
  LIMBO TASK FORCE Minutes 

Members,                                                                                  October 20th, 2014 
Limbo Task Force. 
 
Dear Member,  
On Thursday November 20th the Children in Limbo Task Force met at the legal department of 
CAST from 8:30 to 11:00 AM. 
 

Present Members: 

Gail Aitken, Annemarie Carere, Alec Duncan, Sheryl Ederman, Gitte Granofsky, Gabrielle 

Israelievitch, Ryna Langer, Sharon McKay, Sally Palmer, Aleem Punja, Kristina Reitmeier, Jim 

Wilkes.  

Present Guests: 

 Peter Kiatipis (Manager at Child Welfare Secretariat), Sirad Mohamoud (Senior Analyst 

at Strategic Policy and Aboriginal Relationship Branch), and Sarah Caldwell (Manager at 

Strategic Policy and Aboriginal Relationship Branch). Sarah Caldwell’s team is 

responsible for leading the 2015 review of Child and Family Services Act (CFSA).  

 Paul Chapman, Youth Amplifier, Our Voice Our Turn; Natasha James, Youth Network, 

Our Voice Our Turn; Wendy Hayes, Our Voice Our Turn, Adoption Council of Ontario. 

 Wendy Miller, Senior Policy Analyst, OACAS. 

 Susan Leopold, MSW student. 

                             
Regrets:  
Marv Bernstein, Lin Brough, Pat Convery, Shelley Mcintyre, Tara Noble, Nitza Perlman, Jackie 
Smith. 
Regrets: James McGuirk, Advocate, Our Voice Our Turn. 
 
 
Welcome and introductions: We were very happy and thankful to our guests for taking the 
time to attend our Task force meeting. 
 

Focus for the Meeting: 

Modernizing the Language of the Child and Family Services Act: a submission to the 

Ministry of Children and Youth Services by members of the Children in Limbo Task Force with 

participation of youth from Our Voice Our Turn.  

 



Our meeting happened, very fittingly, to fall on the International Children’s Day as well as on 

the third anniversary for the Youth Leaving Care Hearings at Queen’s Park, for the Our Voice 

Our Turn movement, for “My Real Life Book” and for the “Blue Print for Fundamental Change 

to Ontario’s Child Welfare System.” 

Brief introduction of the issue and the role of youth by Gitte. 

Excellent presentation of the background and reasons for the urgent need to modernize the 

language used in Child Welfare by Gail Aitken (Copy of Gail’s speech is attached to the end of 

these minutes) 

What is the experience of children and young people? Paul, Natasha and Wendy in dialogue 

with the rest of us: 

 Paul wished for broader youth opinion.   More in depth perspective and, for example, a 

look at how language affects specific groups such as African/American youth. Language 

with criminal connotations might play a role in transition from care into to the youth 

justice system. Paul wondered if anyone else noticed other topics not touched on.  

  Paul and Wendy have created a game they call “Foster Family Feud” regarding words 

used in the child welfare system. They saw youth get really emotional during what was 

meant to be a fun game.  The youth were very much affected by common words in the 

system such as “awol” and “detention.”  

 Gabrielle: “How much do people respond to negative connotations in current language 

and how long would it take for the new language to become associated with negative 

connotations?”  

 Paul: “Some language like apprehension is very negative, but programs need to be in 

place to change practice and not only language.   

 Sally: It is harder to use a term such as “children in out-of-home care” in a negative way 

compared to the term “foster-kid.”  

 Jim: “Children need to be told about the past.” 

 Paul: “There is too much emphasis on protection, not enough exposure to growth.   

Youth blame themselves due to lack of info.   Part of youth innocence.    

 Gabrielle: “Anything before age 8 is interpreted by youth as their fault.” 



 Jim: “Language on its own does not cut it. As Bruno Bettelheim said: ‘We hear attitudes 

first, behaviour second and words last of all.’” 

 Paul:  “We need to change the culture.  Reach front line workers.   Language is huge and 

a good place to start.”    

 Gitte:  “Changing the language would force us to think and, hopefully, make us change 

our attitudes.”   

 Paul: “Forced desensitization.   We use institutionalized solutions to human problems. It 

is not that easy.”   

 Kristina: “This conversation reflects the tension between social work and the law.  

Precision of language is important. Language can be too user friendly.   ‘Apprehension’ is 

not in the act.  The terms only in margin notes.  Not in the statutes.” 

 Sheryl: The term ‘assessment’ is the preferred terms in her agency rather than 

“investigation.”  

 Alec:  Use of jargon is problematic.” 

 Paul: “Don't soften language too much. There needs to be a clear depiction of events 

otherwise it is an injustice to the youth.” 

 Kristina: “’Warrant to apprehend’ is the language of the statute versus ‘take to a place 

of safety’ used in practice.” 

 Gail:  “Try to make distinction between what is criminal and what is child protection.   

For example, ‘adoption probation’! Is this a correctional term? What is against the law 

and what is for the child's benefit?” 

 Kristina: “’Adoption probation’ is not in the act.” 

 Gail: “What is in the daily practice versus what is in the law?   This is coming up in the 

group.   Crossover kids.  Black kids receive messages that make them self- perceive as 

going on a route onto the criminal system.”    

 Paul: “Nearly 50 percent of ‘crossover kids’ have had experience in foster care.   Youth 

are impressionable.  Everyday terminology desensitizes.  Youth internalize that.”     

 Jim: “Recalls an event with a child in a waiting room. Two workers beside him were 

discussing whether he could bring his bag of toys.  ‘NO!’ The child was being moved, the 

http://apprehend.is/


workers were in a bad mood. Who was there for that kid?   Losing sight of kid as a 

person!  Language is part of issue but treating the child as person is the issue.” 

 Paul: ”Kids in care feel that workers don't expect them to be successful, expect them to 

fail.  There is need for ongoing training along with change of language.” 

 Gail: “I don't want to be critical of all agencies.  Children’s Aid Ssocieties vary in regard 

to atmosphere and attitudes. Attitude imbues the agencies and the way foster parents 

are treated.  Directives imbue agencies and that is reflected in the way the parents and 

children are treated.”   

 Paul:  “Issues of how people were treated and language connect.” 

 Natasha: “Peace officer vs police! One assumes that everyone is there to help, but other 

times there is stigma connected to the CAS. Clarifying who people are and why they are 

there is important for children. Clarifying role of people in the organizations important.  

Who should you be hostile towards, who is there to protect?  Building relationships, 

knowing more about who can help essential.” 

 Gitte: “How to build a child friendly child welfare system that meets children's needs.  

Children need to be informed. They need to participate in decision about their lives.” 

 Paul: “Attitude reflects leadership.  Has interacted with different CAS’s. Culture trickle 

down from the top.  We hold youth accountable, but not service providers. Individuals 

should be held accountable.  Empowering to see someone held accountable.  ‘Yes, you 

are here for me.’ Leadership. Attitude. Accountability.   Language used by someone he 

know cares would not have a negative effect.  Attitude and BEHAVIOUR reflects.  And 

language wouldn't be as big an issue.” 

 Gabrielle: “CAS is not unified. Fish rot from the head.   All organizations have their own 

head.  No conception of unity of CAS leaders.  Why is there not more interconnection 

among the CAS’s?”    

 Natasha: “Not a lot of African Americans where she grew up. She was different in CAS 

and at school.  She felt like a spectacle.  Can't have one size fit all.  They need to be 

different.  She's been to 3 CAS’s. Change the culture!  Value systems reflect the area, for 

example, Toronto vs Hamilton.  How do you change that?  Racism!.   Why is it different?  

CAS looks like jail!” 



 Wendy: Historical answers to that question.   All called same thing, variations on theme, 

all follow legislative framework.   Organizational cultural differences. Community based 

models. Provincial association supports unity. 44 out of 46 in Ontario are members of 

OACAS. 

 

 Natasha: “Related to language.  It's the same.  Just words.  Not child friendly [the 
legeislation].  It's for people who serve the children.  Tells them how to take care of kids.  
Act is like a teenager.  Holds different roles in different situations.  Like wearing a suit 
and tie.  Reader wears sweats.  It's supposed to be governing their life, but it's not for 
them.  If a kid read it. Some might get it.  Say ‘apprehension’ means to be taken away.  
Not all kids can understand this document that affects their life.  Put it all into pictures.  
How would it look?  It's not appropriate for the people it serves.  Too high a reading 
level!   You have to trust the people who read it to you.   Some words stand out as, for 
example, trauma, stress, rehab, involvement.   Negative words!  As pictures it would be 
all negative.  Paul brought up youth contributing to serious occurrence reporting.  
Discuss funding to various CAS agencies as in relation to population Numbers served and 
previously served! 

 Gitte: “Agencies service kids, but kids feel powerless and unsure of their rights  and 

what recourses there may be..    

 Paul: [In terms of the submission] “Limbo got the ball rolling.  Advocate office and 

youth-leaving-care contributed with youth’s actual experience.”    

 Paul: “The Act is for service providers. Youth is secondary focus point. Supplementary 

info regarding a  Rights-based perspective found in the provincial  advocate’s  office.  A 

users-know-your-rights pamphlet would help to empower youth.  Maybe no need to 

rewrite the whole act, but if language was more human, the work would be more 

human.”    

 Peter: “What may be missing from the act? And where to find the highlighted terms?”     

 Gail: “We used locations in act and where terms are used.  Also in youth criminal justice 

act and law reform act.”   

 Wendy: “There is a lack of inclusivity.  Who has the kids best interest of the child in 

mind?” 

 Paul: “Society ward or crown ward?  Is that a social worker or a parent?  Who is 

responsible for these youths? Who can youth hold accountable?  



 Gitte: “What is missing?   Children must be heard in all decisions that pertain to them.  

Take into account the rights of the child according to the UN Convention of the Rights of 

the Child.” 

 Paul: “What else are we looking at for the Review of the Legislation?  Who does what?.   

 Sara Caldwell:  “Short condensed time period. Started late Sept. First phase is to report 

back what we hear, present it to the minister. Ministry has heard about residential 

services and aboriginal issues. There are some commonalities in what's coming up in the 

reviews.” 

 Paul: “What are the commonalities?  Consultations? Submission? Has any youth group 

stepped up?  They are forming their own alliances and groups and are taking control of 

their lives.”   

 Sara: “There is carved Out space in each meeting for the youth to be heard.  We value 

youth voice.  Submission can be in pictures not words.  Or media.  Open to suggestions 

to get lots of as ell as diversity of youth experience.”   

 Natasha: ”Youth rights need to go into the act.  Every section need implement where 

those rights apply.  The act doesn't state those rights.   Put the rights in the headings.  

Break it down. If a service provider does harm they are not liable.  You are traumatizing 

akid forever. But you ar not responsible.  Crap.  Not transparent and reassuring.  You 

have rights but no one is responsible for not enforcing them. No accountability for 

service providers. United Nations state rights but they are not enforced.” 

 Answer: “It looks bad.  Agency gets sued.” 

 Wendy:  “She had the right to complain.  But there's a difference between 

understanding and feeling that you own it. If you are not happy with your worker. Who 

else do you have access to?”   

 Natasha: “Police read you your rights. Do you have the right to.... You have the right but 

not the privilege!” 

 Natasha: “How about a screen.  Flash the rights.”  

 “We have books but we're not getting it to the kids.  We are missing the boat.”   

 Natasha: “We have it, but we don't read it. Make it relevant and current!”  

 Annemarie: “So focused on court proceedings!  How is the info being given? Things are 

there but not being used. And they are not child friendly.” 



 Aleem: “Children's Aid has it spelled out in the office. But it's a practice issue. How do 

you take systems to be interpreted in a way that makes sense?  How do you understand 

and interpret that knowledge? The issue is systemic in nature.  Changing language is a 

fundamental shift in child welfare that may change practice.   

 Natasha: “Swearing.  Curse words. Tweak the derogatory term. It's not what they mean 

but that's what we use.  Likewise with ‘fundamental change’. Language is important!”  

 

Next Meeting: 
December 18th at the Legal Dept. of CAST 8:30 to 10:00 AM.  
 Gitte Granofsky.  

 

 

Appendix:  Gail’s Comments at the beginning of the meeting: 

I reiterate Gitte’s warm welcome. We are delighted that you are here to meet with members of the 

Children in Limbo Task Force and representatives of the youth task forces of the Office of the Provincial 

Advocate. We applaud the fact that you will be reviewing the Child and Family Services Act. We wish 

every success with that challenging process and sincerely hope that many positive changes will follow.  

 

As you likely know, the Children in Limbo Task Force has, over the past two decades, submitted many 

documents and prepared many publications for diverse journals and appeared before parliamentary 

hearings a number of times. Being an interdisciplinary group, we have made prepared submission and 

publications on many topics particularly concerning children in provincial care. As well as these three 

volumes with diverse papers written by one or more members, there have been others on permanency 

planning, the court system, adoption with openness, subsidized adoption, access visits with birth 

parents, extending the age of protection, and providing greater support to youths graduating from care,  

to name some. We are fully aware of financial restraints and the usually slow pace of change, which is of 

necessity usually incremental. 

 

This morning I would like to say a few words about why we have chosen in this submission to focus on 

the discriminatory and archaic language that exists not just in the legislation, but  in accompanying 

regulations and interagency directives; language that has seeped into common use in child welfare 

agencies around this province.  As you know, every organization has a culture, and the language used in 

relation to its services reflects that culture. The language used portrays attitudes, and the attitudes of 

the administration and staff of an agency greatly affect  not just how clients of that agency feel, but how 

the community and the public at large view clients of that agency. Children and youths helped by the 

children’s aid societies tell us of the discrimination they face in schools, and by parents of schoolmates, 

neighbours, and, for teens, even employers. So while we are very concerned about many other issues 



that we would like to see improved, we believe that modernizing the language is essential in order not 

to demean children and youth for whom we are working. The self image and therefore the 

achievements of children in the care of this province are very much influenced by the language and 

attitudes of the system in which they find themselves, through circumstances not of their own doing.  

 

We hope that some of the suggestions in this brief will be helpful. We are available for further 

discussion of the issues and terms presented here, and would like to be of any assistance that we can. 

We wish you well with your challenging and complex review.  While we know not to expect a total 

transformation, we sincerely hope that great improvements and considerable modernization of the 

language of the legislation and regulations will result. Good luck!! 

 

 


