628258, p 2.

2858 ingslea Newsletter 1980/37, 6/11/80, Kingslea Absconding F5000005628258, p 3.

2% “Guidelines for Program used in Clinic” author unknown, date unknown circa 1980, Kingslea Reports
F5000000634789, p 1.

2880 uc3jidelines for Program used in Clinic” author unknown, date unknown circa 1980, Kingslea Reports
F5000000634789, p 2.
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In 1980 staff were reminded to be as thorough as possible when completing forms
for secure admissions. Principal M P Doolan wrote in a weekly staff newsletter “the

use of secure is a serious intervention, which should not be used lightly, and above |

all, must be justifiable.” Staff were therefore required to state how they envisaged
secure care would help the girl; what they hoped the secure staff could achieve; and
why the behaviour could not or should not have been managed in an open house.
At this stage the only person who could discharge a resident from secure was the
Senior Residential Social Worker responsible for her programme, who would
generally consult with the secure unit staff, open unit staff, and the Principal 2¢!

The Principal noted in 1980 that some residents were left in the secure unit longer
than was necessary because it was considered desirable to return them to their
house only when their own case worker was on duty. He commented that this could
not continue and stated “movement of a girl out of Clinic has priority once it has been
decided she no longer needs to be there.”?®%

In 1981 Principal M P Doolan commented that Kingslea was only able to operate as
an open facility because it had a secure unit, noting “it was the establishment of a
fully independent, staffed secure unit which enabled Kingslea to open up its
residential unit.’?*® He did however note that there were issues with the types of
buildings that had been designed for secure facilities, he remarked ‘it is difficult to
see the Welfare possibiliies of a building erected for seemingly Justice
purposes.”m' He stated that not all girls would need secure care during their time at

Kingslea but that for the majority of girls “a supportive social work service is simgég :

not sufficient to ameliorate their difficulties and bring about behaviour change.”
Staff stated at this time that they did not use secure care to punish a resident, but
instead on “the basis of her need, or to procure her safety.”*%%

The Principal reminded staff in 1982 that the departmental policy required that
unless there were substantial reasons why secure admission was indicated,
admissions were to be directly into an open unit.?®** The Principal reported in 1982
that the secure unit was not for dealing with naughty or bad girls, but “rather we are !
managing behaviour that results from excessively poor self esteem, from depressive
and anxiety states, from extreme emotional lability and from personality and conduct
disorders. In addition to managing the behaviour, we are learning to intervene in a
planned way, to build new skills, enhance coping strategies, release emotional
tension and raise self esteem.”®® During this year the secure unit adopted a
therapeutic programme, rather than the custodial role they had used in the past.2%%

In 1982 a new review system for secure admissions was implemented at the request
of Head Office. There was to be a review 72 hours after an admission to secure and
another after five days. The Principal had the authority to extend the placement by
up to 14 days but after this required permission from Head Office. Furthermore,

2991 Kingslea Newsletter 1980/24, 16/07/80, Kingslea Secure F5000005628258, p 2.

292 Kingslea Newsletter 1980/32, 1/10/80, Kingslea Secure F5000005628258, p 2.

2% Kingslea Annual Report 1981, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, p 5.

#%% Kingslea Annual Report 1981, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, p 5. Emphasis is as
appears in original document.

2% Kingslea Annual Report 1981, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, p 6.

8% “The practice of residential care at Kingslea Christchurch” compiled by Kingslea staff, August 1981,
Kingslea Profile F5000005133784.

257 Kingslea Newsletter 1982/38, 14/12/82, Kingslea Secure F5000005133784, p 4.

2%% Kingslea Annual Report 1982, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, p 4.

%9 M E Judge, Assistant Principal to Director, Social Work Training Centre, 11/3/82, Kingslea Staffing
F5000004673601.
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daily reviews were to continue.®”® The new system resulted in intense scrutiny and
review by people not directly involved in the situation, and this in turn reassured girls
that the least restrictive treatment options would be used. The system gave girls a
high degree of involvement in programme planning and decision making. For staff
the scrutiny resulted in a greater pressure to work to deadlines, and more reviews
amounted to more work for staff.?2’" Although there were increased numbers of girls
in secure for periods of five days or more in 1983, the number of girls in secure for
fourteen days or more reduced.?®

The average length of stay in secure between 1979 and 1983 dropped from 12.2
days to 3.9. However, it was noted that due to extra review requirements the length
of stay was gettlng shorter but readmissions to secure were much higher than they
had been.?

Principal M E Judge commented in 1984 that the secure unit was no longer suited to
its purpose, nor was it secure, and she hoped that a new facility could be built that
would lessen the “prison-like punishing atmosphere”. She also stated that it was
“also difficult to create a therapeutic environment when safe superwsmn can only be
maintained by girls spending most of their day in their individual rooms.”

In 1984 the Senior Counsellor examined the correlation between repeated
absconding and repeated admission to secure. He found a link between behaviour
issues in the residence and the amount of times a girl ran away. He found that the
group of girls who repeatedly absconded was virtually the same group of girls who
were repeatedly placed in secure. He noted, however, that only one returned
absconder in three was placed in secure, meaning 66% of absconding incidents
were managed by staff through other means. Furthermore, he found that the
repeated absconders were the same girls' who were admitted to secure for
behavioural incidents, meaning they were continually seen in secure but for reasons
that two times out of three were other than absconding.?"®

The Kingslea secure facilities were used by residents of the Opawa Group Home in
1984. One such resident was required to spend her time at Kingslea secure in her
room, was not to have contact with other girls, and was required to eat her meals
alone or in her room. "

The secure senior residential social worker commented in 1985 that the secure beds
were ‘“increasingly fully in use” which he accredited to “the lowered overall
experience of the staff team who have yet to build up skills to anticipate, defuse, or
have a sufficient range of other strategies in their behaviour management
repertoire.”?%”

There were numerous suicide attempts in the secure unit in 1985.2%7

In 1985 a resident being admitted to secure concealed a lighter internally before she
was searched, and quickly managed to set alight the mattress in her room. A

270 Kingslea Newsletter 1982/38, 14/12/82, Kingslea Secure F5000005133784, p 4.

2871 Kingslea Annual Report 1983, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, pp 9-10.

%72 Kingslea Annual Report 1983, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, p 11.

2873 National Institutions stafistics, 1979-1983, Kingslea Profile F5000002186500.

%74 Kingslea Annual Report 1984, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606488, pp 4-5.

2875 u3orrelation between use of Secure Units and Absconding” Franz Kney, Senior Counsellor, 1/8/84,
Kingslea Secure F5000003920984.

2876 5ae admission forms on file F5000003920984.

277 Kingslea Annual Report 1985, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, p 6.

%78 Kingslea Annual Report 1985, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, p 6.
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Ministry of Works and Development staff member stated that the mattress was made
of foam rubber and burned with “extreme rapidity”, and noted that the use of this type
of mattress was unsatisfactory.”’® Following this incident Principal M E Judge
ordered new “self-extinguishing” mattresses for all beds in the secure unit.2°

In 1986 some of the reasons given for the use of secure care were: in response to
absconding; to prevent girls from absconding; to allow slow integration with peers; to
give time to settle into Kingslea and develop a bond with staff; for drug use; to treat
drug withdrawal, because girls were at risk of promiscuity or alcohol abuse;
behavioural problems; and serious charges pending. One girl was held in secure to
prevent her from using drugs while she was pregnant; another was placed there due
to her disregard for her own health following surgery.2*®

There were between 60 and 80 admissions to the secure unit each month between
1984 and 1987.2%%2 In 1987 54% of stays in secure were for periods of 24 hours or
less, and 88% were for periods of 7 day or less.?®®* There are many examples on
files of requests and approvals for residents to be placed in secure for periods
exceeding 14 days in 1986.2%%

In 1987 a memorandum from Head Office stated that Kingslea would only accept
admissions under the Children and Young Persons Act 1974 of those children who
could legally be confined to secure care, should the need arise. Admissions would
also be accepted under the Criminal Justice Act but secure care was not possible for
these residents.”*® Southern region staff requested that the Director General sought
a High Court ruling regarding empowering legislation for secure care.?®

In 1987 the Southern Regional Office requested a report from Kingslea on the use of
secure as time out or punishment.?®* This followed a report from the Youth Law
project which stated that Kingslea held 37 girls in secure for periods longer than
three weeks in 1987. The report also stated that records kept by staff were “gravely
deficient”, noting that for one month there were no figures kept on numbers admitted
to secure 2%%

In 1987 an application to extend a resident's placement in secure care by a week to
treat her for drug withdrawal was accepted. She had already been in the secure unit
for over four weeks. 2%

In the late 1980s auditors found deficiencies in Kingslea’s use of secure and a
document entitled “Use of Secure” was prepared for staff to use as a guide. Secure
use was to be purposeful and continually justified and the facilities were only to be
used as a last resort. A senior residential social worker had to approve all secure

#° Fire Report, P S Barton for District Commissioner of Works, Ministry of Works and Development,
18/7/85, Kingslea Incidents F5000005133782.

259 Memo from J A Blair for Director General to Principal, 27/8/85, Kingslea Secure F5000005133782.
25" See files F5000003921145 and F5000005627898 for examples of secure admission reports.

2582 Table 1 to unknown document, date unknown, Kingslea Admissions F5000004516500.

2% "DSW Residential Institutions Secure Care Statistics 1987” prepared by Monitoring and Evaluation
Section Head Office, June 1988, Kingslea Reports F5000004606880, p 6.

%5 See file F5000005133782 for examples.

285 Memo from V W Milner to all Directors, 25/2/87, Kingslea Secure F5000005627898.

2% Southem Region Field and Residential Management staff to Director General, 16/3/87, Kingslea
Secure F5000005627898.

227 Memo from V Milner to Director, date unknown circa 1988, Kingslea Secure F5000004606880.
258 “Concems of Youth Law Project as to secure care statistics 1987” author unknown, date unknown circa
1988, Kingslea Secure F5000004606880.

2% Gertificate of secure care for each successive seven day period, 22/4/87, Kingslea Health
F5000005627898.
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admissions. Young persons had to be informed that they were being placed in
secure and were required to walk there. If they remained noncompliant after three
requests a minimum amount of physical force could be used to get them to the
secure facility. Once there, staff were to ask them fo turn out their pockets and
remove jewellery, and then frisk them in order to search for dangerous items.
Residents who were returning from absconding, had deliberately “orchestrated” their
admission to secure, who were depressed or suicidal, or who were “intent on
dramatic incidents and drawing attention to themselves” were required to undress
before being searched. Upon admissions the “Secure Register” had to be filled out
stating the grounds for placement and details of the proposed treatment plan.
Residents in secure were to eat meals in their rooms only in exceptional cases.
Supervised contact with other young persons was to be maintained, and family
contact was to be encouraged. Rewews were to be completed after 24 hours, 72
hours, and seven days in secure.”

There are contradictory statements about the capacity of secure in 1989.

A position statement in June 1989 stated that the secure facility had five residential
social workers and one senior residential social worker per team, and operated on a
staff to resident ratio of one to three, which was considered manageable. At this
stage there were 15 beds in the unit but due to changes in the ReSIdence it was
recommended that that the secure facility be reduced to 12 beds.?

However, an Action Plan only a month that stated that in July 1989 secure provided
co-ed services for up to nine young people at a time. The facility began to address
issues identified in a Human Rights Commission report. The facility was to be
developed in such a way that the judicial and special needs young people could be
separated; positive programmes such as anger management or work skills were to
be provided to supplement recreational programmes; secure was not to be used as
a form of punishment; residents were only to be placed in secure when staff could
identify the problems underlying their behaviour and proposals to address them,; all
staff were to receive behaviour and anger management training; young people were
to have the reasons for their confinement communicated to them; and residents in
secure were to take part in the daily review of their cases.”®*

In 1989 an audit review noted that there had been a change in recruitment policy for
secure staff, who from that point were employed specifically to work in secure rather
than in the residence in general. The report requested that reSIdentS be given a
copy of the Children and Young Persons (Residential Care) Regulations.?®

In 1989 residents from the open units were able to visit residents in secure. A
complalnt was made by a resident directly to the Director about inconsistencies in
the rules.”®

The Christchurch Institutional Management Committee noted in 1989 that more male
staff were wanted on the secure team due to the difficult and aggressive adolescents
being dealt with at Kingslea. Director M E Judge informed the committee that secure

2890 «Jse of Secure” John R Ware, A.D (Group Care) date unknown circa late 1980s, Kingslea Reports
F5000004606880. The guidelines resulted from interpretation of the Children and Young Persons
(Residential Care) Regulations 1986.

291 sgecyre care — Kingslea Resource Centre Position Statement — as at 14 June 1989” author unknown,
3/7/89, Kingslea Secure F5000004516500.

2892 ugecure Unit Kingslea Resource Centre Action Plan” July 1989, Kingslea Secure F500004516500, pp
9-11.

209 Aydit Report, October 1989, Kingslea Reports FO07702, p 9.

28% M E Judge, Director to Mr East and Mrs Radford, 30/10/89, Kingslea Secure F5000004602501.
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staff were stressed as there was only one psychiatrist interest%g in working with
adolescents, and also because the secure facilities were insecure %

In 1990 the secure unit was strongly linked to the Youth Justice programme and was
used as a national resource in special cases.”®® Internal auditors recommended
that new open unit programmes be developed, planned and implemented so that
they were more interesting and exciting than the secure programme in order to
minimise use of secure.?’

In the early 1990s the secure facility could be used upon admission “if the supervisor
is assured that the child or young person could not be managed in the unit because
of his/her ‘extreme acting out' behaviour.””®*®  After admission, residents could be
placed in secure if there was a risk of them absconding, and they had previously
absconded from custody, and their mental, physical or emotional well-being was
likely to be harmed if they absconded; and/or if there was a need to prevent the
young persons from behaving in a manner likely to cause physical harm to
themselves or others.?*%

In 1991 it was noted that documentation in the “Secure Care Register” was sparse
but that staff wrote detailed and sg)eciﬁc grounds for admission and treatment plans
in the residents’ personal files.*®* Admissions to secure during the night were
required to meet statutory requirements, and needed to be authorised by the duty
senior social worker.2*’

From January to March 1991 there were 136 admissions to Kingslea secure, the
longest containment was 64 days, the shortest was half an hour.?*

In 1993 the Kingslea secure unit was designated as the national secure facility for
young people sentenced under the Criminal Justice Act.**®® Responsibility for such
residents remained with the Justice Department, and negotiation of admissions was
carried out at head office level 2%

Physical layout

Five secure rooms were attached to the pre-existing clinic in 1952.2%

Secure facilites were extended again in 1968 when another eight rooms, activity
rooms and a small classroom were added. A new clinic was also built at this point; it
contained an office, doctors’ rooms, a treatment room, a dental surgery, two two-bed
wards and staff accommodation.2°®® '

%59 Minutes of Christchurch Institutional Management Committee, 6/3/89, Kingslea Secure ADM/1/1/10/3.
269 Audit Report, October 1990, Kingslea Reports F5000004603647, p 4.

897 Audit Report, October 1990, Kingslea Reports F5000004603647, p 9.

2898 Care and Protection Unit document, untitled, author and date unknown, circa early 1990s, Kingslea
Reports F5000003759608.

%% Care and Protection Unit document, untitied, author and date unknown, circa early 1990s, Kingslea
Reports F5000003759606. This was staff interpretation of the Children, Young Persons and their Families
Act 1989.

2999 “Notes on Kingslea Secure” author unknown, 22/5/91, Kingslea Secure F5000005627897.

2901 Minutes of night staff meeting, 5/3/91, Kingslea Staffing F5000004602521.

292 Kingslea Secure Unit Quarterly Report, 22/5/91, Kingslea Reports F5000005627897.

259 Internal Audit Report, November 1993, Kingslea Reports F5000004603647, p 4.

2% Internal Audit Report, November 1993, Kingslea Reports F5000004603647, p 6.

2% A review of some of the changes in the Centre in the period 1942-1970, Mrs K J Ford (Principal), 1970,
Kingslea Annual Reports 2005013670, p 11.

2% A review of some of the changes in the Centre in the period 1942-1970, Mrs K J Ford (Principal), 1970,
Kingslea Annual Reports 2005013670, p 11.
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In 1978 the rooms were described as solid with “minimum appendages” to prevent
girls from self harm or suicide attempts.”**’

The Principal noted in 1983 that “the poor design features of the unit were glaringly
obvious during the year, e Pemally on occasions where suicidal behaviours were
present amongst residents”. He also noted that on two occasions Ioss of life or
serious injury through immolation were only avoided through staff wgnlance

In 1983 the secure rooms were redecorated.'® Kingslea was planning at this stage
for a new secure unit, the Principal commented that all sleeping accommodation
must be in single rooms, and that as the girls would be in their rooms during the day
the rooms were required to be of sufficient size and shape to accommodate a girl
and an accompanying staff member. Furthermore, every room in which a girl could
be contained by herself required a non-audible method of communicating that she
needed staff attention.”®

There were 13 beds in the secure unit in 19852912

In 1988 plans were made for a new secure unit. It was noted that the existing unit
was inadequate and unsuitable for the demands placed on it.2°

In the late 1980s a new secure unit was built and Kingslea staff were involved in its
design. The new unit was designed to look and feel less like a prison than the
previous unit. The doors were specially designed to look ordinary but still provide
maximum security, and there were more wmdows The outlook was improved, and
the unit was visible to residents in the open units.”® * When the new unit opened, a
newspaper article noted that there were 16 beds, and the unit contained both high-
security and medium security wings. There was also a library, an occupational
therapy room, a games room and a dining room. The locking system was
electronic.*"

Strip searches

In 1984 the Principal reported that over the previous few years all girls admitted to
secure had been routinely strip searched. She noted that most staff and residents
“felt uncomfortable at the arbitrary and compulsory nature of this procedure”. It was
thus replaced in 1984 with a declaration which every girl was required to sign on
entering the unit, promising that she had no dangerous items on her, and handing
any she did have to staff. The Principal commented “the benefit is that girls are

2907 «The Philosophy of Residential Care at Kingslea”, author unknown, August 1978, Kingslea Reports
F5000005628256, p 9.

2908 Kingslea Annual Report 1983, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, p 9.

2009 Kingslea Annual Report 1983, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, p 9.

2% Kingslea Annual Report 1983, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, p 9.

21 proposal for new secure care facility, M P Doolan, Principal, 26/5/83, Kingslea Secure
F5000004606880, p 20.

2912 Kingslea Annual Report 1985, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, p 6.

2913 T M Comer for Director General to the Minister of Social Welfare, 23/2/88, Kingslea Secure
F5000005133876.

2914 & ] Corsbie for Consultancy Branch Manager, Works Consultancy Services to Kingslea Director,
13/6/1990, Kingslea Reports F5000004606880.

2915 s\ unit for Kingslea”, writer unknown, publication unknown, November 1989, Kingslea Profile
F002640.
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given a choice. The drawback is that they frequently abuse it” Dangerous articles
found in secure included razor blades, knives, scissors, matches, and Iighters.2916

Soon after routine strip searching was abolished, secure staff members noted that
more contraband was going into the unit than previously, and girls were not taking
the declaration particularly seriously. They recommended that the declaration
system be retained but that if a resident broke the agreement she be strip searched
each admission for the remainder of the term, and deprived of a privilege such as the
loss of one television session. They also recommended that staff would reserve the
right to strip search girls if the}/ had particular cause for concern. Their
recommendations were accepted.?!’

In 1989 it was reported that staff were reluctant to send young persons out of the
secure unit for programmes or appointments because every time they returned they
were required to be strip searched. Although staff considered this an intrusion and
noted that it took a lot of time, they also stated it was a “critical routine” as residents
would often return with dangerous objects. Staff preferred appointments with the
nurse, psychologist and the like to take place in the secure unit even though the
facility was “not conducive to privacy”.2°'®

In 1992 a resident complained about an incident where she was made to do star
jumps during a strip search after refusing to lower the towel which covered her body.
The staff member involved stated: “It is my understanding that when carrying out a
strip search we view a naked body to ensure that no contraband is concealed on the
person.””*'® The Acting Assistant Director, having read the complaint and the staff
member’s response, commented that there was nothing untoward about the search
and that due to the serious nature of the contraband staff were correct to search for
it. He recommended the search procedures be carried out thoroughly.2°%°

In 1993 the Branch Manager stated that all absconders were strip searched upon
return. In an incident where a resident was not strip searched immediately upon
return to secure, he was able to conceal a cigarette lighter on before the search and
later set fire to the bedding in his room.2%%!

Programmes and education in secure

In 1970 the programme in secure consisted of daily physical education classes,
school classes, sewing, rug making, art and reading. All %iﬂs attended the classes
irrespective of whether they normally attended school.?®?? This continued in
19712% The Head Teacher commented in 1972 that the clinic school was valuable
as it allowed girls to be taught in “almost ideal conditions.” He wrote: “individual
attention can be given to a degree not possible in the normal class. One of the most
valuable by-products is that girls have time and opportunity for reading. Encouraging
use is made of this."2%%

#® Kingslea Annual Report 1984, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, p 16.

Report on the change to the strip search procedures for secure, 30/4/84, Kingslea Secure
F5000005133784.%"

2918 *Secure Unit Kingslea Resource Centre Action Plan” July 1989, Kingslea Secure F500004516500, p
17.

29" R E Pouaka, Night Staff to J Huston, Acting Assistant Director, 23/1/92, Kingslea Secure
F5000004602501.

2920 «File Note”, John Huston, Acting Director, 23/1/92, Kingslea Secure F5000004602501.

291 Branch Manger Kingslea to Regional Manager Southem, 19/1/93, Kingslea Secure F5000004607495.
2922 Kingslea Annual Report 1970, Kingslea Annual Reports 2005013670, p 7.

292 Kingslea Annual Report 1971, Kingslea Annual Reports 2005013670, p 10.

2 Kingslea Annual Report 1972, Kingslea Annual Reports 2005013670, p 4.
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In 1971 Principal K J Ford noted that girls in secure were regularly seen by a doctor
and the Senior Counsellor.??® She commented in 1972 that “most of the activities
available in the centre are now, or soon will be, available within the secure
environment of Clinic.”2%%

In 1984 high numbers of girls in secure meant that staff were less able to complete
any therapeutic work with them and were at times “only containing the glrls

Caseworkers were able to visit their residents in secure in 1986. They were required
to log their visit in the secure duty book, and also to write notes pertaining to the visit
in the girls’ personal fi les.?

When in secure care in the 1980s girls were often given a choice of activities to do in
their rooms such as reading, a game, or schoolwork, and were allowed to have the
radio turned on in their rooms outside of school hours. Any group activities had to
take into account girls’ mdlwdual treatment programmes, and were to be supervised
by staff members at all times.?*

Internal auditors noted in 1989 that the school teacher had commented she was not
sufficiently involved in the secure programme planning or reviews for long stays in
secure. The Assistant Director Secure Care responded that opportunities for the
teacher had been offered but not taken up.?®

In 1993 secure residents were able to use the swimming pool if staff judged the
privilege was warranted, but could only SWIm one at a time and when escorted by
staff members who were actively supervising.?

Discipline ' E

In 1962 a staff member at the Department of Education wrote: “I can think of no way
we can help the staff at Burwood unless it be by employing staff who would not be
afraid to retaliate when struck by a girl but that would mean a change of policy and
could be dangerous.”

A 1965 Woman's Weekly article mentioned that a girl who had been caught smoking
was given the punishment of “silence till bedtime”.>***

in the 1970s secure was used as a disciplinary measure. A document setting out
the Kingslea policy on discipline read: “The secure unit is also used where
aggressive behaviour may bring risk to other girls or where habitual absconding has

2825 Kingslea Annual Report 1971, Kingslea Annual Reports 2005013670, p 6.

2926 Kingslea Annual Report 1972, Kingslea Annual Reports 2005013670, p 7.

227 Gingslea Annual Report 1984, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, p 14.

2928 Mamo from W Philp to all Unit Senior Residential Social Workers, 18/10/86, Kingslea Secure
F5000005133876.

2929 43, jidelines for Program used in Clinic” author unknown, date unknown circa 1980, Kingslea Reports
F5000000634789, p 1.

2930 Ay it Report, October 1989, Kingslea Reports FO07702, p 9.

2931 premo from Liz Nielsen, Manager Residences to all residential supervisors and all residential social
workers, 12/10/93, Kingslea Secure F5000004602521

2932 pramo from unreadable author to Mr Ferguson, 21/12/62, Kingslea Staffing F021158/2003028572.
2933 ugyvood — Home to Girls Who Never Had a Chance” Dorothy Braxton, New Zealand Woman'’s
Weekly, 15/2/65, Kingslea Profile F021155.
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not been controlled. As much as possible, where curtailing freedom and liberty, the
emphasis is on treatment and opportunity for self-fulfilment.”2%3

In 1975 a series of advice for staff in relation to discipline was printed in the weekly
newsletters.”®*  Staff were reminded that whole groups should not be punished for
what one resident had done and that discipline should be fair?®*®  They were
reminded that the goal of punishment was treatment, and that punishments should
be individualised.?**’

In 1977 a staff newsletter set out some “important overall considerations” about
discipline. Principal O T Ryan reminded staff of their role as leaders, and their
“responsibility beyond affection”. He advised them not to overuse any single
punishment device and to construct a list of rules, remind girls of them as necessary,
and change them when appropriate. He stated “keep your temper, depersonalise
the situation, and be a model of self-control.”2%%

In 1978 Kingslea staff attempted to make similar demands of a girl as would be
expected were she in the general community. Therefore at times girls were charged
through the justice system “in order that she understands that the protection of the
law is universal."2%%®

In 1981 staff stated that they sought to achieve behaviour management through
fairness, consistency, warmth, trustworthiness, and genuine concern, and that they
rejecztg% practises which would degrade, dehumanise, punish, harm or humiliate
girls.

Between 1987 and 1989 punishments issued to residents were logged in a
punishment book. Staff were required to record the date and time the punishment
commenced; the full name of the child or young person; the reason for the
punishment; a description of the punishment; the name of the authorising staff
member; the date and time the Visiting Committee was notified; the date and time
the punishment ended; and the duration of the punishment.***" It appears that each
house had its own punishment log.

Any use of restraints in 1991 were first to be approved by the Assistant Director or
Director. If a situation arose where their approval could not be sought, the senior
social worker was to contact either of them immediately following the incident.?**2

It was decided also in this year that clients in the secure unit who assaulted staff
members or other residents were to be formally charged, although exceptions could
be discussed with those involved, the shift senior and/or the Assistant Director.2%*

Night staff in 1991 could not hand out “consequences” for any disturbances or
misbehaviour during the night; they were to note it in the diary and pass the
information on to day staff. F Erickson, Acting Director, stated that consequences

2% Treatment Procedure Kingslea, author unknown, date unknown circa 1976, Kingslea Reports
F5000005133786, p 7.

29% See Kingslea Newsletters 1975/52-59 on file F5000005133786.

293 Kingslea Newsletter 1975/59, 3/12/75, Kingslea Punishment F5000005133786.

57 Kingslea Newsletter 1975/57, 19/12/75, Kingslea Punishment F5000005133786.

293 Kingslea Newsletter 1977/14, 14/6/77, Kingslea Punishments F5000005133786.

#9% *The Philosophy of Residential Care at Kingslea”, author unknown, August 1978, Kingslea Reports
F50000056282586, p 9.

240 “Thg practice of residential care at Kingslea Christchurch” compiled by Kingslea staff, August 1981,
Kingslea Profile F5000005133784.

294" See files F5000004065569, F5000004065568 and F5000004065572 for examples.

. **2 Memo from F Erickson, Assistant Director to all staff, 2/5/91, Kingslea Staffing F5000004602521.
2948 Memo from M Young, SSW to unknown recipients, 29/8/91, Kingslea Secure F5000004602521.
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were to be individual to each resident, and that the caseworkers and senior
caseworkers were to retain “consistent and appropriate consequences when and
where necessary”

In 1991 it was noted that staff used basing residents in their room (from 1/2 hour to
24 hours); locking residents in their room (from 1 hour to 24 hours); and placing
residents on the work programme (from 1 hour to 4 hours) as punishments for
residents in secure.”**° The Assistant Director issued a memorandum to all staff
stating that to plan to use the option of locking residents up was in contravention of
the Regulations, and the option of a four hour or 24 hour lock following specific
behaviour was to stop. Residents were only to be placed in their rooms until their
behaviour was modified, and then they were to be released straight away. Staff
were also reminded that the punishment book needed to be completed at the time of
incident and signed by the young person, or if the young person refused, by another
staff member. >

in 1991 all punishments (as defined in the Regulatlons) were recorded in the
punishment register at the time they were issued.?

Physical punishment ' ,

There was no information available regarding the use of physical punishment at
Kingslea.

Drugs, alcohol, and tattoos

In 1965, 48 of the residents had tattoos, 23 of whom had been admltted with them
and 25 of whom who were tattooed for the first time while in residence.?® Prmmpal
K J Ford stated that any resident found tattooing herself or another reSIdent had “one
month added to her time in the Centre” and lost her first visit home.?

In 1968 the Acting Principal commented that tattooing was unacceptable at Kingslea.
She further noted: “If girls come in with them on or persist in disfiguring themselves in
this way the responsibility for removing them |s not undertaken by us except in
isolated areas where it would appear necessary.”?**® (This policy had changed by
1980, see below).

In 1970 the Principal noted that although higher numbers of girls who had tattoos
were being admitted, fewer girls were tattooing themselves while at the Home. Of
the 62 residents admitted that year, 32 had tattoos.”®*' In 1971, 41 of the new
admissions had tattoos. The Principal also commented that at this stage “another

294 Memo from F Erickson, Acting Director to all Senior Social Worker Staff and all Night Staff; 10/1/91,
Kingslea Punishments F5000004602521.

2945 uNjotes on Kingslea Secure” author unknown, 22/5/91, Kingslea Secure F5000005627897.

#%8 pMemo from Fran Erickson, Assistant Director to all staff, 22/5/91, Kingslea Secure F5000005627897.
247 Kingslea Admission Pack, date unknown circa 1991, Kingslea Admissions F5000004602521.

248 No information is provided in relation to the remaining 10 residents.

299 pemo from K J Ford, Principal to Superintendent, 7/5/65, Kingslea Drugs and Smoking Archives
W50481376 2006/8588. For more information on tattooing, see Drugs, Alcohol and Tattoos section.

2950 premo from | F Pedder, Acting Principal to Superintendent, 1/5/68, Kingslea Admissions F0211550.
2951 Kingslea Annual Report 1970, Kingslea Annual Reports 2005013670, p 24.
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form of mutilation, the insertion of needles intra-muscularly” was occurring at
Kingslea.?®*

In 1977 there was reportedly a “spate of tattooing”. The Principal commented that a
lot of it was occurring while girls were missing from Kingslea, but that there was also
some being done in the residence.?**®

In 1980 the Principal commented that there were problems with a number of girls
sniffing petrol, cleaning products, and inhalers. He urged staff to take all reasonable
steps to ensure that products which could be sniffed were locked away.*** He also
stated: “we place a lot of value on tattoo removal in the interests of rehabilitation, and
it is a delight to see girls transformed by the removal of tattoos inflicted at a very
unhappy phase of their lives.”2%%®

In 1981 staff agreed to ensure that girls were protected from harmful materials, such
as aerosols and lighter fluids, by making sure they were locked away when not in
use. Another staff objective was to encourage the surgical removal of girls’ tattoos at
the shared cost of the resident and the Department.?*®

In 1984 a number of girls requested the removal of their tattcos. The Principal
commented that the allocation of money for professional services was in deficit, but
requested extra funding for one resident. She believed this resident deserved
special consideration as she had a good prognosis for rehabilitation; her tattoos
caused her embarrassment and distress; she had worked hard to raise 15% of the
cost of the surgery (as was required by Kingslea policQ/ at the time); and the surgery
would make it easier for her family to accept her back.**”

Principal M E Judge informed Head Office in 1984 that Kingslea had a lot of
problems with solvent abuse, and that there had been several incidents where girls
had become aggressive and violent. She commented that there were attempts to
reduce the problem, such as an effort to limit access to solvents, but that the main
effort remained “a social work one — aimed at reducing the need to sniff and facing
girls with the likely consequences of continued sniffing.”*%

In 1994 all resident outings were cancelled due to “the amount of glue and other
substances on the property”. Soon afterwards the Assistant Director commented
that staff had assured her that the problem had been resolved, and she therefore
reinstated outings. She did, however, issue a memo to residents warning them that
if any more glue or substances were found on an individual, the next planned outing
would be cancelled for all residents.?*®

There were frequent reports in 1994 about drugs being used at Kingslea.?%°

52 Kingslea Annual Repart 1971, Kingslea Annual Reports 2005013670, p 18.

2953 Kingslea Newsletter 1977/10, 29/3/77, Kingslea Drugs and Smoking F5000005133786.

% Kingslea Newsletter 1980/20, 17/6/80, Kingslea Drugs and Smoking F5000005628258, p 2.

2855 Kingslea Annual Report 1980, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606488, p 5.

#9% "The practice of residential care at Kingslea Christchurch” compiled by Kingslea staff, August 1981,
Kingslea Profile F5000005133784.

2957 Memo from M E Judge to Director General, 12/11/84, Kingslea Health F5000005133784.

#9%% Memo from M P Doolan, Director Residential Services to Divisional Director (Social Work), 19/4/84,
Kingslea Drugs and Smoking F5000005133784.

#9%% Memo from F Erickson, Assistant Director to all Staff and Young People, 26/12/91, Kingslea Drugs and
Smoking F5000004602521.

2% See files F5000004602501 and F5000004607494 for examples.
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In 1976 the weekly newsletter advised staff that smoking had been “reinstated” at the
rate of three cigarettes per girl per day. Staff were only permitted to smoke in the
duty rooms; however when girls were permitted to smoke staff could smoke with
them.?®®" The next week’s newsletter advised that staff were required to keep a list
of all incidents of illegal smoking for a period in 1976 and the reports were to be
discussed at a senior staff meeting. It was noted that until the meeting smoking was

limited to three cigarettes per day and girls were required to declare all stocks of
cigarettes and money. o

In 1977 staff were asked in a questionnaire to advise of the rules surrounding
smoking at Kingslea. The response was: “Legally — over 15 years — must buy out of

pocket money. Limited to about 30 per week. lilegally — butts etc in the toitet. n2963

The Principal commented in 1977 that some staff considered that when girls were off
the property the smoking rules did not apply, and that certaln staff members had
given cigarettes to girls, including to some that were under 15.2°

In 1979 girls on the working programme at Kingslea were permitted additional
smoking breaks at moming and afternoon tea, and otherwise only at times when all
girls were permitted to smoke. Girls working off-site were permitted to take their
cigarettes with them to work but were required to hand them in upon their return to
Kingslea at the end of the day.?®® Staff were asked not to smoke in situations where
they were in confined spaces ) wnth residents who were not themselves permitted to
smoke, such as in vehicles.”®® Staff were also asked not to stamp out their
cigarettes on the grounds as residents were retrieving the butts.*®

In 1980 a staff newsletter explained that each girt who smoked was issued 25
cigarettes per week. If a girl was “taken off’ smoking the accumulated cigarettes
were to be held for her until she went on day or weekend leave, until the end of term,
or until discharge. Girls were charged for the cugarettes The newsletter implied that
girls under 15 years old were not permitted to smoke.?

In 1980 the Principal stated that the rule was, and always had been, that girls were
not permitted to smoke in secure. He noted however that residents in the secure
unit on a long term basis, and who had no opportunities to smoke out side the unit,
were at times allowed to do so under supervision.?**°

261 Kingslea Newsletter 1976/27, 4/9/76, Kingslea Drugs and Smoking F5000005133786. There was no
information as to why smoking had been banned or why it was reinstated.

29%2 ingslea Newsletter 1976/26, 10/9/76, Kingslea Staffing F5000005133786.

2983 Questionnaire sent to National Institutions, 1977, Kingslea Admissions 2005013475, p 2.

2984 Kingslea Newsletter 1977/33, 1/11/77, Kingslea Drugs and Smoking F5000005133786, p 2.

2965 Kingslea Newsletter 1979/27, 4/10/79, Kingslea Drugs and Smoking F5000005628255, p 3.

2965 Kingslea Newsletter 1979/34, 27/11/79, Kingslea Drugs and Smoking F5000005628255.

297 Kingslea Newsletter 1979/35, 4/12/79, Kingslea Drugs and Smoking F5000005628255, p 2. This
problem continued in 1980 — see, for example, Kingslea Newsletter 1980/9, 18/3/80, Kingslea Drugs and
Smoking 5000005628258, p 3.

2968 Kingslea Newsletter 1980/3, 5/2/80, Kingslea Secure F5000005628258. This was inferred from a
statement that girls who were turning 15 during the week were to be included when calculating how many
cigarettes would be included the following week.

252 wingslea Newsletter 1980/28, exact date unknown circa August 1980, Kingslea Drugs and Smoking
F5000005628258, p 3.
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An article in a Canterbury University student publication in 1986 stated that residents
over 15 were permitted to smoke, and smokers were issued three cigarettes each on
weekdays and five per day on the weekends.?

Resrdents attending school were not permitted to smoke during school intervals in
1987.2°

In the early 1990s residents under the age of 16 were not permitted to smoke.
Residents 16 years of age and older could use their pocket money to purchase
cigarettes. Residential staff were responsrble for the supervision, supply and control
of cigarettes and smoking times.?

Contact with field social workers

In 1960 term reports for each resident were provided to district offices. The reports
were amended at this stage to include the girl's record at school and attifude to
school training (or her work record, and attitude to work training); and her
relationships in the house with staff and other residents.?

In 1963 Kingslea staff continued to provide field social workers with term reports,
which the field staff noted were comprehensive and helpful. They stated that due to
the staff turnover district social workers had not been in the habit of visiting their girls
at Kingslea but would begin to do so.?

In 1966 Kingslea also provided a shortened report for the field social workers to pass
on to parents. Term reports were changed at this point so that a residents
housemistress/master, matron, and teacher, and the Kingslea nurse each wrote and
signed a full reEort Previously their reports had been summarised and signed by
the Principal.?

In 1968 Principal K J Ford commented that there were often lengthy delays in
placing residents back into their districts, and commented that if the length of stays at
ngslea were shorter the field officers may be more likely to keep girls’ placements
in mind.%®

In 1970 child welfare officers escorted new residents to Kingslea. The Principal
commented that this gave them an idea of the opportunmes available to girls at
Kingslea and the problems that faced girls in institutions.?®

% “The ‘in’ scene”, Wendy Beecroft, Canta, August 1986, Kingslea Profile F5000005133782.
2971 Christchurch Boys Home School/Kingslea Girls Home School Integration Discussion Points, 30/9/87,
Kingslea Drugs and Smoking F5000005627905.
%72 Care and Protection Unit document, untitied, author and date unknown, circa early 1990s, Kingslea
Reports F5000003759606.
2978 Memo from Superintendent to Principal, 28/6/60, Kingslea Education 2003028572/F021158.
28" Memo from J L Hills, Acting District Child Welfare Officer to Principal, 20/5/63, Kingslea Contact with
Social Workers F5000004607418.
%975 Memo from K J Ford, Principal to Superintendent, 30/11/66, Kingslea Education Archives W5048/376
2006/8588.
7% Minutes of Augmented Head Office Staff Meeting, 13/11/68, Kingslea Contact with Sacial Workers
200323017.
%77 Kingslea Annual Report 1970, Kingslea Annual Reports 2005013670, p 27.
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in 1978 Kingslea attempted to have the “greatest co-operation possible” with home
districts, recognlsmg that treatment options and eventual success could be
jeopardised without it.%°

In 1980 staff encouraged girls to contact their field social workers whnle they were on
home leave, and look to them for support if any difficulties arose.?

Before making plans for girls’ home leave in 1980, Kingslea staff would contact the
district social workers with their holiday ideas for the girls. The field social workers
were required to either approve the proposal, or offer an alternative suggestion.”®

In 1981 Kingslea staff urged field social workers, in situations where home leave was
inappropriate due to home circumstances, to find an alternative place for the girl to
stay. The Principal stated that this was with the view of placing the girl back in the
district after discharge, and commented “even if a visit is only for a few daa/s it is
often vital for the continuing commitment a girl will give her programme here.”

In 1982 due to the changes that had taken place at Kingslea, senior staff visited
districts to acquamt field social workers with Kingslea practises and ensure optimal
use of the facility.?®

It was reported in the 1984 Annual Report that some field social workers freated
Kingslea merely as a “holding pen” making arbitrary decisions without consulting the
residential social workers. Conversely, others involved the residential social workers
in extensive collaboration in working towards re-establishing girls back into the
community. 2?3

In the early 1990s staff recommended that field social workers and parents or
caregivers accompany residents when they were admitted to the Care and
Protection unit, so the new resident would feel less intimidated and would settle in
more quickly.?®

Contact with community

In 1950 the Superintendent asked the Christchurch City Council not to use the land
adjacent to the Centre as a temporary caravan park as “presence of a changing
populatlon of visitors at such close quarters could present a constant temptation to
some in the girls in residence to abscond and misbehave.”

In 1961 Principal K J Ford wished to instigate community interest in the residence in
order to develop programmes that she had witnessed in institutions overseas. She
stated “The public attitude to training centres in New Zealand is inclined to be critical

2978 “Thg Philosophy of Residential Care at Kingslea”, author unknown, August 1978, Kingslea Reports
F5000005628255, p 7.

2978 Memo from M E Judge, Principal to Assistant Director (Social Work) 3/4/1980, Kingslea Contact with
Family F500000925867.

2980 £6r examples see file F5000000025867.

298} Memo from M E Judge, Assistant Principal to Assistant Director, Social Work Dunedin, 30/10/1981,
Kingslea Contact with Families F500000923180.

2982 \ E Judge to Director, Dunedin, 29/3/82, Kingslea Contact with Social Workers F5000000923180.
283 Kingslea Annual Report 1984, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, Keller Report p 3.°

298 are and Protection Unit document, untitled, author and date unknown, circa early 1990s, Kingslea
Reports F5000003759606.

28 G Anderson, Deputy Superintendent to the Town Clerk, Christchurch City Council, 24/5/50, Kingslea
Contact with Community F5000004607418.
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rather than helpful. Ours is a community job. We are trying to produce good citizens
and we need the full cooperation of the community to do s0.”**® She asked local
ministers to invite members of their congregation to visit the residence at Christmas
and New Years Eve, and commented afterwards that she was amazed and
encouraged by the fact that there were more visitors present than there were
residents. She stated that the visits from the community were a “great help” over an
unsettled period.”®

Following the success of the Christmas and New Year's Eve visits, in 1962 the
‘Burwood Social Club’ was established. The group was split into four, and each
smaller group ‘adopted’ one of the units. A newspaper article reported that members
of the Club visited residents and took part in games and singing, occasionally
brought speakers to talk with the girls, and at times invited the girls to their homes.
The Principal stated: “This kind of public interest is of vital importance to our work. It
helps the girls feel less isolated, it breaks down the wall of division between the
trainees and the outside community and builds up their self-respect.”2%%®

In 1968 Kingslea had regular visits from community and church groups. Principal K
J Ford stated that the visits contributed an important part of a girl’s rehabilitation and
that the “friendliness and mterest of these voluntary visitors help give a trainee belief
in herself and confidence.”

In 1970 youth group members from various churches visited ngslea on Sunday
evenings. They joined residents for a meal followed by discussion.?*% Chaplains
from local churches also V|S|ted the girls, and arranged for women from their
congregations to visit fortnlghtly ! This continued in 1971%% and 1972.%

Staff members from Kingslea in 1970 sgoke in churches and clubs at times as a
means to keep the community informed. 29

In 1974 Kingslea had increasing contact with other secondary schools in
Christchurch for both educational and sporting reasons. Kingslea teams competed
locally in six different sports, and some residents attended local schools.?®

Residents had contact with the community through some church involvement;
‘frequent and various’ recreational activities; teams in netball, basketball and softball
competitions; and interschool competitions in 1977.2%%

In 1978 some families in the Christchurch community volunteered to befriend a
resident each and include her in their “family circle”. They would visit her at
Kingslea, keep in contact by phone and have her for day or weekend leave. This
was instigated because isolation from the community was seen to be a negative
aspect of institutionalisation. The interaction with the families was intended to give

2958 “pyblic urged to help training centre work” writer unknown, The Press, 9/12/61, Kingslea Contact with
Community F021158/2003028572.

2%%7 Memo from K J Ford, Principal to Superintendent, 6/2/62, Kingslea Contact with Community
F021158/2003028572.

2% “Community participation introduced at centre”, writer unknown, The Press, 27/11/62, Kingslea Contact
with Community F021158/2003028572.

2989 sAbsconding from Institutions”, writer unknown, Christchurch Press, 19/10/68, Kingslea Admissions
F021155.

9% Kingslea Annual Report 1970, Kingslea Annual Reports 2005013670, p 20.

29 Kingslea Annual Report 1970, Kingslea Annual Reports 2005013670, p 26.

#9%2 Kingslea Annual Report 1971, Kingslea Annual Reports 2005013670, p 19.

993 Kingslea Annual Report 1972, Kingslea Annual Reports 2005013670, p 9.

9% Kingslea Annual Report 1970, Kingslea Annual Reports 2005013670, p 24.

2955 Memo from O T Ryan, Principal, to Director General, 13/12/74, Kingslea Profile 2005013475,

%% Questionnaire sent to National Institutions, 1977, Kingslea Admissions 2005013475, p 3.
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girls the opportunity to have a break from Kingslea which allowed “a sense of
proportion to be brought back into the everyday living situation.” The visits were also
aimed at allowing girls to witness ordinary family interactions. Acting Assistant
Principal M E Judge commented that not all girls could respond to the “close
personal relationship” involvement with a family brought, and for those girls Kingslea
endeavoured to create less demanding community contact such as membership in
groups, clubs and teams.®*” This programme continued in 1980.%°

In 1981 girls were given the opportunity to join outside organisations and cultural
groups, as well as sports clubs. In order to improve community contact outings were
limited to groups of two or three girls; staff rejected large group outings as a means
of fostering community contact. Staff encouraged regular contact with male peers by
enrolment at co-educational schools; joining local groups; regular scheduling of
dances and discos; and age appropriate contact with boyfriends both on and off
campus.®®

In 1984 in response to a high proportion of Maori and Pacific Island residents,
Kingslea mcreased contact with Maori and Pacific Island groups from the local
commumty

It was noted in the 1984 Annual Report that it was important that girls not feel
isolated from the wider community after admission to Kingslea, and that Residential
Social Workers maintained community links by taking girls out of Kingslea on a
regular basis in small groups “as a normal family would go on outings to picnic or
roller skating etc.”**""

Nine local people volunteered at Kingslea during 1985, one as a remedial reading
assistant and the remaining volunteenng to cover staff breaks, cover reception
duties, and greet and visit the residents.”

In 1987, as Kingslea prepared to accept male residents from the closed Christchurch
Boys’ Home, local Burwood residents formed a committee they called the “Residents
Action Group”. They were concerned about the impact of admitting boys to Kingslea
and about the staff to resident ratios. They wanted to be consulted about onsite
building developments, and to be informed of the supervision arrangements
(particularly for off-campus outings). They stated there was a need to balance the
rights of the community with the rights of the Kingslea residents.***® Many of them
were womed that the boys would pose a threat to them, their families and their
property.>*® The Regional Director nominated an officer to work with the group and
requested the Pnncgpals of Kingslea and Christchurch Boys’ Home to organise a
meeting with them. The meeting went ahead, and the outcome was an
agreement that local residents and the Principals would meet once a month to
discuss concerns and share information, and the local residents would contact

297 Memo from M E Judge, Acting Assistant Principal to Assistant Director (Social Work), 31/7/78, Kingslea
Contact with Community 2005013475.

2% Kingslea Newsletter 1980/34, 16/10/80, Kingslea Contact with Communities F5000005628258.

299 wThg practice of residential care at Kingslea Christchurch” compiled by Kingslea staff, August 1981,
Kingslea Profile F5000005133784.

3000 ingslea Annual Report 1984, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, p 14.

300! Kingslea Annual Report 1984, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, Keller Report, p 1.

3002 Gingslea Annual Report 1985, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004608486, p 14.

%003 £ R Brussovs, Representatives of Residents Action Group to Director General, 17/7/87, Kingslea
Profile F5000005627905.

39% Minutes from Shirley Neighbourhood Support Groups meeting, 22/9/87, Kingslea Profile
F5000005627905,
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Kingslea if they had immediate concerns regarding youngsters' behaviour in and
around their property. The Residents Action Group also decided that they would
nominate two of their group for membership of the Institution Management
Committee “as a way to more formally participate in the life of Klngslea and develop
an active neighbourhood community ethos which includes Kingslea.”*®

In 19889 the Christchurch Golf Club complained about damage to their property by
Kingslea residents. Manager G D Reid requested that Kingslea cover the costs of
the many break-ins and thefts that had occurred, and informed the Principal that the
club would be laying complaints with the police in respect of the latest incident. In
reference to discussions held with local residents and community groups prior to the
integration of Kingslea and the Boys’ Home, the Manager wrote “the assurances
given to residents were but hollow promises...”*” The Principal replied that the
period since the merger of the two institutions had been a difficult one due to loss of
staff, as well as frying to bridge two staff and management cultures and
philosophies. She stated Kingslea was “still confident that longer term the higher risk
to neighbours in this area should not be much greater than in the general
community”, noting that the crime rate in the area had not risen since the merger and
that residents had become easy targets for blame. She did, however, agree to
Kingslea meeting any difference between insurance paid and actual cost incurred,
although remarked that this was not an ongomsg obligation as the Director General
was not responsible for the torts of his wards.

Media interest

There were several ‘Letters to the Editor’ in 1968 about Kingslea and what it offered
its residents.*

Channel One filmed a documentary about Kingslea in 1979 in which they featured a
previous resident ‘made good’ as well as residents still admitted. The producer
noted that the documentary could dispel the myths which surrounded Girls’
Homes.*'"°  Staff members discussed the pros and cons of appearing in the
documentary with glrls and their families, and consent was required before any
residents were filmed.*

The television programme ‘Viewfinder' aired an episode about life at Kingslea in
1985 which the Principal noted was good quality film but only lasted 10 minutes and
“hardly warranted the time given to its preparation.”"'

%% Memo from Vaughan Milner for Regional Director to Director General, 28/8/87, Kingslea Contact with
Community F500005627905.

%% G D Reid, Manager Christchurch Golf Club to M E Judge, Principal, 10/5/89, Kingslea Contact with
Community F5000003920983.

%% M E Judge, Principal to G D Reid, Manager Christchurch Golf Club, 15/5/89, Kingslea Contact with
Community F5000003920983.

%99 See for example, W A Craig to the Editor, Christchurch Star, 27/4/68, Kingslea Contact with Community
Archives W50481376 2006/8588.

%P Jones, Director TV1 Documentary Unit to Mr J Callahan, Director General, 23/4/79, Kingslea Profile
F5000000925867.

%01 3 J Callahan, Director General to P Jones, TV1 Documentary Unit, Kingslea Profile F5000000925867.
%92 Kingslea Annual Report 1985, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, p 10.
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Visiting Committees

There was a Visiting Committee in 1980 with four members that maintained regular
contact W|th ngslea The Principal believed the Visiting Committee was working
effectlvely

The Principal commented that the Visiting Committee was “largely defunct” in 1981,
stating that although the Chairperson had maintained her interest and contact, the
rest of the commlttee members had not.*°

The Principal noted that the Visiting Committee was “moribund” for most of 1982 and
would be phased out in 1983. He commented that it was an “enduring frustration”
that the commitiee members had not taken their duties as seriously as they
might.*"® Due to a change in legislation, the Visiting Committee was not phased out
as planned, and all Committee members were reappointed. The principal noted
improvement in the new committee in 1983. At this stage girls who complained of
being treated unfairly were encouraged and assisted to contact a committee
member.*

In 1986 the Visiting Committee had four members. The weekly “Kingslea bulletin”
was provided to committee members and they visited the home over the year. The
Chairman commented “the girls at Kingslea seem well aware of the existence and
the purposes of the Visiting Committee and on three occasions have communicated
directly with committee members.” He noted that the residents seemed satisfied with
being given the opportunity to air their grievance, but that the committee member
was satisfied on each occasion that the girls “had not suffered any real injustice and
each particular circumstance had a reasonable £ 7planation.” The Chairman was
impressed with the facilities and staff at Kingslea.*®"” The Committee was contacted
frequently by girls during 1986; the Principal commented that “mostly this has been
in a manipulative way... We are also needing to work with the Visiting Committee,
so that they understand the girl's behaviour and also the basis for our treatment
goals for the girl.”®

In 1987 the Visiting Committee had only two members. In the Annual Report to the
Minister of Social Welfare, the Chairperson commented that the two members had
kept up regular visits, and noted that there had been two direct approaches by
residents who had questions about privileges and discipline, and the complaints
were resolved. He reported that many staff members had had doubts and anxieties
about the amalgamation of the Boys’ Home on the Kingslea campus.®

3013 Kingslea Annual Report 1980, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, p 6.

301 Kingslea Annual Report 1981, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, p 12.

3018 Kingslea Annual Report 1982, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, p 6.

3016 Kingslea Annual Report 1983, Kingslea Annual Reports F5000004606486, p 12.

317 p b Dunbar QSM JP, Visiing Commiittee Chairman to Minister of Social Welfare, 20/6/88, Kingslea
Reports F5000005133876.

3018 M E Judge, Principal, to Director General, 23/9/86, Kingslea Reports F5000005133876, p 4.

3% p p Dunbar, Visiting Committee Chairman to Minister of Social Welfare, 30/6/87, Kingslea Profile
F5000006661405.
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Contact with families

Up until 1960 there were no formal provisions for home leave for girls in the
residence. The Superintendent wrote that “a child is sometimes permitted to return
home for a brief holiday but the reason is usually a wedding or other celebration or
the serious illness of a parent. The privilege has been a haphazard one...” He
requested the establishment of a home leave policy for residents in training centres,
and recommended all residents be permitted to go home for a short period nine
months after admission, provided their behaviour justified this.>***® The policy was
approved, subject to the condition that at least six months had elapsed since the
resident’s last serious incident. Furthermore, periods of leave were to be staggered
in order to prevent the risks of residents associating and getting into trouble together
while away. The Superintendent commented that as well as being a useful
incentive, the visits would help residents view their home situations more realistically,
and would help staff assess the suitability of the resident returning home upon
discharge.>*'

In 1960 a letter was sent to residents’ parents stating that the only times a girl could
receive parcels were at Christmas, Easter and her birthday, and that parcels sent at
other times would be refurned. The writer commented that this was because it
would be unfair “if some girls have parcels sent in while others have neither letters
nor gifts.” The letter to parents stated: “What does help the girls, is to get regular and
frequent letter from home... if in your letters you advise her always to try and do
what is asked of her cheerfully and willingly, there is no reason why the future should
not be a happy one.”*%%?

In 1965 the requirements were changed so that residents could be granted home
leave after four months residence, although the Superintendent commented that this
was strictly a minimum and “only those who have made a most favourable response
should be permitted home leave after such a short period of training.” The period a
resident had spent in a famil;/ home prior to her admission to Kingslea was not
included in the four months, 3%*

In 1969 residents who attended the school were not granted home leave for the
August school holidays as staff did not want the school girls “to be treated as a
privileged group”. %%

In the 1970s Kingslea sent a letter out to parents of new residents which gave a
physical description of the grounds, set out the educational and recreational
programmes offered to girls, and explained some of the contact parents could have
with their daughters 2%

In 1972 Kingslea staff requested that residents’ home leave periods be extended to
two weeks. They noted that the most important of Kingslea's roles was to “give gitls
an awareness of the difficulties they must face and overcome in the normal

%920 Memo from C E Peek, Superintendent to the Hon. M B Howard, 19/9/60, Kingslea Contact with
Families F021158/2003028572.

%021 Gircular Memorandum 1960/49, 21/10/60, Kingslea Admissions F021158/2003028572.

8022 | efter sent to residents’ parents, writer unknown, 21/12/60, Kingslea Contact with Families
F021158/2003028572.

%% Gircular Memorandum 1965/21, 16/3/65, Kingslea Contact with Families Archives W5048/376
2006/8588.

%024 Memo from K J Ford, Principal to Superintendent, 30/12/69, Kingslea Contact with Families Archives
W5048/376 2006/8588.

%925 sample letter sent to parents, O T Ryan, Principal, circa 1977, Kingslea Profile 2005013475,

2mM

272



community”. They believed this could only be achieved with longer and more
frequent visits homeé as when home leave was limited girls became too dependant
on the Institution.***® The request was granted. The rules that disallowed home
leave within less than six months of a resident’s last serious offence, and required
the resident to have been in the Home for more than four months, were also both
abolished.**?’

There were increased amounts of home leave in 1972, the Principal was of the belief
that it was unrealistic to assume that simply because a resident was doing well at
Kingslea she would also do well at home, and it was therefore necessary for girls to
face their “real problems” during the course of their tralnmg

Girls were able to “buy” phone calls with their pocket money in 1976.%°°

Residents’ incoming and outgoing mail was censored in 1977. Staff noted that
residents were aware of this and that the censorship relaxed as staff got to know the
girl and her correspondents.3°3° Kingslea would accommodate residents’ parents
who wished to visit for a meal or an overnight stay, and would meet them at the train
station or airport. Staff noted that whole families were encouraged to visit and stay,
and a furnished house was available.*

In 1978 the role families could play in helping residents was recognised and family
counselling was increasingly offered. Out-of-town families were encouraged to visit,
and were not charged for staying in the accommodation provided at Kingslea. In
instances where a visit from family was considered crumal Kingslea could apply for
finance to help cover the cost of the trip for the family.*®

In 1978 the Acting Assistant Principal commented that although many girls were
interacting with families in the community, Kingslea’s major responsibility for each
resident was still “the rebuﬂdlng of her permanent relationship with her own family
wherever this is at all possible.”

In 1979 Principal M P Doolan advised staff that home leave was granted to girls at
his discretion and as such should not be used as a bargaining tool. He stated that
previous abscondings would be one of the factors taken into account when
considering home leave, but that home leave would not necessarily be forfeited on
account of absconding. He also stated “staff are never to threaten a girl with the loss
of home leave if she behaves a certain way, although one can point out to glrls that
loss of home leave is one of the possibilities they face if their response is poor.”

In 1980 staff were advised by the Principal to make the most of family visits to
Kingslea as an opportunity to work with the family unit %

3026 pMemo from unknown writer to Director General, 3/7/72, Kingslea Contact with Families Archives
W5048/376 2006/8588.
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One of the objectives for Kingslea in 1981 was to “maintain and improve a girl's
contact with her family and significant others, and enhance her capacity to relate
effectively in the community.” Girls were generally permitted three periods of home
leave per twelve months in the Residence, and home leave was not to be restricted
as a disciplinary measure. Staff noted that Kingslea would be open over the holiday
period and girls could be returned if problems arose.***

Mail censorship ceased at Kingslea in 1980. Principal M P Doolan stated however,
that staff would retain the right to open a girl’s mail in her presence if they had reason
to be concerned about the nature of the correspondence, and that they would
continue to inspect the contents of parcels.3%’

In 1985 Principal M E Judge commented that 20 of the 41 extended care girls were
left without their May holiday arranged, or arrangements made that appeared
inappropriate. She strongly recommended ‘that all social workers with girls in
Kingslea consider options for all holidays so that remaining at Kingslea through lack
of alternatives does not occur.”**%® Kingslea continued to provide accommodation
for parents who wished to stay onsite. There was constant demand for the
accommodation and at least two weeks notice was required for requests.>**®

In the early 1990s staff recommended that field social workers and parents or
caregivers accompany residents when they were admitted to the Care and
Protection unit, so the new resident would feel less intimidated and would settle in
more quickly.>**°

In the early 1990s, staff noted that from the day a Care and Protection resident was
first admitted, plans were made for her discharge back to family, and it was therefore
vital to use every available opportunity to involve the family in the rehabilitation
process, and in making plans for the residents. Staff recommended that new
residents were accompanied by their parents when first admitted. Family visits were
considered important while young persons were in residence and could be
negotiated with case workers. Residents’ families could stay in flats at Kingslea for
$30 per night. Meals were not provided and families were expected to make their
own way to and from Kingslea. Visits from those other than family members had to
be approved by the Field Social Worker. Families could call residents at any time;
friends could call with case workers’ approval. Young people were encouraged to
write to their families, and staff did not read incoming or outgoing mail.

In 1992 staff informed contributing districts that limited accommodation was available
at Kingslea for parents and whanau of residents from outside the Christchurch area.
The home district was responsible for covering the costs of the family’s travel and the
Kingslea accommodation which was $30 per night. Residential social workers had
discretion as to determining the terms of the visit.>**2

%% “The practice of residential care at Kingslea Christchurch” compiled by Kingslea staff, August 1981,
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Preparation for discharge and after care arrangements

A newspaper article from the 1960s stated that once the girls were living in the hostel
(the last unit before discharge) staff would start to attempt to find them a job, and that
this was “a task not as easy as it used to be, for employers are demanding higher
standards of education all round.” Girls would also be sent to stay with their parents
or guardians prior fo their discharge to decide whether or not they wanted to return to
that environment.***?

The Principal noted in 1974 that there was a need for guidance and assistance from
specialised officers upon residents’ discharge from Kingslea.****

In 1986 Principal M E Judge wrote to the Director General requesting an exemption
from the rule that staff members could not board Wards. There was a resident who
had been ready for discharge for a year but remained at Kingslea due to the lack of
an appropriate alternative. She had formed a “healthy open attachment” to a
residential social worker, and the social worker had requested that the girl board with
her family.***®

8043 4 Jobs found for girls at end of period of training”, Dorothy Braxton, Christchurch Star, date unknown
circa 1963, Kingslea Programmes F021158 2003028572.

304 Kingslea Annual Report 1972, Kingstea Annual Reports 2005013670, p 5.

%945 Memo from M E Judge, Principal to Director General, 18/8/86, Kingslea Profile F5000005133876.
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