and, firstly, on 15 June 1992. V was interviewed for a second

cWe count in the Indictment. Both complainants had evidential

iew
cc@ptember 1992 and was aged 5 % years.

©

to the evidential interview there was an interview at the offices of the Department
Social Welfare. No disclosure was made, it was clear that neither child was going to
talk about the créche (Trial p.65, line 19). This interview was a matter of weeks before

the evidential interview.

The family had moved to Auckland in January 1991, after the children had been

attending the créche
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The complainants’ mother first heard about the inquiry into the activities of the staff at

the créche in about the middle of March 1992. She was telephoned by a friend in

Christchurch._ As a conseque

day. At that stage she had no concems for her own children. (Depositions p.566, line
16). The mother was contacted by a friend who had no involvement with the créche but

who knew had a child at the créche (Depositions p.567, line 20).

The telephone call from the mother’s friend reminded her gf k3

Christchurch at Christmas in 1991 that there had been_a plaint conduct

against Mr Ellis. After that call the mother immedia«@

As a consequence of speaking with Detecti e ked her children the
recommended questions: 3&
/.

“Do you remember going to e
the créche, who were

At p.570, line 35, of the depositions, this mother stated that she had

@taet with other parents:

“very little contact with parents from Christchurch”.

After she was referred to a sheet with a list of names and complainants she indicated
that she thought that she had had contact with the parents of two of the complainants

(not Trial complainants). In respect of the parents of complainant 12, the only
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discussion related to the fact that that family might be moving to Auckland. Each

parent asked after the other’s children. There was no discussion regarding the Créche

inquiry

As to complainant 19, the mother stated in Depositions at p.571, line 8, that she
discussed the meeting of the parents that was held at the Knox Hall at which she could

not be present because was living in Auckland. The parents inquired after eachsother’s
children. ’ @

Attendance at Official Meetings > @ \\S
As this family was at all relevant times-reside 3@ mother did not attend

Parent/Child Contaminati@
There is no sugg as~here, any cross -examination to suggest that there
was any risk of € atipfibetwee

it} l;; approa both girls some time in March 1992 and the evidential
f 15W9 their mother did ask further questions of her children. See

.2'n

d advice about questioning the children which we always followed
h was not to ask any leading questions so any questions we asked them

%’ were following questions but not leading questions”.

page 64, line 29:

“If 1 was going to introduce the subject rather than them, sometime they
would initiate it, if I was going to I didn’t start actually with a question, I
would say something like I spoke to Colin today.

And they would have known who Colin was?
Yes. And if they would say something further that would be fine and if they

didn’t I wouldn’t push it so I avoided introducing the subject by asking a
question directly about what had happened to them.”
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Child/Child Contamination

Neither of the complainant children had any contact with any other complainant
children and there was no suggestion that these children had discussed their allegations

between themselves.

Summary

Christchurch.




