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A child was placed with a foster family until he was of legal age. In October 2005, the court 
modifies the 2002 order, adding access rights for the father, whose paternity was by then 
acknowledged. While specifying that the father was entitled to stay in contact with and be 
informed of his son’s development on a regular basis, the judgment gave the Director of 
Youth Protection responsibility for determining the related conditions.

The father complained of unwarranted delays with regard to the exercising of his rights. 
More specifically, he did not receive any replies to his initial queries regarding the deve-
lopment of his son ( school report cards, photos, medical information ), and claimed that 
he only received such details after repeatedly insisting. He also stated that he had never 
received a schedule of visits with his son, or the necessary contact details.

Our investigation discovered that the youth centre had failed to adhere to some of the items 
included in the 2005 judgment, and that some of the delays for providing the father with the 
information he requested had indeed been excessive. For example, a request to receive a 
photo of his son and a copy of his report card went unanswered for over a year. 

As regards contacts between the father and son, we learned that there had been two of 
these, once in 2005 and again in 2006. These visits, we were told, were limited - and the 
links to the child’s parents cut - upon a child psychiatrist’s recommendation. Given the 
child’s significant fears and anxiety vis-à-vis his personal integrity, it was felt that such 
distance was required for his well-being. 



The Québec Ombudsman recommended that the youth centre take the necessary 
measures to respect the father’s right to receive information regarding his son and to 
establish the conditions for transmitting this information through a written intervention 
program.

With regard to parent-son contacts, the Québec Ombudsman feels that the judgment 
should have been supported by an intervention program detailing the related conditions. 
These conditions should have been established and explained to the child and his parents, 
as per the provisions of the Youth Protection Act.

The Québec Ombudsman recommended that the situation be corrected and that an inter-
vention program for the child’s well-being be prepared that included details of contacts 
and the information to be provided the parents. The institution acted on the Québec 
Ombudsman’s two recommendations.

A citizen requested an emergency intervention after a Director of Youth Protection, 
subsequent to his assessment of a situation, forced adoptive parents to give back their 
child so it could be placed with another adoptive family. The citizen asked the Québec 
Ombudsman to take the necessary steps so that the child could be reintegrated to his 
original family.

The Québec Ombudsman simultaneously intervened with the DPJ and the Secrétariat 
à l’adoption internationale, a body designated as the central authority in international 
adoptions by the Québec Minister of Health and Social Services. 

The facts illustrated a serious lack of coordination and communication between the agen-
cies - both public and private - involved in this international adoption. The problem also 
partly resulted from a divergence of opinions with regard to accountability and the sharing 
of responsibility. Our investigation also uncovered that specialized resources in the field of 
international adoption were not consulted to evaluate the bond one of the adoptive parents 
had developed with the child and subsequently determine how to remedy the situation. 

The Québec Ombudsman recommended to the Ministère de la Santé et des Services 
sociaux that it develop an international adoption reference framework that considered 
the rights of children and specified the respective responsibilities of all the agencies 
involved. Moreover, given the circumstances and because of the department’s respon-
sibility for international adoption - through the Secrétariat à l’adoption internationale 
– as well as for the application of the Youth Protection Act, the Québec Ombudsman 
recommended that it reimburse, in an equitable manner, the $ 21,000 in expenses 
incurred by the adoptive couple thus far.

Lastly, the Québec Ombudsman recommended that the youth centre take the necessary 
measures to coordinate its interventions with those of other service providers whenever 
specific problems occurred.



The behaviour of a nine-year old staying in one of the youth centre’s residences was 
particularly disruptive, as a result of which she was referred to a child psychiatrist. Subse-
quent to several months of medical treatment, including a hospital stay for observation, 
the physician diagnosed that she had a “ pervasive development disorder ( PDD ) ” and 
needed to stay in a specialized residence offering appropriate services. The child’s father 
indicated that the youth centre had dallied for a total of three months before requesting 
a spot for his daughter in a rehabilitation centre for intellectual disabilities. 

Our investigation revealed that the request was in fact only sent to the residence three 
months after the medical diagnosis, and this despite the fact that the child was having 
regular crises and was aggressive with youth centre staff. Her behaviour had even resulted 
in the repeated use of confinement and isolation measures. 

This situation persisted in spite of the existence of a protocol for cooperation between the 
youth centre and the rehabilitation centre for intellectual disabilities, which also offers 
services to children from the same region who are afflicted with a PDD. This protocol 
even includes a mechanism whereby a youth centre actor can, in situations deemed 
urgent, contact the rehabilitation centre for intellectual disabilities and request special 
support until such time as a child can be admitted. None of these steps were taken in 
this particular case. 

Our investigation of the complaint also revealed that the youth centre began preparing 
an intervention program and individual treatment program for the child 15 weeks after 
she was diagnosed. The Québec Ombudsman recommended that the youth centre review 
its protocol for cooperating with the rehabilitation centre for intellectual disabilities, 
taking into account the new reference framework developed by the Association des centres 
jeunesses du Québec to facilitate improved collaboration and access to services. We also 
recommended that the institution check that intervention and individual treatment 
programs be established as per legal provisions. 

The institution acted on the Québec Ombudsman’s recommendations.

As part of its investigation of a citizen’s report that her son had suffered physical abuse, a 
DPJ employee telephoned the mother at her place of employment. He sought to advise her 
that in application of the protocol in force, her son had been removed from the day care 
centre so that a physical examination could be conducted. 

The receptionist who answered the telephone hesitated to transfer the employee to the 
mother’s supervisor, at which point the actor in question identified himself as working for 
a youth centre, reporting to the Director of Youth Protection. The mother complained that 
this information was unnecessary, and violated her right to confidentiality, not to mention 
potentially causing her prejudice vis-à-vis her employer.



Our investigation discovered that the procedure in force at the youth centre for such 
circumstances calls for indicating that the call is a personal one and the matter, urgent. 
In specific situations, however, the employee can identify himself. The youth centre’s 
contact details, moreover, are not available via call display. In this case, the urgency of 
the situation justified the method adopted.

While the exercise confirmed that it was in fact an emergency situation requiring that the 
parents be contacted immediately so as to make their way to the youth centre, the Québec 
Ombudsman is of the opinion that the employee did not have to immediately disclose his 
identity to the mother’s employer. In fact, disclosing confidential family information violates 
section 72.5 of the Youth Protection Act. 

The institution acknowledged that there had been a breach of confidentiality, and its 
management committee undertook to issue a reminder in this regard to all personnel. 
An article was thereafter published in the institution’s internal newsletter reiterating the 
rules of confidentiality binding all staff members. This reminder was also repeated in 
subsequent meetings of all work teams.

No one took the time to listen to me. They didn’t check with the resource persons I referred 
them to. They threatened to involve the police. They’re in cahoots with my ex to get to me. 
They twisted my words around. The psychosocial report is filled with inaccurate informa-
tion. My child was questioned at the police station without my being presen

They never made a check on my home. I have no news of my child. I was never told about 
my daughter’s accident. I haven’t received any support to develop my parenting skills. 
No meetings are set up at the DPJ. My son hasn’t benefited from psychological services. 
I didn’t know what the DPJ expected of me.










