Application 21 October 2016: Dad’s application to live with the child, who was 15, and to prohibit mum from removing the child to Australia. No safeguarding concerns but the child had recently been taken to
Australia for four months without a long-term visa and had not been in education since May.

The subject child had a younger half-sibling. This child’s dad (dad 2) also made an application to spend time with the child (child 2), and to prevent relocation. Further, mum made an application for permission to
remove the children from the jurisdiction. All three applications were combined at the FHDRA.

Timeline Oct — Nov 2016 December 2016 — February 2017 March — May 2017
Child age 15 (child 1) and 10 (child 2)

Practitioner

FCA 1 (EIT) FCA 2 (guardian)

Fir?st Direct'ions Two day Change of Directions Dad 2 emails Guardian: .
Hearing hearing: hearing hearing position: dad hearing relationship with child Issues resolution Final hearing
28/11/16 13/12/16 6-7/02/17 1 wants full 25/04/17 deteriorated to such an hearing 30/05/17
© time care; dad extent, wants to 22/05/17
§ 2 shared care withdraw CAO but still
= 15-16/03/17 not supporting relocation
2 Section 7 Guardian Email to iudee 07/05/17 Judge meets
Report to = Safeguarding 12/12/16 visited child Juce 8 .
court = letter 2 at school Visit to children 24/03/17 S7 report both children,
g . lled — Visit to child 2 in school; 16/05/17 with Guardian
2 23/11/16 15/12/16 cance
5 /11/ S;ma; Zlcs;:io: 112/ both unwell child 1 absent. 25/05/17
£ 06/12/16 24/03/17 05/05/17 |
Issue WTFH only in relation Recommendation: All parties se;lf- Quzrdian em?iled Dad 1 did not attend. Dad 1 did not attend. No order on file. Mum
to child 1. children are habitually represented. judge to outline . o
summary resident in UK. Child 2 ) concerns about Contact between child 2 and dad Recommendations: Wlthdtr:W :;l];')lzllcat;on toth
No safeguarding needs more time with Court order: children mum being unable 2 has broken down. Both dads Guardian not 'rerno.ve. e chi ren rom e
concerns. Issue is . . are habitually resident - . ithd . . jurisdiction. She cited ill health
: ' ' mum but still substantial : to meet with him withdrawn consent to supporting relocation. including depression and
relocation. Prior to this staying time with dad 2. in UK due to illness. Also relocation. Children want to Specific issue order for it i P ts stability f
there had been nine Impact: child 2 wrote to concerns about meet judge. child 1 to complete anxiety, ir;] w;rds stability for
years. of a court or.der Court order: children to judge, wants to go to visit to children Order: statements from parties: education in England. € chiidren.
working well. Advised remain with mum with back to Australia though being cancelled at L P ’ Child 2 to spend time Dad 1 is no longer pursuing
as7. stavine contact with both . _ . final analysis from guardian on ith dad o .
ying they would miss their short notice due to : with dad. CAO application, happy with
dads. Addendum on V. them being absent welfare, residence and contact, ) ts but d
Court order: joined all interim arrangements (if friends and dad. . i | and relocation. Court order: interim curren arr;?ngemen s but does
three applications. ; : rom school. Arransements t want written agreement.
uardian wishes) b : gements 10
Both children made & v Impact: child 2 frustrated that L o o o
16/01/17 < licran . continue; final position Dad 2 spending time with child
ti d suardian nobody is listening to him, has : i
partiesand g fused t to school at ti statements from again. Would like an order to
appointed under r16.4. Impact: child 1 said they retusedto go to school a .|mes. parties. underpin this but accepts this
S7 to be filed on could see both sides of Very much aware of adult issues. needs to be guided by child
habitual residence, the relocation argument No longer spending time with :
wishes and feelings, and just wanted a dad 2.
and interim living decision to be made.
Child 1 is in their GCSE
year.




