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[2025] HKFC 35 IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE HONG KONG SPECIAL ADMINISTRATIVE 
REGION MATRIMONIAL CAUSES NO 11056 OF 2017 BETWEEN SSLT Petitioner and SMFC 
Respondent Before: Deputy District Judge R So in Chambers (Not open to public) Dates of 
Hearing: 30 September, 3 and 4 October 2024 Date of Closing Submissions of Petitioner: 24 
October 2024 Date of Closing Submissions of Respondent: 24 October 2024 Date of 
Supplemental Closing Submissions of Petitioner: 8 November 2024 Date of Supplemental 
Closing Submissions of Respondent: 7 November 2024 Date of Judgment: 21 February 2025 
J U D G M E N T (VARIATION OF CARE, CONTROL AND ACCESS ARRANGEMENT) 
Preliminaries This is the trial of the application taken out by the respondent husband 
( Father ) by way of Summons filed on 5 July 2022 ( Application ) to vary the care, control 
and access arrangement of the children of the family, with the elder daughter ( ) and the 
younger son ( ) (collectively Children ). By consent, the custody matter of the Children was 
agreed by the Father and the petitioner wife ( Mother ) by an order of Deputy District 
Judge J. Chow dated 26 February 2018 ( 2018 Order ). The parties were granted joint 
custody and joint care and control of the Children and it was ordered that they shall 
respectfully care for the Children pursuant to the arrangements set out in Recital B . On 5 
July 2022, the Father took out the Application to vary the Children arrangement. He 
applied for sole care and control of both Children, with defined access to the Mother of: 
(a) every weekend from Saturday morning until Sunday noon; and (b) weekly dinner 
access on any weekday as the Mother and the Children agree. The Father also asked for 
order that the time each parent can travel with the Children during summer holiday be 
defined. With a failed Children Dispute Resolution hearing conducted on 11 January 2024 
( ), the Application was adjourned for trial. Mr. Levaire, counsel for the Mother, confirms 
that the Mother agrees to sole care and control of D be granted to the Father, leaving (a) 
access of D; (b) arrangement of G; and (c) holiday arrangements for the Children still in 
dispute. 
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Background 

I refer to the judgment handed down on 20 September 2019 of the ancillary relief trial and the 1st 
Social Welfare Report for the detailed background of the case and of the parties, which I do not 
repeat here. I only include the salient facts of this case. The Mother is now 49 years old. She is 
Chinese and was born in UK. She graduated with a bachelor s degree in pharmacy in a UK 
University. She worked as a pharmacist and was awarded a PhD. After coming to Hong Kong, she 
took maternity leave for one year and then took care of the family and Children. She now 
manages her online tutorial business at home, and intermittently picked up job orders as locum 
pharmacists at local dispensaries. The Father is now 49 years old. He is Chinese and was born in 
USA. He received education in USA and graduated with a bachelor s degree in Engineering. He 
had worked in the IT and finance industries. After moving and having settled in Hong Kong, the 
Father had been working as a Vice President at an investment firm since February 2020. Since 
June 2024, the Father had resigned from work. The parties were married in April 2010 and they 
came to Hong Kong in about September 2010. D and G were born in 2011 and 2014 respectively. D 
is now 14 years old. She graduated from a local primary school and had transferred to an 
international school. She is now a Grade 8 student. G is now 10 years old and is now a Primary 4 
student in a local primary school. The Mother petitioned for divorce in August 2017 on the 
ground of one-year s separation with consent of the Father. By consent, the 2018 Order was 
granted, with joint custody and joint care and control of the Children and it was ordered that they 
shall respectfully care for the Children pursuant to the arrangements set out in Recital B above . 
In Recital B of the 2018 Order, it was agreed that :- B. AND UPON the Petitioner and the 
Respondent agreeing and acknowledging and undertaking to the Court and to each other that 
they shall respectfully care for the Children as follows:- During the school term In relation to 
weekdays, the Children will reside with the Petitioner and the Respondent will have generous 
access (including staying overnight access up to 2-3 nights a week) on an ad hoc basis. In relation 
to weekends, the Children will stay with each parent on alternate weekends (either from after 
school on Friday to school drop off on Monday or a duration to be mutually agreed between the 
Parties) which shall commence with the Petitioner for the first weekend upon granting of this 
Order. During the school holidays In relation to summer holidays, all school holidays are to be 
shared equally between the Petitioner and the Respondent, with the exact sharing arrangements 
to be mutually agreed at least 3 months prior to the summer holiday and each party may 
alternatively travel with the Children for more than 10 days consecutively without prejudice to 
the terms of Recital A above which shall commence with the Petitioner for the first summer upon 
granting of this Order, being summer 2018; All school holidays are to be shared equally between 
the Petitioner and the Respondent, with the exact sharing arrangements to be mutually agreed 
between the Parties, and they shall endeavour to do in writing at least two weeks in advance, four 
weeks if travel is involved. During the special days The Children do spend Hong Kong Father s 
Day and the Respondent s birthday with the Respondent and the Hong Kong Mother s Day and 
the Petitioner s birthday with the Petitioner. The Petitioner and the Respondent shall celebrate 
each Child s birthday in a manner to be mutually agreed either on the Child s birthday itself or 
make necessary arrangements to ensure there is a birthday celebration. Any public holidays in 
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Hong Kong during the school term shall be shared equally on an alternate basis each time and to 
be mutually agreed between the parties in writing in advance. Generally Whilst the Children are 
in one parent s case, the other parent shall have indirect contact with the Children on a daily 
basis via telephone, Whatsapp, Facetime, Skype, or other means and use their best endeavours to 
reply to the other parent s concerns and to facilitate such indirect contact; If the Petitioner or the 
Respondent is ill, needs to travel overseas or is otherwise unable to care for the Children for 
more than 1 day during the respective allocated time to care for them in accordance with 
paragraphs B(i) and B(ii) above, the other parent will have the first right of refusal to care for the 
Children, which may mean the Children shall remain with or return early to the other parent. 
The schedule will then continue as if the parent had not been ill, travelled overseas or 
unavailable. The Petitioner and Respondent will provide to each other notice in writing by 
Whatsapp or email in advance as soon as practicable. The parties could not agree on ancillary 
relief matters and trial was conducted, with the judgment handed down on 20 September 2019. 
Decree Absolute was granted on 9 October 2019. After the 2018 Order, the Children resided with 
the Mother with access to the Father on an ad hoc basis. At first, the Children stayed with either 
parent alternatively in every 2 to 3 nights a week. Since the arrangement was not conducted 
smoothly, under the mediation of a parenting co-ordinator arranged by the Mother, the 
arrangement was modified. In early 2020, there was new agreement for the Children mutually 
agreed between the parties that the Children stayed with each parent in alternate week and the 
changeover took place on each Friday afternoon after school. The non-residing parent had mid-
week dinner access with the Children from 5:00pm to 8:00pm on Tuesday. This childcare 
arrangement had been conducted with each parent sharing care and control time on an equal 
basis, which had been in place until August 2023. The Father took out the present Application to 
vary care, control and access arrangements on 5 July 2022. Social Welfare Report was called for, 
which was compiled by the 1st Social Welfare Officer involved in this case, Ms Lo, with the report 
dated 12 April 2023 ( 1st SWR ). In August 2023, after the family was back from London for holiday 
to Hong Kong, D started residing with the Father. CDR hearing was conducted on 11 January 
2024. Given the residing arrangement of D, an updated Social Welfare Report was called for, 
which was compiled by the 2nd Social Welfare Officer involved in this case, Ms Wong, with the 
report dated 27 May 2024 ( 2nd SWR ). The Father s Application was also adjourned for trial. As D 
has been residing with the Father since August 2023, the Mother has the usual dinner time and 
other time with D since after the court hearing on 11 January 2024. As summarized by Ms Wong 
in the 2nd SWR, the Mother s time with D is stated as follows :- Dinner time in mid-week: Week 1: 
after school or extracurricular activities to 8:00p.m. on Wednesday, Thursday and Friday; and 
Week 2: after school or extracurricular activities to 8:00p.m. on Tuesday. Staying time at 
weekends in alternate week: Week 1: nil; and Week 2: after school or extracurricular activities on 
Friday to before 7:30p.m. on Sunday Regarding G, the same arrangement residing with either 
parent in alternate weeks as stated in paragraph 16 above continues. The Father s case The Father 
has filed 2 affidavits for this Application, namely the 3rd Affidavit filed on 5 July 2022 ( Affidavit in 
Support ) and the 6th Affidavit filed on 21 March 2024 ( Affidavit in Reply ). It is the Father s case 
that the arrangement in the 2018 Order has not been in effect for many years, and the alternate 
week arrangement with either parent cannot address the Children s welfare. Initially, in the 
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Father s Affidavit in Support, he relies on 6 reasons for the Application, including household 
stability, the assistance of a stable domestic helper, support for the Children s extra-curricular 
activities ( ), capability and willingness to study with the Children, openness and communication 
with the Children and misuse of financial resources. Further, the Father is of the view that the 
constant movements from household to household are not in the Children s best interests, as 
their schooling, activities and general development are suffering. The Father explained why the 
continuation of alternate weeks between each parent as per the current arrangement now for G 
is not in his best interest, including the following main reasons :- Since August 2023, as D has 
been residing with the Father, there is split arrangement for the Children, as G is still on alternate 
weeks. With each of the Children having different schedules, the arrangement is not in their best 
interests. Sibling unity is affected. Stable residence should benefit G. He is now suffering from 
the alternate week arrangement that D once suffered from, including inconsistent schedule from 
each parent. Equal access time to each parent should not be the objective for the Application. The 
communication and co-operation between the Mother and the Father is not going well, which 
does not justify the continuation of joint care and control. Minimum weight should be put to the 
Mother s repeated emphasis of her availability and lack of full-time work, given the age of the 
Children. The Mother s alienation allegation against the Father is groundless and should be of no 
assistance to the Mother s case at all. Regarding D s access time, the Father is of the view that the 
current level of access is too tiring to the Daughter. Less access during weekdays with the Mother 
is more appropriate. Regarding the holiday arrangements, the Father is of the view the current 
arrangement of both parties equally sharing, but with the exact dates to be further agreed is too 
flexible and ad hoc, resulting in much disputes about the travel arrangement. Pre-determined 
holiday entitlement should be ordered by the court. The Father explains that he has experienced 
a lot of problems with communication with the Mother. The Father s Open Offer is as follows :- 
Care and Control 

1. The Respondent Father be granted sole care and control of both the Children of the Family 
namely D and G (together the Children ) with defined access to the Petitioner Mother as 
follows: 

(a) Alternate weekends from after school or extracurricular activities on Friday until 7pm on 
Sunday. 

(b) Every Tuesday after school or extracurricular activities to 8:00pm (or any other evening by 
agreement). Holiday Arrangement Holiday entitlements shall alternate each year to ensure 
they are shared equally as follows: 

2. In relation to summer holidays, each summer shall be divided on July 26th of each year. The 
Mother shall be entitled to travel with the Children before (but not including) July 26th of 
school holidays and the Father shall be entitled to travel with the Children after (but not 
including) July 26th of school holidays in every odd year; and vice versa in all even years. 
July 26th represents the midpoint of the Summer holiday in 2024. This date shall be used as 
the midpoint going forward to avoid future dispute over the day which the Summer holiday 
is divided. 
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3. In relation to Easter and Chinese New Year school holidays, the entitlements are as follows: 
In odd years, the Father shall be entitled to travel with the Children on Easter school 
holidays; the Mother shall be entitled to travel with the Children on Chinese New Year 
school holidays In even years, the Mother shall be entitled to travel with the Children on 
Easter school holidays; the Father shall be entitled to travel with the Children on Chinese 
New Year school holidays The Mother s case The Mother has filed 1 affirmation on 20 March 
2024 ( Affirmation in Opposition ) to oppose the Father s Application. The Mother opposes to 
the Father s Application and Open Offer. In Mr. Levaire s submissions, much emphasis has 
been put to the original agreement between the parties, which established a foundation for 
amicable co-parenting and prioritised the Children s well-being . The settlement between 
the parties, according to Mr. Levaire, was a testament to the parties shared commitment to 
fostering a harmonious environment for the Children. It is the Mother s case that the 
alternate week arrangement with the sharing of holidays equally has been disrupted by the 
Father s unilateral imposition of a change in the status quo, jeopardising the stability and 
emotional security of the Children. Mr. Levaire submitted that the Father s abrupt assertion 
of sole care and control over D and G represents a significant deviation from the mutually 
agreed-upon 50:50 care and control framework . The Mother is of the view that it is contrary 
to the spirit of co-operation and shared responsibilities underlying the original agreement, 
with the Father s actions having disrupted the delicate balance established for the benefit of 
the Children. Mr. Levaire also criticised the 6 points raised by the Father in his Affidavit in 
Support and rebutted each of the points in his written submissions, which I do not repeat 
here. The Mother is of the view that the Father took advantage of a temporary change of 
mind by D in around August 2023, during which she acted rebelliously against the Mother 
and expressed a preference for the Father. The Mother alleges that there was alienation by 
the Father and quoted examples of how improper the Father s behaviour has been. The 
Mother also explained about the communication problems with the Father, and she is of the 
view that the Father may be self-engineering communication problems, in the hope of 
getting sole care and control. The Mother initially asked for reverting to alternate week 
arrangement for D, but after communication with Ms Wong, the Social Welfare Officer, the 
Mother expressed that she now accepts D s views and agree to care and control of D be to the 
Father. Regarding G, she asks for continuation of the existing alternate week arrangement. 
In gist, the Mother asked for status quo for both Children. It is the Mother s Open Offer 
that :- With regard to care and control of G: 

1. Care and control to be shared equally on alternating weeks basis (1 week with the Father, 1 
week with the Mother). The existing detailed arrangement will remain in place, specifically 
G will be with the Mother during: 

(a) Week 1: Friday after school or ECA until the following Friday (including picking up from 
school and taking to ECA; except Tuesday when he goes to the Father from after school or 
ECA until 8pm for the mid-week dinner arrangement. 
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(b) Week 2: Midweek dinner on Tuesday: Dinner after school or ECA until 8pm With regard to 
care and control of D 

2. Care and control to the Father, with defined access to the Mother, as follows: Week 1: 

(i) From after school or ECA until 8:00pm on 3 weekdays, at the choice of the Mother, with 
priority to days without ECA, and (ii) From after school or ECA on Friday until Monday 
morning, including Putonghua class. Week 2: From after school or ECA until 8:00pm on 
Friday and Tuesday; With regard to holidays (applicable to both G and D unless stated 
otherwise): 

3. Summer holidays: to be shared between the Mother and the Father. The Mother shall have 
one additional week with the Children compared to the Father, to compensate for the Father 
s additional time with D during the school year. For example, if the Father has 2 weeks, the 
Mother would have 3 weeks; if the Father has 3 weeks, the Mother would have 4 weeks. 

4. The above provision on summer holidays is subject to the overriding condition whereby 
there should be at least 3 full weeks for both Children together with the Mother. 

5. Christmas/New-Year holidays to be shared equally between the Mother and the Father, with 
sequence to change on alternate year. 

6. Chinese New Year and Easter holidays to be with the parties on alternate year basis. 

7. At least 1 month notice required for requests for variation in relation to arrangements for 
family visits. With regard to schools: 

8. D to continue in current school in the 2024/2025 academic year. Then, she will join [a ESF 
school] (in Year 10 class, subject to successful admission) in the 2025/2026 academic year. 

9. G will transition from the public to the private system in the 2025/2026 school year, 
contingent upon successful admission to either [a ESF school] or [another ESF school]. If not 
admitted to either school, G will switch to the private system in the 2026/2027 school year, 
subject to successful admission to either [other ESF schools or another school]. If G fails to 
be admitted to the above private schools, he will complete his primary education in the 
current school, and transfer to [an international school] upon entering secondary education. 
With regard to resolution of issues arising from the implementation of this offer: 

10. It is understandable that at times, issues may arise and the parties may have different views 
on the minute details related to the implementation of the parenting arrangements. It is also 
unavoidable that unexpected events will occur, which may lead one of the parents to apply 
to the other parent for temporary departure from the agreed terms. 

11. When such issues arise and cannot be solved by direct communication between the Father 
and the Mother, the parties shall seek further conciliation with the assistance of Mr. Ho at 
St. John s Cathedral Counselling Service. 
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12. The Mother agrees to pay half of the costs arising from or incidental to any session with Mr. 
Ho at St. John s Cathedral Counselling Service. 

13. As far as practicable, the parties are to settle all future matters in an amicable method, 
either by way of direct communication and/or by way of counselling/mediation as described 
above. Upon clarification by Mr. Levaire, points 8 to 13 in the Open Offer are not issues for 
determination for this trial. During the trial, I make it clear to parties that they should 
communicate and try to reach agreement on Children s matters if and when necessary, 
especially in this case with the joint custody of the Children not in issue and both parties 
should discuss about the choice of school for the Children in good time. Evidence Both the 
Father and the Mother gave evidence during the trial, and no other factual witnesses were 
called. By consent, the parties agreed not to call the first Social Welfare Officer who 
prepared the 1st SWR, Ms Lo, for cross examination. The 1st SWR is therefore adduced 
without calling the maker. Ms Lo did not support the Father s application to vary the care 
and control of the Children. Ms Wong, the Social Welfare Officer who prepared the 2nd 
SWR, gave evidence in Court and relied on the 2nd SWR dated 27 May 2024 as evidence in 
chief. In gist, she recommended status quo for both D and G. The legal principles In relation 
to the application for varying orders for custody, care and control and access of a child, it is 
stipulated in section 19 of the Matrimonial Proceedings and Property Ordinance, Cap. 192, 
which states that :- 

(1) The court may make such order as it thinks fit for the custody and education of any child of 
the family who is under the age of 18- in any proceedings for divorce, nullity of marriage or 
judicial separation, before, by or after the final decree; The general legal principles 
governing such applications are set out in s. 3 of the Guardianship of Minor Ordinance, Cap. 
13, which states that :- 

(1) In relation to the custody or upbringing of a minor, and in relation to the administration of 
any property belonging to or held in trust for a minor or the application of the income of 
any such property- 

(a) in any proceedings before any court (whether or not a court as defined in section 2) the 
court - 

(i) shall regard the best interests of the minor as the first and paramount consideration and in 
having such regard shall give due consideration to - (A) the wishes of the minor if, having 
regard to the age and understanding of the minor and to the circumstances of the case, it is 
practicable to do so; and (B) any material information including any report of the Director of 
Social Welfare available to the court at the hearing; In addition, reference is also made to the 
welfare checklist , with some of the items mirror the checklist to be found in the English 
Children Act 1989. Although there is currently no statutory checklist in Hong Kong, as exists 
in other common law jurisdiction, there are a number of factors, which generally speaking 
need to be taken into account or considered, when determining children matters. The 
welfare checklist is not meant to be an exhaustive list, but is simply a useful guide when 
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considering issues relating, inter alia, the care and control and also access matters, and the 
best interests of children generally. The checklist includes the following factors :- the 
ascertainable wishes and feelings of the child concerned considered in the light of his age 
and understanding; the child s physical, emotional and educational needs; the nature of the 
relationship of the child with each of the child s parents and with other persons; The likely 
effect on the child of any change in the child s circumstances; The child s age, maturity, sex, 
social and cultural background and any other characteristics which the court considers 
relevant; The attitude to the child, and to the responsibilities of parenthood, demonstrated 
by each of the child s parents Any harm which the child has suffered or is at risk of 
suffering; Any family violence involving the child or a member of the child s family; How 
capable each of the child s parents, and any other person in relation to whom the court 
considers the question to be relevant, is of meeting his needs; the practical difficulty and 
expense of a child having contact with a parent and whether that difficulty or expense will 
substantially affect the child s right to maintain personal relations and direct contact with 
both parents on a regular basis; The range of powers available to the court under this 
Ordinance in the proceedings in question. Any other fact or circumstance that the court 
thinks are relevant. I will consider those factors that are relevant. However, I do not intend 
to go through them point by point, as it is not compulsory to do so. Instead, I shall make 
general reference to the relevant ones in my consideration. Analysis of evidence The only 
factual issue for the court s determination is whether there is parental alienation by the 
Father, which will be the first issue to be considered. With the confirmation by the Mother 
that she agrees to sole care and control of D be to the Father, the Court has to rule on the 
following:- What should be the defined access arrangement of D? What should be the 
arrangement of G? What should be the long holiday arrangements for the Children? It is 
confirmed by parties that they still agree on joint custody for both Children. Before I rule on 
each of these issues, I have considered the background of this case and of the parties. Both 
parties are highly educated. I accept the Children have been well taken care of when they 
were in the care of the Father or of the Mother. I agree with Ms Wong s observation in 
paragraph 34 of the 2nd SWR that :- 

34. From the gathered information, both parents are deeply committed to their children s well-
being, striving to provide the best care in terms of academics, personal interests, and overall 
mental and emotional development. The father excels in communicating with the children 
and understanding their emotions, while the mother desperately works on building strong 
parent-child relationships and support the children s educational needs. Effective 
collaboration between the parents would create an ideal environment for the children s 
growth, as demonstrated by the positive impact on the daughter s transition from a local 
school to an international school However, the relationship between the parties was not 
well, and there were many difficulties and challenges arising. Ms Wong further observed, 
which is stated in other paragraphs in the 2nd SWR that :- 
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32. However, as the children were growing up, challenges arose in many areas particularly 
around their schools, extracurricular activities and holidays that required the parents to 
collaborate. The Mother and the Father started to struggle to reach agreement or 
compromise on minor issues due to lingering distrust and lack of direct communication, 
often leading to disputes or even accusation 34. Nevertheless, their different parenting styles 
and mistrust to each other has led to conflicts which adversely affects their ability to co-
parent effectively and hinders the children s development within a loving environment. The 
2018 Order, with which the parties were granted joint custody, joint care and control by 
consent, and with reference to the Recital B therein, no longer works, as there has been 
subsequent variation by mutual agreement (refer to paragraphs 16 to 17 above). A proper 
order is needed. The question is what orders or arrangements would be in the best interest 
of the Children. Throughout the trial and especially during cross examination, I notice there 
is much lack of trust between the parties. Both parties have made many allegations against 
each other, which I will not go through one by one. In addition to the improper and/or 
inappropriate conduct and behaviour of the Father as alleged by the Mother in relation to 
parental alienation which I will summarise in paragraph 61 below, there are some general 
allegations about the difficulty to communicate with each other, no prompt reply from each 
other, the other insists in his/her own way unreasonably and focusing on himself/herself 
instead of the Children. More specifically, some allegations involve, namely a few but not an 
exhaustive list, :- vegan meals of the Mother and the Children s choice of food when they 
stayed with the Mother; whether Mother has been too strict while the Father has been too 
lenient in supervising the Children, including an incident of D trying to get approval from 
the Mother to go to a classmate s home; whether attending to Children s needs promptly, 
including communicating with them directly, obtaining information from school through 
the webpage and reading notices from the school in good time; who is more capable to teach 
the Children their homework and to arrange tutors and ECA for them; how they should 
communicate with the Children; what happened at D s graduation ceremony an incident of 
access ending early the reason why the Father took out the Application was to retaliate his 
dissatisfaction about the AR trial result. I notice that many of them are based on their 
different parenting style, different perception in how things should be done and would work 
best for the Children in their view, and how they expect the other should react from their 
own point of view. One of the serious allegations which the parties have identified for my 
ruling is whether there is parental alienation by the Father, which I will consider as the 1st 
issue to rule. It is in this factual context that I consider the issues below. Whether there is 
parental alienation by the Father It is the Mother s case that there is parental alienation by 
the Father, as he had manipulated the temporary change of mind of D, when she expressed a 
preference for the Father and started residing with the Father since August 2023, and to use 
it to claim sole care and control of the Children. The Mother also asserts that there is some 
conduct and behaviour of the Father, which collectively amounts to a degree of parental 
alienation, or at the very least, inappropriate behaviour. These conduct and behaviour 
include the following :- belittle the Mother, even in front of the Children, such as describing 
the Mother getting money from the Father and the Mother coming from a wealthy family; 
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make the Children read a selection of messages which the Father believes will make them 
lower their opinion of the Mother; did not paint the Mother in a positive light towards the 
Children and did not mend or help to mend the relationship between the Mother and D 
when D chose to prefer residing with the Father; being overly permissive and generous with 
the children to win their favour; acknowledged deliberately reducing communication and 
co-operation with the Mother; and arranged activities for D on the dates Mother has dinner 
access with D. The Father denied parental alienation, and pointed out that the Mother only 
made such allegations of parental alienation at the CDR hearing in January 2024, which were 
groundless, and were only attempts to falsely accuse the Father. In relation to the allegations 
of the improper and inappropriate conduct and behaviour of the Father, he explained under 
cross-examination, which I summarise below :- The Father agreed that he did say some 
words in some occasions about the Mother in front of the Children, to show his disapproval 
with the Mother and some of the Mother s acts. He explained he was being honest with the 
Children about how he felt and that was usually when the Children asks him questions or 
asking for explanation. About the allegation that he showed the Children selected messages 
trying to lower their position of the Mother, the Father explained that he only showed some 
messages to the Children, usually in the scenario when the Mother told the Father 
something about the Children or the arrangement which was not true, and the Father 
showed that particular message to the Children for confirmation. The Father agreed that he 
did not mend the relationship between the Mother and D in about August 2023 when D 
chose to reside with the Father, as at that time, he needed to comfort the feeling and 
emotion of D first and did not do so. The Father denied being overly permissive and 
generous with the Children as alleged. He admitted buying things at the Children s request, 
but they were necessary items and he had not been overly permissive. The Father agreed he 
had deliberately reduced communication and co-operation with the Mother, but that was at 
the time during the funeral of his father, when he flew to USA to handle the funeral matters, 
and the Mother s legal team kept trying to contact him giving him undue pressure to reply to 
applications regarding financial matters. The Father agreed he had arranged activities for D 
on the dates the Mother has dinner access with D, but that was not with the intention of 
depriving the time the Mother has with D. Ms Wong has also been asked about her views as 
to whether the acts of the Father amounts to alienation, which was answered in the negative. 
While I accept that the parties have not been in harmonious relationship and there has been 
much disputes and disagreements as to Children arrangement matters, the Mother admitted 
to the following during cross-examination :- In the past few years, the Mother has not been 
denied seeing the Children (except with the last time the Mother could not have access of 
the Children on Tuesday after they were just back from holiday, and the Father had arranged 
a dental appointment which was not easy to make according to the Father). With the agreed 
schedule, the arrangement of seeing the Children went quite smoothly. When the Mother 
requested for holiday overseas, she was not denied her request (though the Father may 
disagree with the length of the trip and expressed his view with her) Upon the Mother s 
request, D started attending counselling sessions with her in September 2023 to rebuild their 
relationship, and the Father did not interfere or prohibit. It was later stopped as D felt that 
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the counselling services was ineffective and the Mother agreed to terminate the counselling 
services. The Father pointed out as examples that the Mother had Christmas and the New 
Year with both Children. She also took D to Taiwan for holiday for 5 days in early 2024, with 
the Father taking care of G, so that the Mother can improve her relationship with D. The 
Mother agreed to these matters put to her, and that some of these were agreed by parties 
without having to apply formally in court and without resorting to lawyers. I have 
considered whether the Father s stance of no parental alienation is supported by evidence 
and in line with the observation from the Social Welfare Officer, and the answer is yes. Ms 
Wong inquired with D as to why she suddenly decided to live with her Father in August 2023, 
and reported in paragraph 26 of the 2nd SWR that she said that she had been considering it 
for several months and only implemented the decision at that time. However, when she was 
asked for the reason, D remained silent for a long time and stated that she did not want to 
answer the question. Although D did not give an answer to Ms Wong, D had indicated her 
preference not to live with her Mother and gave reasons as early as in the 1st SWR. Ms Lo 
reported in paragraph 41 of the 1st SWR that D made an explicit preference to live with her 
father and indicated her resistance towards the mother as the mother was exercising control 
and supervision on her who was at her puberty stage. While not criticising the Mother s 
good intention to supervise D, Ms Lo continued in the same paragraph of her view that the 
mother might need to adjust her parenting style to meet the girl s developmental and 
emotional needs . Ms Wong also reported in paragraph 33 of the 2nd SWR that D attitude 
towards her Mother has positively changed . Although I am of the view that there is room for 
improvement for some of the behaviour of the Father in some instances, such as the way the 
Father spoke negatively of the Mother in front of the Children when he disapproves some of 
the Mother s decision and it is not desirable to let Children know unnecessarily the financial 
matters and disputes between the parties, considering all the evidence as a whole, I am not 
of the view that the behaviour or conduct of the Father as alleged by the Mother amounts to 
parental alienation. There is no evidence before me that the Father has parental alienation. 
What should be the defined access arrangement for D After ruling on the factual issue about 
parental alienation above, when I consider and rule on the following matters, I will have 
regard to the best interests of the Children as the first and paramount consideration and in 
having such regard, I shall give due consideration to (a) the wishes and feelings of the 
Children (having regard to the age and understanding of the Children, and to the 
circumstances of the case); and (b) all material information, including the 2 SWRs. As the 
Mother does not dispute the Father with sole care and control of D, the aspect for my 
determination is the access arrangement of D. Holiday arrangement will be considered in a 
later part of this Judgment. Given the background of this case and parties relationship, a 
defined access is necessary. The Mother is of the view that there should be status quo of the 
access arrangement of D, while the Father is of the view that, apart from weekend staying 
access, 3 dinner access per alternate week during weekday is too tiring for D, and he asked 
for only 1 dinner access be granted. In fact, while the Mother says status quo, it is not 
actually the same as the current arrangement. In the Mother s Open Offer, she asked for end 
of the alternate weekend staying access ends not on Sunday night, but on Monday morning. 
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I will consider this at the end of this section, after ruling on the major defined access 
arrangements for D. Ms Wong in the 2nd SWR proposed that there should be status quo for 
the access arrangement of D. I refer to paragraph 29 of the 2nd SWR, which stated that In 
regard to the current access arrangement, D had indifferent view and expressed to have got 
used to the current routine . I have considered the Father s submissions that it may be too 
tiring for the Daughter to have 3 dinner access during weekdays of alternate week, as she 
starts her day early and only returns home late after dinner access with the Mother. But I 
have also considered the parties evidence as to the location of their homes and of the 
school, and of the fact that the Mother can pick up the Children and return them by driving 
about half of the time, which could save their travelling time and the hassle of travelling by 
public transport. When Ms Wong was asked about whether the existing access arrangement 
of D would be too tiring for her, Ms Wong explained that she had considered D s view about 
this. The existing access arrangement is quite complicated, but the reply from D is quite 
positive. She said okay and she said she has got use to the routine. I have considered D s 
view and also how Ms Wong ascertained her view. According to Ms Wong, she saw D for 4 
times, but only see G for 3 times, as D would have more views about the arrangement with 
the Mother and Ms Wong would want to understand more from D. With the background of 
this case that D, now 14 years old, expressed explicitly her preference to reside with the 
Father earlier, I am sure if there are problems or concern about being too tiring with the 
present access arrangement, D would have no hesitation to have told Ms Wong. With Ms 
Wong reported in paragraph 33 of the 2nd SWR that D revealed no reluctant attitude towards 
the current access conducted by her mother , I am of the view that the current weekday 
access is not too tiring for D. Also in view of the improving relationship between D and the 
Mother, I rule that maintaining the status quo for the access arrangement of D is beneficial 
to her. In relation to the end time of the alternate weekend staying access arrangement, I am 
of the view that end of access time be Sunday night (as per the existing arrangement), 
instead of until Monday morning (as per the Mother s suggestion in the Open Offer), will be 
a better arrangement, as there will be less hassle for D so that she can get herself settled and 
get prepared the night before going to school on Monday. What should be the arrangement 
of G The Mother asked for status quo, ie. G s arrangement remains the same of spending 
time with each parent on alternate week and the changeover takes place on each Friday 
afternoon after school, with the non-residing parent has mid-week dinner access with G 
from 5:00 pm to 8:00 pm on Tuesday. She opposed to the Father s application of radically 
changing the arrangement of G to sole care and control to the Father, with defined access to 
the Mother. As explained in paragraph 69 above, I have regard to the best interest of G as the 
first and paramount consideration. I will consider the wish and feeling of G in the context of 
the circumstances of this case, and I will also consider all material information, including 
the 2 SWRs. Regarding the background of this case, I repeat paragraphs 16 to 20 above and I 
am fully aware of the changes since the 2018 Order. Considering the 1st SWR dated 12 April 
2023, the Father s application was not recommended. I have considered especially the 
following - The 1st SWR was prepared at a time when both Children were having the same 
alternate week arrangement with each parent. G was 8 years old studying Primary 2 in a 
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local primary school at the time of the 1st SWR. G s view and Ms Lo s observation was 
reported in paragraph 36 therein:- 36. G said that he wanted his parents to live together. If 
this was not possible, he wanted to maintain the status quo as he loved to live with mommy 
on one week and live with daddy on the other week. He did not mind there were no meats at 
mommy s home and it would be happier if he had meats to eat. In another interview with G 
on 14.3.2023, he said that he wanted to have two homes, one with mommy and one with 
daddy. He did not want to change the existing pattern and he would go with his sister to 
either parent s home on alternating weeks. He loved to stay with his sister even though she 
was strict to him and sometimes did not teach him how to do homework, shout at him or 
take his toys. He notices that the mother was sometimes strict to D as the latter did not want 
to do homework and mommy had to stop her playing with smartphone. I have also 
considered the relevant information as stated in the paragraphs 40 and 41 under the 
Conclusion and Recommendation in the 1st SWR :- 40. D was on the father s side who 
preferred to live with the father. The son G, on the other hand, indicated his strong wish to 
remain status quo as he wanted to have two homes, where he could live with his mother one 
week and the father on the following week, as well as to stay with his sister. He had intimate 
relationship with his sister and did not want to separate from her 41. G would be put in a 
hard situation if his sister completely moved to the father s home while he stayed at the 
mother s home in alternate weeks that he might be prone to take side on either party and 
would also be deprived of the time growing up with his sister whom he love to. There was a 
substantial change subsequently, ie. D started residing with the Father since August 2023, 
with G remains to be in the alternate week arrangement. It was under this context that the 
2nd SWR was called for. In the 2nd SWR, G s view had been stated in paragraph 24, when Ms 
Wong interviewed with the Father about his views, and Ms Wong recorded that Regarding G, 
the Father had discussed the possibility of living together in the future, and G expressed that 
he would be happy to live with the Father or the Mother . In paragraph 30 of the 2nd SWR, 
being the only paragraph under the section s views , it is stated that :- 

30. G wondered if he needed to be interviewed with the Investigating Officer again. From his 
perspective, the father was the nicest person in the world as the father allowed him to buy 
the things he liked anytime. In contract, the mother only permitted him to shop in special 
occasion such as his birthday. He enjoyed the Arts class that the mother enrolled him in. 
Yet, he could only participate in every two weeks while he was unable to join when staying 
with the father at some weekends as the location of the class was far away from the father s 
abode. He could enjoy the badminton time with the father and D at alternate weekends 
during his stay with the father. Overall, he revealed to be okay to reside with each parent. 
There is another part in the 2nd SWR about ascertaining the views of G, in paragraph 33 :- 

33. During the present social enquiry, [content about D] For G, he showed indifference to stay 
with either parent in alternate week. During the trial, Ms Wong was asked to explain in 
detail the answer from G that he revealed to be okay to reside with each parent . She 
answered that G meant he is okay with the arrangement of alternate weeks with each 
parent. During interview with G, she asked open question about the current living 
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arrangement. Ms Wong frankly admitted that she had no recollection that she asked G his 
views about the Father s proposal of having sole care and control, by living with the Father 
mainly during weekday like his sister. Ms Wong also confirmed that there was no way she 
can speculate about the views of G as she did not specifically ask him about the Father s 
proposal. During the giving of evidence, Ms Wong added that when she came to her 
conclusion, she based on 4 aspects of consideration :- The needs for the Children during the 
stage of growing The stability of living The relationship between the siblings The view and 
wish of the Children Ms Wong further explained that for the growth and development of G, 
he needs to have a stable living environment so that he can have a sense of security to 
develop his interest and strength. For sibling relationship, Ms Wong accepted that the 
sibling relationship is very good and they are very close to each other. They can have dinner 
nearly every night during the week when G stays with the Father. Even during the week 
when G stays with the Mother, there were dinner access of D with the Mother and the 
siblings can also have dinner together, giving them many chances to be with each other. Ms 
Wong s evidence about the recommendation for G includes mainly the following :- The 
taking care by the Mother and the Father are equally important. The Mother can provide 
more emotional support to G, while the Father can demonstrate as a male figure and enjoy 
more sports activities with G. By staying at 2 homes, that can minimise the dispute between 
the parents. If there is status quo, the Mother can be aware of what happened to G, as G stays 
with her on alternate week. But if the arrangement changes to care and control to the 
Father, G, a boy of 10 years old, may not text the Mother every day telling the Mother what 
he has been doing. For boys at his age, one cannot be sure if he will have phone calls or text 
the Mother that much. For daily dialogue between the Mother and G, that can take place 
when they stay together. The challenge is how to maintain the relationship between the 
Mother and G. Social Welfare Reports are generally regarded as being the ears and eyes of 
the court and they provide a very valuable function in that respect. However, the 
recommendations made are not binding on the court. If the court does not agree with the 
recommendations made, then reasons should be given. In this instance, I have concern only 
about the recommendation of Ms Wong regarding the arrangement of G. I am grateful to Ms 
Wong for the preparation of the 2nd SWR, including especially all the background 
information, interview and record of communication and responses with the parties and the 
Children as reported in the 2nd SWR. However, in coming to the conclusion for G s 
arrangement, I have hesitation to put much weight to the recommendation, for the 
following main reasons :- As shown in paragraph 88 above, I am not sure if the feeling and 
view of G has been thoroughly ascertained. With Ms Wong s evidence, much concern has 
been put on the Mother. Mr. Levaire put a question to Ms Wong asking if she agrees that if 
both Children are to reside full time with the Father, there is a chance the Mother has less 
control or less knowledge about the Children s affairs, including the safety of visiting 
classmates. This question demonstrates the worry of the Mother, which it seems Ms Wong 
has endorsed. If care and control was granted to the Father, the Mother s time with G will be 
much less than the existing arrangement of alternate week. There is the risk of the Mother 
not knowing well what happened with the Son, as the Son may not contact the Mother 
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frequent enough and the Father may not be communicating well with the Mother. It is a very 
reasonable and sensible worry. But what I have to consider is to put G s welfare being the 
first and paramount consideration. Ms Wong s consideration of the 4 aspects before 
reaching her conclusion (as explained in paragraph 89 above) is very useful for my 
consideration, but I have different anaylsis of the facts and I have reached a different 
conclusion. Regarding the view of G, I repeat paragraphs 85 to 87 above. This is exactly the 
situation Ms Lo, in paragraph 41 of the 1st SWR (quoted in paragraph 83(d) above) had 
expressed her concern about. I am of the view that G expressed okay and indifferent as to 
the existing alternate week arrangement, as he might have felt caught in the middle to take 
side. I have no doubt G loves both the Mother and the Father very much and he is happy to 
spend time with each of them. With the change of circumstances in this case, that D started 
residing with the Father since August 2023, if G is not asked specifically to choose between 
(a) the status quo of alternate week arrangement; or (b) residing mainly with the Father like 
his sister D, I am not surprised of the way G answered Ms Wong. G is not showing approval, 
preference or strong wish to continue, but indicating okay or indifference to the current 
arrangement. I have not lost sight of G s views and feelings explicitly expressed in the 1st 
SWR, when he stated clearly that he wanted to have two homes, one with mommy and one 
with daddy (as in paragraph 36 therein) and his strong wish to remain status quo as he 
wanted to have two homes, where he could live with his mother one week and the father on 
the following week (as in paragraph 40 therein). But at the same time, I notice that these 
were said at a time when both D and G were having the same alternate week arrangements, 
and the above views, as reported by Ms Lo in the 1st SWR, were not standalone views, G also 
mentioned, if not qualifying his view, that he loved to stay with his sister (in the same 
paragraph 36 therein) and as well as to stay with his sister (in the same paragraph 40 
therein). I am of the view that this change of residing arrangement of D since August 2023 is 
one substantial change in circumstances which I have given much weight in consideration. 
Regarding sibling bonding, there is no doubt that sibling relationship is very close between 
D and G. I understand that with the current arrangement, the siblings can have many 
dinners together (refer to paragraph 90 above as explained by Ms Wong), but with both of 
them residing with one parent mainly will provide more important sibling together time for 
siblings bonding and for siblings to grow up together. The view of G is reported by Ms Lo in 
the 1st SWR including love to stay with his sister even though she was strict to him and 
sometimes did not teach him how to do homework, shout at him or take his toys . If residing 
together, there will be more time to teach homework, to play, to chat and to quarrel etc. 
About stability of living, I agree that status quo is an important consideration, but it should 
be one of the considerations, and not necessarily the determining factor. I am of the view 
that consistency in G s daily life regarding his growing needs is equally important. Although 
G did not mention any problems of the current alternate week arrangement, his daily 
routine and activities are affected. As parties cannot agree on the tutorial class or the ECA of 
G, he can only join activities once every 2 weeks or choose to join less activities to avoid 
conflict between his parents. This may aggravate as G is going to change to an international 
school in due course, and there may be more ECA for him to choose from. I have not lost 
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sight of the concern raised by the Mother that there will be less time with G and the Father 
may exclude the Mother from participating in the life and ECA decisions of G. With the facts 
of this case, I have no doubt that both parties love both Children very much and I trust that 
the Father has the ability to put G s interest as paramount and to communicate with the 
Mother so that she can continue to take part in G s life and in making decisions of G. The 
Father has been complying with court orders all along. Taking D as an example, the Mother 
has been provided with the parents account of the school webpage and she could access in 
the same way as the Father. The Mother has not been denied access of school information 
and to participate any school activities. In fact, the Mother did attend school activities and 
the Father did invite the Mother to attend. I am confident that both parents have the ability 
to cope with the difficulties faced in communicating with each other and to communicate 
despite the differences in views and parenting style. One may not always get things your way 
or as you expected. Not getting things your way does not necessarily mean being bad to the 
Children. There are difficulties now, which is not surprising or uncommon in divorce cases. 
Parties should continue communicating Children matters for the welfare and interest of the 
Children, I am of the view that for G, varying to care and control to the Father, with defined 
access to the Mother is in his best interest. Next, about the access time of G, the Father is of 
the view that if care and control is granted to him, the access time of the Mother should be 
alternate weekends from after school or ECA on Friday until 7pm on Sunday and every 
Tuesday after school or ECA to 8:00 pm. I am of the view that more generous weekday access 
time should be given in view of the close relationship between G and the Mother. Having 
considered the background of the case, I rule that the same access arrangements as D 
should be applied to G. What should be the school long holiday arrangements The parties 
used to agree equal sharing of the long school holidays, with exact dates to be further 
agreed. The Father confirmed that this equal sharing long school holidays can continue, but 
he asked for a clearly defined access (as per his Open Offer), saving the trouble of possible 
disagreement and dispute. The Mother opposed. She disagreed to pre-determined dates of 
the long school holiday access and prefer discussion between the parties before such long 
holidays. Further, the Mother asks for a week more for her to spend time with D, to 
compensate for the Father s additional time with D during the school year. Ms Wong s view 
is that there should be equal sharing of the long school holidays between the parties. Ms. 
Wong further explained that she did investigate the view from D and her understanding is 
that D is not ready to have more than half of the holiday time to be spent with the Mother. I 
can understand the Mother s concern that as she does not have care and control, she would 
like to have more time during long school holidays to compensate the time. However, I have 
to stress that time with the Children should not be viewed and considered in terms of 
compensation . While it is true that with the Father being granted the sole care and control 
during term time, the Mother will have less time with the Children during school term, I am 
of the view that long school holiday is of another category. Other than finishing holiday 
homework, the Children should have sufficient time to spend the holiday time with each 
parent. I am of the view that equal sharing of time between the Mother and the Father is 
reasonable, with Children s best interest in mind. Regarding the Father s proposal that for 
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the summer holiday, it should be divided on 26th July of each year to avoid disagreement 
and disputes, I do not agree. As the Children are growing up, there will be different school 
activities, competitions and excursions etc that may take place during long school holidays. 
Pre-determined dates will not serve the purpose with the Children s best interest as 
paramount consideration. Both parents should not have hesitation to communication 
between them and use their best endeavours to reach agreement. The past experience of 
communication may not be good, but in this case, as both parents agree to continue to have 
joint custody of the Children, continue communication between the parties about the 
Children s affairs is expected. I rule that for the summer, Christmas/New Year, Chinese New 
Year and Easter long school holidays, the parties should equally share them, without pre-
determined dates. Parties should discuss and reach agreement at least 3 months before the 
summer holiday and at least 2 weeks before other holidays. Conclusion and observations 
Having made the ruling and analysis for this case, after consideration of all the 
circumstances of the case and having the best interest of the Children in mind, I have to say 
that there is no perfect arrangement for them. Both parties may feel aggrieved with my 
ruling, as neither party gets all they want. But this is the reality the parties have to face, with 
the Children growing up, more time will be spent academically, on ECA and other social 
activities of the Children, and there will be changing circumstances and changing needs of 
them. A consistent living environment and activities schedule, with strong sibling bonding 
is in the best interest of the Children at this stage in life, with the facts of this case. At the 
same time, unfailing parental love and support is equally important. A parent may not 
expect enjoying the same together time with the Children compared to when they were 
younger. Quality time with the Children is also valuable. The parties are encouraged to focus 
not on what each of them wants from the Children from their point of view, but focus more 
on the needs of the Children from their perspective and what is at their best interest, 
especially at this dynamic stage of entering adolescence. With my ruling of varying the care 
and control of the Children to the Father, with the Mother being granted defined access, I 
have to make it clear that it does not mean the Father is a better parent and thus getting the 
care and control. I made my ruling after consideration of various factors and with reasons as 
explained above, after putting the Children s interest as paramount consideration in the 
circumstances. Both parents and their participation in their lives are important to the 
growth and well being of the Children. Further, I have to remind both parties that care and 
control and access can be viewed as labels to a certain extent. When a parent exercises 
rights of access, during the time of the access, that parent assumes care and control of the 
child for the time that the child is in that parent s physical custody. With my ruling of the 
extent of access granted to the Mother, her views as to the Children s arrangement and 
activities which may affect her access time is necessary to be consulted. Continue 
communication between the parents are expected. Unilateral decisions made without 
obtaining the consent or consulting the other parent for important decisions is not in the 
best interest of the Children. In fact, both parties have agreed to continue with joint custody 
and during trial, both parties confirmed that they will continue discussing about matters 
like the choice of school for G and also for D. I see no reasons why continue discussions of 

[2025] HKFC 35

Research copy · Verify against the source 17 / 20



other Children matters cannot be in place. With my ruling, challenges ahead are still 
anticipated, and co-operation and communication between the parties in future are 
expected. I echoed some the views expressed by Ms Wong during trial. Both parents love 
their Children very much and both of them have the ability to do co-parenting and to 
improve on the way they communicate. The parties are therefore reminded to focus to shift 
their communication from blaming each other to the growth and development on the 
Children. The love of their Children can be big enough to the extent that disputes, 
differences in views and conflicts between the parties can be put aside and focus be on the 
needs and feelings of the Children, to facilitate better communication and co-operation 
between the parents. During trial, both parties confirmed agree to resort to co-parenting co-
ordinator ( ) to resolve future disputes on Children matters. However, in the Father s closing 
submissions, he opposed to PC to be included in the order. It was not because of his 
unwillingness to discuss matters with the Mother. On the contrary, the Father informed the 
court that the parties had voluntarily attended a session with PC, Mr. Ho, after the 
conclusion of trial, which both parties attended voluntarily. A court order for PC is therefore 
unnecessary. Further, the Father worried that an express order of PC may hinder direct 
communication between the parties, as the parties may wait until the engagement of PC, 
instead of communicating directly first, when trying to resolve any disputes. With my 
observations and reminders above, I am of the view that an express order for PC is not 
necessary. While encouraging parties to communicate with each other to resolve any 
disputes, I add that the engagement of PC could be considered in appropriate instances, 
especially if parties have failed to reach agreement with their own direct communication. 

Orders 

As explained above, paragraph 1 of the 2018 Order will be varied. As it is specifically stated in 
paragraph 1 therein that the parties shall respectfully care for the Children pursuant to the 
arrangements set out in Recital B above , and there are undertakings involved in Recital, I 
exercise my power to discharge those undertakings in Recital B that are part and partial to the 
varied care and control arrangements, ie. B(i)(a), B(i)(b) and B(iv)(b). With the reasons aforesaid, 
I make the following orders:- Paragraph 1 of the Order dated 26 February 2018 be varied to as 
follows, which shall take effect on 3 March 2025 :- Joint custody of the Children be granted to the 
Mother and the Father, with care and control of the Children be granted to the Father, with 
defined access be granted to the Mother, subject to Recital B(ii)(a) to (b), B(iii)(a) to (c) and B(iv)
(a), as follows :- 

(a) Dinner access in mid-week: Week 1: after school or extracurricular activities to 8:00p.m. on 
Wednesday, Thursday and Friday; and Week 2: after school or extracurricular activities to 
8:00p.m. on Tuesday. 

(b) Staying access at weekends in alternate week: Week 1: nil; and Week 2: after school or 
extracurricular activities on Friday to before 8:00pm on Sunday 
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(c) The Mother shall be granted access for half of the summer, Christmas/New Year, Chinese 
New Year and Easter long school holiday, with the exact dates to be mutually agreed by the 
parties at least 3 months prior to the summer holiday, and at least 2 weeks prior to other 
holidays. A progress report be prepared by the Social Welfare Officer which shall be ready 
by 21 February 2026. Costs As children matters have been involved, I order that there be no 
order as to costs, including all costs reserved. This is a costs order on a nisi basis, which 
shall be made absolute within 14 days. (Rita So) Deputy District Judge Mr Romain Pierre 
Levaire instructed by Messrs. Choy Yung & Co. for the Petitioner The Respondent acts in 
person PAGE - PAGE A B C D E F G H I J K L M N O P Q R S T U V A B C D E F G H I J K L M N 
O P Q R S T U V A B C D E F G H I J K L M N O P Q R S T U V A B C D E F G H I J K L M N O P Q 
R S T U V hc(> hc(> hc(> hc(> hbL` hc(> hc(> hc(> |m^R hbL` hc(> hc(> hc(> huY9 hc(> gdKx 
gdKx gdbL` gdKx w[w[w[wMB hMH: hbL` hc(> hbL` hMH: gd!0 gda( gd1I} gdlN~ gd[@ 
dYK@K@ h1I} hO4b h1I} hOr( hMH: hMH: hQ,` hO4b h1I} gd0: gd0: gd0: gd0: gdQ,` gdO4b 
hApV hW9w hQQ" hO4b hQQ" gd1I} gdApV gd0: {pepZLZAZ hMH: hMH: hMH: h~t@ h1I} 
hySC hApV gdQQ" gd~t@ gd~t@ h~t@ h~t@ h~t@ ho)y zpzp pzf_p hQQ" hQQ" hMH: hQQ" 
hMH: zlzazSaCa hMH: ho)y hz#g hMH: hMH: gd4m ugu\uQ ho)y h!@5 hz#g gd6, gd4m gd!@5 
hMH: ho)y hMH: }rjr[MB hMH: ho)y h5>^ hMH: hP91 hP91 hMH: hMH: hMH: hP91 hP91 
hP91 hMH: hP91 gd4m gd!@5 gd4m h!@5 xhXJ:J hMH: ho)y gdO' gdO' gdO' gd4m gdO' \ a$ 
gdO' \ a$ gdO' gdO' gdO' gdO' gdO' gdO' hL/H gd4m gd4m gdO' gdO' gdO' gdn+ gdn+ gdOf6 
gdn+ gdOf6 hOf6 hMH: hOf6 hOf6 hv8P gdkM gdEpk xmbmx hEpk hEpk hEpk ho)y hEpk 
hv8P hEpk hEpk ho)y gdEpk gdo)y gdkM gdkM gdkM h#yL ho)y hL/H hL/H hL/H gd6> gd6> 
gd6> gd6> gdL/H gdL/H gdEpk gd}? gd}? gd#yL gd6> ho)y h#yL h#yL gdo)y gd}? gd}? ho)y hjzg 
h^GD h#yL gdjzg gd0b gd#yL gdo)y uhVhVh dodod hjzg hjzg hjzg hjzg hjzg p{p{p{ eZe{ hjzg 
hjzg hjzg hjzg gd#L gdb\ gd&q& gd[^ gd@[ h&q& hjzg hMH: h&q& ho)y {k`U` ho)y hMH: gd!; 
ho)y gd|l gd|l gd|l hMH: hMH: hJI# hMH: hTo[ ho)y ho)y hJI# ho)y gd!; gdh# hTo[ gd1p gdh# 
hTo[ hTo[ ho)y hMH: h}\; gd0N& gd-;s h0N& h-;s h-;s h-;s h0N& gdX# gdUq gdX# gd0N& hb]N 
gdUq gdX# gdpq gdpq hb]N hb]N hb]N gd[ ti\O hc(> hc(> hc(> hc(> hc(> &`#$ gdOf6 gd"> 
gdSh n[L[ ho)y ho)y ho)y ho)y ho)y ho)y hOf6 hOf6 hOf6 ho)y ho)y ho)y ho)y ho)y ho)y ho)y 
ho)y ho)y [Content_Types].xml _rels/.rels theme/theme/themeManager.xml K Y, sQ}# theme/
theme/theme1.xml $O}) Xp90 +PHI| PP yu 9xu5 fs+W VF7H q=. 8}d- qyI@ j!Q_ jyV` |PZ+ T ""p 
< 4V O&x$ A8>v ;EUC n 8r *~P(5 .}x E /,EE\} theme/theme/_rels/themeManager.xml.rels 5 6?
$Q K(M&$R(.1 [Content_Types].xmlPK _rels/.relsPK theme/theme/themeManager.xmlPK 
theme/theme/theme1.xmlPK theme/theme/_rels/themeManager.xml.relsPK <?xml 
version="1.0" encoding="UTF-8" standalone="yes"?> <a:clrMap xmlns:a="http://
schemas.openxmlformats.org/drawingml/2006/main" bg1="lt1" tx1="dk1" bg2="lt2" tx2="dk2" 
accent1="accent1" accent2="accent2" accent3="accent3" accent4="accent4" 
accent5="accent5" accent6="accent6" hlink="hlink" folHlink="folHlink"/> 9"HN ;x]8 J+&VX 
`ntF vGu. ;x]8 J+&V ry@_ xJxk ^mhI ruLT DCCJ643/2003 setup Normal.dotm Windows User 
Microsoft Office Word Judiciary Hong Kong SAR DCCJ643/2003 Title <?xml version="1.0" 
encoding="UTF-8" standalone="no"?><b:Sources xmlns:b="http://
schemas.openxmlformats.org/officeDocument/2006/bibliography" xmlns="http://
schemas.openxmlformats.org/officeDocument/2006/bibliography" 
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SelectedStyle="\APASixthEditionOfficeOnline.xsl" StyleName="APA" Version="6"></
b:Sources> <?xml version="1.0" encoding="UTF-8" standalone="no"?> <ds:datastoreItem 
ds:itemID="{37717C72-9477-4AC0-9F1E-4DD5B130E644}" xmlns:ds="http://
schemas.openxmlformats.org/officeDocument/2006/
customXml"><ds:schemaRefs><ds:schemaRef ds:uri="http://schemas.openxmlformats.org/
officeDocument/2006/bibliography"/></ds:schemaRefs></ds:datastoreItem> Microsoft Word 
97-2003 Document MSWordDoc Word.Document.8 
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