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Summary: The Ministry of Children and Family Development (MCFD) and the Ministry 
of Citizens’ Services (MCS) requested authorization to disregard the respondent’s 
82 outstanding requests on the grounds that they are repetitive and systematic and 
would unreasonably interfere with their operations and/or that they are frivolous and 
vexatious. The adjudicator found that the outstanding requests are vexatious for the 
purposes of s. 43(b) and authorized MCFD and MCS to disregard them and any future 
requests for two years, apart from one open request at a time. 
 
Statutes Considered:  Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act, s. 43(b). 

INTRODUCTION 
 
[1] This order concerns applications by the Ministry of Children and Family 
Development (MCFD) and the Ministry of Citizens’ Services (MCS) (collectively, 
the Ministries) under ss. 43(a) and (b) of the Freedom of Information and 
Protection of Privacy Act (FIPPA) for authorization to disregard the respondent’s 
approximately 82 outstanding requests.  
 
[2] The Ministries provided a joint submission in this inquiry. The respondent 
did not respond to the Ministries’ submission, although the OIPC granted her 
several extensions to the deadline for her response. 
 
[3] For reasons given below, I have decided to grant the Ministries’ 
applications, on the grounds that the respondent’s outstanding requests are 
vexatious for the purposes of s. 43(b). It is thus not necessary for me to consider 
s. 43(a). 
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Preliminary Issues 
 
[4] During the course of this inquiry, the respondent raised a number of 
procedural issues in her correspondence with the OIPC. 

OIPC process 
 
[5] Additional requests – After the Ministries made their initial submission in 
this inquiry, the respondent sent them several more access requests. The 
Ministries requested and received the OIPC’s permission to add those new 
requests to the inquiry.1 
 
[6] The respondent complained that the OIPC’s hearing process was unfair 
because the Ministries kept adding new requests to their submission and the 
OIPC unfairly allowed them to do so. She said she needed more time to 
respond.2  
 
[7] Although the OIPC allowed the respondent a number of extensions to her 
response deadline, the respondent never did provide an inquiry submission. She 
continued to send voluminous correspondence, however, and for that reason 
I am confident that she could have provided an inquiry submission had she 
chosen to do so. Therefore, I am satisfied that the process the OIPC followed in 
this inquiry was fair and the respondent had ample opportunity to respond to the 
Ministries’ s. 43 applications.  
 
[8] Fact report – The respondent complained that the OIPC had not issued a 
fact report in accordance with its own procedures.3 The OIPC explained that 
hearings on s. 43 applications do not involve the creation of a fact report as these 
matters go straight to hearing, without mediation or investigation.4 

Overdue request 
 
[9] MCFD admitted that its response to one request was a day overdue when 
it made its s. 43 application on October 9, 2019. It said that it had become 
overwhelmed by the respondent’s requests by this time and inadvertently 
overlooked the request while preparing its s. 43 application. In its initial 
submission, MCFD asked that it be allowed to include this request in its 
application for relief.5 
 

                                            
1 OIPC letter of January 9, 2020. 
2 For example, see respondent’s email of February 14, 2020 and letter of January 14, 2020. 
3 Respondent’s letter of January 31, 2020. 
4 OIPC letter of February 4, 2020. 
5 Ministries’ initial submission, paras. 14-19, regarding CFD-2019-95137; Affidavit of Manager, 
Information Access Operations, MCS, paras. 10-12. 
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[10] Past s. 43 decisions have permitted the addition of overdue requests 
where, for example, the public bodies had been overwhelmed by the volume of a 
respondent’s requests.6  
 
[11] I accept MCFD’s explanation in this case. There is also no evidence that 
MCFD deliberately neglected to respond to this request. I have, therefore, 
decided to include the overdue request in my consideration of this matter. 

Change in relief requested  
 
[12] The Ministries noted in their initial submission that MCFD submitted its 
s. 43 application on October 9, 2019, requesting authorization to disregard all 
open access requests for one year. The Ministries said that MCS submitted its 
own s. 43 application on October 29, 2019.7  
 
[13] The Ministries are now seeking the following authorization: 
 

• to disregard the outstanding requests; 

• to disregard all access requests, both that the respondent makes and 
that others make on her behalf, over and above one open request at a 
time, for a period of two years from the date of this authorization; and  

• to determine what constitutes one open request.   

[14] The Ministries admitted that the relief they are now requesting differs from 
their initial s. 43 applications. The Ministries argued, however, that the 
Commissioner “has discretion to fashion an appropriate remedy based on the 
evidence at inquiry.” In their view, the respondent is not prejudiced by their 
change in position, as she can oppose the remedy they seek in her response.8  
 
[15] I accept that the Ministries, upon reflection and consideration of the 
evidence while preparing their s. 43 submission, decided to revise their request 
for relief. I have, therefore, decided to consider the Ministries’ request for relief as 
set out in their initial submission. 
  

                                            
6 See, for example, Decision F06-03 2006 CanLII 13535 (BC IPC), at paras. 27-30, and 
Decision F06-12, 2006 CanLII 42644 (BC IPC), at paras. 16-26. 
7 Information Access Operations, which is part of MCS, processes access requests on behalf of 
ministries; Affidavit of Manager, Information Access Operations, MCS, paras. 3-9. 
8 Ministries’ initial submission, paras. 20-22. 
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ISSUES 
 
[16] The issues to be decided in this inquiry are these:  

1. Would the outstanding requests unreasonably interfere with the Ministries’ 
operations because they are repetitious or systematic for the purposes of 
s. 43(a)? 

2. Are the respondent’s outstanding requests frivolous or vexatious, for the 
purposes of s. 43(b)? 

3. If the answer to either 1 or 2 is yes, what relief, if any, is appropriate?  
 
[17] Past orders and decisions on s. 43 have placed the burden of proof on the 
public body.9 

DISCUSSION 

Background  
 
[18] The respondent, who has two children, received services from MCFD from 
1994-2014. The children (aged 13 and 15, as of November 2019) were in 
MCFD’s care for approximately 18 months, ending in 2013. The respondent and 
her family have not received any services from MCFD since 2014.10 

Previous requests  
 
[19] The Ministries said that the respondent started making her access 
requests in March 2018. She has since made 206 requests, many of which 
consist of several separate requests for records.  
 
[20] The Ministries’ table of requests indicates that of the 206 requests, they 
have responded to 101 requests, 16 were cancelled and three were withdrawn. 
The table gives no information on the disposition of four other requests.11   

Principles for applying s. 43 
 
[21] Relief under s. 43 is available for access requests made under FIPPA that 
meet certain criteria. Section 43 of FIPPA reads as follows:  
 

43 If the head of a public body asks, the commissioner may authorize 
the public body to disregard requests under section 5 or 29 that  

                                            
9 For example, Order F17-18, 2017 BCIPC 19 (CanLII). 
10 Ministries’ initial submission, para. 5; Affidavit of Director, Modelling, Analysis and Information 
Branch, MCFD, para. 5. 
11 Exhibit A, Affidavit of Manager, Information Access Operations, MCS. 
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(a) would unreasonably interfere with the operations of the public 

body because of the repetitious or systematic nature of the 

requests, or 

(b) are frivolous or vexatious.  

[22] Former Commissioner Loukidelis has discussed the function and 
importance of s. 43 and said the following about its role in the scheme of access 
rights created under FIPPA:  

... Access to information legislation confers on individuals such as the 
respondent a significant statutory right, i.e., the right of access to 
information (including one’s own personal information). All rights come 
with responsibilities. The right of access should only be used in good 
faith. It must not be abused. By overburdening a public body, misuse by 
one person of the right of access can threaten or diminish a legitimate 
exercise of that same right by others, including as regards their own 
personal information. Such abuse also harms the public interest, since it 
unnecessarily adds to public bodies’ costs of complying with the Act. 
Section 43 exists, of course, to guard against abuse of the right of 
access....12 

Frivolous or vexatious – s. 43(b) 
 
[23] The following non-exhaustive list of factors should be considered when 
determining whether a request is frivolous or vexatious for the purposes 
of s. 43(b):13 

• A frivolous or vexatious request is one that is an abuse of the rights 
conferred under FIPPA. 

• The determination of whether a request is frivolous or vexatious must, in 
each case, keep in mind FIPPA’s legislative purposes and those purposes 
should not be frustrated by an institution’s subjective view of the 
annoyance quotient of particular requests or that the purpose for 
requesting the information is not important or apparent to the public body.  

• A “frivolous” request is one that is made primarily for a purpose other than 
gaining access to information. It will usually not be enough that a request 
appears on the surface to be for an ulterior purpose – other facts will 
usually have to exist before one can conclude that the request is made for 
some purpose other than gaining access to information. The class of 
“frivolous” requests includes those that are trivial, without merit or not 
serious.  

                                            
12 Auth. (s. 43) 99-01 (December 22, 1999) at p. 7. 
13 Auth. (s. 43) 02-02, (November 8, 2002), at pp. 4-8. 
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• The class of “vexatious” requests includes those made in “bad faith”, 
i.e., for a malicious or oblique motive. Such requests may be made 
for the purpose of harassing or obstructing the public body. 

• The fact that one or more requests are repetitive may, alongside other 
factors, support a finding that a specific request is frivolous or vexatious.  
 

[24] I apply these principles below in analyzing the Ministries’ submission.  

Outstanding requests 
 
[25] The Ministries argued that the respondent’s 82 outstanding requests are 
frivolous or vexatious for the purposes of s. 43(b). They pointed to the sheer 
volume and increasing frequency of the respondent’s requests, noting that she 
has not received any services from MCFD since 2014. They also explained how, 
in their view, the requests meet the s. 43(b) criteria.14  
 
[26] I set out below representative examples of the respondent’s outstanding 
requests.15 She has asked for: 

1. Records related to the processing of earlier requests, (e.g., CFD-2019-
95292, referring to CFD-2018-83634). In several cases, the respondent 
made the same request to both ministries (e.g., CFD-2019-95863 and 
CTZ-2019-95864, referring to CFD-2019-95204);16 

2. Emails that mention earlier specified access requests (e.g., CFD-2019-
96193) or that include a request to show why an addendum was attached 
to specified access requests (e.g., CFD-2019-95993 and CTZ-2019-
95994, referring to CFD-2019-93225 and CFD-2019-92193); 

3. Emails or letters between the respondent and the Ministries (together with 
reasons for sending such emails or letters) and emails sent between 
several named MCFD staff containing the respondent’s personal 
information (e.g., CFD-2019-93914, CFD-2019-94275, CFD-2019-96182, 
CFD-2019-93634,  CFD-2019-93692,  CFD-2019-93694, CFD-2019-
93795, CFD-2019-93796, CFD-2019-93913, CFD-2019-93932, CFD-
2019-93914); 

4. A consent form she signed in 2013 (CFD-2019-94207); 

                                            
14 Ministries’ initial submission, paras. 66-73; Affidavits of Manager, Information Access Operations, 
MCS and Director, Modelling, Analysis and Information Branch, MCFD. 
15 The completed requests are of a similar character. 
16 The Ministries’ submission shows that the respondent made 17 such requests; Exhibit C, Affidavit 
of Director, Modelling, Analysis and Information Branch, MCFD. 
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5. Records, including handwritten notes, documenting meetings the 
respondent participated in or interactions the respondent had with named 
MCFD staff or contractors (e.g., CFD-2019-95765, CFD-2019-93838, 
CFD-2019-93778, CFD-2019-93960, CFD-2019-93817, CFD-2019-
94206); 

6. Records referring to verbal statements that MCFD employees or 
contractors made to the respondent, including records on which such 
verbal statements were based (e.g., CFD-2019-93796; 

7. All records relating to a specified child protection report (CFD-2019-
93932); 

8. Records showing why MCFD requested records from a contractor (CFD-
2019-96390); 

9. “All records” directing MCFD staff to:  

a. not report alleged sexual assault or sexual abuse (CFD-2019-
95283);  

b. not report allegations of criminal conduct by MCFD staff to the 
police (CFD-2019-9545);  

c. retaliate against the respondent (CFD-2019-96130);  

d. divert allegations of criminal conduct perpetrated by MCFD staff 
away from police (CFD-2019-95451); and  

e. disregard government directions on documenting decisions (CFD-
2019-96403); 

10.  “All records” referring to specified statements, directions or decisions of 
MCFD staff or contractors, some dating back to 2012 and 2013. For 
example, she requested all records about the following:  

a. The making of decisions or determinations about her and her family 
(CFD-2019-93580; CFD-2019-93913); 

b. Verbal direction given to the respondent regarding a family plan 
(CFD-2019-93796); 

c. Verbal statements to the respondent about her and her children 
(CFD-2019-93778, CFD-2019-94248); 

d. A decision to make an unscheduled telephone call to the 
respondent (CFD-2019-93838); 
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e. A decision to sever information from records requested in an earlier 
access request (CFD-2019-96223 and CTZ-2019-96224); 

f. Related to the respondent’s April 16, 2018 interaction with the 
assistant to MCFD’s deputy minister regarding a complaint the 
respondent made (CFD-2019-93833); and  

g. Directions not to share information with her and her family (CFD-
2019-93773); 

11.  A letter of January 15, 2013, which the respondent says was 
“aggressively shoved” at her in a meeting with two MCFD contractors after 
one contractor “physically assaulted my children in front of me and 
verbally abused me in front of my children while threatening to disallow 
our family to see each other” (CFD-2019-94273); 

12.  All records “referencing [the respondent’s home address] where all [her] 
children’s personal and private belongings: clothes; toys, games, and 
puzzles; sunglasses and hats; jewelry; shoes and boots; collectibles; 
artwork and supplies; original baby photos and childhood photos; original 
school records; original government documents; original medical records; 
original dental records; original daycare records; cherished gifts; books; 
art supplies and musical instruments; camping gear; snow sleds; kites; 
[several named pets]; plants; captains beds x 2, matching dressers x 4 
and two large matching mirrors, matching bedside tables x 2, lamps x 4, 
toy bins and chests, book shelves x 3 and other material possessions 
were protected and kept from June 2012 to June 2013” (CFD-2019-
94100); 

13.  Job descriptions and contact information for specified MCFD staff, offices 
or positions, including remuneration, names, signed Standard of Conduct 
Acknowledgement Forms, in some cases covering the period 2012 to 
2019 (e.g., CFD-2019-95773, CFD-2019-96188, CFD-2019-95996; CFD-
2019-96383); 

14.  Records confirming that MCFD ensured that staff working in the child 
protection area regularly reviewed and signed off on their oaths of 
employment and standards of conduct (CFD-2019-96382); 

15.  Copies of 17 specified contracts, plus information on numbers of people 
served and number of hours of service provided under those contracts 
(e.g., CFD-2019-95173, CFD-2019-95773); 

16.  Records of the number of children who received sexual abuse 
intervention services (CFD-2019-95679); 
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17.  “All records” related to numbers of complaints about child protection 
services made via several specified means or for several specified 
purposes, including about abandoned children (e.g., CFD-2019-95137); 

18.  All records involving MCFD’s decision to make a document on standards 
for sexual abuse “inaccessible” to the public from 2012 to 2018 (CFD-
2019-95292); and 

19.  All Memoranda of Understanding between MCFD and two named 
contracted agencies (CFD-2019-95846). 

Analysis and findings 
 
[27] The Ministries’ table of requests indicates that the respondent’s requests 
have increased in frequency over time. In 2018, the respondent made an 
average of two requests a month to MCFD. In 2019, she made an average of 
13.5 requests a month to MCFD and 1.5 per month to MCS. Many relate to the 
same subject matters, including the rights of natural parents, the sexual abuse 
intervention program, MCFD’s external contracts, the basis for a decision and 
conspiracies against the respondent’s family. 
 
[28] The outstanding requests exhibit the following characteristics which, in my 
view, support the conclusion that they are vexatious, as past orders have 
interpreted this term: 

1. Many requests contain several separate requests, for example: CFD-
2019-96465; CFD-2019-95451; CFD-2019-95283; CFD-2019-95137. 

2. Several requests are for records on the processing of previous requests 
(see para. 26, item 1 above, for examples). 

3. Several requests duplicate or overlap previous requests, for example: 
CFD-2019-93545 duplicates CFD-2019-93794; CFD-2019-93624 
duplicates CFD-2019-93778. 

4. Many requests are for records dealing with events dating back to 2012 or 
for records that are several years old (e.g., CFD-2019-93383, CFD-2019-
93771, CFD-2019-93771, CFD-2019-93771, CFD-2019-93914, CFD-
2019-93981) or for records covering many years (e.g., CFD-2019-95283, 
CFD-2019-95996, CFD-2019-95173, CFD-2019-95283). 

5. Several requests are for records on apparently trivial subjects, for 
example, CTZ-2019-94045, CTZ-2019-95994 and CFD-2019-95993, 
which are all requests for records showing why an “addendum” was 
attached to an email. 
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6. Several requests are for records showing that MCFD staff engaged in 
unethical or inappropriate behaviour, which appear to have the sole aim of 
putting MCFD staff in a bad light and where there is little or no likelihood of 
any responsive records existing, for example, those listed above in 
para. 26, item 9 above, and these: 

a. A request for “All records pertaining to the Supreme Court having 
asked the MCFD to amend the Complaints Brochure so that 
Natural Children and their Natural Parents – their Fathers & 
Mothers, are aware of both their rights of administrative review, and 
then the option of judicial review of MCFD decisions in Supreme 
Court” (CFD-2019-95243); 

b. A request for “Copies of any policies and procedures, guidelines, 
directions in practice pertaining to the accuracy, completeness, 
use, disclosure and retention of personal information relating to 
allegations of sexual or other abuse determined to be 
unsubstantiated and/or uninvestigated on the grounds that no case 
has been made to justify an investigation” (CFD-2019-96300); 

c. Requests for “Copies of any Directive that was issued by” the 
Minister and/or Deputy Minister “authorizing CFD staff, including 
[two named staff], to disregard and or otherwise ignore the Chief 
Records Officer issued Directive CRO 01-2019 ‘Documenting 
Government Decision’ and continue to make contact with private 
citizens from their public office, insist on compliance with demands, 
make and communicate decisions that impact private citizens, and 
not make any government record whatsoever of the contact, 
interaction, exercise of power, and decisions made” (CFD-2019-
96403); 

d. A request for “All records involving the decision to make the 
Document entitled: ‘Standards for Sexual Abuse Intervention 
Programs funded by the Ministry of Children & Family 
Development’ published March 27, 2008 inaccessible to the BC 
public in 2012 through to 2018” (CFD-2019-95292); and 

e. A request for “All records involving the decision of ministry child 
protection workers to refrain from reporting alleged sexual assault 
and or sexual abuse of children and youth detained in the 
apprehension system to municipal police and/or RCMP in the 
Service Delivery Area (SDA) [named part of BC] for the year 2012 – 
2019” (CFD-2019-95283). 

7. Many requests are for emails or letters the respondent herself sent or 
received or for records of meetings, interviews or interactions where the 
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respondent herself was present (see para. 26, items 3 and 5 above, for 
examples). 

8. Many requests ask for records in the hands of named MCFD staff with 
whom the respondent has had dealings, for instance a child protection 
social worker who has been the subject of 22 access requests, the deputy 
director of child welfare who has been the subject of 14 requests and 16 
other individuals who have been the subject of three or more requests 
each.17 

9. Many requests are long, with convoluted, run-on sentences, interspersed 
with questions, comments, quotations, directions to include or not include 
certain documents, allegations or insinuations of inappropriate conduct,  
frequent references to the “fraudulent apprehension” of her children, their 
abuse while in care and concealing sexual abuse of her children (for 
example, CFD-2019-93794 and CFD-2019-93833).         

[29] I understand from her requests and correspondence that the respondent 
has concerns about how she and her children have been treated, in particular 
when the children were in care. It is evident from the Ministries’ submission, 
however, that they and police have expended resources on investigating the 
respondent’s complaints of abuse and fraud. I accept the Ministries’ evidence 
about the following: 

• the Ministries have reported all criminal matters to the police; 

• MCFD has done six internal reviews of the respondent’s complaints and 
all have been concluded or withdrawn by the respondent; and  

• the respondent has complained to the police about MCFD staff but no 
criminal charges resulted.18  

 
[30] I have also taken into account, and accept, the Ministries’ evidence that:  

• the respondent has been confrontational when picking up records;  

• she has often recorded and transcribed her encounters with staff; 

• after meeting staff, she then asks for records documenting her 
interactions with those staff; 

• when there are no responsive records, the respondent accuses MCFD 
staff of not following policies on documentation of decisions and she 
then asks for the policies; 

• the respondent calls or emails staff frequently to ask about various 
aspects of the processing of her requests; 

                                            
17 Para. 21, Affidavit of Director, Modelling, Analysis and Information Branch, MCFD, and 
Exhibit D, list of these requests; para. 27, Affidavit of Manager, Information Access Operations, 
MCS. 
18 Paras. 7, 12-13, Affidavit of Director, Modelling, Analysis and Information Branch, MCFD. 
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• she has resisted attempts to clarify her requests; 

• she has made numerous privacy complaints to the Ministries; and 

• she has involved the senior officials of both Ministries in her 
communications with Ministry staff.19 

[31] I acknowledge that a respondent does not need to explain why she is 
requesting records. However, I can discern no valid purpose behind the 
respondent’s requests. The respondent’s children were returned to her in 2013, 
she has not received any services from MCFD since 2014 and she has no live 
issue with MCFD. Yet, since 2018, the respondent has deluged the Ministries 
with ever-increasing numbers of detailed and convoluted requests, delving 
deeply, minutely, repetitively, even obsessively, into matters long since 
concluded. Moreover, the outstanding requests refer to matters which have been 
– or could be – dealt with, more appropriately, in other venues20 and would 
require an enormous effort to respond to.21 
 
[32] Also relevant here is the fact that the respondent continued to make 
requests, similar to those described above, after the Ministries submitted their 
s. 43 applications and initial submission. There is no sign that the respondent will 
moderate her behaviour any time soon.   
 
[33] In my view, the respondent has not demonstrated a genuine desire or 
need for access to information. Rather, I consider that she has chosen to express 
her frustration, distrust and displeasure with the Ministries’ actions by harassing 
them into responding to her requests and associated demands. The respondent 
has, in my view, clearly abused her right of access under FIPPA in making these 
requests. I find that the respondent’s outstanding requests are vexatious for the 
purposes of s. 43(b). 

Remedy  
 
[34] Given my finding that the outstanding requests are vexatious for the 
purposes of s. 43(b) of FIPPA, I will now consider what, if any, relief is 
appropriate. Previous decisions on s. 43(b) have tailored any remedy to the 
circumstances of each case and have taken into account factors such as: 
a respondent’s right of access to her own personal information; whether there are 
any live issues between the public body and the respondent; whether there are 
likely to be any new responsive records; the respondent’s stated intentions; the 

                                            
19 Paras. 30, Affidavit of Manager, Information Access Operations, MCS; Para. 16, Affidavit of 
Director, Modelling, Analysis and Information Branch, MCFD. 
20 For example, the Ministries said the respondent has not taken advantage of her right to request 
reviews by the OIPC of the Ministries’ responses; para. 70, Ministries’ initial submission. 
21 The Ministries estimate that it would take several staff seven to 10 months to process the 
outstanding requests; paras. 33-39, Affidavit of Manager, Information Access Operations, MCS. 
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nature of past requests; and other avenues of obtaining information in the past 
and future available to the respondent.  
 
[35] Previous decisions have, for example: 

• granted relief for a period of one or two years following the date of the 
s. 43 decision;  

• limited respondents to one open request at a time, leaving it up to the 
public body to determine what a request is; 

• authorized public bodies to disregard current and outstanding requests 
and requests for records that a respondent has already received; and 

• stated that, following the one or two year limit, a public body may apply 
for further relief under s. 43, if the circumstances warrant it.22 

[36] As relief, the Ministries have asked for the following authorization: 

• to disregard the outstanding requests; 

• to disregard all access requests, both that the respondent makes and 
that others make on her behalf, over and above one open request at a 
time, for a period of two years from the date of this authorization; and  

• to determine what constitutes one open request.   

Respondent’s requests 
 
[37] I have decided that it is appropriate to grant the Ministries most of the 
relief that they have requested from the respondent’s outstanding requests. In 
doing so, I have considered the following factors: 
 

• The respondent made over 200 requests in less than two years; 

• The requests often contain many separate requests;  

• The requests are convoluted, difficult to read, extremely detailed and 

often repetitive and overlapping; 

• The Ministries have responded to approximately 100 of the requests, 

including for her own personal information;  

• The respondent has no live issues with the Ministries; 

• There is no indication that the respondent intends to stop; and 

• Many of the respondent’s requests have been for her own personal 

information and she is entitled to her own personal information. 

  

                                            
22 Decision F06-03, paras. 69-71. 
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[38] I therefore grant the Ministries the following relief under s. 43: 

• Each ministry is authorized to disregard the respondent’s outstanding 
requests received before the date of this decision; 

• Each ministry is authorized, for a period of two years from the date of 
this decision, to disregard the respondent’s future requests to it, over 
and above one open request at a time; 

• An open request is one to which the ministry has not yet responded 
under s. 8 of FIPPA; 

• Each ministry may determine what “one” request is; 

• The Ministries are not obliged to respond to a request to which either 
Ministry has responded; and 

• The Ministries are not obliged to respond to a request that duplicates 
one of the outstanding requests received before the date of this 
authorization. 

Children’s requests 
 
[39] The Ministries said that, beginning in May 2018, the children have made 
39 requests to MCFD and two to MCS. They said the children’s requests are 
similar in style to their mother’s, sometimes overlap with the respondent’s and 
are increasing in frequency.23  
 
[40] The Ministries argued that they should be able to disregard the 
respondent’s children’s future requests, as well as the respondent’s. They said 
they are concerned that the children will make access requests on the 
respondent’s behalf, if the respondent is limited in her requests.24  
 
[41] The Ministries argued that the respondent’s children are making their 
requests at the respondent’s direction. However, the Ministries provided no 
evidence about that and I decline to make any finding about whether the children 
are making requests on their mother’s behalf. The Ministries will have to bring a 
separate s. 43 application, if they want relief from the children’s outstanding or 
future requests. 
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23 Affidavit of Manager, Information Access Operations, MCS, paras. 40-50. 
24 Ministries’ initial submission, para. 80. 


