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Endorsement on Respondent’s Motion dated August 21, 2020  

  

Background 

 

[1] The parenting of Keyna aged 9 and Keara, - who turns 8 on Friday – is governed by the 

consent final Order of May 15, 2019.  That Order provides for a primary residence with 

Ms. Richardson and alternate weekends extended to include a holiday Monday for the 

father, with Monday overnights on the weeks in between.  

[2] The parenting schedule was working, more or less, until the end of June 2020 when a series 

of incidents over the weekend of June 26th resulted in neither daughter spending further 

time with Mr. Grieg but for the July 24th, 2020 weekend.  

[3] The affidavit materials are replete with accusations of poor parenting, neglect, alienation 

and difficult children. This is a family in crisis. 

Orders Sought on Motion  

[4] Mr. Greig brings this motion for an Order that the access set out in the final Order resume 

immediately and that there be five weekends of make-up parenting time for the period lost 

over the summer – but only for Keara. He asks for no time with Keyna.  

[5] The exclusion of Keyna from this motion is puzzling.  Though not a biological child, she 

looks to Mr. Greig as her father. For Mr. Greig to pursue time with one daughter but not 

another suggests abandonment. It places Keara in a loyalty conflict not just between her 

parents, but between her father and her sister – who is proposed to be left behind.   



[6] Mr. Greig’s counsel argues that Kenya has rejected her father and that he accepts that 

rejection, but that Keara cannot be allowed to reject him.  

[7] Neither daughter can be allowed to reject her father.  

[8] There is a positive obligation on residential parents to do all that can be reasonably done 

to ensure that a reluctant child maintains an agreed parenting schedule, see Godard v. 

Godard, 2015 ONCA 568. There is a corresponding obligation on the non residential parent  

to do all that can be reasonably done to ensure that a reluctant child is comfortable 

transitioning between homes and has the support that she needs to thrive in both homes.  

[9] It is no easy thing to live between two homes. Children whose parents are willing to learn, 

to try new approaches, to be flexible and to collaborate have the best chance to reach their 

potential. 

Orders Granted  

[10] I make the following Orders: 

1 The parenting terms of the final Order of May 15, 2019 are in full 

force and effect and are to resume immediately. 

2 Mr. Grieg shall have five weekends of make-up time scheduled as 

an additional weekend every month for five months starting in this 

month of September. During his weekends, he shall be responsible for 

the care of both Keyna and Keara.  

3 The parents are to engage a parenting specialist, such as a parenting 

coordinator, mediator or counsellor to assist them in creating mirror 

routines and schedules in each of their home so that it is easier for the 

girls to transition back and forth; and to also assist them in creating new 

activities and traditions so that the girls thrive in the care of each parent.    

[11] I decline to make an Order for police enforcement.  

[12] The jurisdiction for such an Order comes from section 36(2) of the Children’s Law Reform 

Act.  In accordance with statute, police enforcement may be appropriate for a one-time 

retrieval of a child from a dangerous situation in which time is of the essence; but it must 

only be used as a protection for children, not a weapon for disgruntled parents.  

[13] As set out by Justice Pazaratz in Patterson v. Powell, 2014 ONSC 1419; police 

enforcement can never be a long-term compliance strategy and courts must insist that 

parents canvass less destructive approaches. There is always a “why” as to a child’s 

rejection of a parent and that reason is best heard, addressed and healed through a 

therapeutic process rather than escalated by a police attendance.  

 



Costs 

[14] Counsels are to attempt to resolve costs with reference to Rule 24 and Rule 18(14.) If not 

settled, by order of pleadings, applicant’s counsel may make written costs submissions by 

September 15, 2020, response is due September 29th and reply is to be served by October 

6th, 2020. Costs submissions are limited to three pages exclusive of a Bill of Costs and 

Offer to Settle. No case brief is required.  

[15] If the parties cannot agree on a parenting specialist, counsels are to include in their cost 

submissions their proposed service provider and I will include that decision in my reasons.  

[16] The respondent has leave to late file his reply materials on this motion.  
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