
Date: March 23, 2021
To: MCFD, VPD, VSB personnel involved with the report to MCFD about the _________________ family
From: Helen Ward, President, Kids First Parent Association of Canada
Re: file # NOT PROVIDED of _________________.

This letter is regarding actions taken by BC Ministry of Children and Family Development (MCFD) and the
Vancouver Police Department (VPD) and Vancouver School Board (VSB) regarding ________________ (“the
child”) and her parents, _______________ (“the mother”) and __________ (“the father”).

Kids First Parent Association of Canada’s (Kids First) charitable purposes are supporting children’s optimal
well-being and parental child care.

Kids First was an intervenor in the high profile “bus dad” case (Crook) against the BC MCFD heard by the BC
Court of Appeal in June 2020 to support the Charter rights of parents and to limit the actions of MCFD in child
protection matters under the Child, Family and Community Services Act (CFCSA).

REQUEST

The parents ask that the MCFD/VPD file(s) on the child be closed immediately. They request that this be
confirmed as soon as possible in writing.

QUESTIONS

Kindly provide answers.

1 - What are the allegations made in the alleged report to MCFD?

2 - What laws are VPD and MCFD personnel acting under in their involvement with this family?

3 - Are the actions (described below) part of an assessment or an investigation or something else?

4 - What are the names, positions, and contact information of the VPD and MCFD personnel involved?

5 - Is there a file number? If so, what is it?

6 - Why have the parents not been provided with any of this information, even a file number, in writing?

7 - Was a photograph of the child taken as the VPD officers claim?



8 - Under what law was the photo taken?

9 - Who interrogated the child when the child is alleged to have said, “Daddy pinched me” ?

10 - When, and where did this interrogation take place?

11 - Was that interrogation recorded?

12 - May we be provided with a copy of the photo?

13 - Who took the photo? When and where was it taken?

14 - Has the file been closed?

15 - Has the child been found to be “in need of protection”?

SUMMARY

Personnel in ____________________ Elementary School in the Vancouver School District, BC MCFD, and
VPD have treated this family - the parents and the child - in a manner that is incorrect, unreasonable, unfair,
lacking due deference, discourteous, disrespectful, sloppy, rude, unprofessional, cavalier, insensitive, harmful,
dangerous, contemptuous, high-handed, arrogant, distressing, prejudicial, bigoted, stigmatizing, shaming,
discriminatory, unkind, unjust, oppressive, damaging, and punitive.

These personnel have or may have violated this family members’ human and Charter rights including the rights
to security of person, liberty, freedom of association, equality and possibly other Charter rights, and the
principles of fundamental justice including those principles related to due process, presumption of innocence,
overbreadth, arbitrariness, and vagueness; the CFCSA, laws related to physical contact and photography of
children’s bodies; as well as common sense and common decency.

BACKGROUND

The parents both inform me that:
- The child is an 11 year old girl with Downs Syndrome.

- The child has the ‘mental capacity’ more typical of a 3 year old as assessed by a developmental expert; she is
extremely vulnerable and easily manipulated; she is unable to reason in a way typical of her age. For example,
she wore diapers until a few years ago and she still has _______________ weekly.

- The child’s communication skills and comprehension of reality are very poor: she answers questions with
‘yes’ when in good mood, ‘no’ when in bad mood. She fails often to corroborate her answers by answering
control questions correctly. For example: blaming her bruised knee on her schoolmate who was not even around
when she fell on stairs recently; this situation was described by her after school care worker. A couple of times
she pretended successfully to be sick to get away from school. The school is aware of these behaviours.

- The country of origin of the mother of the child is ________________, a country with a history of state
brutality. She speaks with a Spanish/Latino accent.

- The mother is racially non-white/Latina.

- The father is from   ____________, a country with a history of state brutality. He speaks with an Eastern
European accent.

- The parents are separated, hence they are both single parents.

- The child is of mixed race.



- The child is very attached to and fond of her parents, and in particular to her father.

- The child is happy and healthy.

- The parents have had repeated conflict with the principal, Ms P_____. One issue is child’s medical exemption
from wearing a mask during the after school program on the bus. The child has a medical exemption and a
doctor’s note to confirm her medical exemption but was not permitted to take the program bus to field trips.
Another issue is the parents’ not following principal's COVID-19 protocol under which parents are not to
accompany their children to class but must let the children go unsupervised alone from the public sidewalk on
______Street and _____ Avenue (both very high traffic thoroughfares) to their class. The parents objected to
this protocol as unsafe for their child. Both parents complained to Ms P_____ after independently observing
unsupervised kindergarten age children on different occasions on the sidewalk beside the very busy street.
Numerous other parents have complained about Ms P_______.

- The parents believe that this conflict with the principal is related to the report to MCFD; that there is an
element of vendetta and/or malicious intent to the report.

WHAT HAPPENED

The parents inform me that:

On about January 25, 2021 shortly after 3pm the mother received a telephone call from the Vancouver Police to
say that they were outside the child’s school, _____________ Elementary School in Vancouver. They asked the
mother who was going to pick up the child after school. They told her that she and not the father - as had been
prearranged - must pick up the child. They told her not to talk to the child’s father. They refused to provide any
information about the reason for the call.

The mother was extremely distressed and upset by this call.

The mother arrived at about 5 pm to pick up the child at the end of the child’s after school program. Two
uniformed police officers, one male and one female, were inside the front entrance area of school when the
mother arrived.

This area of the school is a high traffic area where students, parents, and staff could all see the two uniformed
officers.

The police said they had been waiting for the mother.

The police told the mother there was a report that the school said that the child had said, “Daddy pinched me.”
The police said that the school told them a bruise was found on the child on her left side.

The mother was not told who had examined the child’s unclothed body in order to see the alleged bruise on the
child’s left side, or how, or where, or when this activity was done.

The officers interrogated the mother in the school entrance area where anyone could see and hear them. They
ask her detailed questions about her relationship to the father and about parenting arrangement and the father’s
whereabouts. The police already had the father’s phone number address. Presumably school personnel had
given this personal information to them.

The mother went to pick up the child from the program room. The police talked to the child when the mother
picked up the child. They spoke directly to the child.

The parents do not know if the police or social worker spoke to the child at any other time.



The parents were not asked for their consent, let alone their permission for this interrogation of their child.

The school principal is ____ P_______.

The police told the mother that a social worker would call her the next day.

Other parents, students, and school personnel saw the two uniformed police officers and the interrogation of the
mother and of the child. The incident was a significant, highly public, shaming, stigmatizing, and alarming
event for the parents, the child, and the school community.

The same day the uniformed police officers came to the father’s home and interrogated him. The father was not
aware of anything and could not provide any explanation and they left.

The mother took a photo of the child’s left side after the interrogation by the police right after coming home.
There was no sign of trauma. The photo included part of the child’s left hip but not her face.

January 26, 2021, the next day, BC MCFD social worker Tessa House called the mother. The mother emailed
the photo and Ms House said she received the photo. Ms House insisted that the mother have a doctor examine
the child’s body right away and get the doctor’s opinion in writing

The child’s family doctor was not available so the mother took the child to four walk-in medical clinics because,
due to COVID restrictions, most clinics were not willing to conduct the examination required by MCFD or a
doctor was not present.

A doctor, Brian Gee, did examine the child, including requiring the girl to remove all of her clothing. The
doctor found no evidence of abuse.

The doctor provided the mother with a note saying that there was no sign of abuse.

The mother gave the doctor’s report to the father.

Ms House (or perhaps a Ms Brock) met with the father about January 27 at the school. The father gave her the
doctor’s report. Ms House told the father that the file would be closed.

Some days later Ms House called the father and said that to close the file she needed to call some of the father’s
contacts, and needed to “see where [the child] sleeps.”

The father’s sister was contacted by Ms House and interrogated.

Some days later Ms House (or Ms Brock) called the father to say that they cannot close the file without seeing
“where [the child] sleeps”. The father objected to this proposed search of his home citing privacy concerns (he
called it "snooping around") and terminated the telephone call. 

The MCFD personnel did not explain what the purpose of seeing the child’s sleeping place would be except
“closing the file.”

NOTE: This indicates that the child had NOT been found to be “in need of protection” under CFCSA. At no
time was either parents provided with any written concern or report. At no time were the parents told that the
child was in need of protection. At no time were the parents informed of any finding of abuse, neglect or risk of
abuse or neglect.

MARCH 19, 2021 FRIDAY: At about 9:30 pm at night, with no warning, two unformed VPD officers came to
the father’s home. They wanted to come in. The officers may have been the same officers that had met the



father previously at the school. They were wearing face masks so the father is not sure. The officers did not
provide their identity cards to the father.

The officers said that there is a photograph showing a mark on the child. They did not show the father this
photograph.

The father refused to allow them in saying he was preparing a letter

The officers left.

The presence of a VPD car and uniformed police officers at his home at night would have been highly visible to
neighbours and passersby. It was a public spectacle that could stigmatize, harass, shame, and harm the
reputation of the father in his neighbourhood and community.

The father is very distressed, shocked, and upset by this VPD/MCFD action.

WHAT DID NOT HAPPEN

The parents were not informed of the allegations or concerns in the alleged report presumably being assessed.

Ms House failed to inform the mother that sending a photo of a child’s hip area by email may constitute
distributing child pornography. Ms House did not caution the mother regarding this.

There was no acknowledgement of or apology for the extreme distress, the stigmatizing nature, the un-waged
time taken up, and the invasion of privacy of the parents and the child of the VPD/MCFD actions.

There was no information provided to the parents about the law under which the interrogations were supposedly
permitted or the legal reasons for the MCFD or the VPD actions.

There was no effort made to ask about or assess any need for accommodation of any vulnerable personal
characteristics of the parents or the child, including any accommodation of the child’s obvious severe disability.

The parents were not provided with contact information from the VPD or MCFD.

The parents were not provided with contact information from the social workers - that is a business card.

The parents were not provided with a file number by VPD or MCFD.

The interrogations of the parents and the child were not recorded as far as the parents could see.

Neither MCFD nor VPD suggested to the parents that they get a lawyer or contact legal aid or a support person
or someone to witness the interrogations.

Neither VPD nor MCFD has informed the parents regarding the possible outcomes of the situation, or any
charges that could be laid, or what laws they were acting under, or legal support services.

VPD and MCFD did not tell the parents if they had a warrant/order permitting them to interrogate her or the
child.

No one from the school called the mother at that time or since then.

Essentially, no one from VPD, MCFD, or VSB told the vulnerable parents of a vulnerable child what was going
on, what they were doing, why, how. The parents were/are kept in the dark while the government agencies held,
and continue to hold, power over their lives and their child’s life.

The parents and the child have suffered numerous adverse impacts including injury to their human dignity,
much stress, distress, and physical harms due to these events. The parents endeavour to shield the child from the
distress.



LEGAL CONCERNS

1 - A non-parent, including school personnel, asking a child to expose their body, and/or touching a child to
expose their body without meaningful, informed, parental consent is a form of assault.

2 - Neither parent was informed of or asked to give permission for this indirectly reported body search of their
child. The child was without parental presence during this body search.

3 - Photographing a child’s unclothed body without informed, meaningful parental consent and distributing the
photo to others may be a serious offense.

4 - That the child is female, age 11, of mixed race, a child of separated parents, and has a very serious cognitive
disability, all characteristics that make the child vulnerable, makes this reported invasion of the child’s person
and the photographing of the child’s unclothed body all the more egregious.

5 - Sleeping arrangements vary greatly and are often flexible/fluid depending on family members’ individual
characteristics and other factors including: disability, culture, religion, ethnicity, health, income, preferences,
jobs, schedules, beliefs, weather, etc.

6 - There are no illegal family sleeping arrangements.

7 - MCFD has no jurisdiction over sleeping arrangements for children not in MCFD facilities.

8 - Under the CFCSA, the Director has powers to order/require parenting behaviour if and when a child has
been determined to be “IN NEED OF PROTECTION.”

9 - MCFD investigated the report for over 1.5 months and found that the child is not in need of protection:
CFCSA principles: (g) “decisions relating to children should be made and implemented in a timely manner.”

10 -Therefore MCFD has no authority to insist on searching the property of the family or ascertaining their
sleeping arrangements.

11 - MCFD has no authority to require/order parents to make any particular arrangements for any child’s care
unless the child is found to be “in need of protection.”

12 - MCFD is not a parenting advisory body that is authorized to tell parents how to raise their children unless a
child is found to be “in need of protection”.

13 - Parents assessed/investigated by MCFD and/or the police are entitled to great deference as “family” that
children are to be raised and cared for by. The parents were not provided with the business cards of the MCFD
and police personnel interrogating them, nor were they provided with any information about the process, the
possible outcomes, resources to help them, legal issues, etc.

14 - The parents are being illegally harassed by MCFD and VPD personnel who have provided no warrant
authorizing the interrogations, calls, search effort, etc. of their family.

15 - The parents have not been afforded any opportunity to contest or question or moderate or complain about
the actions of the MCFD and police.

16 - MCFD personnel have a well-known, horrific track record of physical, sexual, emotional, financial,
medical abuse; harm, neglect, and risk of abuse and neglect of children in MCFD care.



17 - However, despite MCFD’s well known horrific track record, and the even longer tragic record in Canada of
state intervention in and destruction of parent-child relationships, the CFCSA has a demonstrably false implicit
presumption that MCFD involvement with a family is benign and/or will improve a child’s life.

18- CFCSA principles include (a) “children are entitled to be protected from abuse, neglect and harm or threat
of harm”. The implicit presumption that MCFD involvement with a family is benign and will improve a child’s
life and not cause short term, long term, or intergenerational “abuse, neglect and harm or threat of harm” is not
supported by evidence.

19 - The implicit presumption that MCFD involvement with a family is benign and will improve a child’s life is
indicative of systemic discrimination against parents on the grounds of family status, as well is in many cases
on the grounds of: sex, marital status, age, race, ancestry, disability, gender expression, religion, etc.

20 - Parents are aware of the horrific track record of MCFD and are therefore justly extremely distressed by
MCFD and related contact and involvement.

21 - MCFD personnel are bound by the CFCSA which lists as principles (b) “a family is the preferred
environment for the care and upbringing of children and the responsibility for the protection of children rests
primarily with the parents”.

22 - This principle clearly implies that parents be treated with great deference and respect and with sensitivity
for the impact of MCFD and police interactions with them. The law provides for greater deference to parents -
family - than to MCFD personnel.

BC AND CANADIAN HUMAN RIGHTS LAW

23 - The parents in this case and a disproportionate percentage of cases are separated and are both single
parents. Single parents are widely recognized to be disproportionately scrutinized by MCFD. This indicates
discrimination based on marital status.

24 - The mother is non-white/Latina. Both parents are immigrants. Such parents and their children are also more
often targeted by MCFD. This indicates discrimination based on race, colour, country of origin, ancestry.

25 - Human rights laws prohibit discrimination in services including government services, including child
protection and police services.

26 - Human rights laws prohibit discrimination on grounds that could be applicable in this case: for the child:
family status, disability, age, race, ancestry. For the parents: family status, marital status, race, ancestry, country
of origin.

REPORTS ABOUT CHILD ABUSE LIMITED TO REPORTS ABOUT PARENTS

27 - MCFD vigorously reminds all people of the legal obligation to anonymously report any suspected parental
child abuse, neglect, or risk of harm or neglect. This government service campaign includes a 24/7/365 1-800
number that is the first item on the first page of its website, publications, posters, website, and its considerable
financial influence over government agents and government contracted staff. Those whose work is paid by the
government - including school personnel - are especially reminded of their legal obligation to report any
suspected harm, abuse, or risk of harm or abuse under threat of professional sanction.

28 - The government makes it very easy to make such a report:
- Anonymity is guaranteed.
- Any information is acceptable and no evidence is required.
- There are no lengthy forms, on-line or print documents to submit, fees, lengthily interviews, etc. required as is



the case with reporting suspected abuse by teachers, medical staff, judges, daycare staff, etc.
- The report-provider has the option to and is not required to provide contact information to provide follow up
information.
- Although making false and/or vindictive reports is illegal, such reports do not result in punitive measures. And
anonymity guarantees this.

29 - Hearsay laws are waived in any legal proceeding involving a parent facing a report: the MCFD personnels’
notes are taken as if they were first hand witness statements.

30 - Yet neither MCFD nor any other government agency encourages people to report similar suspected child
abuse, neglect, or risk of harm or neglect that may take place under MCFD or the Ministry of Education or child
care settings or about anyone involved with children (counsellors, psychiatrists, doctors, ski instructors, soccer
coaches, life guards, faith groups, police, etc.)

31 - Complaints about non-parents that are government agents are very difficult to make. Complaints about
non-parents that are not government agents require criminal proceedings and all the protections of the alleged
perpetrator that that involves.

32 - Parents have been singled out by the government and MCFD for extreme scrutiny and government
intervention.

33 - This grossly disproportionate pressure and effort to make reports regarding parents rather than of
government employees and contractors involved with children and others involved with children amounts to a
government mandated “witch hunt” against parents. It amounts to discrimination on the grounds of family
status: parents are targeted for state and public scrutiny, intervention, replacement, and policing simply because
they are parents.

34 - This is in dramatic contrast to the system for reporting, surveillance, intervention in the lives, and
prosecution of those involved with children who are not the parents of the children they are involved with.

35 - The children are targeted because they are children of parents. If they were wards of MCFD they would not
be so targeted as MCFD does not have an equivalent reporting, surveillance system for its own personnel.

36 - This amounts to a violation of the principles of fundamental justice - presumption of innocence and due
process, and perpetuates negative stereotypes about parents and the parent-child relationship long-held by
government agencies in Canada and elsewhere.

ASSESSING REPORTS

37 - Assessing a report of child abuse or neglect is a complex and highly sensitive process that involves
violations of the child’s and the parents Charter rights and human rights.

38 - The courts have recognized that harm is done by child protection actions even when the harm is
unavoidably necessary. “Unnecessary disruptions of [the parent – child ] bond by the  state have the
potential to cause significant trauma to both the parent and the child.” (SCC KLW).

39 - The actions must be compliant with the CFCSA, and, like all actions by government agents, it must be
done in a way that is compliant with the Charter, and human rights laws, and any other laws that apply. The
violations of the Charter rights must be done in a way that is consistent with a “free and democratic society” and
the “principles of fundamental justice.”



40 - Anonymous, hearsay reports about child abuse, neglect, or risk of harm or neglect must be handled with
great caution, especially given the potential for harmful, extremely harmful, life long, intergenerational, and
fatal outcomes of MCFD interventions.

41 - An anonymous report about what a severely intellectually challenged child with the capacity of a three year
old is alleged to have said with no other evidence offered regarding child abuse, neglect, or risk of harm or
neglect needs to be handled even more cautiously.

POLICE

42 - Sending uniformed police officers in a police car to an elementary school during school time based on a an
anonymous hearsay report shows a gross lack of sensitivity, proportionality, and awareness of the Charter rights
of the child and the parents and others in the school. It lacks any effort to weigh the risks of such an action with
the Charter rights of those involved. It lacks common sense and is a grossly excessive action that is not
compliant with the Charter rights of the child and the parents and others.

43 - In this case it violated the principles of fundamental justice because of the arbitrariness, vagueness,
overbreadth of the action and the presumption of guilt and lack of due process.

INTERROGATING CHILDREN

44 - Interrogating (sometimes called “interviewing”) a child about hearsay reports of parental abuse or neglect
or “risk” (CFCSA: “likely to be”) is a highly complex and extremely sensitive activity. The child’s security of
person, and the child-parent relationship which is integral to the child’s security of person, is at extreme risk of
adverse effect, harm, damage, including potentially permanent harm and death.

45 - The risk of apprehension by and/or placement in MCFD care brings with it many further well-known and
well-documented, grievous risks, harms, and risks of harm that must be carefully weighed and balanced in
accordance with the Charter.

46 - Interrogations of children should not take place without the utmost precautions and only be conducted:
- with specially trained interrogators -  in this case with an interrogator trained to interrogate a severely
intellectually challenged child
- with a friendly support person present for the child
- with a reliable witness present
- under full audio-video recording and surveillance. This is for the protection of the child, the parents, the
child-parent relationship, and the protection of the interrogators in the event of allegations, and the integrity of
legal proceedings should they take place.

ADVERSE IMPACTS, HARMS

47 - The action of the person who made the report and the actions of the police and the actions of MCFD
personnel have caused a very serious violation of the Charter rights of the parents and of the child.
Unfortunately such violations are routine in so-called child protection matters.

48 - The parents’ Charter right to security of person has been violated. The incident has caused harm including
the following adverse impacts: stress, loss of sleep, waking up at night, headaches, loss of interest in daily
activities, loss of energy, worries about how the school treats the child, feeling overwhelmed, feeling afraid,
upset stomach, worsened gut auto-immune condition, nausea, weight loss, obsession with this issue, reduced
ability to concentrate, raised heart rate, fear.



49 - The parents’ Charter right to liberty and freedom of association has been violated as they have had to
associate with MCFD and VPD personnel they do not freely choose to associate with.

50 - The father’s right to freedom from unwarranted search and seizure has been threatened.

51 - The child’s rights to security of person, liberty, and freedom from search and seizure have also been
harmed and endangered.
______________________________________________________________________________


