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 “In an uncertain social environment in which the 
very notion of what constitutes a family is 
controversial, I deeply believe that if we are to be 
true to our commitment to enhance the quality of 
justice, in the family context amongst others, the 
focus of legal developments and reforms should be 
on the notion of equality.” 

 
– Madam Justice L’Heureux-Dubé 

 



Family Law and Women’s 
Equality  

 

Why is family law a women’s equality issue? 
• economic disadvantage experienced by many 

women after a divorce;  
• women’s disproportionate responsibility for child 

care and domestic tasks;  
• high rates of spousal violence and the danger 

some women face upon separation; 
•  marginalization of women within families; 
• discrimination against single mothers  
 



The Charter in Family Law 
Cases 

  
- relevant to cases involving the very 

definition of what constitutes a family 
(see e.g. M v H, Miron v Trudel) 

- BUT, courts have been cautious about 
the application of an individualistic rights 
discourse in family law, and few Charter 
cases have been successful (see e.g. 
Young v Young, P(D) v S  



Equality Values and 
developing the common law 

 
• R v Oakes: “Thus, when courts interpret and 

apply the law they are obliged to ensure not only 
that equality rights are protected, but also that 
the constitutional value of equality is respected 
and, if possible, enhanced.” 

• Hill v Church of Scientology of Toronto: “It 
follows that it is appropriate for the courts to 
make such incremental revisions to the common 
law as may be necessary to have it comply with 
the values enunciated in the Charter.” 



Equality Values and 
interpreting legislation 

 
• Where the meaning or scope of legislation is 

ambiguous or unclear, courts must seek to 
determine the purpose of the legislation and in 
doing so, “the values embodied in the Charter 
must be given preference over an interpretation 
that would run counter to them.” - Hills v Canada 
(AG), [1988] 1 SCR 513 at para 93. 
 



Equality Values at Work 
 

• Moge v Moge: spousal support awards should take account of 
feminization of poverty and the economic advantages and 
disadvantages arising from marriage or marriage-like relationships. 

 

• Rick v Brandsema: power imbalance, exploitation of vulnerabilities, 
and deliberate hiding of financial assets (which men are more likely 
to have access to) are reasons to find a separation agreement 
unconscionable and set it aside. 
 

• Dickie v Dickie: when a party to a court order for payment of child 
support is in breach of that order (the vast majority of those seeking 
to avoid child support payments being men), they can be found in 
contempt of court and sentenced to jail time. 
 

• DBS v SRG: retroactive child support payments should not be 
considered rare or exceptional. 
 



Equality Values at Work 
 

• Brooks v Canada Safeway Ltd. 
• Janzen v Platy Enterprises 
• R v Lavallee 
• Norberg v Wynrib 
• M(K) v M(H) 
• Winnipeg Child and Family Services v DFG 
• Dobson v Dobson 
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Equality Values in Family Law, Presented by West Coast Leaf  

and the Trial Lawyers Association of B.C. 
 



I. Overview of Issues 
II. Unfounded/Unproven Views, Assumptions 

and Attitudes 
III. Contextual Legal Analysis – Assessing 

Credibility within a Substantive Equality and 
Human Rights Framework 

IV. Best Practices for Lawyers  



 Dr. Peter Jaffe – November 2013 
"Mothers reporting a history of domestic 
violence in family court usually have to 
struggle through 4 stages  
- first not being believed,  
- then being believed but having the violence 

minimized,  
 

 



 Dr. Peter Jaffe – continued 
" -then being told the violence is an adult issue 
and not relevant for the children, 
- and finally recognition of the impact of the 
violence but being told to get over it and 
become a co-parent and put the past behind 
them."  
Assessment of Parenting Arrangements After Separation in the 
Context of Domestic Violence, a workshop presented for the 
College of Psychologists of British Columbia by Dr. Peter Jaffe, 
November 21, 2013.  
 

 
 



“Many women do not raise the issue of violence 
because they are afraid that they will be 
accused of trying to alienate the father from 
the children, rather than trying to protect 
them, and end up losing custody.” 
 
National Judicial Institute Domestic Violence Program 
Development Community Consultation, Vancouver in April 
2012. 
http://faculty.law.ubc.ca/cfls/Library/Apr2012_Dom_Violence_
Report.pdf 
 



Women’s experiences of violence and 
abuse at the hands of their husbands have 
been ignored by assessors and, in some 
cases, used to paint women as “hysterical” 
or “vindictive”. 
 
Troubling Assessments:  Custody and Access Reports and 
their Equality Implications for B.C. Women, 2012, 
prepared by Laura Track and Shahnaz Rahman.  
http://www.westcoastleaf.org/userfiles/file/Troubling%20
Assessments%20e-report%202012.pdf 
 



 Recent national access to justice reports 
indicate serious access to justice challenges 
in family law cases. 

 Law Society Code of Professional Conduct 
requires lawyers to: 
◦ improve the administration of justice (5.6-1), and 
◦ have a basic commitment to equal justice for all 

(Commentary 2 to 5.6-1) 
 Together they make access to justice a 

central aspect of legal professionalism for all 
lawyers. 



 This of course includes access to justice for 
all women. 

 Yet, unfounded views and assumptions about 
women and their truthfulness 

 Based on unfounded, unproven 
discriminatory beliefs 

 Are deeply embedded in societal attitudes, 
and, in the past, were expressly part of the 
law.  



 Women have been held to a different 
standard: 
◦ Men – de facto starting presumption of 

trustworthiness 
◦ Women – de facto starting point of 
 At best, skepticism 
 Are less worthy of belief. 

 Highly and obviously discriminatory laws have 
been repealed.  



 But the experience of Dr. Jaffe, and many 
others is that: 
◦ unfounded views/assumptions about 

women’s truthfulness, 
◦ particularly when there are allegations of 

family violence and its impact, 
◦ continue to exist and  
◦ remain barriers to access to justice for 

women. 



 
 Outline: 

A. Onus of proof 
B.  Examples 
C.  Other related concerns 



 The person who tries to rely on 
unfounded/unproven views/assumptions 
◦ must prove them, 

  though the “challenger” may choose to call 
evidence to show they are wrong,  

 that person does NOT have the onus of 
proving they are wrong. 



For a recent academic discussion of myths and 
stereotypes relating to women, see: 
Myths and Stereotypes in Family Law: Exploring the Realities 
and Impacts of Custody and Access/Shared Parenting, prepared 
by The FREDA Centre for Research on Violence Against Women 
and Children,  February 2014.  
http://fredacentre.com/reports/reports/    (see VAW and the Law) 
 
For a recent community advocacy for women’s 
perspective, see: 
National Judicial Institute Domestic Violence Program 
Development Community Consultation, Vancouver in April 
2012. 
http://faculty.law.ubc.ca/cfls/Library/Apr2012_Dom_Violence_
Report.pdf 

 

http://fredacentre.com/reports/reports/


  False allegations of abuse by women 
against men are prevalent 

 Women falsely allege violence just so they 
can get legal aid 

 It is common for women to allege abuse so 
as to alienate the children from their father 

 Women with disabilities are less credible 
 Women exaggerate abuse 

 



 A credible woman would disclosure violence 
early. 

 A credible woman would report the assault 
to the police.   

 Violence against a woman by a man has 
nothing to do with his parenting ability. 

 There is now domestic violence gender 
symmetry - women are just as “guilty” as 
men. 



 Abuse stops once relationship ends so there 
is no future risk of harm 

 Violence is not a significant problem in 
family law  - “I don’t have cases where 
violence is involved”    

 It is relevant in family law generally and 
parenting assessments in particular to 
question a woman about her sexual history 
and whether she had an abortion  

 



 Credibility assessments are made without 
an understanding of the dynamics of 
domestic violence and its impact and  

 of the reality of the lives of the women 
involved.   
◦ Example  - a finding that a women looked really 

nervous during a parenting assessment, which 
was used as a reason to find her not credible.   

 



 The use of mutualizing language – language 
that shifts blame for, and minimizes 
violence – and can blame and/or 
pathologize women 

 Not understanding ways in which domestic 
violence can impact upon a women’s ability 
to testify 

 Frequent inappropriate conclusions that a 
woman’s English is “good enough” so as not 
to require an interpreter. 

 
 



 Outline: 
A. What Charter and other human rights values 
are relevant? 
B.  How are Charter and other human rights 
values implemented? 
C. What does “informed impartiality” mean for 
decision makers? 
D. Why must decision makers understand 
social context? 



 Additional topics: 
E. Inherent difficulties in assessing credibility 
F. Additional challenges faced by women 
G. Importance of reasons for decisions to impartial 
decision making 
H. Cautions about the use of social context 
information 
Part III is based on D. Martinson, The Family Law Act and Family 
Violence:  Independent and Impartial Parenting Assessments – the 
Legal Framework and Best Practices 
http://www.cle.bc.ca/PracticePoints/FAM/13-
TheFLAandFamilyViolence-
IndependentandImpartialParentingAssessments.pdf 



While all Charter values of course apply to 
women, some are particularly relevant to the 
question of women and credibility: 
 15. (1) Every individual is equal before and 

under the law and has the right to the equal 
protection and equal benefit of the law 
without discrimination and, in particular, 
without discrimination based on race, 
national or ethnic origin, colour, religion, sex, 
age or mental or physical disability. 



   S. 28 “Notwithstanding anything in this 
Charter, the rights and freedoms referred to 
in it are guaranteed equally to male and 
female persons,” 

 S. 7 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. 
 



  Other human rights values of course also 
apply. By way of example, see those found in:   
◦  United Nations Declaration on the Elimination of 

Violence against Women, 
◦ United Nations Convention on the Elimination of all 

Forms of Discrimination Against Women 
◦ United Nations Convention on the Elimination of all 

Forms of Racial Discrimination 
◦ United Nations Convention on Persons with 

Disabilities 
◦ United Nations Declaration on the Rights of 

Indigenous Peoples 
  

 



 Ethical Principles for Judges as a Guide 
◦ Created by Canadian Judicial Council for federally 

appointed judges. 
◦ Reflected in guidelines for provincially appointed 

judges. 
http://www.cjc-
ccm.gc.ca/cmslib/general/news_pub_judicialconduct_Principles_en.
pdf 

 Explain the importance of equality principles 
to decision making by judges. 

 The principles should be applied by other 
decision makers in the family justice system. 



  The ethical principles discuss the importance 
of equality law, saying that: 

 
 “judges should strive to be aware of and 
understand differences arising from, for 
example, gender, race, religious conviction, 
culture, ethnic background, sexual orientation 
or disability.” 



 The Commentary to the ethical principles 
states that: 

 
 “the Constitution and a variety of statutes 
enshrine a strong commitment to equality 
before and under the law and equal protection 
and benefit of the law without discrimination.” 



 The commentary emphasizes that: 
◦ the constitutionally protected right to 

equality  
◦ is not a commitment to identical 

treatment,  
◦ but rather to the equal worth and human 

dignity of all persons, and  
◦ a desire to rectify and prevent 

discrimination against particular groups 
suffering social, political and legal 
disadvantage in our society. 



 Commentary to the Ethical Principles for 
Judges explains how equality is related to 
impartiality. 

 It makes the important point that equality 
according to law is  

 
“not only fundamental to justice, but is 
strongly linked to judicial impartiality.” 



 The Chief Justice of Canada, Beverley 
McLachlin, has described what makes a good 
decision maker in June 2012, in  Judging: the 
Challenges of Diversity.  
http://www.scotland-
judiciary.org.uk/Upload/Documents/JSCInauguralLectureJune
2012.pdf 

 Though she considers judges as decision 
makers, what she says also applies to all  
decision makers in the justice system. 

 



 The Chief Justice says, in short, that:  
◦ decision makers must know the law and 

apply it. 
 But knowing the law is not enough;  it must 

be applied with: “informed impartiality” 
“Let me suggest that the image of the blind 
judge must be supplemented by the image of 
the informed judge, hence the phrase, 
“informed impartiality.” 



  Informed impartiality”, requires:  
1.  an understanding that there are 
subjective elements to judging: 
“Like everyone else, judges possess 
preferences, convictions and – yes – 
prejudices.” 
2.  the ability to be introspective, open and 
empathetic; and  
3.  an appreciation of the social context 
within which the matters at issue arose. 



 The Chief Justice points out that 
 “…subjectivity intrudes on judicial thinking at 
all levels.”   
 This includes:  
◦ assessing credibility and  
◦ drawing inferences from facts,  

 which cannot be done without drawing on a 
judge’s general knowledge and 
understanding of human behaviour.   
 



 She says that the result is that initial thinking 
about a case may make use:  

 not only of valuable knowledge and 
experience that the judge has,  

 but also  
 

“certain unhelpful, misleading subjective 
elements, such as prejudices and biases.” 

 



 Chief Justice McLachlin adds that they need to 
be addressed by: 
◦ Introspection - obtaining a clear 

understanding of one’s mental and ethical 
susceptibilities. 
◦ Openness (enlargement of the mind) 
◦ Empathy - the ability to see the world 

from the perspective of others and the 
legitimacy of diverse experiences and 
viewpoints. 



 The Chief Justice says that while it is 
important to be impartial and open to 
competing perspectives and experiences, this 
only gets the judge so far. 

 
“The judge must understand the facts and the 
law.  But he should also understand the social 
context from which they arose.” 



“…the judge understands not just the legal 
problem, but the social reality out of which the 
dispute or issue before the court arose” 
… 
“Judges apply rules and norms to human 
beings embedded in complex, social situations 
To judge justly, they must appreciate the 
human beings and situations before them, and 
appreciate the lived reality of the men, women 
and children who will be affected by their 
decisions.” 
 

 
 



She quotes R. v. S. (R.D.) [1997] 3 S.C.R. 484 at 
para. 43, saying: 
 
“Judicial enquiry into context provides the 
requisite background for the interpretation and 
application of the law”. 
 
 

 
 



 As I suggested in The Family Law Act and 
Family Violence:  Independent and Impartial 
Parenting Assessments when speaking to the 
B.C. College of Psychologists about parenting 
assessments and family violence: 

 
 Social context information is relevant to 

family violence cases.  It can have different 
purposes.  I suggest that in your parenting 
assessment work it can have three broad 
purposes.  
 

 
 



1.  It adds to the knowledge base you have 
developed through your life experience.  
  
2.  It can expand your view of what is relevant to a 
particular case, and in this way assist you in both 
searching for relevant facts and reaching a just 
result. 
  
3.  It can assist you in testing for erroneous 
background assumptions when you make 
decisions, and when you draw inferences and make 
credibility findings in the process of making those 
decisions.   

 
 

 
 



 As Justice Lynn Smith explained in The Ring 
of Truth, the Clang of Lies – Assessing 
Credibility in the Courtroom, Viscount Memorial 
Lecture, University of  New Brunswick, 63 U.N.B.L.J. 10 
(2012). 

 there are many challenges to the ability of 
people to detect deliberate lies. 

  She says, in essence, that the body of 
social science research into detecting 
deception shows that credibility assessment 
is an inherently difficult task.   



◦ She adds that the research consistently 
shows both: 
  that people, including professionals, are 

not particularly good lie detectors, and  
 that most people overestimate their 

competence at lie detecting.   
 



 She points to a large scale meta-analysis of 
79 studies from 1980 to 2007 showing that 
accuracy rates for deception detection 
averages 54.27%.   

 
 The rates for what she calls professional lie 

catchers are only marginally better; another 
analysis of 28 studies from 1991 to 2007 
found an average accuracy rate of 55.91%.  
 



  These concerns are particularly relevant 
when assessing the credibility of women in 
cases in family violence cases.   

 Women have, in addition, faced: 
◦  significant social and legal discrimination  
◦ relating to their credibility.    



 A contextual analysis: 
◦  by an impartial decision maker: 
◦  requires an understanding  
◦ of the gender equality implications  
◦ of that discrimination.    



 For example, when I went to law school in the 
early 1970s:  
◦ violence in the home was viewed as a 

private matter;  
◦ those cases which did come to court were 

not dealt with in criminal courts but in 
family courts, which were not viewed as 
dealing with “real” crime.  
◦ It was not even a crime for a husband to 

rape his wife. 



 There were highly discriminatory laws and 
attitudes about women and about their 
credibility in cases where a woman said a 
man assaulted her.  This was particularly true 
if she alleged a sexual assault.   

 For example, a man could not be convicted 
on the testimony of a woman alone as it was 
said by the male law makers and judges that 
it was dangerous to do so. 



  Supporting evidence was needed,  
◦ a requirement only applied to women in 

these cases.   
 A woman’s statements were suspect if she 

did not report the assault quickly (the 
doctrine of recent complaint.)  



  While the laws have changed since then,  
 and no longer require supporting evidence or 

a recent complaint,  
 the deeply rooted discriminatory beliefs and 

attitudes about women and their credibility 
that lead to their enactment in the first place 

 do not change easily or quickly.   



 It is in this context that decision makers 
today should: 
◦  test assumptions being made about 

women and their credibility  
◦ to ensure that unconscious bias based on 

such unfounded/unproven discriminatory 
views and assumptions are not at play. 



 Justice Smith, in her credibility assessment 
article, emphasizes the importance of giving 
reasons for credibility decisions.   

 She makes the important point that the 
process of writing reasons itself helps to 
ensure fair and accurate decision making.  



 She says that the writing process forces the 
decision maker to think carefully about how 
and why decisions are being made.    

 I agree that the requirement to provide 
reasons for credibility decisions is an 
important way of identifying “hidden” 
assumptions and biases. 
 



 While understanding social context aids in 
decision making,  
◦ it can never take the place of an actual analysis of 

the facts of a case.   
 It must be considered reliable. 
 There can be no starting presumptions, 

based on it, about the credibility or lack of 
credibility of a particular person in a 
particular case.   

 
 



Outline: 
A.  Applying contextual legal analysis to all 
areas of law 
B.  Applying contextual legal analysis at all 
stages of a case 
C.  Applying contextual legal analysis to 
credibility issues: 



Outline: 
1.  General contextual information 
2.  Fact finding generally 
3. Other fact finding tools 
 

D. Challenging unfair processes 
E.  Involving other lawyers when appropriate 
 



 Contextual legal analysis helps to ensure 
that Charter and other human rights values: 
◦ inform proposed laws and policies; 
◦ inform the common law as it develops; 
◦ apply to the way that existing laws are 

interpreted and applied; and 
◦ apply to practices and procedures that 

exist and are developed. 
 



 Contextual legal analysis required at all 
stages of a case:   
◦ Negotiating with other legal professionals in 

interaction 
◦ Engaging in mediation 
◦ Considering the need for a parenting assessment. 
◦ Attending JCCs/settlement conferences 
◦ Arguing at Hearings 
◦ Attending Pre-trial conferences 
◦ Conducting Trials 
 



 Requires constantly testing/checking for 
unfounded, unproven views and assumptions 
about the credibility of women  

 Made by decision makers and others at every 
stage  

 to ensure, as Chief Justice McLachlin has said, 
that subjectivity, preconceptions and biases 
are not at play.  
 



   Stay well informed, through professional 
development, about relevant social context 
information such as: 
◦  the dynamics of violence against women 
◦ the reality of women’s lives generally 
◦ its impact generally 
◦ its impact on when and how women disclose 
◦ its impact on credibility 
◦ common unfounded/unproven views and 

assumptions about women’s credibility 
 



  Use social context information when you 
are “fact finding” in specific cases: 
◦ in discussions with your client to ensure you are 

getting all relevant information 
◦ in testing your own views and assumptions 

about: 
 the “credibility” of what is being said, and 
 the relevance of what is being said 
◦ in gathering relevant evidence. 

  



  Keep the onus of proof discussed above 
firmly in mind to ensure that the person 
relying on what you say is an unfounded 
view/assumption is required to prove it, 
rather than you having to disprove it. 

 Use evidentiary principles of relevancy to 
both: 
◦ limit unfounded views/assumptions; and 
◦ expand relevant evidence, such as 

evidence relating to patterns of abuse. 
 



 Remember that a conclusion that a woman 
has not proven an allegation of violence: 
◦  does not, by itself, lead to a conclusion  
◦ that she intended to alienate the children from the 

father.   
 Such a conclusion simply means she did not 

prove the allegation on a balance of 
probabilities. 



 A conclusion that a women has not proven an 
allegation of violence does NOT mean: 
◦ that it did not happen, or 
◦ that the woman was being deliberately 

untruthful. 
 That allegation of alienation must be proven 

by the person alleging it; there is a key 
distinction between allegations that are 
unproven and allegations that are proven to 
be made in bad faith.  

 



 Constantly challenge decision makers at all 
stages who make assertions about credibility 
to provide specific reasons for their 
conclusions. 

 Provide legal arguments about the 
requirement for a contextual legal framework 
that takes into account Charter substantive 
equality and other human rights values. 

 Present social context information, using that 
legal framework as a basis for doing so.   

  
 



Challenge processes, such as the use of 
mediation, or judicial cases conferences or 
settlement conferences, when not appropriate 
for your case. 
See, for example: 
 



The Honourable Judge Patricia Bond, Megan 
Ellis Q.C. and Zara Suleman, Invisible Strings 
Considerations for Judicial Case Conference 
and Settlement Conferences. 
http://fredacentre.com/wp-
content/uploads/2010/09/NJI-Final-Judicial-
Leadership-and-Domestic-Violence-Cases.pdf, 
at p. 43. 

http://fredacentre.com/wp-content/uploads/2010/09/NJI-Final-Judicial-Leadership-and-Domestic-Violence-Cases.pdf
http://fredacentre.com/wp-content/uploads/2010/09/NJI-Final-Judicial-Leadership-and-Domestic-Violence-Cases.pdf
http://fredacentre.com/wp-content/uploads/2010/09/NJI-Final-Judicial-Leadership-and-Domestic-Violence-Cases.pdf


“The trend towards alternate dispute resolution 
processes, which includes mandatory judicial 
case conferences, increases the risk that 
victims of spousal violence will acquiesce to 
arrangements which expose them and their 
children to ongoing harm.  



This may range from physical violence and 
harassment, to the use of children to 
intimidate, to financial coercion and even 
destitution. Women with long histories of 
submission are often unable to recognize or 
articulate the nature of the coercion to which 
they were subjected. Conditioned to give in, 
they are particularly ill-prepared to assert their 
own needs or resist their partners’ demands in 
the context of a settlement conference.  



Even those who are able to secure 
representation – and their numbers are 
decreasing - are not necessarily better 
equipped to acknowledge and sever the 
invisible strings by which they are controlled.” 



See also: 
“…Neilson’s (2012) [Dr. Linda Neilson] systemic 
analysis of negotiation and mediation 
processes indicated that claims of violence and 
abuse are frequently abandoned during 
alternative dispute resolution processes prior 
to formal family court hearings.  
 



This finding reveals that these processes not 
only facilitate unsafe custody and access 
arrangements, but also silence women and 
children’s experiences of violence prior to 
formal judicial involvement.”  
Myths and Stereotypes in Family Law: Exploring the 
Realities and Impacts of Custody and Access/Shared 
Parenting, prepared by The FREDA Centre for Research on 
Violence Against Women and Children,  February 2014.     
www.fredacentre.com 
 
 
 
 



Consider challenging systemic court issues by: 
1.  asking to have one judge assigned: 
2.  asking for a judge with an interest in and 
knowledge about family law. 
3.  more generally looking at family law 
process reform 
Access to Justice – A Roadmap for Change 
http://www.cfcj-
fcjc.org/sites/default/files/docs/2013/AC_Report_English_Final.pdf 
Meaningful Change for Family Justice - Beyond Wise Words, 
Report of the NAC Family Law Working Group 
http://www.westcoastleaf.org/userfiles/file/FJWG%20report%20Meanin
gful%20Change%20Consultation%20Jan%202013.pdf 

http://www.cfcj-fcjc.org/sites/default/files/docs/2013/AC_Report_English_Final.pdf
http://www.cfcj-fcjc.org/sites/default/files/docs/2013/AC_Report_English_Final.pdf


 
 4.5 Courts Should Be Restructured to Better Handle Family 

Law Issues 
Recognizing that each jurisdiction would have its own 
version of the unified court model, to meet the needs of 
families and children, jurisdictions should consider whether 
implementation of a unified family court would be desirable.  
 
A unified family court should retain the benefits of provincial 
family courts, including their distinctive and simplified 
procedures, and should have its own simplified rules, forms 
and dispute resolution processes that are attuned to the 
distinctive needs and limited means of family law 
participants. The judges presiding over proceedings in the 
court should be specialized.  (emphasis added) 



 
 4.5 Courts Should Be Restructured to Better Handle Family Law 

Issues (cont’d) 
Refers to the kind of expertise required: 
 
They should have or be willing to acquire substantive and 
procedural expertise in family law; the ability to bring 
strong dispute resolution skills to bear on family cases; 
training in and sensitivity to the psychological and social 
dimensions of family law cases (in particular, family 
violence and the impact of separation and divorce on 
children); and an awareness of the range of family justice 
services available to the families appearing before them.  



 
4.5 Courts Should Be Restructured to Better Handle Family 
Law Issues (cont’d) 
Jurisdictions that do not consider implementation 
of a unified family court to be desirable or feasible 
should take into consideration the hallmarks of 
unified family courts as set out above and strive to 
provide them as far as appropriate and possible.  
 
Family courts should adopt simplified procedures 
for smaller or more limited family law disputes. 
The same judge should preside over all pre-trial 
motions, conferences and hearings in family cases.    
(emphasis added) 



Recommendation 19: 
Recognizing that each jurisdiction would have its own version of the 
unified court model, to meet the needs of families and children in each  
jurisdiction, that the two levels of government cooperate in the 
completion of unified family courts for all of Canada. 
 
Recommendation 20: 
That a unified family court retain the benefits of provincial family 
courts, including their distinctive and simplified procedures, and that it 
have its own simplified rules, forms and dispute resolution processes 
that are attuned to the distinctive needs and limited means of family 
law participants. 
 
 



Recommendation 21: 
That family courts adopt simplified procedures for smaller or 
more limited family law disputes. 
 
Recommendation 22: 
That the use of simplified, interactive court forms accompanied 
by easy to follow instructions be expanded. 
 
Recommendation 23: 
That specialized judges be appointed to hear family cases and 
that these judges have or be willing to acquire:  (emphasis 
added) 
 



substantive and procedural expertise in family law; the 
ability to bring strong dispute resolution skills to bear on 
family cases; training in and sensitivity to the 
psychological and social dimensions of family law cases 
(in particular, family violence and the impact of separation 
and divorce on children); and awareness of the range of 
family justice services available to the families appearing 
before them. 
 
Recommendation 24: 
That one judge preside over all pre-trial motions, 
conferences and hearings in family cases.  (emphasis 
added) 
 
 



 Don’t be afraid to consult others with more 
expertise. 

 Consider approaching West Coast Leaf or 
other equality for women seeking groups for 
assistance. 
 



Making the Links:  
Substantive Equality and Parenting 

Post-Separation 
 

Zara Suleman 
Suleman Family Law 

zara@sulemanfamilylaw.com 
 

mailto:zara@sulemanfamilylaw.com


Making the Links:  
Substantive Equality and Parenting 

Post-Separation  
• Substantive equality requires an analysis that centres 

the social context and lived experiences of 
disproportionately disadvantaged groups in order to 
address systemic and institutional inequality.  

• Social context becomes essential to de-center principles 
of formal equality. 

•  “The reasonable person must be taken to be aware of 
the history of discrimination faced by disadvantaged 
groups in Canadian society protected by the Charter’s 
equality provisions. These are matters of which judicial 
notice may be taken.” (R. v. S.(R.D.) [1997] 3 SCR 484 
at para 46) 



Making the Links:  
Substantive Equality and Parenting 

Post-Separation 
• “Certainly judges may, on the basis of 

expert evidence adduced, refer to relevant 
social conditions in reasons for judgment. 
In some circumstances, those references 
are necessary, so that the law may evolve 
in a manner which reflects social reality.” 
((R. v. S.(R.D.) [1997] 3 SCR 484 at para 
123) 
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Myths of Post-Separation Parenting in Family 
Law: 
 
1.  All children benefit from a shared parenting 

regime.  
2. A shared parenting, equal parenting time or 

maximum contact regime is in the best interest of 
the child.  

3. Equality is achieved between parents by having a 
shared parenting, equal parenting time, or 
maximum contact regime.  
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An analysis to move towards substantive 
equality and to reflect Charter values in 
determining post-separation parenting requires: 
1.  Highlighting social context of post-separation 

parenting i.e. statistics, research, etc. 
2. Identifying  and applying  relevant case law and 

sections of the Family Law Act and Divorce Act re: 
parenting 

3. Challenging Presumptions; Encouraging Process. 
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Social Context – The Reality 
Statistics Canada (Study: Parenting and child support after 
separation or divorce, 2011): 
• The mother's home was most often (70%) the child's primary 

residence after a separation.  
• In all,18% of ex-partners had no contact with their child and 44% 

spent some time, but less than three months. They were, most 
often, fathers.  

• An additional 15% reported that the child lived mainly with the father, 
while 9% reported that the child had equal living time between the 
two parents' homes. The remaining 6% indicated other living 
arrangements. 

• For example, 90% of parents whose child mainly lived with them 
were satisfied with the amount of time spent with their child. In 
comparison, 44% of parents whose child did not primarily live with 
them were generally satisfied.  

 

 



Making the Links:  
Substantive Equality and Parenting 

Post-Separation 
Social Context – The Reality 
 
Canadian Research Institute for the Advancement of 
Women (CRIAW)– Statistics (Women and Poverty (2005)and 
New Federal Policies Affecting Women’s Equality (2006) 
Fact Sheets): 
 
• Women are still expected to perform the majority of household 

chores and child care. In 52% of families in which both 
partners had full-time paid employment, the female partner 
was responsible for all the daily housework, in 28% the 
woman was mainly responsible, in 10% the chores were 
shared equally and in 10% the man was primarily responsible. 
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Social Context – The Reality 
CRIAW – Statistics: 
• In most families women are still expected to be the 

primary caregiver, so they take more days of leave 
to care for sick and injured family members. 

• In 2005, 69% of Canadian men did some unpaid 
household work compared with 90% of women. 
However the number of daily hours was very 
different: an average of 2.5 for men and 4.3 for 
women.  
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Academic Research on Post-separation 
Parenting: 
 
“Australian Institute of Family Studies – Parent-
Child Contact and Post-Separation Parenting 
Arrangements” (2004): 
• A comprehensive literature on shared parenting was 

reviewed in this study the bulk of literature was from 
North American scholars.   

• Highlights Australia’s experience of “shared 
parenting” legislation.  
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Key Findings from the Australian Institute 
(quoted from study): 
•  The diversity of families and children’s situations 

reinforces the conclusion that no single post-
divorce arrangement is in the best interests of all 
children (Lye 1999; Mason 2000; Ricci 1997; 
Wallerstein and Blakeslee 2003: 192). In fact, 
“one-size-fits-all” approaches, such as a legal 
presumptions that favor certain specified 
arrangements are likely to be harmful to some 
families (Lye 1999).  
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Key Findings from the Australian Institute 
(quoted from study): 
• Where there is high and continuing co-

parental conflict, or where children have 
experienced or are likely to be exposed to 
continuing domestic violence or child abuse, 
contact may be highly in appropriate and can 
have serious, long-lasting adverse effects on 
children (Cummings and Davies 1994; Jaffe, 
Lemmon and Poisson 2003; Reynolds 2001).  
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Key Findings from Australian Institute 
(quoted from study): 
•  Despite a pre-occupation with allocations of 

parenting time( that is the quantum of time) 
by many parents, legal professionals and 
courts, the research  literature suggests that  
it is the quality of relationships between 
parents, and between parents and children, 
that exerts a critical influence on children’s 
wellbeing (Amato and Gilbreth 1999; Pryor 
and Rodgers 2001). 
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Key Findings from Australian Institute 
(quoted from study): 
• Parental separation is a leading cause and 

correlate of child poverty. Most studies 
indicate that the single factor most likely to 
lead to poor child outcomes- be they poor 
educational performance, emotional 
problems, anti-social or other behavioural 
problems or health developmental problems 
is poverty and not separation per se 
(Mclanahan 1999; Rodgers and Pryor 1998).  
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Susan B. Boyd ,“Joint Custody and Guardianship 
in the British Columbia Courts: Not a Cautious 
Approach” (2010) 29:3 Can. Fam. L.Q. 223-252: 
 
• Joint custody awards since the 1980s have risen in 

Canadian courts. (p. 226) 
 
• A review of social science research (Shaffer; 2007) 

found that  “children do not fare better after divorce 
in joint custody arrangements than they do in sole 
custody and some children may fare worse, 
including  those in high conflict families”. (p.226)  
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Susan B. Boyd, “Shared Parenting and Challenges for 
Maternal Autonomy” in Andrea O'Reilly, ed., What Do 
Mothers Need? Motherhood Activists and Scholars 
Speak Out on Maternal Empowerment for the 21st 
Century Toronto: Demeter Press, 2012 pp. 229-240 

• “Although many fathers did not contribute much to child care when 
relationships were intact, after relationships fell apart, mothers were 
expected to encourage and support father’s in building relationships 
with their children. Maternal labour was therefore actually increased, 
not decreased, for any mothers as a result of the push towards joint 
custody and shared parenting.” (pp 231-232) 
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Susan B. Boyd, “Shared Parenting and Challenges for 
Maternal Autonomy” in Andrea O'Reilly, ed., What Do 
Mothers Need? Motherhood Activists and Scholars 
Speak Out on Maternal Empowerment for the 21st 
Century Toronto: Demeter Press, 2012 pp. 229-240 
• “ Studies have shown that pre-separation parenting patterns are 

highly relevant to post-separation possibilities (Smart and Neale; 
Fehlberg, Millward, and Campo 263). That is, if equal parenting 
does not exist prior to separation, it is unlikely to be easily achieved 
afterwards. Mother’s responsibilities for children can be especially 
onerous after separation, and this asymmetry needs to be 
recognized within the legal system, not obscured by gestures 
towards equality for fathers.” (p. 236) 

 



Making the Links:  
Substantive Equality and Parenting 

Post-Separation 
Susan B. Boyd, “Still Gendered After All This Time: Care 
and Autonomy in Child Custody Debates” in Nicky Priaulx & 
Anthony Wrigley, eds., Ethics, Law and Society Volume V 
Burlington: Ashgate, 2013 pp. 69-90: 
 
• “I have suggested that a focus on the gendered nature of 

care remains appropriate, even necessary, in post-
separation parenting law if adequately contextualized 
within the social, political, and economic structures that 
reinforce yet undervalue women’s responsibility for care. 
In turn, this means that structures that surround care 
relations raise important questions about women’s 
autonomy and about the impact of legal norms.”  
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Susan B. Boyd, “Still Gendered After All This Time: 
Care and Autonomy in Child Custody Debates” in 
Nicky Priaulx & Anthony Wrigley, eds., Ethics, Law and 
Society Volume V Burlington: Ashgate, 2013 pp. 69-90: 
 

• “The gains that fathers have made in relation to post-separation 
parenting rights have tended to be through shared parenting rather 
than “sole-custody”. What this tends to mean in practice is that 
mothers are primarily responsible for child care after separation, but 
fathers have rights to contact and decision-making. The 
consequences for women’s autonomy are that mother have limited 
ability to make decision about how best to organize their and their 
children’s lives.” 
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Susan B. Boyd ,“Joint Custody and Guardianship in 
the British Columbia Courts: Not a Cautious Approach” 
(2010) 29:3 Can. Fam. L.Q. 223-252:  
 
•  “[J]oint custody, maximum contact, and involvement of 

both parents in a child’s life are equated with the best 
interest of the child by most lawyers and judges, and 
evidence must be provided to indicate that it will not 
work, joint custody effectively becomes a presumption.”  
(p. 248)  
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Challenging Presumptions of Parenting  Post-
Separation 
 

• Recognizing children as individuals and their best 
interests 

• Children are individuals with their own unique 
circumstances that differ from other individuals around 
them. Commentary 14 to United Nations Convention on 
the Child states that “[d]etermining what is in the best 
interests of the child should start with an assessment of 
the specific circumstances that make the child unique.” 
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 Challenging Presumptions of Parenting  Post-Separation 

 Family Law Act  

 Sections 40 (4) In the making of parenting arrangements, no 
particular arrangement is presumed to be in the best interests of the 
child and without limiting that, the following must not be presumed: 

 (a) that parental responsibilities should be allocated equally among 
guardians; 

 (b) that parenting time should be shared equally among guardians; 
 (c) that decisions among guardians should be made separately or 

together. 
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Challenging Presumptions of Parenting  Post-Separation 
 

Family Law Act  
Best interests of child  
Section 37  (1) In making an agreement or order under this Part respecting 
guardianship, parenting arrangements or contact with a child, the parties 
and the court must consider the best interests of the child only. 
(2) To determine what is in the best interests of a child, all of the child's 
needs and circumstances must be considered, including the following: 
(a) the child's health and emotional well-being; 
(b) the child's views, unless it would be inappropriate to consider them; 
(c) the nature and strength of the relationships between the child and 
significant persons in the child's life; 
(d) the history of the child's care; 
(e) the child's need for stability, given the child's age and stage of 
development; 
(f) the ability of each person who is a guardian or seeks guardianship of 
the child, or who has or seeks parental responsibilities, parenting time or 
contact with the child, to exercise his or her responsibilities; 
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(g) the impact of any family violence on the child's safety, security or well-
being, whether the family violence is directed toward the child or another 
family member; 
(h) whether the actions of a person responsible for family violence indicate 
that the person may be impaired in his or her ability to care for the child 
and meet the child's needs; 
(i) the appropriateness of an arrangement that would require the child's 
guardians to cooperate on issues affecting the child, including whether 
requiring cooperation would increase any risks to the safety, security or 
well-being of the child or other family members; 
(j) any civil or criminal proceeding relevant to the child's safety, security or 
well-being. 
 
(3) An agreement or order is not in the best interests of a child unless 
it protects, to the greatest extent possible, the child's physical, 
psychological and emotional safety, security and well-being. 
 
(4) In making an order under this Part, a court may consider a person's 
conduct only if it substantially affects a factor set out in subsection (2), and 
only to the extent that it affects that factor 
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Divorce Act 
Section 16 (8) – Factors for custody  
In making an order under this section, the court shall take into 
consideration only the best interests of the child of the marriage 
as determined by reference to the condition, means, needs and 
other circumstances of the child. 
Section 16 (10) - Maximum contact 
 In making an order under this section, the court shall give effect 
to the principle that a child of the marriage should have as much 
contact with each spouse as is consistent with the best 
interests of the child and, for that purpose, shall take into 
consideration the willingness of the person for whom custody is 
sought to facilitate such contact. 
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Challenging Presumptions of Parenting  Post-Separation 
Cases 
• Robinson v. Filyk, 1996 CanLII 3310 (BCCA) 

– “It is now clear that legal and factual presumptions have no place in an 
enquiry into the best interests of a child, however much predictive value 
they may have. The Supreme Court of Canada has stated absolutely clearly 
that such presumptions detract from the individual justice to which every 
child is entitled.” (para. 22)  

• T.C. v. S.C., 2013 BCPC 217 
– Relocation case under the FLA  - mother granted ability to relocate with the 

parties’ child  
– Detailed consideration of s. 37 best interest factors  
– “The ‘desirability of maximizing contact between the child and both parents’ 

under Gordon v. Goertz has been replaced with the preservation or 
maintenance of the child’s relationship with the parent opposing the 
relocation.” (para. 124)  
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Challenging Presumptions of Parenting  Post-Separation 
Cases 
• Hejzlar v. Mitchell-Hejzlar, 2011 BCCA 2230 

– “The cases confirm the principle expressed in s. 16(10) of the Divorce Act that 
the court must consider maximizing contact between the child and parent. Yet , 
the same section makes it clear that maximizing contact is not an absolute 
principle and is only to be pursued within the limits of that which is ‘consistent 
with the best interests of the child’”.  (para. 24)  

• J.R. v. N.R., 2013 BCSC 516 
– “In making a determination under these provisions, I must consider the best 

interests of S. and W., free from any legal presumptions: Robinson v. Filyk 1996 
CanLII 3310 (BC CA), (1996), 28 B.C.L.R. (3d) 21 (C.A.) .” (para. 87) 

– “N.R.’s behaviour undermines J.R. and hurts the children. The children, when 
witnessing their father’s abuse of their mother verbally, do not have a good role 
model in N.R.” (para.  96) and “Until N.R. understands that S. and W. love their 
mother and that his behaviour is undermining their relationship with her, 
awarding joint custody is not in the best interests of S. and W.” (para. 102) 

 

http://www.canlii.org/en/bc/bcca/doc/1996/1996canlii3310/1996canlii3310.html
http://www.canlii.org/en/bc/bcca/doc/1996/1996canlii3310/1996canlii3310.html
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Challenging Presumptions of Parenting  Post-Separation 
Cases 
• M.W.B. v. A.R.B., 2013 BCSC 885 (CanLII) 

–  The test for guardianship and parenting arrangements for a child in our province has 
long been the child’s best interests: Robinson v. Filyk, 1996 CanLII 3310 (BC CA), 28 
B.C.L.R. (3d) 21, 1996 CanLII 3310 (C.A.)” and “The FLA now requires the Court to 
consider only the best interests of a child. This principle applies to all existing child 
custody questions” (paras 175 -176) 
 

• M.A.G. v. P.L.M., 2014 BCSC 126 (CanLII) 
– In E.L.S. v. C.A.S., 2012 BCSC 1224 (CanLII), 2012 BCSC 1224, Pearlman J. 

summarized the principles this way (at para. 36): … [t]here is no presumption in 
favour of the status quo: Nunweiler v. Nunweiler, 2000 BCCA 300 (CanLII), 2000 
BCCA 300. Nor is there any presumption in favour of joint or sole custody. In each 
case the only issue is the best interests of the particular child, which must be 
determined in the particular circumstances of that case: Robinson v. Flyk, 1996 
CanLII 3310 (BC CA), (1996) 28 B.C.L.R. (3d) 21 at paras. 28-30 (C.A.). [Emphasis 
added.]” and “Among other things, the court can consider which parent has been the 
primary caregiver: see, for example, Lucken v. Hopkins 1994 CanLII 325 (BC CA), 
(1994), 8 R.F.L. (4th) 226 (B.C.C.A.)” (paras 37 -38) 

–  Sole custody granted to the mother 
 

http://www.canlii.org/en/bc/bcca/doc/1996/1996canlii3310/1996canlii3310.html
http://www.canlii.org/en/bc/bcsc/doc/2012/2012bcsc1224/2012bcsc1224.html
http://www.canlii.org/en/bc/bcca/doc/2000/2000bcca300/2000bcca300.html
http://www.canlii.org/en/bc/bcca/doc/1996/1996canlii3310/1996canlii3310.html
http://www.canlii.org/en/bc/bcca/doc/1996/1996canlii3310/1996canlii3310.html
http://www.canlii.org/en/bc/bcca/doc/1994/1994canlii325/1994canlii325.html
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Cases 
• J.E.H. v. P.L.H., 2013 BCSC 752 

– “When I apply my findings of fact to the legal principles, I have concluded that an 
equal parenting schedule is not yet in the best interests of the children. This is 
due to their ages, the ability of the claimant to dedicate her time each day to 
them and B.’s special needs including his challenges in coping with changes in 
his daily schedule. He requires consistency and a routine.” (para. 77) 

– “Furthermore, at the present time the respondent is still not in a position “to 
replicate the engaged, consistent and involved parenting role currently occupied 
by the mother”: Hosseini v. Kazemi, 2011 BCSC 1130 (CanLII), 2011 BCSC 
1130 at para. 21.” (para. 78) 

– “In the circumstances of this case, it is my view that to move to an equal 
parenting arrangement at the present time is too much, too soon to be in the 
children’s best interests. A move to equal parenting should be taken in stages.” 
(para. 79) 

 
• For good academic overview of case law re: presumptions and custody see: 

– Susan B. Boyd “No Presumptions! Joint Custody in the British Columbia Court of 
Appeal” in Sanjeev Anand, ed., Children and the Law: Essays in Honour of 
Professor Nicholas Bala Toronto: Irwin Law, 2011  pp. 267-290 
 

http://www.canlii.org/en/bc/bcsc/doc/2011/2011bcsc1130/2011bcsc1130.html
http://www.irwinlaw.com/
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Summary  
1. Breaking the myths of presumptive “shared” or “equal” 

parenting or “maximum” contact in determinations of 
parenting post-separation requires contextualizing the facts 
of a case in the social reality of the parenting experience of 
the parties.   

2. Social science research and expert evidence can inform this 
process and be put forward in submissions. 

3. Engaging in a comprehensive “best interest” analysis and 
countering presumptions of “shared” or “equal” parenting 
regimes or “maximum” contact via case law and relevant 
legislation. Pushing for a process vs. presumption.  

4.  Developing legal arguments and submissions  in order that 
judicial notice may be taken of the inequality in current 
parenting determinations for women.  
 
 



 
APPLYING CHARTER VALUES IN 
ECONOMIC ISSUES IN FAMILY LAW 

 
Megan R. Ellis 

mrellis@ellisandcompany.ca  
 



Women’s disproportionate 
investment in child rearing 

 

• There are still many ways that the 
disproportionate investment by women in the 
bearing and raising of children remains 
inadequately addressed. 

 

• Still common that women’s participation in the 
workforce declines after bearing children, either 
because of taking time out, or going down to part 
time, or both, which in many cases has a long 
term negative impact on earnings.   
 



• To the extent that the support regime 
does not maintain equality of net 
disposable incomes there will be 
increasing disparities between mom’s 
and dad’s house.  
 



Family Law Act change to 
property regime 

 – Significant benefit to most female common 
law spouses  

• in practice if not in theory, because of the inherent 
uncertainty and the hurdles associated with 
advancing a claim on the basis of unjust 
enrichment 

– Detriment to many married women 
• General trend that women are younger and have 

fewer years in the work force/assets when they 
marry – no longer share the assets brought into 
the relationship 

• But are not compensated at the other end as they 
lose support when their husbands retire 

 



Spousal Support Advisory 
Guidelines  

 • Press to treat excluded assets as income 
producing so as to redress the resulting 
inequality 

• Pay very close attention to the Net 
Disposable Income line in the DivorceMate 
calculations 

• Make equal NDI the starting point – and 
then look at why that should not be the 
result 



The Snakes and Ladders 
Approach to Spousal Support 

 • A hangover of the “clean break” notion of 
divorce/separation. 

•  high attrition rate 
• Query for the Q&A: in cases where a 

time limit or a review is either ordered or 
agreed to, how many of the recipients do 
seek to have their support maintained as 
opposed just giving up and settling for a 
lower income? 



Non-disclosure - the 
Cunha of Family Law 

 • Many women continue to be 
disadvantaged because of lacking 
financial information 
 

• Lack of prompt disclosure causes 
delays in getting support  
 

• Lack of disclosure impairs the ability of 
women to enter into a fair settlement 



• Rick v. Brandsema 2009 SCC 10: 
  
“...a duty to make full and honest disclosure of all relevant financial information 

is required to protect the integrity of the result of negotiations undertaken in 
these uniquely vulnerable circumstances.  The deliberate failure to make 
such disclosure may render the agreement vulnerable to judicial 
intervention where the result is a negotiated settlement that is substantially 
at variance from the objectives of the governing legislation.” (para 47) 

... 
 ...the law must be sensitive to the “social and socio-economic realities” that 

shape parties’ roles in spousal relationships and have the potential to 
negatively impact settlement negotiations upon marriage breakdown.” (para 
41) 

 



Obtaining Disclosure 
 

• Part 5-1(28) of the Supreme Court Family 
Rules 
 

• FLA s. 5: Duty to disclose 
 

• FLA s. 212: Orders respecting disclosure 
 

•  FLA s. 213: Enforcing orders respecting 
disclosure 



Case Law 
• Armstrong v. Armstrong, 2010 BCSC 

1686 
 
• Day v. Leighton, 2012 BCSC 1116 

 

 
 
 



• J.D.G. v. J.J.V., 2013 BCSC 1274: “...s. 5 is a 
fundamental shift from the framework of the prior FRA. The latter was based 
on a process of demands, discoveries and court orders. The FLA imposes a 
statutory duty at the outset.  

 The goal of proper disclosure is to enable the parties to resolve their 
dispute. In my opinion s. 213 is to be used to secure proper disclosure in a 
timely and cost efficient way. It therefore requires a robust application to 
accomplish that end. That should increase the awareness of the importance 
of timely and complete disclosure and over time lead to fewer applications. 
In order words, punishment per se is not the end, but rather the means, as 
the information is required to resolve matters in a just manner.  

 ...  
 The court in my view should approach the application of the rule so 

that the significance of timely disclosure is brought home. It should 
not be taken lightly. Proper and timely disclosure will be enforced.  

 



 
• Cully v. Cully, 2013 BCSC 2457  

 
• J.C.P. v. J.B., 2013 BCPC 297  

 
• T.M.T. v. J.P.T., 2013 BCPC 352  

 



Access to Justice 
 

• Section 89 of the Family Law Act provides 
the opportunity to facilitate access to 
justice, where the parties have the 
financial means 
 

• M.A.L. v. N.A.L. 2014 BCSC 203 



Access to Justice in 
Family Law 

 
• Family law is the most significant unmet 

legal need in the province  
• 90-95% of family litigants in BC Provincial 

Court are self-represented 
• How meaningful are the protections 

afforded by the FLA if people cannot get 
the help they need to access them? 
 



 Putting justice back on the map  
• “In house” counsel in 

community-based 
organizations (e.g.: 
transition houses) 

 
• Student-driven 

Women’s Clinic 
focused on family law 
services 
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