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PART 1 

1. The child(ren) in this case is/are: 

Child’s Full Legal  
Name 

Birth date Age Sex Full Legal Name 
of Mother 

Full Legal Name 
of Father 

Child’s 
Religion 

Child’s  
Native Status 

Mendel Helbrants May 13, 2009 4 M Miriam 
Helbrants 

Yochanan Laver Non R.C. N/A 

Sheia Baila Helbrants July 13, 2012 1 F Miriam 
Helbrants 

Yochanan Laver Non R.C. N/A 

        
        
        
        

2. The following people have had the child(ren) in their care and custody during the past year: 

Child’s Name Name of Other Caregiver(s) Period of Time with Caregiver(s) 
(d, m, y to d, m, y) 

Mendel and Sheia Mother and Father December 17, 2013 to present day 
Mendel and Sheia  Foster Care December 12 to 17, 2013 
Mendel and Sheia Mother and Father Birth to December 12, 2013 
   
   
   

PART 2 

3. If this is a child protection application, complete this Part, then go to Part 4. (If this is a status review, complete part 3, then 
go to Part 4.) 

(Check applicable box(es).) 
   I/We agree with the following facts in 
 

   paragraph 6 of the application (Form 8B). 
  

   paragraph 3 of the application (Form 8B.1). 

 (Refer to the numbered paragraph(s) under paragraph 6/paragraph 3 of the application.) 
  
 

 X  I/We disagree with the following facts in 
 

 X  paragraph 6 of the application (Form 8B). 
  

   paragraph 3 of the application (Form 8B.1). 

 (Refer to the numbered paragraph(s) under paragraph 6/paragraph 3 of the application.) 
 

See attachment 1 
NOTE: If you intend to dispute the children’s aid society’s position at the temporary care and custody hearing, an affidavit in Form 

14A MUST also be served on the parties and filed at court. 
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PART 3 

4. If this is a status review, complete this Part, then go to Part 4. (If this is a protection application, complete Part 2, then go to 
Part 4.) 

(Check applicable box(es).) 
   I/We agree with the following facts in 
 

   paragraph 6 of the application (Form 8B). 
  

   paragraph 3 of the application (Form 8B.1). 

 (Refer to the numbered paragraph(s) under paragraph 6/paragraph 3 of the application.) 
  
 

   I/We disagree with the following facts in 
 

   paragraph 6 of the application (Form 8B). 
  

   paragraph 3 of the application (Form 8B.1). 

 (Refer to the numbered paragraph(s) under paragraph 6/paragraph 3 of the application.) 
  

PART 4 

5. What placement and terms of placement do you believe would be in the child(ren)’s best interest? (You should include 
in your plan of care at least the following information. If your plan is not the same for a particular child, then complete a separate 
plan for that child.) 
(a) Where will you live? 

 
222 St. Clair Street Unit 104 Chatham, ON N7L 3J4 

 
(b) Who, if anyone, will live with you? 

 
Mr. Laver and Ms. Helbrants will reside together with their children; no one else will reside 
with them. 
 
(c) Where will the child(ren) live? 

 
With their mother and father. 
 
(d) What school or daycare will the child(ren) attend? 

 
Mendel is home schooled. 

 
(e) What days and hours will the child(ren) attend school or daycare 
 
We will care for our children in lieu of daycare. 
 
(f) Are you enrolled in school or counselling 

 
Miriam is being treated for very mild depression and anxiety; she is taking medications as 
prescribed by her doctor, Dr. Marilyne Despots, her pre-natal and paediatric doctor in QC. 
 
(g) If you are enrolled in counselling, where do you attend counselling? 

 
Miriam and Yochanan also receive a form of counselling through Rabbi Josef Rosner and 
Rebetzin Malka Morganstern. 
 
(h) What support services will you be using for the child(ren)? 

 
The Chatham Kent Public Health Department has met with the parents as was provided in 
the agreement of December 17, 2013; the public health nurse has indicated that the family 
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does not require their services. 
 
(i) Do you have support from your family or community? 
 
The entire Lev Tahor community as well as other people in Chatham are supportive of the 
parents. 
 
(j) If you have support from your family or community, who will help you and how will they help you? 

 
Friends and family from the Lev Tahor community will provide child care assistance when 
needed they will also assist with ensuring that the children’s needs are being met e.g. rides 
to doctors and other service providers. 
 
(k) What will the child(ren)’s activity be? 

 
The children play and bond with other children in the community through activities 
organized by the community relating to home schooling or activities organized with other 
families in the community.  
 
(l) What will your source of income be? 

 
Miriam earns approximately $18,000.00 for services provided to the community. 
 
(m) Do you go to work or school? 

 
N/A 
 
(n) If you go to work or school, what are the details, including the days and hours you work or go to school, and who will look after 

your child(ren) while you are there? 
 

N/A 
  

 
(o) State why you feel that this plan would be in the child(ren)’s best interest. 

 

1. Separating Sheia and Mendel from their family and community would be extremely 
detrimental to their mental and emotional wellbeing and development.   

 
2. The removing of these children from their parents and the community puts the 

children at risk of harm. 
 

3. There is a close bond between all members of our community, removing the children 
from our care would have a negative impact on not only the child and parent 
relationship but the relationship the children have to the greater Lev Tahor 
community. 

 
4. There are important cultural factors that must be taken into account when 

considering the children’s best interests as well as issues related to our sincerely 
held religious beliefs. 

 
5. It is very important that the children remain in their parents care in order to respect 

the principle of continuity of care and to minimize any disruption of that continuity.  
The principle of continuity of care is intertwined with the issues of respecting 
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religious and cultural differences. 
 

6. The degree of risk that justified the warrantless apprehension was very low. 
  

6. These are people who have information that would support my plan: 

Name Information 

Nachman Helbrans Brother 
Malka Morgenstern-Rosner Community organizer 
Chayeh Weingarten-Malka Community secretary 
Uriel Goldman Community President 
Mayer Rosner Community Director 
Sara Helbrans-Teller Sister 

PART 5 

Claims by Respondent(s) 
 (Fill out a separate claim page for each person against whom you are making claim(s)) 

 

7. THIS CLAIM IS MADE AGAINST 

   THE CHILDREN’S AID SOCIETY (OR OTHER APPLICANT) 
 

   AN ADDED PARTY, whose name is (full legal name)  
 (If you claim against an added party, make sure that the person’s name appears on page 1 of this form.) 

8. I/WE ASK THE COURT THE FOLLOWING ORDER: 
(Claims below include claims for temporary orders.) 

 Claims relating to child protection 
  

    access 
  

    lesser protection order 
  

    return of child(ren) to my/our care 
  

    place child(ren) into the custody of (name)   

    (s. 57.1, deemed custody order under the Children's Law Reform Act)  
      

    place child(ren) into the custody of (name)   

    (s. 65.2(1)(b), custody order for former Crown ward)  
  

    society wardship for   months 
  

    place child(ren) into the care and custody of (name) 
      subject to society supervision 
  
  

    costs 
  

  X  (Other; specify.) An order dismissing the Society’s application. 
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Give details of the order that you want the court to make. (Include the name(s) of the child(ren) for whom custody or access 
is claimed.) 

  
1. That there be a finding that the children, Mendel Helbrants and Sheia Baila Helbrants, are not in 

need of protection pursuant to subsection 37(2) of the Child and Family Services Act. 
 

2. An Order dismissing the Society’s Protection Application dated December 17, 2013. 
 

3. In case that court will postpone the court, an temporary order to postpone the obligation of the 
parents to cooperate with CAS until court decision  
 

4. Such further and other relief as counsel may advise and this Honourable Court may permit  

IMPORTANT FACTS SUPPORTING MY/OUR CLAIM(S) 

 
See attachment 1 

 

Put a line through any blank space left on this page 
 

 

 

  

Date of signature  Miriam Helbrants 

Date of signature  Yochanan Laver 
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"Form 33B.1" paragraph 3 

Paragraph 3 - Subparagraph 1 

Claim 

In Subparagraph 1 of form 8B the CAS says: 

"The Child Sheia has an unexplained injury in the form of bruise on her left 
cheek." 

The parents deny the allegation that the mark of the child Sheia’s cheek was an 
“unexplained injury.” 

The parents declare that it was not an "injury" at all and it was not "unexplained". 

Yes, it was on the "form" of a bruise, but not an actual bruise. The parents have much 
evidence to prove the manipulation of CAS workers and directors to make up this 
"unexplained injury". 

More Important facts supporting our claim under Subparagraph 1 , will be included on 
the facts under Subparagraph 4 
*** 

Paragraph 3 - Subparagraph 2 

Claim 

In Subparagraph 2 of form 8B the CAS says: 

"The mother and the father deny the child Sheia has a bruise and claim the 
mark is from a permanent marker." 

The parents stand behind their denial of the bruise that is known to them as never existed 
and stand behind their claim that they know as a fact that the mark was from a permanent 
marker. 

The parents declare even more, that even if they would not have any evidence to support 
their claim, they will never lie, never claim something they don’t know as true and not 
deny any fact they know as true. So they are proud for denying the bruise and not giving 
up to emotional threats from the CAS to admit to their made-up theories. 

Important facts supporting our claim under Subparagraph 2, will be included on the facts 
under Subparagraph 4 
*** 

Paragraph 3 - Subparagraph 3 

Claim 

In Subparagraph 3 of form 8B the CAS says: 

"The mark on the child face is a bruise, not a result of a marker" 
This is not true; the mark was an ink stain of a permanent marker and not a bruise. 
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As the parents will explain under the subtitle "important facts supporting our claims 
under subparagraph 4", The CAS did a lot to manipulate the doctors to say cause them to 
believe at time the mark was a bruise and mislead them in order to avoid the cleaning test 
a method that would indefinitely determine the validity of either party's claim. And the 
CAS never prove that it was in fact a bruise, so instead of using this fact for questioning 
the parents' credibility based on their denial of the nature of the mark ("bruise") the 
parents use the fact that the CAS stand behind their self made-up theories to question the 
credibility of the CAS and to denounce their illegitimate motives to initiate unjustified 
intervention. 

More Important facts supporting our claim under Subparagraph 3, will be included on 
the facts under Subparagraph 4 
*** 

Paragraph 3 - Subparagraph 4 

Claim 

In Subparagraph 4 of form 8B the CAS says: 

"The mother and father have failed to provide an adequate explanation for 
said bruise." 

This is of course not true. 

Important facts supporting our claim under Subparagraph 4 

As every one that will read their (CAS) affidavits will conclude that the mother and 
father did provide the adequate explanation over and over for every social worker as well 
as for the police. 

The opposite is true; the CAS did fail to provide an adequate explanation for the 
unwarranted apprehension of the children; 

The CAS did fail to provide adequate explanation for refusing to conduct the cleaning 
test; 

The CAS did fail to provide adequate explanation for misleading the doctors, as the 
parents will explain more under the subtitle "important facts supporting our claims". 

It is clear from the affidavits of the CAS workers that the CAS had unanimous 
testimonies of numerous other community members, all of which fully matched with the 
version of both the mother and the father; 

In the affidavits of Garnet Eskirt paragraph 7 its says: 

"Ms. Rumble and I questioned Batsheva Alter if she was aware of the injury to the 
child. Ms. Alter stated that it was not an injury that the mother had informed her 
that the child Sheia had marked her face" in the context  of the original affidavits 
that can not be seen as a conspiracy rather it should be used as an explanation" 

The explanation of the mother described in paragraph 13 of the affidavit of Garnet Eskirt, 
is so detailed and is just the same as the version said to the CAS by the babysitter. 



Ontario court of Justice, Court File Number 267/13, CKCS V.  HELBRANTS & LAVER.  

Attachment #1 to "Form 33B.1" Filed 28 Jan 2014, Page 3 from 22 

Reading the sequence of events the theory that they conspired to lie for a bruise that is 
not serious any way can not be consider reasonable concern. 

The CAS did not mention the explicit request of the Mother and her brother Nachman 
Helbrans to conduct a cleaning test with a alcohol pad which is used at the hospital etc. 
and to try to see if there any signs of the ink stain gets brighter to prove that it is in fact an 
ink stain from the Marker. It is hard to consider such a request as part of a conspiracy to 
lie to the CAS. And it is harder to understand the refusal of the CAS to conduct this 
cleaning test. 

The reading of the entire affidavits of Kerrey Rumble, describing the previous visits on 
the home of Helbrans-Laver did paint a rosily picture of a excellent mother that take so 
well care of her children and love them and can not give ground for believing that she 
will lie about a bruise not to mention that the bruise can be caused by physical discipline. 

After learning from the affidavits that the emergency Doctor confirmed the bruise the 
mother wrote a letter to the doctor wondering in the cleaning test was done to determine 
that it is a bruise and not an ink stain. See exhibit "A".  
Attached to this application, See exhibit "B", is a copy of a letter received from Dr. 
Newell dated January 22, 2014. Dr. Newell was the hospital emergency room doctor who 
treated Sheia when Society workers brought her to the hospital on December 12, 2013. 

In his January 22nd letter Dr. Newell confirms his earlier diagnosis which was that there 
was a 1-2 cm lesion that had the appearance of bruising and that she had diaper rash due 
to irritation however she had no ear infection. 

Dr. Newell states at the last paragraph of his January 22nd letter that the issued he noted 
were minor and that he did not give an opinion as to whether the bruise constituted abuse 
or neglect. 

Dr. Newell never "confirmed" that it is a bruise; she stated in her letter that this "lesion" 
has the "appearance" of a ecchymosis or bruising. The mother never denied that the mark 
has the "appearance" of a bruise but argued that it is only an "appearance" of a bruise and 
not an actual bruise and required a cleaning test. The CAS did make sure that the mother 
should not talk to the doctor at the time of examination. More than that the CAS mislead 
the doctor in order not to question the "appearance" of the bruise by failing to provide the 
parents request of a hospital cleaning test. 

Dr. Newell in his letter did stop short from saying that he ever "confirmed" that it is a 
bruise, rather he used the language "I hence felt that the mark was a bruise". 

It is clear from the letter of Dr. Newell that he never performed the cleaning test since he 
relied on the word of unidentified 'CAS worker' that stated to him that he or she already 
tried to remove the mark with no success. 

It supports the guess of the mother that the CAS misleads the Doctor, because the CAS 
says in their affidavits that the Doctor confirmed that it is a bruise and not a marker. 
However the Doctor said that the CAS worker is actually the one who said that he or she 
conducted the test of trying to clean the ink stain - a fact that is missing from their 
affidavits and therefor assumed to be a false statement in order to mislead the Doctor. 
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Some more questions remain even in this was the case: 

(a) Which CAS worker will came forward and make a sworn testimony that she 
performed the cleaning test and the "mark" was "unchanged" (not necessary 
"disappear") as result of the cleaning? 

(b) Is there is CAS worker ready to testify and explain under oath why they didn't 
photo it before and after? 

(c) What method the CAS worker used trying to remove the ink stain, since they 
are not occupied with professional cleaning pads like the hospital? 

It should be noted that just water can not make significant change at the spot. 

(d) Why the CAS didn't ask the mother to clean it, in order of to ease the anxious 
of the daughter or at last let the mother to supervise the supposed cleaning of the 
mark? And, 

(e) How can the CAS miss such important factor from their affidavits, in order to 
mislead the Honorable court too... ?  

Regarding the affidavit of Ms Claudette Wyles that it is all about that she had ask to send 
IPhone photos of the mark and Email it to a Dr. David Warren from London and he 
confirmed to her by phone that the "injury…was a bruise" and "would not have been as a 
result of a fair skin condition or any skin aliment such as eczame…"  

On the affidavit of Ms Claudette Wyles she didn’t mention that Dr. David Warren ever 
said that the mark can not be a ink stain. It is obvious that no professional will make such 
determination based on IPhone photos that didn’t give the possibility to see the actual 
mark and to perform a cleaning test. 

If the parents are reluctant from doubting the professionally of Dr. David Warren to 
which Ms Claudette Wyles detailed his qualifications, the parents have no choice but to 
conclude that Ms Claudette Wyles never told Dr. David Warren that the mother claim it 
is in fact a ink stain. 

Ms Claudette Wyles in fact mislead Dr. David Warren, causing him to believe that it is an 
undoubted "injury" and then only discussed with him if is a bruise or a burn etc. 

While no one should expect Dr. David Warren to initiate by himself the possibility of an 
ink stain when becoming fallacious from Ms Claudette Wyles that never mention to him 
such a possibility, Dr. David Warren was left with the opportunity to choose what is the 
mostly likelihood of this "injury" and Dr. David Warren choose that it is a bruise by 
finger pressure of falling on an object. 

The estimation of Dr. David Warren was not necessary the most close guess, since he 
never before treated or examined the child and his Speculation were based on IPhone 
photos and Telephone conversations only. 

Attached to this pleading as "exhibit C" is a copy of a letter from Dr. Rachel Rubenstein 
dated January 5, 2014.  

Dr. Rubinstein is a dermatologist, her practice is located at the Jewish General Hospital, 
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her contact info is Dermatology Clinic G-026 Jewish General Hospital, 514-340-8222  
ext. 8272, her information can also be found at this website: 
http://www.medicine.mcgill.ca/dermatology/clinics_jewishgeneral.htm 

The parent's lawyer Christopher Knowles called Dr. Rubinstein’s office on January 27, 
2014, I am advised and verily believe that a staff member of Dr. Rubinstein’s advised 
Mr. Knowles that she would let the doctor know he would like to discuss her letter of 
January 5, 2014 and obtain a CV. 

The parents undertake to provide her CV to the Society and to the Court as soon as it is 
made available to the parents lawyer. 

Dr. Rubinstein was Sheia’s doctor when we lived in Quebec and she had prescribed some 
creams for Sheia’s eczema that Dr. Rubinstein suggests could have been the cause for the 
mark on Sheia’s face. 

Dr. Rubenstein’s letter indicates that Sheia was a patient of hers and that Sheia was 
diagnosed with atopic dermatitis i.e. eczema and recommended treatment with a mild 
cortisone cream, cerave lotion and decreased bathing.    

Dr. Rubenstein says in her letter that she reviewed pictures of Sheia’s face, the same 
pictures provided to Dr. Warren by the CAS and she speculated that the pictures are 
consistent with eczema. 

Dr. Rubenstein suggests that the bruise seen on Sheia’s face in the photos may have been 
caused by the cortisone cream. 

The parents however, who witnessed the child playing with the marker and coloring her 
face and then the parents over washed and scrubbed the face in order to clean the ink 
stain, are confident that the permanent marker is the cause for the mark. 
*** 

Paragraph 3 - Subparagraph 5 

Claim 

In Subparagraph 5 of form 8B the CAS says: 

"The mother has recently expressed emotional instability requiring the use of 
medication." 

This is not true; 

Important facts supporting our claim under Subparagraph 5 

As can be proven from the affidavits of the social worker Kerrey Rumble paragraph 20 
that described the visit on Nov. 21 2013 as follows: 

"…clothing had just been washed and folded… Mendel and Sheia were observed 
during the interview to be eating breadsticks and drinking bottled water… Mendel 
and Sheia interacted with the mother during the interview… Sheia requested more 
food throughout the visit. The mother would stop the interview to address the 
Mendel and Sheia… Sheia and Mendel appeared neat and clean"  
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All the above does not show instability and definitely not requiring medication. 

During the apprehension, the mother was frustrated, not only because of the nature 
apprehension itself, but also due to the insensitivity that the CAS expressed towards by 
refusing to conduct a simple cleaning to determine her true claims, her behavior of crying 
and intervening into the words of the social workers was just reasonable for any sound 
mind mother with deep feelings for her children in such circumstances. 

The mother did not get violent or uncontrolled at any point; The mother did not curse or 
threaten anyone; The mother did not use any irrelevant sentences at any point; 

In fact the mother did obey and cooperated with the painful apprehension; the mother just 
tried her best to express her pain and frustration. 

The only troubling, however misleading, words to support this claim can be found in the 
affidavit of Garnett Eskritt paragraph 21 which stated: 

"…I heard the mother make statement that she would kill herself if her children 
were not in her care. I observed Ms. Doran ask the mother if she required 
medical help or if she was saying that she was going to harm herself. The mother 
stated that she would not harm herself". 

Not only the end of the paragraph overwrites the concern, but this "statement" 
contradicted the impression from reading the entire affidavits that described quite the 
contrary the behavior of the mother before and after and during the apprehension. 

The credibility of Mr. Garnet Eskritt that he ever "heard" this "statement" is under 
question, because another witnessing social worker that was with him, namely Mrs. 
Kerry Rumble, had described the very same moments – but seemingly "missed" only this 
"important" statement. Such a statement is arguably a very strong point of concern. If it 
were true, it should have been mentioned by her too. Ms. Kerry Rumble's affidavit 
paragraph 35 which stated as follows: 

"On December 12, 2013, intake workers Garnet Eskritt and Jennifer Dorn, and 
Constable Jennifer Jacobson and I advised the mother, the father, Mayer Rosner 
and Malka Rosner, the wife of Mayer Rosner, that Mendel and Shiea were going 
to remain in the care of the society at this time due to Shiea having an 
unexplained injury. The mother started yelling "No no" and then got off her chair 
and started rolling around on the floor crying and stating that she needed her 
children. Ms Doran asked the mother if she was going to harm herself and the 
mother stated she would not ". 

Where is this "statement" that the mother supposedly threatened to harm herself?  It 
seems that Mr. Garnett believes himself that he "heard" this statement in order to cause 
yet another reason for concern.    

Further in the affidavits of Kerry Rumble in paragraph 39, describing the conversation 
with the parents prior to the access of the parents, a day after the apprehension, she stated 
as follows: 

"…The parents were advised that the children were going to remain in care this 
time… The parents will like the children to come home. The parents agreed to 
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remain calm during the access visit with the children. The parents provided the 
children with toys and necessities". 

The mother expressed emotional stability during her hardest times in life, in such 
situations that would normally lead to some kind of instability. The mother however was 
higher and stronger than normal; she passed the test and guards her stability in a hard 
time that combined: frustration, helpless feelings, sincere maternal feelings and 
contractions.  

In conclusion, the behaviour of the mother does not leave any room for a reasonable 
person to question or doubt that the mother had expressed excellent emotional stability.  

The mother's exemplary conduct did not leave any place for doubt that if the mother was 
indeed "requiring the use of medication" than the mother certainly would follow carefully 
and completely all her doctor's instructions. As long as a person express emotional 
stability, the fact if an individual is "requiring the use of medication" to maintain this 
stability, should remain a private issue and the CAS should not intervene in such a case, 
especially when the individual is not a minor. As such, further intervention of the CAS 
into this issue should be considered as "unreasonable search" forbidden by section 8 of 
the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedom. 

*** 

Paragraph 3 - Subparagraph 6 

Claim 

In Subparagraph 6 of form 8B the CAS says: 

"The mother and the father are part of a community called Lev Tahor 
wherein physical discipline is acceptable" 

The first half of the subparagraph "the mother and father are part of a community called 
Lev Tahor" is absolutely true. 

The parents are proud to be part of this wonderful community which is based on love for 
God and mankind and where the parental responsibility to care well their children is 
fulfilled at the highest standards on the planet. The parents are proud of the level of care 
they show for their precious children. 

The farthest thing from the truth and reality is the senseless and baseless blame that 
"physical discipline is acceptable" within the Lev Tahor community. 

Important facts supporting our claim under Subparagraph 6 

Even the biased Youth Protection of Quebec that tried to build a case based on any sort of 
"concerns" about the children of Lev Tahor, did not dare to claim this allegation on Lev 
Tahor, in contrary they publicly denied this particular fabrication and assumption. 

The parents are also protesting the discriminatory nature of the investigation weaved 
within and based on a discriminated group.  

There are 40-50 families of Lev Tahor in Chatham; The CAS is aware of all their 
whereabouts, namely their addresses, personal details, and other private information. The 
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list of the CAS is fully updated and no child or address of a child of Lev Tahor currently 
missing from their list.  

Any claim or allegation against Lev Tahor as a group and/or community should be 
lodged against all of them equally.  Community related allegations cannot and should not 
be used against a specific individual or specific family, and canot and should not even be 
mentioned in private cases, unless there is self-sufficient concrete evidence to prove those 
allegations against those specific individuals or specific families. 

If the CAS really believes the theory that; 

(a) With in the Lev Tahor community "physical discipline is accepted", and then 
they further believe in the assumption that based on that theory, 

(b) Any member of Lev Tahor is suspected to be dangerous for his children, and 
then they further believe in the assumption that based on that theory; 

(c) They need to apprehend the children and return them only after coercing the 
parents to allow unlimited intervention in their private lives (by subliminally 
suggesting possible future apprehension for non-compliance), 

If indeed the CAS truly believes this theory and the assumption of it, then the CAS 
should not "micro-discriminate" against particular families within a discriminated group 
and apprehend those children, impose a supervision order and conduct visits at their own 
whim and schedule as they see fit. 

For the CAS to prove that they are truly believe what they claim it the court papers, 
namely that they believe to that "physical discipline is acceptable" in Lev Tahor, their 
efforts to remedy the situation should be applied equally at the same time for all the 
families of Lev Tahor, since the theory of the "dangerous situation" also applies equally 
and at the same time for all the children of Lev Tahor. 
At the alternate, the CAS or law enforcement can choose to bring to justice whoever they 
believe committed the crime of beating children or at the further alternate to bring the 
directors of the Lev Tahor community to justice regarding the alleged crime of directing 
the community to accept physical discipline.  

The dirty, tricky tactic to do a random fishing of individual families by finding ink stains 
or foot fungal etc. and then to tear them apart by apprehending their children and 
furthermore by bombarding them with allegations of all sorts stemming only from their 
association with a community (Lev Tahor) albeit with no relation to them directly and 
privately, is the strongest proof for it self that not the Youth Protection of Quebec neither 
the CAS of Chatham actually believe that physical discipline are in fact acceptable in the 
Lev Tahor community. 

This fact that the Youth Protection of Quebec did not believe that physical discipline is 
accepted in the Lev Tahor community, can be proven from the fact that Mr. Denis Baraby 
the Chief director of the Youth Protection of Laurentians who supervise all the three 
month long investigation, in his interview to the "Toronto star" on November 22, 2013 
regarding his investigation on Lev Tahor, albeit he was very angry about the relocation of 
the families of Lev Tahor and obviously bias against them and in the mood of 
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exaggerating  any minor negative issue, nevertheless he did deny the rumor of physical 
discipline (or "corporal punishment" as called in Quebec) in the community. In the words 
of the "Toronto star": 

"Baraby said his investigators were “never really able to gather any information 
about corporal punishment” of children in the community." 
(Also available online at: 
http://www.thestar.com/news/canada/2013/11/22/jewish_sect_says_exodus_from_quebec_tied_to
_clash_with_education_authorities.html) 

Giving the level of investigation of the Quebec Youth Protection and their eagerness to 
justify their intervention, and giving their habits to associate any minor issue found in a 
particular family to the whole community, the term "never really able to gather any 
information" can be considered that Lev Tahor has been "proven innocent" at least on 
this particular allegation of physical discipline rather than "not proven guilty".  

 If the CAS truly believes the theories that "…physical discipline is acceptable" in Lev 
Tahor and choose to "protect" only the children on this case, than the CAS is technically 
breaching their basic duties as outlined in the 'Child and Family Services Act' section 3: 

"The functions of a children's aid society are to, (a) investigate allegations or 
evidence that children who are under the age of sixteen years… (b) protect, where 
necessary, children who are under the age of sixteen year… " 

So the very obvious conclusion is that the CAS also didn’t believe that since November 
22 2013, under the spotlight of the media and the microscopic investigation of the CAS, 
"physical discipline" became mysteriously accepted in Lev Tahor. They only take this as 
an excuse to intervene in the parents private lives just as they continue looking for all 
different kinds of excuses to intervene in the community in general. 

The Society’s evidence in support of the claim that physical discipline is acceptable in the 
community comes from Mr. Adam Brudzevski, specifically Mr. Brudzevski’s oral 
evidence from November 27, 2013 in the Quebec Court. 

The transcript of Mr. Brudveski’s evidence is found as Exhibit C to the affidavit of Kerry 
Rumble dated December 17, 2013. 

Mr. Brudveski’s evidence is tainted both by bias and by his personal interest in the 
matter; the credibility of his evidence is an issue. 

Mr. Brudveski’s evidence does not fall under the exception provided in section 50 of the 
CFSA. 

It is clear that the Quebec Youth protection, while being always cozied with Mr. 
Brudzevsky all along their 'investigation' in order to get from him private information of 
families and individuals, they never consider him a reliable person and under normal 
circumstances only used his statements as a tool but never rely on his allegations, 
probably they has been noticed his borderline personality disorder that his mother (a 
certified psychologist in Denmark) used to diagnosed him. 
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This can be proven from the actuals court motions of the director of Youth Protection 
against the families of Solimani and Hayon, filed on November 18, 2013 after all the 
families of Lev Tahor community with children had left Quebec. 

The reasons for requiring further intervention were almost identical in all applications, all 
of them can be found under section 3 of the motion. In the particular case of "Yocheved 
Soleimani" there are 28 subparagraphs for concern, solely based on critical views 
regarding the Lev Tahor lifestyle, they denounced the policy of segregation between 
unmarried boys and girls, the Yiddish speaking, the dress code, the early marriages, 
theories of day melatonin and stockings that causes foot fungal, all but not any thing that 
can be even close or hinting that physical discipline is accepted in the Lev Tahor 
community. 

The fact that department of youth protection calling him to the testify was as a result as 
frustration among the particular social workers and directors that felt somehow offended 
by the relocation of Lev Tahor and even more by the unexpected media covered that also 
bring to the public debates the approach of the Quebec province toward religious freedom 
and religious education. 

It is hard to believe that the DYP would calling the very same witness in case the parents 
in that case (Solemani and Hayon) were chooses to continue participate in the Quebec 
court proceeding and cross examine him no to mention to bring contrary witness. 

The parents deny the statements of Mr. Adam Brudveski found at paragraph 17 of Ms. 
Rumble’s affidavit; specifically they deny his suggestion that there is some edict in force 
requiring and authorizing the use of physical discipline in our community; this is a lie 
and an attempt to portray our community as something it is not. 
Ms. Rumble’s statement at paragraph 45 of her affidavit is also false to the extent that it 
implies that the community as a whole endorses, accepts and regularly uses physical 
discipline on its children. 

The mother and father herby declare under oath that they do not use physical discipline 
on their children neither they let others use physical discipline on their children.   

The parents do not believe that any other families in the community use physical 
discipline. 

The parents had never seen and were never aware of a parent or caregiver in the 
community that use physical discipline on a child. 

The parents however are outraged on the CAS that put on them this burden to deny and 
fights al this because of the ink stain they suspected as bruise. Since that even in case it 
was a bruise there was no reason to believe or suspect from the nature of the bruise that it 
was as a result from physical discipline; in fact the evidence of Dr. Newell suggests that 
the children are in good health and he found no evidence of injuries due to abuse or 
neglect.  

The allegation regarding the use of physical discipline in the community as a whole 
should be struck as there is no admissible evidence offered as a foundation to this claim. 
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Important constitutional note regarding Subparagraph 6 

In addition to all above, this tricky way of mixing up the issue of Lev Tahor in private 
cases is a serious violation of section 7 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedom 
that states as follows: 

"Everyone has the right to life, liberty and security of the person and the right not 
to be deprived thereof except in accordance with the principles of fundamental 

justice." 
The sole and only source of the CAS that "physical discipline is acceptable" in Lev Tahor 
steam from a testimony of Adam Brudzevsky in a case not related directley to Miriam 
Helbrans, her husband or children, in which Adam described a private conversation 
between Adam Brudzevsky and Chaim Azaria Alter. 

By relying on the allegation of Adam Brudzewsky to apprehend the children and 
depriving the parents from the liberty of raising and educating their own children, and 
further to control them and limiting their liberty of parental rights and the rights of self 
decisions, the CAS clearly violates 'the principles of fundamental justice'. Since one of 
the principle of fundament justice is the right of cross examination and counter evidence 
by the person who is the subject of the complaint. 

In this case, no proper cross examination can be done and no counter evidence can be 
provided: 

(a) How should Miriam Helbrans know exactly what Chaim Azaria Alter told in 
private to Adam Brudzevsky? 

(b) How can Miriam Helbrans be held accountable for alleged sentenced in 
private conversations that have or have not been said? 

(c) How did the CAS expect Miriam Helbrans to cross examine the witness Adam 
Brudzevsky or to defend herself when at no way were she part of the alleged 
conversation and therefore not in the position to defend, confirm, deny, explain or 
bring contrary evidence regarding a private factor that she was not part of? 

(d) How can be considered any way, under the rules of fundamental justice, an 
unexamined testimony by a private family court in Quebec under close doors that 
the parents in this case were not allow participating? 

(e) How can be considered any way, under the rules of fundamental justice, an 
unexamined testimony by a private family court, that Judge Hamel on that court 
declared again and again that he is NOT judging the community rather only 
individuals that the parents of this case and their children were not part of them. 
How can the CAS make a use of that against the parents in this case without 
giving the parents the opportunity to defend themselves PRIOR to the 
apprehension? 

(f) The mother herself didn’t had any direct relation with Adam Brudzevsky, the 
father had only minimal relation with Adam. However, other members in the 
community, especially all those who were mentioned or related to facts in his 
testimony of Adam, they claim that they can provide evidence that will be 
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convincing beyond a reasonable doubt that all the negative impression stemming 
from his testimony is only a result from his questionable personality and 
disordered behaviour. So as the very first principle of fundamental justice we ask 
the honorable court to struck out any negative allegation and speculation in the 
further that the witness is not ready to testify honestly and pass the cross 
examination by the person subject of the complaint himself or his solicitor. 

For example, in this case, unless Adam Brudzevsky is ready to be questioned and 
cross examined by Chaim Azaria Alter or his solicitor, his testimony can not be 
considered in accordance with the principals of fundamental justice. 

(g) moreover, the evidence of Mr. Adam Brudzevski relied upon by the Society at 
paragraph 17 of the affidavit of Kerry Rumble sworn December 17, 2013 was not 
even subject to cross-examination by counsel for the respondent parents in that 
case because they were preserving their rights of appeal and did not want to take 
any action that would be viewed as attorning the respondent parents in that case to 
the Quebec Court’s jurisdiction. 

(h) As stated above the credibility of Mr. Brudzevski evidence is challenged; 
notwithstanding the evidentiary challenges with respect to bias and interest, the 
relevance of much of his evidence to the material issues in this case is highly 
questionable. There was never a chance that is in accordance with principles of 
fundamental justice to bring all this challenges and evidences before a fair 
relevant trial. 

It sound that the CAS did try to trick private families to be prejudged before any 
proceedings even starts and by that way looking to compel them to agree to things that 
they will otherwise be considered invasion of their privacy and an unreasonable search 
that is forbidden by section 8 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedom. 

***   

Paragraph 3 - Subparagraph 7 

Claim 

In Subparagraph 7 of form 8B the CAS says: 

"The mother and the father are part of a community called Lev Tahor 
wherein there is a level of control by the community leaders, including the 
mother's father, Shlomo Helbrans, which compromises the safety and 
development of the children". 

The first half of the subparagraph "the mother and father are part of a community called 
Lev Tahor" is absolutely true and the parents are proud of it. 

The parents are also proud to be a couple that combined a daughter and the son-in-law of 
the honorable Grand Rabbi of Lev Tahor, the Grand Rabbi is well-known as a lovely and 
wonderful father/father-in-law for the parents, an amazing grandfather for Mendel and 
Sheia, grace and pleasant person to anyone in touch with him and in top of it a great 
Torah scholar that just teach the original Torah as it's written in ways of pleasantness and 
happiness. 
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The parents deny the allegation that there is “a level of control being exercised by 
community leaders” that somehow “compromises the safety and development of the 
children.”  This is a broad and prejudicial statement that should be subject to the strictest 
level of proof. 

Important facts supporting our claim under Subparagraph 7 

The only knowledge that Ms. Rumble and the CAS has of this alleged fact is from what 
has read in Mr. Brudveski’s transcript of evidence and perhaps from their contact with 
social workers from the Quebec agency; I am not aware of any evidence that exists from 
our time in Ontario which would support such an allegation. 

There is one and sole basic requirement in the community of Lev Tahor, namely: to be 
committed to keep the Torah unreformed. Whoever chooses not to keep the Torah as the 
member of Lev Tahor wish to keep it, can not be considered a member of Lev Tahor. 
These are the start point as well as the end point of the so-called "level of control". 

Another aspect of "level of control" is that members of the community Lev Tahor always 
support and help each other, morally and financially, in time of need. This includes 
sharing advice, experience and knowledge with each other.  Naturally those who are 
considered "community leaders" share bigger burden to help those in need, and they are 
doing their duty perfectly. The role of the Grand Rabbi in the community might be 
considered as the hardest, the parents pray to Hashem to give him healthiness and peace 
to continue preforming his great mission. 

How in the world this would "compromises the safety and development of the children" 
is for the CAS to explain. The parents have another point of view, that as responsible 
parents, this so-called "Level of Control" only contributes to their feeling of confidence, 
that in any case the safety and development of the children will never be compromised in 
Lev Tahor. 

Just to mention few points that will explain what made the CAS using the irrelevant term 
"compromises the safety and development of the children"; 

a. The definition "compromises the safety and development of the children" 
that the CAS had used in this case all along their application and affidavits, does 
not exist in any laws and regulation of Ontario, nor it was ever used before in 
Ontario courts. Other terms from the language of the law are always used. 

b. The definition "compromises the safety and development of the children" 
is simply taken from the "Quebec" Youth protection act, Division I "Security and 
development of a child" Paragraph 38: 

"For the purposes of this Act, the security or development of a child is 
considered to be in danger if the child is abandoned, neglected . . . . In this 
Act, . . . (b) “neglect” refers to . . . (iii) … or failing to take the necessary 
steps to provide the child with schooling; . . . " 
"The security or development of a child may be considered to be in danger 
where… (b) he is of school age and does not attend school, or is 
frequently absent without reason;.." 
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The legal definition of "schooling" according to the "Quebec" Education Act, 
section 15(4), is: 

"… An educational experience which, according to an evaluation made by 
or for the school board, are equivalent to what is provided at school." 

This act is more elaborately explained in the Quebec's Ministry of Education's 
policy on homeschooling (Home schooling – Policy framework, 2010): 

"Parents who home school their children are responsible for ensuring that 
they receive instruction and benefit from an educational experience 
equivalent to what is provided at school, according to an evaluation made 
by or for the school board." 
“Equivalent” may be interpreted to mean that the instruction and 
educational experience must give the child sufficient knowledge and 
competencies so that the child may enter or reenter the public or private 
school system." 
"To this end, parents must ensure that their child achieves the learning 
objectives set out in the programs in effect in Quebec schools, or develops 
the competencies specified by the Quebec Education Program (QEP)."  

c. Due to the religious observance of Ultra-Orthodoxy and subsequently Lev 
Tahor, certain secular subjects from the public school curriculum such as 
evolution and sexuality studies are forbidden. Therefore, according to Quebec 
law, the children of Lev Tahor are legally considered "neglected" and in "danger" 
for the mere fact of not studying the Quebec curriculum. 

d. Since there is a requirement in Lev Tahor to practice the unreformed 
Torah commitments, and since this commitments do forbids the participation in 
public school system, and since in fact it is obvious that participating in the 
secular public school system will contradict the possibility of continuing the 
membership in Lev Tahor, the Director of Youth Protection of Quebec used this 
so-called "level of control" as the only official legal justification to judge any 
child based on the parents association with Lev Tahor. 

e. The CAS did receive with blind eyes all the prepared court files from the 
DYP of Quebec, with the help of the copy-paste function in their computer, they 
easily copied whatsoever the DYP of Quebec prepared for their court files against 
Lev Tahor and paste it into Ontario court forms. 

f. Obviously, since Ontario does not consider the secular curriculum to be 
part of "the safety and development of the children", this so-called "level of 
control" - which means that the "leaders" will teach to keep the commitments of 
the Torah and educate the children accordantly - is irrelevant for the safety or the 
best interest of the children. 

Important constitutional notes regarding Subparagraph 7 

For the Ontario CAS, to use the religious practice and beliefs of Lev Tahor as an backup 
excuse for apprehension of children and their further intervention in private life, is a 
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serious violation of all of the 4 subparagraphs of Section 2 of the Canadian Charter of 
Rights and Freedoms that states: 

"Everyone has the following fundamental freedoms: 
(a) freedom of conscience and religion; 
(b) freedom of thought, belief, opinion and expression, including freedom of the 
press and other media of communication; 
(c) freedom of peaceful assembly; and 
(d) freedom of association." 

By targeting a special religious group with no any special concerns for the children than 
in General, the freedom of religion, belief and opinion are compromised as well as their 
freedom of peaceful assembly (for worship etc.) and their freedom of association (under 
the path of Lev Tahor). 

The parents also protesting over their double discrimination within a discriminated group, 
namely: there are 40-50 families of Lev Tahor in Chatham, all of them known to the 
Children's Aid Society with the address and children and all personal details; any claim 
against Lev Tahor in general should be brought against all of them equally all together. If 
the CAS really believe that any member of Lev Thaor is suspicious to dangerous for his 
children based on the theory that "there is a level of control by the community leaders", 
than this concern should apply to all families of Lev Tahor at the same time. At the 
alternate the CAS or the Law enforcement can choose to call the directors of the 
community to an appropriate court hearing. This dirty tricky tactic to do a random fishing 
of individual families by finding ink stains etc. and than to break them apart by 
apprehension of their children and further more by bombarding them with allegation from 
all kinds against the community all but related to them directly and privately, this is a 
violation of section 7 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedom, that guaranteed 
"the principles of fundamental justice". 
*** 

Paragraph 3 - Subparagraph 8 

Claim 

In Subparagraph 8 of form 8B the CAS says: 

"On Monday, November 18, 2013, the parents suddenly and without notice 
to the Quebec Child Welfare authorities fled the jurisdiction and arrived in 
the Municipality of Chatham-Kent. This was disruptive to the children." 

The parents deny that they “fled” Quebec. The change of residence was part of a plan that 
had been conceived by the community commencing six months prior to the move in order 
to ensure a safe and least disruptive transition for the members and their children. 

The reason for the relocation was to keep the religious education. The parents are proud 
members of Lev Tahor, a community devoted to the Torah that forbids them from 
teaching their children subjects which contradict the commitments of Hashem. 
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No one was injured, harmed or disruptive in any way during the move. 

Important facts supporting our claim under Subparagraph 8 

The parents are proud that they are part of about 40-50 families that: 

a. Received a letter, from the school board in the Laurentian-Quebec, 
addressed to "all parents of Lev Tahor", dated 17 April, 2013, in which the school 
board stated that if the families will not enroll their children to participate in the 
secular curriculum they will be subjects to intervention of the Youth Protection 
authorities. (See exhibits D and E). 
b. After verifying the Quebec laws and comparing them to the Ontario laws, 
the families and the community as a whole start intensive planning their 
ultimately relocation. The parents are proud to participate in the planning. (See 
exhibit F). 

c. Since August 7, 2013, as more as the families feel that the Youth 
Protection are serious to intervene in their education, they were more intensive the 
relocation planning. The parents are proud to participate in the intensive planning 
stages. 

d. On November 14, 2013, after two families of Lev Tahor were advise that 
they will be called in court to compel them to educate their children against the 
religion and against the Torah, all the families of Lev Tahor decided to speed up 
the final preparations for relocating. The parents are proud to participate in the 
finalizing stages of the relocation planning stages. 

e. On November 17, 2013 the families of Lev Tahor finally took the route to 
relocate in Chatham Ontario. The families did not go without stock up food and 
clothing and all necessities. (See exhibit G). The parents are proud to participate 
in the relocation. 

f. The relocation was well organized and the children were so happy and 
relax. The caravan stopped on many 'on route' areas. The high level of community 
support caused the trip to be an exodus rather than runaway. (See exhibit G). 

g. The trip was only "Suddenly" and "surprising" for the Youth Protection 
agencies in Quebec that ignored the explicit statements of the community 
organizers that Lev Tahor members will not compromise to violate the Torah by 
secular education and that Lev Tahor members will rather leave the province of 
Quebec if the Youth Protection pressure them on that issue. The Quebec Youth 
Protection chooses to consider the statements from Lev Tahor as rhetoric, the 
Quebec Youth Protection apparently believes that Lev Tahor will choose comfort 
and relax rather than devoutness to Hashem. When the DYP realized the 
seriousness of Lev Tahor, they complained why did Lev Tahor families leave 
Quebec suddenly ... 

h. The relocation was all but disruptive for the children. However the 
apprehension of Shiea and Mendel –partly motivated by the relocation – was 
nothing else than extreme disruptive for the children involved and for all the 
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children in the community of Lev Tahor. Many children of Lev Tahor have since 
than starts complaining of nightmares out of fear that they can be apprehended as 
the children in this case. 

Important constitutional notes regarding Subparagraph 8 

The parents also protesting over their double discrimination within a discriminated group, 
namely: there are 40-50 families of Lev Tahor in Chatham, all of them known to the 
Children's Aid Society with the address and children and all personal details; any claim 
against Lev Tahor in general should be brought against all of them equally all together. If 
the CAS really believes that any member of Lev Thaor is suspicious to dangerous for his 
children based on the theory that their relocation from Sainte-Agathe Quebec to Chatham 
Ontario "was disruptive to the children", than this concern should apply to all families of 
Lev Tahor at the same time. At the alternate the CAS or the Law enforcement can choose 
to call the directors of the community to an appropriate court hearing. This dirty tricky 
tactic to do a random fishing of individual families by finding ink stains etc. and than to 
break them apart by apprehension of their children and further more by bombarding them 
with allegation from all kinds against the community all but related to them directly and 
privately, this is a violation of section 7 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedom, 
that guaranteed "the principles of fundamental justice". 

*** 

Paragraph 3 - Subparagraph 9 

Claim 

In Subparagraph 9 of form 8B the CAS says: 

"The children are subject to a Quebec Authorization to Locate and Deliver 
Order dated November 19, 2013, for which the parents have not complied 
with." 

The parents only learned about this "Quebec Authorization to Locate and Deliver Order" 
from reading the court documents of the current Ontario files. 

Even if this order was a lawful order the parents didn’t know about it and for the CAS to 
blame them of 'non compliance' is a knowingly false saying. 

However, the parents are in the opinion that this order is Null and Void with no basis. 

Important facts supporting our claim under Subparagraph 9 

The Quebec order was issued 2 days after the parents and their children leave Quebec 
permanently with the intention of never to return there. 

The order was issued after the parent and their children establish their habitual residency 
in the province of Ontario. 

Even that the parents would not see their selves anyway obligated to comply with the 
order since it was issued after they were resident of Ontario. They still see it helpful to 
remark some points about this order; 

a. The Director of Youth Protection performed on the period between August 7, 
2013 and November 17 2013, many unannounced visits in the parent's home, 
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performed all kind of unnecessary medical tests for the children in order to 
finds whatsoever reason to intervene in their private life. They compel the 
parents to participate in cross examination interviews questioning any aspect 
in their life. 

b. In conclusion, they still didn’t find anything to say about the so well cared 
children of these particular parents. 

c. Since they found no reason to legally continue to intervene, because their 
children were under the compulsory school age and no other reason for 
concern was found, the DYP of Quebec did advise the parents that their file 
is closed. However they just add to them that the file will be reopened 
immediately as their children will reach the compulsory school age. 

d. The reason that families with children under the compulsory school age also 
hurried to leave Quebec at November 17, 2013 and did not want to gain 
some extra preparation time, steams from their forecast that the Director of 
Youth Protection may take unreasonable action against them as an act of 
frustration. A forecast that the further action of the Director of Youth 
Protection only legitimized it. 

e. One particular social worker of Quebec, named Ms Suzanne Tye, expressed 
many times her private views of animosity toward Lev Tahor lifestyle and 
particularly toward the Grand Rabbi and his loyal family. She has personal 
being in conflict with the mother regarding Lev Tahor lifestyle and various 
cases involving close relatives of the mother.  

f. The mother is currently reluctant from mentioning other cases in her own 
case. However, it is an important factor that must be note that Ms Suzanne 
Tye has very personal ties to one of the brothers of the mother named 
"Nathan Helbrans" who is a personal enemy of the mother in particular and a 
bitter enemy of Lev Tahor in general. 

g. The 'person responsible' for the strange Quebec court order is no one else 
than Ms Suzanne Tye. She did mention on paragraph No. 2-3 of the order 
that: 

"The director of child protection received a report concerning these 
children. It was alleged that the children were; neglected, physically, in 
regards to their health and education and were exposed to bad 
psychological treatment."    

h. Ms Suzanne Tye did intently failed to mention the result of this report, that 
lead to over than three month of unreasonable investigation just to concludes 
that there noting true in this 'report' and there is not any reason for concern of 
these children. She did not mention that the particular file relating the 
children of this case is already closed. She probably re open it as an act of 
revenge due to the relocations itself.  
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i. Ms Suzanne Tye continues to say on paragraph No. 4-5-6 on the visit of the 
child protection on the parents' home after they left Quebec. This is a simple 
lie; the child protection only attended the houses of the families of Hayon 
and Soliemani and NOT any other home. Therefore the DYP can not come 
to the conclusion what was left in my home and what not. 

j. Reading the affidavits of the Kerry Rumble paragraph 20 that described in 
details the visit from the Ontario social workers, just 2 days after the said 
Quebec order and portraying a total different picture, it clear from her 
affidavits that nothing of the basics was missing beside furnishers. Giving the 
fact that this was in a motel room virtually nothing was missing for the well 
being of the children. Making the Quebec order even more worthless of 
consideration for the best interest of the children. 

k. In paragraph No. 10 of the said order Ms Suzanne Tye insisted  

"The children spent the night in motel rooms and cottages which would 
have been unsuitable for the winter…" 

This is a another intentionally lie said in a sworn statement of Suzane Tye; 
the motel rooms and the cottages were the community were going into, were 
all suitable for winter. The CAS well has known this fact since they visited 
all the motel rooms and the apartment and houses (so-called cottages) and 
didn’t find any of them unsuitable for winter. It is a serious breach of trust 
for the CAS to put on the parents the burden of fighting this order instead of 
simply informs the DYP in Quebec that this is basically not the case. 

l. In paragraph No. 12 of the said order says as follows:  
"The parents attempted to willfully remove the children from the authority 
of the child protection act, the director of child protection and the court of 
Quebec – Chambre de la jeunesse." 

This is not true, because the children were not at time of moving either under 
the authority of the child protection act since there was not any file open, the 
children were not under the director of child protection since they were not 
crown wards or protected children, they where not under the court of Quebec 
– Chambre de la jeunesse since there was not any court case against them. 

The opposite is true, the director of child protection attempted to willfully to 
impose illegally his authority over the children. 

While the parents are not lawyers and their solicitor only deal with laws that applied in 
Ontario, by simply reading the language of section 35.2 and 35.3 of the Quebec Youth 
Protection Act what the order was based on, it is believed that such order has been to be 
executed on the moment the Youth Protection are aware of the children's location and a 
maximum of 15 days are granted that such an order has to be return to the justice who 
granted it regardless if it was executed or not. At this end, the date that the CAS takes this 
order as an excuse for apprehension and reason for intervention, namely December 17, 
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2013, was at the least more than 2 weeks after this order has no more any validity and his 
already irrelevant in any province. 

Important constitutional notes regarding Subparagraph 8 

The issuance of the Quebec order, to "locate and deliver" Canadian children from a 
province to a province against their own will and against the will of their parents was a 
violation of the constitutional right of mobility freedom guaranteed under section 6 of the 
Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedom that states: 

"…Every citizen of Canada and every person who has the status of a 
permanent resident of Canada has the right (a) to move to and take up 
residence in any province; and (b) to pursue the gaining of a livelihood in 
any province" 

The action of the CAS in Ontario to apprehended the children and then mess the parents 
about endless allegation as a result from relocation from province to province is also a 
breach of that right.  

Mrs. Armenia Teixeira noted to the community that similar orders have been issued for 
all the children of Lev Tahor. Therefore the parents also protesting over their double 
discrimination within a discriminated group, namely: there are 40-50 families of Lev 
Tahor in Chatham, all of them known to the Children's Aid Society with the address and 
children and all personal details; any claim against Lev Tahor in general should be 
brought against all of them equally all together. If the CAS really believes that any 
member of Lev Tahor is obligated to comply with the order to "locate and deliver" his 
own children to the DYP in Quebec and is suspicious to be dangerous for his children 
based on his non-compliance with the order, than this concern should apply to all families 
of Lev Tahor at the same time. At the alternate the CAS or the Law enforcement can 
choose to call the directors of the community to an appropriate court hearing. This dirty 
tricky tactic to do a random fishing of individual families by finding ink stains etc. and 
than to break them apart by apprehension of their children and further more by 
bombarding them with allegation from all kinds against the community all but related to 
them directly and privately, this is a violation of section 7 of the Canadian Charter of 
Rights and Freedom, that guaranteed "the principles of fundamental justice". 

*** 

Paragraph 3 - Subparagraph 10 

Claim 

In Subparagraph 10 of form 8B the CAS says: 

"At the time of the application, the investigation remains ongoing." 
There is no reason why the Society needs to continue its investigation into our family. 

Important facts supporting our claim under Subparagraph 10 

There have been no additional affidavits served on the parents since December 17, 2013. 
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The parents complied with all the terms of supervision that were ordered by Justice 
Fuerth on December 17, 2013 and there have been no new concerns identified by the 
Society since the without prejudice interim care order was made. 

In fact, that was never really concerns about the community beside their refusal to 
comply with the schooling in Quebec. 

Never did any conventional allegation have been made against the community or against 
the parents, nothing such as: physical abuse, molestation, drugs, alcohol, abandoning 
children, starvation etc. 

Only unique alternate allegations, which are never a cause for DYP or CAS to intervene, 
were made against the community. Most allegations against the community were 
centered on critical views on the lifestyle of Lev Tahor especially denouncing the path of 
their religion. 

The continued investigation in Quebec and in Ontario with no finding, under tremendous 
pressure to act any way,  did cause the DYP in Quebec as well as the CAS, to adopt the 
habit of using intolerable degree of exaggeration on every minor issue. 

Constable Jennifer Jacobson of the Chatham-Kent Police Services assisted the Society in 
its investigation after the children were apprehended; no charges were laid by the Police 
and Constable Jacobson did not determine as a result of her investigation that the mark 
on Sheia’s face was a result of neglect or abuse. 

The children were returned to their parents care by order of Justice Fuerth on December 
17, 2013 subject to terms of supervision. 

The parents have complied with all the terms of supervision imposed by the Court on 
December 17, 2013. 
At no time did Dr. Newell give an opinion confirming that the bruise was a result of 
abuse or neglect. 

On exhibit B, Dr. Newell confirms his earlier diagnosis that the children were generally 
in good health. 

On exhibit C, Dr. Rubenstein’s opinion of the children is consistent with Dr. Newell’s 
opinion that both Mendel and Sheia appear to be in good health. 

The public health nurse has told the parents, she is not sure why the court order of 
December 17, 2013 requires the parents to engage the public health department for 
services as her opinion is that the parents do not require services from them. 

The mother gave birth in December; the baby was delivered without any problems; he 
remains in the care of the parents, and the parents are not aware of any concerns the 
Society may have with respect to his care. 

On exhibit "H" Mrs. Deb Cook, the property manager of 86 apartments across Chatham, 
including the parent's apartment as 14 other families from Lev Tahor, said as follows;  

"…One of my tenants is Miriam Helbrans, I know CAS had taken her 2 
children and now the children have been retuned to her care. Miriam is a 
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gentle mother takes good care of her 3 children, I have been in her units 
on many occasions, it's clean and tidy. I have other tenants in the 
buildings that have children that are not clean and the units are filthy, I 
don’t know why isn't involved in this peoples life. It makes me wonder if 
Miriam is having all this problems because of who her father is…"  

The property manager didn’t read the court papers, however giving the facts that actually 
the CAS see it (in subparagraph 7) as a real concern that her father is a religious leader 
without making their own assessment but relying only on the bad side of stories, can 
justify any reasonable person to concern about prejudices from the CAS and be hesitating 
about consent of indefinitely investigation. 

Unless serious concreted concerns will arise, the parents are in the opinion that enough is 
enough, and after six months of daily investigations under the spotlight of all authorities 
as well as numerous media investigation now is time to draw conclusions. 

The parents believes, that if the CAS should be judged by their action and not merely by 
their statement, its look like the CAS are not in the trend to ever conclude the result of 
their investigation. And there are rather concentrated to look up for any more made up 
reasons to remain intervening in the parents private life and in the community members 
private lives Indefinitely probably never ended until they will sooner or later find 
justification to apprehended all children of the community. 

This statement is based on the way the CAS acts in this case, as well as their acts with 
other families in the community. 

There is no evidence that could support a finding of protection under any of the headings 
in subsection 37(2) of the CFSA; the case should be dismissed with costs payable to the 
respondent parents. 



 
 
 
 

Exhibit A 
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Miriam G Helbrans <mg.helbrans@gmail.com>

Patient Diagnosis - Clarification

Miriam G Helbrans <mg.helbrans@gmail.com> Fri, Dec 20, 2013 at 8:14 AM
To: mnewell@ckha.on.ca, chris.knowles@mdirect.net, nachmanle100@gmail.com

With the help of G-D

Dear Dr. Newell,

My name is Miriam Gittel Helbrans.

I am the mother of Sheia Baila Helbrans (D.O.B. July 13 2012).

On December 12 2013, during a visit from the children society aid at the home of my daughters babysitter, there
was notice of a mark on my daughters left cheek. Since it looked like an injury, it caused concern for the
workers. The workers decided that they will apprehend my daughter as well as my son for 5 days pending a court
hearing.  

In order to better present my question, I would like to copy a few relevant sentences from the affidavit that was
written on Dec. 13 2013 by the social worker, Garnet Eskritt.

(Paragraph 5) " On December 12, 2013 I attended at the home of Batsheva Alter and Pinchas Feder.....I
approached the stroller and observed a small female child sleeping in the stroller. Mr. Feder advised me they
were babysitting for their neighbor Miriam Helbrants.....Mr. Feder stated to me the that the child's name was
Sheia."
 
(Paragraph 6) "As I continued to interview Mr. Feder, approximately thirty minutes  later the child Shia woke
up. As Sheia had moved in the stroller, I was able to observe what appeared to be a dime size bruise located
on her left cheek, adjacent to the left corner of her mouth. I requested that Ms. Rumble observe the injury."
 
(Paragraph 7) "Ms. Rumble and I questioned Batsheva Alter is she was aware of the injury to the child. Ms.
Alter stated that is was not an injury that the mother had informed her that the child Sheia had marker on her
face Ms. Alter went on to explain that the mother told her that, the father had purchased markers for the
children to play with but had not realized they were permanent markers. Sheia had been playing with a marker
and had written on her face and hands. Ms. Alter stated that the mother had been able to get the marker off
Sheia's hands but had been unable to wash it off her face. Ms. Alter explained that this occurred several days
ago."

(Paragraph 16) "...I spoke briefly with the father, the father stated to me that he had not observed any injuries
on the child Sheia. the father advised me that sheia had colored on her face with permanent magic marker. The
father stated that last Friday, December 6, 2013, he had purchased markers but had not realized that there
were both permanent and washable markers. The father stated he had purchased permanent markers. On
Sunday, December 8, 2013, when he had returned home at approximately 9:00 p.m., the children were already
in bad. The father stated that the mother had informed him that the child Mendel had been playing with the
permanent markers and Sheia had gotten those markers and coloured on her hands and face.

(Paragraph 19) "on December 12, 2013, Chatham-Kent police constable Jennifer Jacobson and I conducted a
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videotaped interview with the father. The father disclosed information similar to that provided to me in the
waiting room, Sheia writing on her face with permanent markers... The father explained that Sheia had
sensitive skin and that they had seen a specialist in the past so they were very careful with her skin."

(Paragraph 25) "After Mr. Heath and I received the requested items from the father, we attended at the
Chatham-Kent Health Alliance with Ms. Doran, Ms. Rumble and the children. The children were examined by
Dr. Newell. Dr. Newell also confirmed to me that the mark on Sheia's left cheek was a bruise and not
permanent marker. Dr. Newell di not observe any injuries on the child Mendel. Dr. Newell stated that with the
exception of the bruises the children appeared generally in good health."

(Paragraph 26) " On December 21, 2013, Mendel and Sheia were placed in society foster care." 
 
 (Paragraph 28) "On December 13, 2013, Ms. Rumble and I spoke with the parents regarding the results of the
investigation and to arrange access for the children. The parents were advised that the mark on Sheia's face
was not magic marker and that the doctor had identified is it as a bruise. The mother continued to insist that
the mark was made by a magic marker. The mother thought the colour or pigment had somehow absorbed into
Sheia's skin. The mother said she had gently washed Sheia's face using warm water and her hand as the child
had sensitive skin. The mother indicated to me that after washing Sheia's face, she had applied lotion to
Sheia's skin. The mother denied pressing hard on the skin and continued to insist that it must of come from
the markers. The father made no comment and stated that his wife would explain as her English was better
than his. I mentioned to the father that his English was very good and that communication had been very good
yesterday. The father remained very quiet throughout that interview."

 (Paragraph 32) "The child Sheia Baila Helbrants has a medically confirmed bruise to the left cheek adjacent to
the mouth. The parents are unable to present a plausible explanation for the injury"

After I laid out the relevant excerpt from the affidavit from Garnet Eskritt, I feel it is my obligation to point out my
concerns and seek a clarification in regards to the case with my daughter. Without doubting your expertise or
integrity as an Emergency Medical Director, I would like to verify a few points that, in my opinion, will help to
clarify the issue of the mark on the cheek of my precious daughter, a clarification that is crucial for the
determination of the best interest of my children.

I do not know the circumstances surrounding the "diagnosis" or "verdict" of the relatively minor mark on my
daughters cheek, however, knowing the cause for the mark and as a good loving mother I was traumatized by the
sudden turn of events.
 I feel the procedures and techniques used by CAS to secure custody over my children have been flawed and
caused misconception for all parties involved. Additionally, information and input by health professionals have
been accurate to the extent of the circumstances or cause for concern, not for the case at hand.

For example, If I had a bruise and went to a doctor and asked to get a confirmation it is a bruise I don't see any
hesitation not to follow on such a request and confirm. If I were to challenge a doctor by requesting confirmation it
is not a marker but a bruise, there must me procedures to determine that, a verbal approval or mere sight of the
mark cannot disprove a claim it is marker. 

My children have been taken away from me without any way for me to disprove their claim when there was still an
opportunity to do so. 

My questions to you as a Medical health professional is as follows.

A) Firstly I would like to know if there is a medical report on the case and observation, if yes, please send it at
your earliest convenience, it would be greatly appreciated.
If there is not a report, I would like to know of the reason for absence of report is due to the insignificance of the
case, or perhaps CAS has specifically requested not to produce one, or if they have  denied the opportunity to
receive one verbally or by any manner.

B) Also, I would like to know if the CAS has provided all the necessary background information  for review and
consideration in regards to my daughter's mark, or did they simply ask you regarding the "bruise" to which
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naturally in the course of your work it would referred to as a "bruise" (Henceforth a "medically confirmed bruise").
Whereas in such an event the issue at hand is whether treatment is necessary or not, and obviously there was
no reason for it. 

C) According to my analyse, and correct me if I'm not right, there was not performed any tests to determine
whether my knowledge of the mark to be permanent marker with my effort to remove the color, or whether the
claim of the youth worker's claim that it is a bruise. I believe that you see no reason to perform any tests, so in
order not to question I conclude that the CAS didn't give you the information that ultimately make such a test
deemed necessary.

D) Without questioning your professionalism as an emergency medical profession, I'm wondering if the
emergency courses at the university did in fact ever coming to this issue of determining between a mark from a
permanent marker and a bruise. It sound to me a very rare and even unique situation that usually not involves an
emergency room and its staff. Only if it was verified and proven it was bruise a doctor is required to determine the
severity of the blow, medical treatment needed, etc. 

E) I also would like to know your opinion on this question. If in the future  a case where there is a dispute to the
nature of a mark to a child and there there is no danger or need for treatment, and the two claims are reasonable
(as was the case with my daughter) if a doctor is the first method to determine the facts and disprove a parties
claim, since I believe that a preliminary test to determine whether a mark is a marker or a bruise can be done
even before visiting a doctor. A simple procedure such as applying a cotton swab with rubbing alcohol would
suffice. If the texture or color of the mark lessens or changes however slightly, it is obviously marker and not a
bruise. If there was no test performed, I believe there you see no reason for a test to be done, as background
information was lacking. My conclusion again that it was referred to as a bruise in the context of the situation,
individuals involved, and the seemingly insignificance of the matter. Were the matter presented correctly It would
have changed the scenario and the truth would have been revealed. 

F) If you would have known the backdrop to the visit by CAS to the emergency room and the grave consequences
it involved, what test would you have performed to determine the truthfulness of the claim by myself that it was
marker or the claim by CAS that it is a bruise and not a marker?

I have in my possession pictures of the mark given to me with all the court documents pertaining to the story with
my daughter and son, they are now reunited with me and their father, my husband. Now that the mark is gone, I
would like to bring the pictures to you to determine the accuracy of the claims and perhaps get a judgement by
you to back one party, either me, the mother. or CAS. Please let me know if such a test can be done and if not,
if you can please explain the reason it cannot be done.

Therefore I would like to know the circumstances surrounding the "confirmed bruise" whether it was in the context
of determining the truth or in the context of medical attention needed or other perception of the need to confirm
the circumstances and facts and not for the sake of investigation or the circumstances surrounding the visit. 

I have cc'd my lawyer and I hereby declare my authorization for Dr. M. Newell to include my lawyer, Mr. Chris
Knowles in all correspondence regarding this case.

I would appreciate your prompt written response to all the concerns addressed in this letter, and thank you in
advance for doing so.

Miriam G Helbrans

Chatham, Ontario

Mailing address for correspondence:

222 St. Clair St. 
Unit 104
Chatham, Ontario
N7L 3J4
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FLR 14A (September 1, 2005) www.DIVORCEmate.com 

  ONTARIO  Court File Number 

Ontario Court of Justice 261/13 
(Name of Court)  

at 425 Grand Avenue West, Chatham ON N7M 6M8 Form 14A: Affidavit (General) 
(Court office address) dated January 06, 2014 

 
Applicant(s) 
Full legal name & address for service — street & number, municipality, 
postal code, telephone & fax numbers and e-mail address (if any). 

Lawyer’s name & address — street & number, municipality, postal code, 
telephone & fax numbers and e-mail address (if any). 

Chatham Kent Children’s Services 
495 Grant Avenue West 
Chatham, ON N7L 1C5 
Tel: 519-352-0440; Fax: 519-351-2367 

Loree Hodgson Harris 
Barrister & Solicitor 
Chatham Kent Chlidrens Services 
495 Grant Avenue West 
Chatham, ON N7L 1C5 
Tel: 519-352-0440; Fax: 519-351-2367 

Respondent(s) 
Full legal name & address for service — street & number, municipality, 
postal code, telephone & fax numbers and e-mail address (if any). 

Lawyer’s name & address — street & number, municipality, postal code, 
telephone & fax numbers and e-mail address (if any). 

JOSEF SOLEIMANI 
 
SIMA TWEK 

Christopher Knowles 
Barrister & Solicitor 
518 Victoria Avenue 
Windsor, ON N9A 4M9 
Tel: 519-252-0529; Fax: 519-255-1719 
chris.knowles@mdirect.net 
Solicitor for the Respondent Parents 

 

 

My name is  
(Full legal name) Henri Primeau 
I live in 
(municipality and province) City of Dorval, Province of Quebec 
 

and I swear/affirm that the following is true: 
Set out the statements of fact in consecutively numbered paragraphs. Where possible, each numbered paragraph should consist of one 
complete sentence and be limited to a particular statement of fact. If you learned a fact from someone else, you must give that person’s 
name and state that you believe that fact to be true. 
 

1. I am a Certified Real Estate Broker. 

2. I was very much involved in the relocation of the Lev Tahor community from Sainte-Agathe-des-Monts, 
Quebec to Chatham-Kent, Ontario. I have collaborated with them on this move from the initial stages to 
their actual move which occurred on November 17, 2013.  

3. Contrary to media reports and the reports of the DYP, I would like to stress two points:  

(a) The actual reason for the move of the community, was due to the restrictions on their religious 
practices, specifically the restrictions pertaining to the education of their children, of which the Quebec 
education act was and is not in line with the religious beliefs of the community. 

(b) The organizational skills shown during the transition and the meticulous details considered during 
the moving period have been nothing short of phenomenal. The move has been extremely well 
coordinated long before the overnight trip to Ontario.  

4. I know the Directors of the Lev Tahor community, Mr. Mayer Rosner and Mr. Uriel Goldman, for at least 
three years. 



Form 14A: Affidavit (General) (page 2) Court File Number 261/13 
dated January 06, 2014  

 

 

5. I know Mr. Nachman Helbrans since April 2013. 

6. On April 3, 2013, I have conducted a meeting with Mr. Mayer Rosner and Mr. Nachman Helbrans at the 
office of the Lev Tahor community then-located at 571 Rue Des Bouleaux, Sainte-Agathe-Des-Monts, 
Quebec. (See Exhibit "A"). 

7. In the meeting I was requested to find a suitable alternative for the community within the provinces of 
Ontario and/or Manitoba.  

8. I was told by them that the reason the community is contemplating relocation, is due to the pending 
outcome of the negotiation between themselves and the Ministry of Education. 

9. This meeting took place four (4) months before the community has been raided by the DYP and social 
services, which according to Mr. Rosner's account happened on the morning of August 7, 2013   

10. This meeting has been the starting point for my quest to find a suitable living alternative for the community 
in another province.  

11. During the 7 months between the initial meeting on April 2013 and the final move on November 2013, 
there were hundreds of conversations between me and the directors of the Lev Tahor community regarding 
their plan to move and purchase property. 

12. On April 22, 2013, I have met with Mr. Mayer Rosner and Mr. Nachman Helbrans again at their office (See 
Exhibit "B"). At the meeting I have presented to them a few properties for that may interest them. 

13. After countless hours of work on the project with minimal results, and due to the uniqueness of the 
requirements and circumstances surrounding it, I have placed several advertisements in the popular media 
outlets. Among them are listed as follows.  

Cornwall Newspaper, July 12, 2013; 

Tribune Express Hawkesbury, July 12, 2013; 

Vision Rockland, July 12, 2013; 

Ottawa Citizen, July 26, 2013;  

Toronto Star, August 13, 2013.  

14. I quote the wording in the classified ad: 

"Religous Community of more than 250 persons ( 42 families ) from Quebec. Would like to move to Ontario 
in 2013 or 2014. Searching for a existing property large enough with a community center with few houses ( 
20 to 30 ) nearby. They could rent or buy. Henri Primeau, Broker, 514-217-9362 hep85@hotmail.com". 
(See Exhibits "C"). 

15. Since that meeting we have traveled (respectively) to various locations that were of interest and possible 
locations for the community's relocation. 

16. Here is a list of the localities with the proposed properties that we have visited to consideration: Belleville, 
Brighton, Brockville, Chatham, Hawkesbury, Morrisburg, Peterborough, Picton, Smith Falls, and 
Vanclclick Hill. 

mailto:hep85@hotmail.com




  

  

  

  

  

 
 

THIS IS EXHIBIT "A" TO THE 
AFFIDAVIT OF HENRI PRIMEAU 

SWORN THIS      DAY OF JANUARY, 2014. 

  





  

  

  

  

  

 
 

THIS IS EXHIBIT "B" TO THE 
AFFIDAVIT OF HENRI PRIMEAU 

SWORN THIS      DAY OF JANUARY, 2014. 

  





  

  

  

  

  

 
 

THIS IS EXHIBIT "C" TO THE 
AFFIDAVIT OF HENRI PRIMEAU 

SWORN THIS      DAY OF JANUARY, 2014. 

  













  

  

  

  

  

 
 

THIS IS EXHIBIT "D" TO THE 
AFFIDAVIT OF HENRI PRIMEAU 

SWORN THIS      DAY OF JANUARY, 2014. 
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FLR 14A (September 1, 2005) www.DIVORCEmate.com 

  ONTARIO  Court File Number 

Ontario Court of Justice 261/13 
(Name of Court)  

at 425 Grand Avenue West, Chatham ON N7M 6M8 Form 14A: Affidavit (General) 
(Court office address) dated  

 
Applicant(s) 
Full legal name & address for service — street & number, municipality, 
postal code, telephone & fax numbers and e-mail address (if any). 

Lawyer’s name & address — street & number, municipality, postal code, 
telephone & fax numbers and e-mail address (if any). 

Chatham Kent Children’s Services 
495 Grant Avenue West 
Chatham, ON N7L 1C5 
Tel: 519-352-0440; Fax: 519-351-2367 

Loree Hodgson Harris 
Barrister & Solicitor 
Chatham Kent Chlidrens Services 
495 Grant Avenue West 
Chatham, ON N7L 1C5 
Tel: 519-352-0440; Fax: 519-351-2367 

Respondent(s) 
Full legal name & address for service — street & number, municipality, 
postal code, telephone & fax numbers and e-mail address (if any). 

Lawyer’s name & address — street & number, municipality, postal code, 
telephone & fax numbers and e-mail address (if any). 

JOSEF SOLEIMANI 
 
SIMA TWEK 

Christopher Knowles 
Barrister & Solicitor 
518 Victoria Avenue 
Windsor, ON N9A 4M9 
Tel: 519-252-0529; Fax: 519-255-1719 
chris.knowles@mdirect.net 
Solicitor for the Respondent Parents 

 

 

My name is  
(Full legal name) Malka Rosner (Morgenstern) 
I live in 
(municipality and province) City of Chatham, Province of Ontario 
 

and I affirm that the following is true: 
Set out the statements of fact in consecutively numbered paragraphs. Where possible, each numbered paragraph should consist of one 
complete sentence and be limited to a particular statement of fact. If you learned a fact from someone else, you must give that person’s 
name and state that you believe that fact to be true. 
 

1. I, Malka Rosner, a 37 year old mother of nine children; am here to testify the following facts pertaining 
to the trip we had on Nov 17, 2013 from Quebec to Chatham-Kent, Ontario. I am reflecting to the 
testimony of the social worker Suzanne Tye from Quebec, at the court of Quebec on November 27, 
2013, regarding the so-called "hurried departure". (I am attaching as Exhibit "A" the transcript of her 
testimony for reference).  

2. I must say the trip was organized beyond all my expectations; there was a very special comfortable bus 
provided for the nursing mothers and their babies.  

3. Our bus was supplied with a toilet (please see Exhibit "B"). 

4. My baby Elyah was on Nov 17 eight months old; he was very relaxed and calm the entire trip. I did not 
give him Melatonin or any natural relax or sleep aid prior to the trip, nor am I aware of my friends using 
melatonin for their children, but I am here to testify for myself. (I don’t oppose Melatonin nor a natural 
relaxer, the community Lev Tahor did not manufacture it or discovered it – it is produced by big vitamin 
natural supplement companies, but actually I do not give it to my children). 
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5. The bus driver also told us that our babies are very calm, and actually she was not the first one who said 
it. The babies were calm not from natural relaxers, but from well experienced mothers. (My baby Elyah 
was born in the Sainte-Agathe Hospital; he was very calm and content baby. The nurse told me "All the 
babies in your community are very calm babies; it must be that you know how to handle babies the right 
way".) 

6. My baby Elyah was sleeping most of the time during the night, and in the morning he was calm and 
happy. He looked out of the windows and was singing to himself hmm… hmm… for a long time. 

7. The mothers were changing diapers for their babies on the way, maybe the driver didn’t notice it 
because we wear wide shawls that covers easily, and we don't tend to change the diapers in way that is 
visible to everyone around.  I changed Elyah a few times during the trip; I also took along in my 
handbag a diaper rash cream in case I won't change my baby so often and my baby's skin will become 
irritated. I also took along a thermos with warm water so I can make him warm bottles, teethers, and 
clothes to change. I saw other mothers took along the same or similar stuff. 

8. The bus made about five (5) stops in rest areas, which are when I took the dirty diapers to the garbage. 
Also before we left the bus one woman went around collecting all the dirty diaper bags. 

9. As I said in Paragraph 3, there was a toilet on our bus; however, we still used the Onroute services. The 
young children also went to the washrooms by the stops. 

10. From all the stops I remember the exact location of the first stop. It was at Bainsville, ON, about 1 km 
after the border between Quebec and Ontario. 

11. I have attached as Exhibit "C" two (2) pictures taken at two different stops, where one can see parents 
and kids going and coming to and from the service buildings. However, we also took along zip lock 
bags in case the kids will need to go during the trip between stops.  

12. I prepared for the trip jars of chick peas salad, jar egg salad, vegetable knishes, lemon cookies, and 
crackers. My friend next to me was eating gefilte fish (Stuffed fish) and popcorn. 

13. When we left the bus at our final destination, the bus driver told me "I never had the bus left so clean 
like your people left it". 

14. As the bottom line I would like to mention that the trip was very happy and pleasant for all of us; we 
knew that we made the right decision. 

15. I am ready to testify all this in court in front of a judge. 

 

Put a line through any blank space on this page. 
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 Affirmed before me at: 

 
(municipality) 

in Province of Ontario 
 (province, state or country) 
on January 06, 2014  MALKA ROSNER 

(This form to be signed in front of a lawyer, 
justice of the peace, notary public or commissioner 

for taking affidavits.) 

 (date)  

 Commissioner for taking affidavits 
(Type or print name below if signature illegible.)  

 
 
 

 
 
  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

THIS IS EXHIBIT "A" TO THE 

AFFIDAVIT OF MALKA ROSNER 

AFIRRMED THIS     DAY OF JANUARY, 2014. 







 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

THIS IS EXHIBIT "B" TO THE 

AFFIDAVIT OF MALKA ROSNER 

AFIRRMED THIS     DAY OF JANUARY, 2014. 





 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

THIS IS EXHIBIT "C" TO THE 

AFFIDAVIT OF MALKA ROSNER 

AFIRRMED THIS     DAY OF JANUARY, 2014. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  



 
 
 
 

Exhibit H 
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